                                        February 28, 2007     

kcvc          ENVIRONMENT          10:15 a.m.

     316                                                

kcvc          ENVIRONMENT         February 28, 2007


PRESIDING CHAIRMEN:
Senator Finch


Representative Roy

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:

SENATORS:
Meyer, McKinney, Debicella, DeFronzo, Maynard

REPRESENTATIVES:
Davis, Chapin, Alberts, Backer, Christiano, Greene, Hennessy, Hurlburt, Jutila, Kalinowski, Megna, Miller, Miner, Morin, Moukawsher, Mushinsky, O’Rourke, Perone, Piscopo, Spallone, Urban, Wilber, Willis, Wright

REPRESENTATIVE ROY:  The meeting of the Environment Committee will come to order.  Committee Members, take your seats.  Public, find a seat.


In case of an emergency, you exit through the doors that you entered the room by, and, once outside this room, you follow the directions of the State Capitol Police.  

They will get you to the nearest exit.  At all times you walk.  You do not run.  Any time there is an emergency, you do not use the elevators.  


Also, when we’re announcing that, there is an articulated bus out in front.  This is a hybrid vehicle and I’m told the DEP and DOT are both very proud of that vehicle out there.  So those of you when you get a chance might want to go outside and see it.  Senator Finch, any comments?

SEN. FINCH:  I would just like to acknowledge the presence of our students from Farmington, our Green Team, who are here in support of the Bottle Bill, which they help write. 


They’ve worked with Representative Giannaros.  They’ve written a play, called Get a Green Grip, which we, as a Committee, are very happy about and urge all the Legislature to get a green grip like this Committee has.  

And we’re really so excited that they’re here because they do really represent why we’re fighting so hard for a, a healthier planet.  So very happy that they’re here today and happy that you’re all here.  

I will try to restrain my enthusiasm for the Bottle Bill to listen to the public.  But I have to say to you, that I was here, in the Capitol, before this building was here, as a young student lobbying for the original Bottle Bill and I’m just so honored to be able to play a little bit of keeping history going here today.  So thank you all for coming.

REP. ROY:  Just proves that if you live long enough, you can be part of history. 

SEN. FINCH:  Not as much as you. 

REP. ROY:  Our next, our first speaker for the day, Commissioner Gina McCarthy.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Hi.  My name is Gina McCarthy.  I’m Commissioner at the Department of Environmental Protection and beside me is Bob Kaliszewski, who is the Director of our Office of Planning and Program Development.  

And he oversees everything from our mercury collection program to our Bottle Bill to our solid waste management plan that was recently submitted.


I, first of all, want to begin just by thanking the Committee.  And I know that you have many esteemed guests to follow who are much more exciting, and cuter by far than I am.  

So I will keep my remarks as short as possible and also, like the Chairman, try to hold my excitement in check relative to the idea of expanding the Bottle Bill, which frankly makes me salivate every time I say that.


But let me explain to you what my feelings are and briefly cover the electronics bills.  I know that is something that is going to be a focus of an informational hearing, so I don’t want to spend a lot of time on that.  But you know, have two raised bills, Raised House Bill 7249 and Raised Senate Bill 1225.  


Raised Senate Bill 1225 identifies an advanced recovery fee for the collection of electronic waste products and Raised House Bill 7249 is a second model for electronic recycling.  DEP considers both of them to be worthy of your thoughtful consideration.  


However, our preference would be to go to the producer-responsibility model because it will provide some impetus for manufacturers who will bear the cost associated with the, with the recycling of the products at the end of their life.


It will provide them some incentive to re‑design their products to, hopefully, extend their useful life, to minimize the toxics that are used in their components, and to approve, improve the ability of the product itself to be recycled.  


So that is our preference.  And let me now, if I could, move onto the Bottle Bill, although I’m happy to take some questions on the others. 


And also, to remind you that the Department also has a Bill on electronics recycling, and we’d like that also, at some point in time, to be considered, but we think that the, it is also a producer-responsibility model and it is fairly bare bones, but it gives an opportunity for further discussion.


On the Bottle Bill, first of all, I want to also thank the Green Team for being here because I think they are the reason why you want to consider a Bottle Bill.  


They are, they remind me of when I was their age and we first were talking about litter issues and when the first Bottle Bill recycling, the Bottle Bill was initiated.  And, it was an opportunity for a rallying cry around the environment.


It was the first reason why all of us became engaged in environmental issues.  And if you ask anybody out there if they’re an environmentalist, the first thing they will say is, yes, I recycle.  


It is the one thing as an individual that we always associate with, and we’re very clear about, and we can become extremely committed to do.  


And I would just point out to you that the original Bottle Bill was written at a time, as you know, when there was no such thing as bottles of water.  People just drank water out of the tap.  


And I consider the expansion of the Bottle Bill that’s being considered to be simply an update of the original Bottle Bill to recognize where we are today.  


Now, I would just point out that the Solid Waste Management Plan that the Department issued just a few months ago did indicate that we have a significant amount of work to do to minimize the waste that we generate and to recycle and re-use that waste.


And as part of that effort, we need to jump start recycling.  We need to re-engage our communities.  The infrastructure is there.  The commitment is not yet there.  


We can do a lot better than we are doing to minimize the amount of waste and to minimize our need to site landfills and additional waste incinerators.  And we should be meeting that need.


In my opinion, the time is right for the expansion of the Bottle Bill.  It makes sense.  It was one of the strategies that the Solid Waste Management Plan identified, that not only will help jump start our success in increasing our recycling rate where it needs to be as we head into the future, but it also provides a steady stream of funding to the Department to manage this, these initiatives, and for the municipalities to get the job done.


So, we’re excited about it and we welcome it.  And, I’ll step aside, as soon as possible, to let the kids speak because they’re the ones that really, I think, have something to say. 


And they’re going to tell you that they care about the environment.  They’re going to tell you that you don’t own the environment, that you pass it on to them.  

And they’re going to tell you to think really hard about how minimal this issue really is to get the job done and how important it is to continue to re-engage the people in this state for their environmental stewardship and commitment.  So thank you for the time.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Commissioner.  Any comments or questions from Members of the Committee?  Representative Willis.

REP. WILLIS:  Thank you very much.  It’s very good to see you today, Commissioner.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  You too, Representative.

REP. WILLIS:  I have a question for you, regarding, New York State is also moving ahead, it looks like their new Governor, Elliot Spitzer, and the Legislature, is going to be, I would assume, putting this on their agenda to move.


How is what they’re doing compare to our proposal?  And it really would be good if, if since they’re a neighboring state, that we had something on the same track.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  We haven’t seen the final details of it.  There has been very strong indication from Governor Spitzer in New York that he is interested in moving forward with an expansion of the Bottle Bill.  


We’re quite sure that it involves expansion to clearly water.  I don’t know how much beyond that it is, and I’m not sure whether they’re going to take a leap to 10 cents.  I think that we need to look closely at what they do.


I know that there’s been a lot of concern about Connecticut going out in front on the move to 10 cents.  I would agree with that caution. 

But I would also say that if New York does make that move, than it bodes, it would really behoove us to follow that, that same move to 10 cents because we would clearly be facing some terrific constraints down in the Fairfield County area if we didn’t make that move.


And I think that, I would also point out that it’s my understanding that the Governor has proposed, as his new DEC Commissioner in New York, a legislator who was strategic in pushing forward the original Bottle Bill in New York.


So, I don’t really have any doubt that they are strongly committed to making this happen as soon as they can.

REP. WILLIS:  And Litchfield County, as well.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  I’m sorry.  Litchfield.  I should have said that.  How silly of me.

REP. WILLIS:  Fairfield works, too

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Yes.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Commissioner, for your support of the Bottle Bill.  I deeply appreciate it, your bold plan for solid waste, combat global warming, primarily, and to create economies in Connecticut is 57%.  Do I understand that right?

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Fifty-eight.

SEN. FINCH:  Fifty-eight percent.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  We’re close.

SEN. FINCH:  It’s going up.  That’s good.  Right direction.  We would, I think, as a Committee, like to hear from you on that Plan at some point before the end of the Session.  It’s something that everybody’s very interested in.


And I just wonder, is there any chance that you could ever meet that amount without expanding the Bottle Bill to the billions and billions of containers not covered in Connecticut.  

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  I would say that, that in the list of strategic initiatives that are developed in the Plan, that the Bottle Bill expansion was clearly one of the top initiatives.  And it serves both two purposes.


One, it will eliminate some waste that is now not being recovered and that contributes to the excess waste that we cannot find a home for.  But the second issue it does, is it provides a steady stream of funding.  


I mean, the one thing that we learned is, it is that if you want municipalities to be able to step up to the plate, you have to support that effort.  


You just can’t continue to say you need to do the right thing, pat them on the back and send them off.  And so you need a steady stream of funding.


And so there are only a few ways in which the, the plan itself identified a funding source.  And I’m not sure that the others are as palatable to the Legislature or to municipalities as the Bottle Bill, expansion of the Bottle Bill is.

SEN. FINCH:  You’re talking about the portion of the unredeemed deposits that will be returned to your Agency and to the towns in order to promote blue-bin recycling.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  As I understand it, if the Bottle Bill is to be expanded, that there are escheats that would be, that would be gathered through that, that are unclaimed.  


The unclaimed deposits would then be able to be put into a fund that could be used to actually support the recycling effort.  


And as you know in the environmental world, a lot of the battle is education and outreach.  We would love to do more programs with the schools because if you have children, you know that they’re your, they’re your moral compass.  


If we get them engaged in recycling, they’ll be going home and telling their parents what to throw away and what to recycle.  They’re very good at that and I’d love to have that little army out there.  


But, I don’t have the resources, nor do the municipalities, to do that type of education and outreach campaign.


That’s what this escheats can actually provide us.  It’s not just the infrastructure, but the ability to communicate this effectively.  Recycling is a big issue on climate.  People want to know, what do I do about climate change.


It’s not all about the hybrid busses.  You know, it is about recycling, as well.  It’s a fundamental thing that every one of us can do as individuals.  


But the infrastructure needs to be there, the education needs to be there, and the funding, and the funding to support recycling coordinators again, who will be able to push this over the finish line as necessary.

SEN. FINCH:  The last question I have for you, and I hope that the expert staff that you have will be able to help provide this.  


We would like to provide for Legislators some idea, based on what we predict the escheats will be, at a per capita basis.  What this would mean to their towns in terms of hard, American greenbacks, paying for recycling.


If you can help us with that, I think OFA and others would be really happy for your input and the Legislators would know how much money they’re bringing back home, without a tax increase.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Mr. Chairman, we’re happy to provide you with any information.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, Commissioner.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Good morning.

REP. CHAPIN:  Our history shows us that we as a Legislature aren’t very good at keeping separate funds separate, and quite honestly, engaging in thievery.  


Would you be as excited about expansion of the Bottle Bill if I were to sit here today and tell you that I don’t think you’ll see a dime of the escheats money?

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Would I be as excited, no.  I’m going to be honest with you.  Would I still be excited about it?  Yes, I would.


I think that it’s, I think the infrastructure is there, regardless of whether you do education and outreach, for much of the water bottles and the juice containers to be actually recycled as of the day you pass that.


Because, I know, myself, personally, when I do recycle, and there are oftentimes when I’ll sit there and I have to think to myself, is this, which, what bin does this go in?  The redeemable one or the recycling bin?  


And I really think that many people would welcome the opportunity to take all of these like items and get their nickels back.  

REP. CHAPIN:  I guess what I struggle with is we have a system in place now, at least in my community, where if you don’t have curbside recycling opportunity, you have recycling center opportunity, and I have engaged in surveying my District this particular Session, and I haven’t gotten all of the responses back, but what is of interest to me, is what are people doing with their soda cans today?


Because if they’re paying the additional nickel and then forfeiting the nickel because it’s convenient just to put it in the blue bin at the end of the driveway, or take it to the recycling center, I guess that is something that I need to ascertain and will help guide me in whether or not I want to support this additional expansion of the Bottle Bill.


You had indicated that, talked about when we first, when the Bottle Bill was first written, how does that timeline compare with when we, I think we require our municipalities to provide some sort of recycling opportunity for all of the residents.


So how do those two things compare, time-wise?  Did the Bottle Bill precede the requirement on the municipalities?

BOB KALISZEWSKI:  If I might respond to that.  One of the benefits of the Bottle Bill--

REP. ROY:  Excuse me.  Give us your name, first.

BOB KALISZEWSKI:  I’m sorry.  My name is Bob Kaliszewski, and as the Commissioner said, I’m Director of the Planning and Program Development Office--

REP. CHAPIN:  Excuse me.  I understand the benefits of the Bottle Bill.  I’d like an answer to the question about the timeline.

BOB KALISZEWSKI:  The timeline, when it kicks in?

REP. CHAPIN:  No.  When we first brought the Bottle Bill to the State of Connecticut versus when we required our municipalities to provide recycling opportunities?

BOB KALISZEWSKI:  The original Bottle Bill was in the early ‘80s.  The recycling initiatives took place over that same period of time, but they, they grew over time.  


Our Waste Management Plan, that was last written 19 years ago.  So it was 19 years ago we had the hierarchy for, really focusing on recycling, and that was when there was a big influx of money that created a lot of infrastructure for curbside recycling.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Could I just point out, Representative, that there was a need for a little bit of a lag time because the infrastructure wasn’t in place.  


What I would argue in terms of the expanded Bottle Bill is that much of the infrastructure is there.  You know, so there, there is not a need for that type of lag time.  

And there is, what I think, what we found when we looked at the, when we were developing the Solid Waste Management Plan, is that while communities are all recycling, they’re not all recycling the same things.  


That there are many communities that have more aggressive recycling programs and because the recycling markets have developed over the past 20 years, they’re actually making money on those products and that we should be leveling the playing field.


So, we are a part of the outgrowth of the Solid Waste Management Plan, looking at updating our regulations concerning what materials should be required by every community to be recycled.


And so, part of this effort is that we need to continue to grow these initiatives as the business, the businesses and the technologies catch up and as we get a better sense of what our waste stream is.  Because much of what we can do here on recycling will actually be enormously beneficial to the bottom line of municipalities.


But you’ve got to grow that marketplace first.  And in many cases, that marketplace exists now, particularly for water bottles.  It clearly does.

REP. CHAPIN:  So DEP’s position is that they support expansion to include water bottles, but not beyond that?

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  No.  That isn’t, I’m sorry, Representative.  That isn’t my position.  My position is that, that we should be moving towards expansion of the Bottle Bill to water bottles and other like containers.  

Certainly not dairy products, but our proposal would be that, that all of that, at least should be considered by the Legislature because the infrastructure’s in place.  And to me, as an environmentalist, it is indistinguishable what liquid you put in it.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you very much, Commissioner.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, Commissioner.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Good morning.

REP. MILLER:  A little story, if I might.  First job out of high school was to work for the best recycling company in America.  It was a junk dealer.  Probably, a lot of your parents thought of these companies as junk dealers.  


But they were actually scrap iron and metal dealers.  At one time I had a knowledge of materials that, I was like a metal, metallurgist, but without a degree.  They could recycle just about anything.


So I’m very aware of what can happen when you recycle.  Representative Megna and Representative Perone both drive this Prius.  

Now a lot of that material came from the United States, and particularly from the Connecticut region because all the iron that’s collected around here is exported to Japan, and then they send it back to us as a car, and a very good one.


So, I know the importance of recycling.  I know that it’s important that we start recycling these plastic bottles.  They’re all over our highways.  A lot of people just don’t give a darn anymore.  

They just throw them out the window and, just like Senator Finch, I have to go in my neighborhood and pick them up in the morning, especially on collection day.


And electronic waste is something that we neglected for a great many years and there’s a lot of material in that electronic waste that can be recycled to provide, to establish an economy, really, in that particular area there.


There are companies that are doing it, and I don’t think we’re doing enough.  So I think these two bills, I’ll probably will support with some changes, if I can make them.  


But I wholeheartedly support both bills and think that it’s a day that we’ve got to start thinking about the environment, what we’re doing to our state and how we can help our state, and these two bills will probably do both.


It will help the economy and also help stop pollution in our great state.  So, I thank you for your support of these bills.  Thank you.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Commissioner, thank you for your leadership.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Thank you.

SEN. MEYER:  It’s very meaningful to have you on board on this, on this bill.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Thank you.

SEN. MEYER:  The second to last paragraph of your written statement says that there are issues that need to be addressed.  I wondered if you, if this was an appropriate time for you to mention those issues as we modify or make amendments to this bill. 

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Now people will know how much I used my prepared remarks.  I’m finding them.  

SEN. MEYER:  We can take that up another time, if you’d prefer, but I do know that--

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  We can.  Senator, they’re very minor issues.  They’re relating to things like bar codes and things like that.  So, there are some details in it, but, but, in substance, we are, we are in support of the bill.

SEN. MEYER:  Okay.  On the subject of bar code, we, we’re going to have testimony later today from the Mayor of East Hartford, who’s concerned about this Bill because she says that, that Coca-Cola, which is an important taxpayer in the Town of East Hartford, would have to stop, her memo says, Coke will be required to stop production and change their bar code each time they bottle a different, a different state.


And that’s one of the things you’re suggesting that we can make an amendment that will avoid the necessity of changing bar codes.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Right.

SEN. MEYER:  Good.  

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  That’s correct.

REP. ROY:  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, Commissioner.  It’s good to see you here and enthusiastic on this bill.  I have good vibes about, I’ve been a supporter of the bill and I have good vibes about it this year, especially with our Green Team.


I’m told that when we put a nickel on the water bottle that the recycling rate goes from, like 30%, as it is currently, up to 70%, and that it relieves the municipalities of a financial burden because of that shift.  Could you comment on that, please?

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  The data indicates from, from Day 1 that when you have a Bottle Bill versus just the blue bins, that the recycling rate, or the capture of those bottles, is much higher with a Bottle Bill model.  


That seems to be very clear.  I guess the main issue, for me, is that I think that there needs to be an additional push on the education and outreach side because I think we’re getting a little bit casual about it.  


And, so, I, I would welcome, part of this issue is very clearly, that I would welcome additional funding to municipalities on that education and outreach side, so that we can continue the momentum forward.


You know, as human beings, we sort of get used to something and we get a little casual and lackadaisical.  It’s time to just re-think this again.  


But, it is pretty clear that there is, there is both high capture with a Bottle Bill, plus there is great incentives financially to be able to recapture these materials because, as Representative Miller indicated, you know, you can make money on them now.


Schools can make money on this, where it was a loser before.  We want winners here, and I think on the environmental side, we clearly want what’s best for the environment.  To be an economic winner, and this is one.  

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Representative Urban.

REP. URBAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  And, thank you, Commissioner, for your position on this bill.  


If we could just go back a little bit to the escheats, could you refresh my memory?  I believe that those escheats were initially to make the transition when we did the original Bottle Bill.  

And now, there’s been a lot of discussion about whether these escheats should be utilized for something positive for the state as far as recycling in the Bottle Bill goes.  And, it appears to me that that’s what this Bill is proposing.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  It’s my understanding and, and folks in this room can correct me, I’m sure, that the original Bottle Bill had all of the escheats going in to the General Fund and that the idea is that, that as you’re adding materials in, that there’s an opportunity now to re-think that just a bit and to capture the unclaimed bottle deposits with these new materials that would be coming into the system.


In much of the, the producers of that new material are the same people that have been involved in the Bottle Bill and the difficulty for me is that, is that there is no way for us to really understand the success of a Bottle Bill Program if I don’t have that track record.


And the escheats is a great reason for a good track record because if the escheats were actually going anywhere than the General Fund, there’d be a real accountability in terms of what you’re selling in to the state, what’s actually being captured, what’s being claimed and what those unclaimed deposits represent.


So, we’d get a really good feel as to whether or not we’d need to do more education and outreach, what the capture rates are and what we need to do to continue with it being successful.

REP. CHAPIN:  Commissioner, that’s exactly where I was going with the question, and I thank you very much for your response.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Greene.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, Commissioner.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Representative.

REP. GREENE:  Commissioner, I’ve been listening to the testimony here and everything, and I know one of your comments was you don’t want to impact the dairy industry.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  No, Sir.

REP. GREENE:  And, unfortunately, I think you are, because I happen to work for Hood Milk.  I think people in this room know that.


But one of the things that we distribute is juice.  So, you are going to impact the dairy industry that way because many of these companies do sell bottle juice, so they’re going to be required to go through this recycling program and, I think, I think that’s some of the things that we need to look at is really who we’re going to affect here. 


The other side of it is, I think it’s, it’s very difficult on the retailers to be required to put all the emphasis, they’re going to be our recyclers.  And it’s not fair to them to do that. 


And, I think we’re going to hear from a lot of them today on the kind of impact that this type of program is going to have.  I mean, it’s one thing the way the industry is set up.  


Right now, you’re dealing with beer.  You’re dealing with soda companies.  And they’re delivering to the stores and then they’re also picking up, or we, they have a company that comes in and, and gets the reclaim.  


But we’re going to be, water is distributed a lot differently, and juice, from a lot of different sources, and I think the retailers will be, be able to testify on that.


And that’s part of the problem that I have.  The other thing is that the municipalities right now.  There are some municipalities that have curbside.  

There are some municipalities that don’t, and you have to either hire a private contractor or take them to a redemption center that they have set up in their towns.


So it’s an inconsistent program that we have throughout the state.  I know in my town I have the bins and I throw these in the bins.  A lot of towns don’t have that opportunity.  

A lot of people don’t want to go to the dump on a Saturday afternoon or something to take their recyclables, and it’s a lot more convenient for them if they just throw them in the bin, like I do at home.


I think that a lot of these ending up in the waste stream is a direct result of the fact that if I walk down my Main Street, and I have a bottle of water and I’m through with it, I end up throwing it in the trash because there is no recycling bin where I could throw this in and I would consciously do that if one was available.


The same holds true to this building.  I can’t, I’ve got to throw this in the garbage because there is no, we don’t even have a recycle bin here. 


So to me, that’s a problem.  And I think we could be doing a lot better as a state to encourage that.  And you’re right about the education component.  

And those are some of the problems I have with the bill.  And, you know, I’d hope to address them.  I think we should address them.  But I don’t think we should throw all the burden on the retailer.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  I appreciate that, Representative.  If I could just respond on one point?

REP. ROY:  You may, Commissioner.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Thank you.  I couldn’t agree with you more about the continued need to expand the access to recycling.  It is very clear.  

It’s frustrating to me when I go in small stores and you get a soda and a drink, and I just leave the, the bottle on the counter.  I can’t possibly throw it in the barrel.


You know, it’s against my nature.  But it just sits there.  I know someone’s going to throw it in eventually, but it just ain’t going to be me.  So there is a need to address this.  But there’s no funding associated with that at this point.


You know, it’s very difficult for us to be able to impose burdens without providing some relief for that.  

And I guess, the other issue is, I agree with you on the retailers that they shouldn’t have to bear a significant burden here, but I think there are some parts of the law, the bill as it is currently proposed, that try to get at some of those issues.


You know, I believe that the handling fee needs to be increased.  I believe that the need, there needs to be real redemption centers in this state that take some of the burden away from the retail industry.  


And I also think that the Senator is, is contemplating, and I’m sure the Representative is, to look at, at the exemption for some of the smaller retailers that will take some of the burden away.


So I do, I do want to encourage you to continue to think about the way in which the bill might be adjusted to address some of your major concerns.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Morin.

REP. MORIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Chairman.  Thank you for testifying.  I admire the work you do on the behalf of our environment. 


This is a very difficult issue for me.  I’m a, shall we say, recycling, I’m very aggressive in my recycling personally, and my concern with this is, I don’t want to stand in line and recycle all these bottles.  


I religiously make sure that our household puts everything in the blue bin and we are fortunate enough in Wethersfield to have curbside recycling, but I realize that many others don’t.  


And, I was wondering if it would be, if there’s ways that we could, as a Legislature, do a better job of getting communities to recycle with some sort of incentive.  Because, again, we will go and we put our nickel cans back all the time. 


But at some point it becomes a disincentive.  How long are you going to stand in line?  With two college-aged kids and a 13-year-old, I generate an awful lot of water and juice bottles and sports drink bottles at my home.  I’m just not, I’m personally not crazy about standing in line to do that.


But I know we need the end result.  So, I’m, I’m a hundred percent with you of what we want that end result to be.  I just don’t know that‑‑

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Representative Morin, let me first respond by saying that although I get incredibly enthusiastic about the tool that we’re talking about today, I don’t mean to suggest that somebody doesn’t care about this issue, or isn’t equally committed on the environment if they find some other tool to be more acceptable.

REP. MORIN:  I don’t think that.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  So forgive me if I seem to be overzealous about that.  There are many ways in which you can get at this issue.  My response on the Bottle Bill, that it is a tool that, that does work very effectively, and it’s a proven tool.


So, I know it can do the job.  But there are other things that we can also do that improve recycling rates.  

We are going to look on the regulatory side about requiring some standardization for what, what communities recycle, to ensure that the things are economically viable to recycle are being taken advantage of.


So we should be pushing the envelope to be as green as we can within the constraints of economic viability.  And there are other things that we can talk about doing together.  


If the Bottle Bill, and, frankly, it’s not the only thing that you should be doing, even if you consider that.  There are many other ways in which we can get at this issue.  

And, frankly, for me, access to a redemption center as opposed to one-by-one standing in line on this thing, would, for me, personally, be critical.


Because while I would, while I feel your pain, I have a little bit slightly older children, and I would add other cans to the ones that you generate.  And I go to the redemption center.

REP. MORIN:  No, Commissioner, I certainly do not, and, if it sounded as if I was going in another direction, not at all.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  I understand.

REP. MORIN:  You and I agree on the end result and I, I just wish that many other people had the same feeling about recycling and about what it would do to benefit our younger children in the future.  So thank you for your time.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Thank you, Representative.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Before Representative Alberts speaks, would the people who are standing, please take some seats.  You’re blocking doors, especially on my left side over here.  Representative Alberts.

REP. ALBERTS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Commissioner, for coming and testifying.  As I read the proposed substitute Bill language, I was looking for how this might impact the dairy industry in Connecticut.


And, as you know, I know you’re very empathetic with the plight of, you know, what is taking place out in, you know, particularly my corner of Connecticut, what’s happening with the dairy industry.


Would you be amenable to some type of amendment to this that would specifically exclude dairy products that were bottled in the State of Connecticut?  Would that be something that you might be able to support?

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  I think that when the Agency itself was contemplating and talking about it to the Solid Waste Management Plan exercise, we were contemplating an exemption for dairy products.  So I would be more than willing.  


These are some of the details of the Bill that I think you will hear today, that have some easy fixes to them, that would be more than willing to help you work on language or do anything else to assess whether or not the, the impacts justify that type of a change. 


But I personally think that, that the Agency would be very supportive of a change that would exempt dairy products.

REP. ALBERTS:  Thank you, Commissioner.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Representative Urban, for a second time.

REP. URBAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the second time.  Commissioner, I too have the same problem with my son and his friends.  

But I might let you know that what we have done in my town is we have bins for Boy Scouts and for other school groups where you can throw them and you don’t have to stand in line.  

And it’s a way of making a donation to your local school or your local Boy Scouts.  And that has worked incredibly well, particularly for those cans that you and I were discussing.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Thank you for the clue.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Commissioner, thank you very much for your testimony.

COMM. GINA MCCARTHY:  Thank you so much for the opportunity.

REP. ROY:  Now, we would like to call Representative Demetrios Giannaros and the Green Team from Farmington, who just received a wonderful lesson in democracy where everybody gets a chance to be heard.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

REP. ROY:  Proceed, please.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Chairman Roy, Chairman Finch, thank you for inviting us here today and allowing us to speak. 


Very often, I speak without having a, a little army of supporters.  Today, I have a little army of supporters called the Green Team from Farmington.


First, I want to thank you again for your kind consideration of including in the Committee Bill the ideas of the Bill that I had submitted on behalf of the Green Team of Farmington.  They tell me that four and a half out of five of their ideas have shown up in your Bill, so we’re very happy and we’re appreciative, very appreciative of that.


I also want to thank their teacher, John Berry from Farmington, who has actually organized the Green Team, or helped organize the Green Team, who’s been working for about a year now in developing environmental concepts, not only that, but they have also produced a play relating to protecting our environment, and they can talk a little bit more about that on their own.


They are a fantastic group of students.  This allows me to give a little plug to our Farmington High School.  They must be one of the best because Farmington High has been ranked as one of the hundred best high schools in the country.  So, you have in front of you some of the best.


And we’re very proud of them.  I just want to make a couple of comments and then I’ll turn it over to our Green Team.


As we all know, there is an economic cost whenever somebody litters and the economic cost is a spill-over cost that is, imposes a cost on others and that, in this particular case, it relates to individuals in the community at large.


Now, in economics we usually say that spillover costs must be covered by those who are causing the costs, but in this case, it is very hard to identify every single litterer.  That is, individuals who litter the streets or the highways or other places.


So, it’s upon society to take charge and clean up the mess, in a sense, protect our environment, pass onto the next generation at least as good an environment as we have enjoyed ourselves, if not better.  


And by doing so, actually by supporting Raised Senate Bill 1289 and passing it through the system, and I should tell you this that I will be seeing your Bill again in our Screening Committee as a Deputy Majority Leader, and I hope that it will stay intact and continue to make, of course, some improvements that people are suggesting along the way.


We create, as I mentioned before, I implied before rather, that we create a positive net source benefit by getting rid of rubbish and turning it into productive, usable products.  And in doing so, we have a better, healthier society and a much cleaner environment.


I want to thank you for your indulgence in allowing these beautiful children from Farmington, who have worked so hard on this project and many others that relate to the environment, to give them a chance to speak and give you their ideas of why this is important.  Thank you.  We will start with Gwenn Berry.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  One moment.  As each starts, we need their name and then on the way out, stop at the Clerk’s desk and give them the proper spelling so we have it for the transcript.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Yes, please, state your name first, where you’re from, and then continue.  Press the button.  Oh, you’re first?  I’m sorry.  Okay.  Sorry.

LIZ REEVES:  Hi.  My name is Liz Reeves and I’m a senior at Farmington High School.  So we’re just kids.  We understand that.  


But look at us.  Take it in.  Remember our faces.  Remember the faces of your own children, your grandchildren and their children after that.  

Remember the children of your District.  The fresh faces that crowd the great school halls.  You’ll need this vision later when you are faced with the challenge of securing their future and of securing ours.


You’ll need it when you’re standing up against the overwhelming power of the bottling industries.  When you are battling within yourself for what move will show up best on your record and what will please your constituents.


Keep these faces in mind when you are faced with the challenge between doing the easy thing and doing the right thing.  

REP. GIANNAROS:  Thank you.  Next.

SARAH ROSATI:  Hi, I’m Sarah Rosati and I am a junior at FHS.  That’s why we’re here.  The influence of deep pockets and powerful lobbies has shaped policy for decades.  


Today, a new level of responsiveness to your true constituents has been made possible by the courageous campaign finance reform you enacted last year, and this moment coincides with a widening recognition that our environmental future is being decided in both small steps and major events.


So, what makes this group of middle and high school students qualified to step forward as spokesmen for the youth of Connecticut?  We represent a strong environmental awareness that has sprung up among kids in Farmington.  


Quite honestly, we believe we are the most passionate, most focused and knowledgeable, most involved group of kids in the state.  Case in point.  At our middle school of just over 700 kids, more than 120 students are participating members of Green Team.  


For the past three years, our Green Team Group has been the strongest contingent, kid or adult, in the eight towns that get involved in the annual Farmington River Cleanup, where we’ve sent crews ranging from 70 to 90 participants each year.


For the third year in a row, over 40 of our Green Team members have created the cast of our own enviromusical, where we strongly promote the idea of kids taking on full-fledged stewardship right now.


Finally, we’ve been actively involved in litter cleanups in our town, where we’ve become fully aware of the items we’re cleaning up most.  To confirm our observations, we did a litter sort last November following a cleanup of a mile and a half of Route 6.


The sort validated our belief.  The leading item was water bottles with 53 collected in that mile and a half stretch.  Multiply that by the tens of thousands of miles of Connecticut roadway, and you get a disheartening image.


We’ve internalized this scene in our many cleanups of town roadways and the Farmington River, and it is this first-hand experience that has translated into the inspiration, passion and insight with which we approach you today.


So we’re here to advocate for the kids of Connecticut, qualified to stand here because no other group of kids is so actively involved.  And if some other group qualifies more strongly to take over for the frontline, we will happily take our place in the second row.


We’ve taken it on as our civic responsibility to promote the greater good of our own future.  So you can count on us to be a recurring presence in the political process of this state.

GWENN BERRY:  I’m Gwenn Berry, also from Farmington High School.  It is a key principle of biology, of survival, of life in general, really, that in order to succeed, one must adapt to their surroundings.


This rule holds true not only when applied to evolution but also to our growing and changing world.  As technology continues to progress, American markets, consumers and lawmakers have changed right along with it.


As the beverage market has evolved, however, America’s policies and attitudes have remained stagnant.  What worked almost 30 years ago is just not sufficient in today’s world.


Now it is an age of increased environmental awareness, and as advocacy groups set out on crusades to tackle global warming, I only ask that you do your small part in preserving the world for the children of the future, my children, your children, your grandchildren.


Not everyone needs to be heroes.  We don’t need billion dollar campaigns.  We don’t need the backing of superstar philanthropists, and we don’t need to change everything all at once.


What we need is a small change in our lifestyle, a small change that will, hopefully, create a ripple effect that will get us that much closer to saving the world.


Ladies and gentlemen, I am asking you to be the bold ones.  We cannot sit around and wait for New York and Massachusetts to take action.  Do you always want to walk in their shadow?


If we can push this Bill through to fruition, Connecticut will be heralded as one of the most progressive, future-minded states in the country.  And that is an honor that we just can’t pass on to New York and Massachusetts.


Why not let them follow in our footsteps?  Why not take charge, take action?  Why not do what we can, while we can?  Why not?  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 1A to Tape 1B.]

STEPHEN ZAKSEWICZ:  --my name is Stephen Zaksewicz and I’m a seventh-grader at Irving Robbins Middle School.


In reviewing Section 1 of the proposed Bill, we were heartened to find that the Committee had taken into consideration one of the most important pieces of our proposed legislation, the idea that has become pivotal to the Bottle Bill reform movement.


The expansion of the definition of beverages and beverage containers reflects the realities of the market of 2007, providing a much needed recalibration of working definitions.

JAMIE BARUFFI:  My name is Jamie Baruffi.  I’m also a seventh-grader at I.R. Middle School.  Two decades ago, we got our water from the tap.  Then, discerning tastes began to demand European mineral waters, and then water from American springs.  

Today, bottled water is the fastest growing market segment, along with iced teas and sports drinks.


These bottled products were undreamed of, and probably would have been dismissed as ridiculously self-indulgent, three decades ago when our bottle bills were written.


These drinks are a staple of a generation on the go.  On the go is when most of them are consumed, and consequently, when most of them are disposed of.


From our cleanups along the Farmington River and the roadsides and bike trails of Farmington, we see that our society has reached a point where a huge number of bikers, runners and skaters, not to mention drivers, seem willing to toss it on the blurred landscape as they roll past.


As kids, we are impressed at how this Committee has returned to the spirit and conviction of those Connecticut legislators in 1978.  We can only hope that the entire Legislature will demonstrate at the same level of virtue that we’ve seen from you.  

REP. GIANNAROS:  Mr. Chairman, so that you know, they have timed this to be about half an hour in total, so, if you have doubts.  Thank you.

NGOZI ONYIUKE:  Hi, my name is Ngozi Onyiuke.  I’m a sophomore at Farmington High School.  We were also very pleased to see that the Committee has recognized the need for an increase of the deposit rate.  A much needed update that, as of yet, only one other state has embraced, and they did it decades ago.

BEN POLLACK:  Hi, my name is Ben Pollack and I’m a seventh-grader at Irving Robbins Middle School.  Put yourself in the place of the consumer.  What would a dime motivate you to do that a nickel wouldn’t?  We have empirical proof on this.


In Bottle Bill states, around two-thirds of the deposit refund containers end up recycled.  This statistic far surpasses the recycling rates of the other 40 non-refund states.


It’s led to less litter, less landfill fodder, and less resource waste in these ten progressive states, but it’s falling off somewhat from the levels it reached in the early days of our Bottle Bill.


There is only one example nationally for the deposit amount we are advocating.  The State of Michigan, a standout among Bottle Bill states, honored in a Seinfeld episode, has a 10-cent deposit.


Correspondingly, they enjoy a 97% redemption rate.  Needless to say, they outperform the rest of the Bottle Bill states on the impact on landfills, litter and resource use, and they have been doing this 1978.

NGOZI ONYIUKE:  Inflation has eaten into the value of the nickel deposit we’ve retained for three decades.  The nickel is now worth just over a penny in comparison to its 1978 value.  


An increasing number of consumers opt to toss the deposit/refund containers into curbside recycling bins simply because the nickel is no longer worth the extra effort.


For what seems to be a growing portion of our population, rolling down the car window has become the easiest form of disposal, and both landfills and landscapes are being loaded with these containers.

BEN POLLACK:  As it turns out, if we matched Michigan’s 1978 accomplishment with our own 10‑cent deposit, we would come in at just a fraction of the nickel’s original buying power.


But we think that the dime retains an appeal that would translate into increased attention and follow through.  The dime’s appeal could help us move significantly closer to the doubled rate of recycling and compositing that Commissioner McCarthy of the Connecticut DEP set forth.

NGOZI ONYIUKE:  As kids, we see Michigan as a state that has wisdom, courage and foresight.  Michigan has maintained redemption rates that are 30% higher than the rest of the Bottle Bill states, not to mention the shameful rates of the other 40.


This makes Michigan a state that we would like our state to emulate.  The 10-cent deposit would have been brilliant three decades ago.  Today, it’s just a common sense first step.

BRIGIT HOGAN:  Hi, I’m Brigit Hogan and I’m an eighth-grader from Irving A. Robbins Middle School.

HANNAH IVES:  And, I’m Hannah Ives, also an eighth-grader at Irving Robbins.

BRIGIT HOGAN:  Someone once advised us to never discuss religion or politics.

HANNAH IVES:  We ignored the part about politics.

BRIGIT HOGAN:  Turns out she’s a Democrat.

HANNAH IVES:  And she’s a Republican.

BRIGIT HOGAN:  And sometimes we get really mad at each other.

HANNAH IVES:  Very often, after a period of cold silence, we’ll admit that the other one did raise one good point.

BRIGIT HOGAN:  For instance, there’s no getting around it.  On a national level, Republicans do not come off very well on the environment.  In the spirit of full disclosure, which will hopefully soften the damage, I would like to share the following list with the Committee Members.  


This is a list of 97 U.S. Senators and Representatives who have the distinction of being put in the Zero Percent Club by the League of Conservation Voters, an environmental watchdog group that tracks the voting record of both state and national legislatures.


To earn your way into the Zero Percent Club, you had to vote against the environmental position on every single piece of legislation you faced.  


The Committee Members might have already noticed that the letter R follows the names of all 97 Zero-Percent members.  I do, however, want to add one other observation.  Not a single northeast Republican appears on that list.

HANNAH IVES:  Again, in the spirit of full disclosure, hopefully softening the damage, I will admit to a Democratic weakness.  

The last two Democrats nominated to run for president had strong environmental voting records, if they had chosen to stand firmly on them.


But here comes what I’ll admit is a Democrat weakness, excessive reliance on consultants.  When the consultants get the candidate to walk super-carefully, it comes across as a lack of leadership conviction, or simply of backbone.  If back in 2000 we got to see the Al Gore we know now, who knows how history may have changed?

REP. ROY:  Girls, before we go any further.  This Committee is made up of Democrats and Republicans and they’re all working hard for the same thing.  

We try not to take advantage of the position of where you’re at right now at a microphone, to say nasty things about the other side.  And you’re going to find that Republicans and Democrats both have spoken for and against what we’re doing.


So I would ask that, if you can, please edit the comments so that neither party is promoted or demoted in our discussion.  Thank you.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Who’s next?

BRIGIT HOGAN:  And here’s our point.  Connecticut Republicans are, thank goodness, a different breed.  In my town, my dad is a Republican councilman.  

He, along with Mike Clark, our Town’s Chairman, both have a strong record for environmental advocacy and active involvement in the Land Trust.


To the Republicans on this Committee, I hope you take pride in Connecticut Republicans being thinkers of their own, reflecting the environmental consciousness of Connecticut citizens and kids.

HANNAH IVES:  I strongly hope that Republicans on this Committee will advocate for the concerns we raise and will seek to make a real effort to make the most astute Bottle Bill in America a bipartisan accomplishment.

BRIGIT HOGAN:  A reminder that in the 20th century, two Democratic presidents, FDR and JFK, stirred up America to its best instincts in crucial moments.  

The Social Security, the Peace Corps, and the federal protection of Civil Rights marchers, stirred Americans to action by two visionary leaders.  They skipped timid steps, the pollsters and the consultants.

HANNAH IVES:  I would like to leave the Committee with one last image.  The 20th century President who was the strongest advocate for the environment, Teddy Roosevelt, a progressive Republican, I might add.

REP. GIANNAROS:  With your indulgence, Mr. Chairman, Gwenn Berry wants to clarify one point and, I believe it has to do something with expressing yourself democratically.

GWENN BERRY:  I would just to clarify.  I’m Gwenn Berry.  Okay.  I’d just like to clarify that there is no harm intended with those statements.  

I think what we were trying to get across is that we really appreciate your bipartisan effort and you are a different breed of politicians than what we have seen in the United States, in general.


That we’ve been very divided, you know, in past years, and we’re glad that you’re taking this bipartisan effort and we hope that it will extend to the General Assembly, as well.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  We think it will, and if we listen to you, definitely it will.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Next group.  Hurry up.  By the way, the last speaker, Brigit Hogan, she’s right, my next-door neighbor, and her father is, as she said, is a good Republican, but we get along perfectly.    


We’re on the opposite sides of the street, but we actually do very well, bipartisan working effort, to improve the quality of life of Farmington.  Thank you.

SAM OAT-JUDGE:  I’m Sam Oat-Judge.  I’m a freshman at Farmington High School.  We were pleased also to find that one of Green Team’s own ideas seems to have found its way into Section 3.  

We felt that if municipalities could consider providing redemption facility facilities and thereby receive the raised handling fees, several positives could be set in motion if towns approached this thoughtfully.


Towns could establish redemption center operations at time slots that are most efficient for both the town and its citizens, perhaps from 3:00 to 5:00 on weekdays, or on Saturday morning.


For consumers, having an additional option of where to take their refundables, would also be a major plus.

CHELSEY LOGAN:  Hi.  I’m Chelsey Logan.  I’m a freshman at Farmington High School.  We felt that providing for fundraising redemption centers in schools would catch on as a helpful fundraiser for many educational efforts.  

We were really glad to see these potential resources provided for in the Bill, and to see some added good coming to Connecticut’s towns and schools as a result.

COLLEEN ROCK:  I’m Colleen Rock.  I’m also a freshman at Farmington High School.


Section 3 made two very useful improvements for the unsung heroes of Connecticut’s Bottle Bill program.  


Green Team was absolutely appalled to find that the bottlers and distributors successfully froze the bottling handling fees in their Disco Era to an amount of only 1.5 cents for bottles and 2 cents for other containers.


Quite frankly, we don’t understand how bottles, with the added mass and breakage problems, managed to have the lowest handling fee.  We were surprised that 3 cents seemed to be an agreeable raise from the Disco Era rate.


We thought that a higher rate would be in order, but will go with the flow on that one.

CHELSEY LOGAN:  We were also glad that Section 3 seemed to set a new climate for the treatment of redemption centers by bottlers and distributors.


In researching the conditions that grocers and redemption centers operate under, it became clear that redemption centers could easily incur cold and callous treatment, with major mounds of uncollected refunds building up in previous storage space.

REP. GIANNAROS:  No more from our group, Mr. Chairman.  We are done.  Are you going to conclude?  

GWENN BERRY:  There’s one more group, and then a conclusion.

NICOLE CHOW:  Hi.  I’m Nicole Chow.  I’m an 8th grader from Irving A. Robbins Middle School.  We find another point of interest in Section 6 of the Raised Bill, which brought up the idea of reverting unreturned deposits back to the state.


This, too, was in our original Bill, and we feel that the money would be put to far better use in the hands of the state and towns, than in the hands of the billion dollar corporations that it is going to as of now.


The beverage companies will not like this loss, estimated by some as up to $25 million a year.  But they have quite enough of a profit margin to cushion the loss.


Just imagine what the State of Connecticut could do with an extra $25 million.  Imagine how that $25 million could be going toward the greater good of the people, your people, rather than the pockets of corporate moguls.

AILIE STEIR:  I’m Ailie Steir and I’m also an eighth-grader at Irving A. Robbins Middle School.  After learning what happens to the unreturned deposits, many of us went home and told our parents about it.  

I will tell you right now, they were not very happy to hear that the beverage companies are profiting from our lack of recycling.


We got the same stunned outraged response from anyone we went on to explain the Bill to.  Our parents and other adults from across the state, your voters, agree with us.

SARA BEISEL:  I’m Sara Beisel.  I’m in seventh grade at Irving Robbins Middle School.  It is only because few people know of this issue that you have not yet seen an outcry against it. 

But as voters become more aware of the unfair placement of the uncollected escheat, you can count on them to support a bill that will bring that money back to the improvement of their environment.


They will see it as a way to promote improvement in their town recycling programs without paying any additional taxes, and simultaneously a way of reclaiming lost territory for the common man.


Please do remember that you have your voters’ support on this issue.  And that support will be growing as we continue to spread our word around the state.  As you go on to make changes to this Bill, we urge you to keep this important section intact.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Just a few concluding remarks, and we’re done, Mr. Chairman.  You can see how, how good they must have been in doing their play, right?  Thank you.

LIZ REEVES:  Hello again.  My name is Liz Reeves.  Overall, we applaud the efforts of the Environment Committee to make a bold stride in the fight for a comprehensive Bottle Bill.  


We have found that many of our own initiatives have been taken into consideration in the bill, and we are glad to see that some great ideas that we hadn’t proposed, for example, the Connecticut specific bar code in Section 2B, have been brought up.


That said, we ask of you only one thing.  Stay strong.  Do not allow influential lobbies and the power play of politics to force you to abandon any of these great ideas.


If the bill does go through, Connecticut will become one of the most progressive states in the country in terms of recycling.  We will be hailed for our foresight and attention to doing the right thing.  You will be the lawmakers that made it happen.

SARAH ROSATI:  Hi.  I’m Sarah Rosati.  Unfortunately, the bill has a critical weak link.  If we’re going to do anything, we should do it all, while we still have the chance.


Therefore, we remain very disappointed to see that the Committee has taken the easy way out on perhaps the most important part of the Bottle Bill, the raising of the deposit to 10 cents.


The Committee seems to believe that Connecticut is not equipped to be a trailblazer on this issue.  That we are too small a state, that we are just not ready.  Actually, there is no better state to take charge of this problem.


We are finally seeing a newly proud state emerge from its little corner.  We were trailblazers with the UConn Husky women.  We were a trailblazer on a truly progressive campaign finance reform.


For us, as kids, we relish the fact that Connecticut uniquely has the foresight, the astuteness, the integrity, even the bipartisan spirit, to do the right thing, right now.

LIZ REEVES:  The way we see it, that small, italicized portion on Lines 53 to 55 of page 3 of the Raised Bill, weakens the entire bill.


It seems to say, yes, we want to do the right thing, and if the right thing occurs to our stocky neighbors, we’ll be right there behind them.


Ladies and gentlemen, please rid yourselves of that little Connecticut complex.  We are big enough to be the cutting edge for the northeast, big enough to do the right thing first, big enough to do all that we can to finally win one for the environment and finally win one for the children, like us, who will inherit Connecticut.

GWENN BERRY:  I’m Gwenn Berry, again.  Please do not cheat yourselves out of making a real difference.  How far can you really go if you step up to the plate and only swing halfway?


We’ve gotten this far.  So much of this bill is very thoughtful and progressive.  Now it’s time to set aside your qualms and make a bold political move that’s long overdue.


We have no say in the politics and power brokers of New York and Massachusetts.  New York may, in fact, be calculating that it will lose escheat revenues if a 10-cent refund promotes a major improvement in container returns.


Both states may still be strapped with the inordinate power of special interests, lacking the wisdom that Connecticut showed in its campaign finance reform to make the interests of our citizens our prime currency.


We will have wasted the nobility of this moment if we bind ourselves to await a critical mass of intelligence and conviction in the Empire State and the Bay State to do the right thing.


With a few words, we will have bound our future to unknown additional years of energy waste, resource waste, landfill loading and litter blight.  In the future, we now realize humans have, regretfully, set in motion, those are years we cannot afford.


No, this time a check-swing is not going to cut it.  Ladies and gentlemen, this is our future that we’re talking about, and we’re asking you for the home run that’s in you.


So, count yourself 15 kids who are tremendously pleased with the intelligence and moral rightness of this bill.  Count yourself 15 kids who are a bit disheartened to see the inclusion of what we now call the Timidity Clause.  And count yourself 15 kids who refuse to give up.  Thank you.

REP. GIANNAROS:  Thank you.  They’re fantastic, aren’t they?

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Don’t, don’t leave.  Don’t leave.  I certainly commend all of the hard work.  I commend your teachers.  I commend your parents.  Obviously, you have been put on the right path and you love running on it.


As you can probably surmise, I’m a little bit older than you.  But, I feel today, after listening to you, that the future of this state will be in very good hands.  Senator Mayornard.  Maynard.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all for coming here today.  You’re clearly not just future leaders, you’re leaders at this moment, and I thank you for being here and, Representative Giannaros, thank you for all the effort you put into this.


But having said that, I’m not just going to give you a pat on the head.  You guys are tough.  You’re strong arguers for your point, so I want to ask you a couple of quick questions.


You point out, you know, there are other interests, and they are in the room, and I hope you’ll stick around a little while to hear some of them.  They have very strong and persuasive arguments, as well.  So, I want to speak to you as the young adults that you are.


Not to put any of your parents on the spot, but just to give you an idea of what we’re struggling with, and I haven’t made up my mind on this bill, but any of your parents drive SUV’s?  Are there anybody here that has an SUV?  Well, sure.  Well, I’m thinking more of the bigger SUV’s.  Anybody here?  


Maybe you’re pretty good.  All right.  All right, I see a tentative hand put up.  What we’re struggling with is a similar sort of thing.


If I were to ask, and I do sometimes, my friends, why they drive such big vehicles that are exempt from some of the tougher emission standards and guzzle a lot of gas.


They’ll give me a great laundry list of conveniences and why they do it.  They say, well, I’ve got a lot of kids, and you know, when we going skiing, we’ve got all of this equipment and, gee, you know, it’s just, more efficient, et cetera.  


There are other interests involved and so they have to weigh out.  You know, maybe they are transporting the most people and the most equipment in the most efficient way they can, and, hopefully, they’ve thought about that.


But, a lot of times what I hear are excuses, or sound reasons, depending on your perspective.  So, I just encourage you, as you watch us wrestle with the competing interests here, that you keep in mind that it’s not only just that easy.


Sometimes it’s a good reason that you have to say no to a certain bill, and I’m not saying that’s, you know, to butter you up for a no vote on my part.  

I haven’t made up my mind yet.  But it really is, it’s tough for us, and it has little to do with partisan politics or pressure groups on the outside.


It’s really the weighing of competing interests, and that’s what we do every day here.  One thing, Mr. Chairman, though, I’d really like to encourage us to voluntarily adopt recycling standards for the Capitol.  It appalled me to realize that we don’t do that.  So, thank you, very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator Debicella.

SEN. DEBICELLA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  And I want to, just from the other side of the aisle, in the spirit of bipartisanship, thank you all for coming up here today.  It’s something that I, I’m probably one of the younger members of the General Assembly.  I’m 32 years old.


And in talking with our Co-Chairman, Senator Finch, we were both you a while back, me about 15 years ago, Senator Finch a little longer.


But the thing I want to say to all of you is don’t lose the passion that you’ve demonstrated here today.  Voices of people do make a difference.


And you coming out here today is very meaningful for all of us, in advocating for your position.  

And so while I wouldn’t wish a career in politics on any of you, I do, you know, strongly encourage you to continue your dedication to public service in making Connecticut a better place.  So thank you all for coming out here today.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I’m so proud of you guys.  This is so cool.  And I’m going to work with you to try to help move this thing along so we could make it law this year.


So thank you so much, and I’m so glad to see all this new, fresh energy on this bill.  It’s a very good Bill and I’m with you guys.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other comments or questions?  Again, thank you all.  A great job.  Representative--

REP. GIANNAROS:  I just want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Senator Finch, for your indulgence and allowing us to speak today, allowing the children from Farmington to express their confidence in, on this bill.  

And I want to thank the members of the Committee for listening to us, and the parents for having such bright, articulate and great kids.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, and if you do have a chance, grab a sandwich and come on back.  For those who haven’t been paying attention, we have used up the hour time for officials, so our first speaker from the public will now alternate between public and officials.  Mike Zembruski.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  This girl.  I’m going to go talk to her.  She’s the winner of the “Who Wants to Change the World” contest from my high school.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I usually go up with them, so they don’t feel nervous.  I’m going to walk her up there and then let her sit by herself, because, you know.

MIKE ZEMBRUSKI:  Good morning.  I’m Mike Zembruski, Director of Solid Waste and Recycling for the Town of Fairfield, and I came here to support the addition of this Bottle Bill.


I think it was one of the most effective Bills and did exactly what it was intended to do, was to clean the environment.  And with the inclusion of the water bottles and the non-carbonated beverages in this, it would be a self-policing thing.  


People would be going into the trash containers, recycling the bins like they do now at some softball or football games where carbonated beverages are used, and it’s already in place, so I don’t think there would be a tremendous cost, if any, to the public or the municipalities.


We know that the Bottle Bill already works, so including some of the other beverages would be fine.  Also, we just listened to those students here who had concerns about their environment and, after all, we did inherit the environment from our parents, but we are borrowing it from them.


So I applaud those students for what they’ve done and if they included the, or increased the deposit bill, or per container, I don’t think people would be inclined as throwing, throwing it out as they would recycling it, for a 10-cent deposit.  


And also, I came here to speak about the electronics recycling.  Can I go into that?  Fairfield has passed a regulation which prohibited any mixing of electronics or mercury-containing advice, devices in with their trash.  

We have mandatory recycling for our electronics.  And the toxins from the electronics, after researching it, we found it very, very bad.


Some of the monitors have four to eight pounds of lead.  We have beryllium, cadmium, mercury, chromium.  Some of the plastics emit dioxin when they’re incinerated and, which leads to kidney failure, reproductive system damage, birth defects, cancer.


And someone asked me, why aren’t we doing it now?  I don’t have any answer.  So, I support both of those bills, 100%.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Representative Greene.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Mike, do you currently have any type of recycling containers in your town?

MIKE ZEMBRUSKI:  Yes.

REP. GREENE:  You do.  Is there grant money available for those things, or did you just, as the Town, just get that?

MIKE ZEMBRUSKI:  We had to go out and purchase it.  I purchased it through my budget.

REP. GREENE:  Is it, what is it like, down on your main streets or something along those lines?  Are they located down on Main Street, along with the trash receptacles?

MIKE ZEMBRUSKI:  We have a public works department that purchased some bins.  Now, we should have a 1 to 1 ratio.  Every trash, every public trash container should have a recycling bin this year.

REP. GREENE:  That’s encouraging.  And, I think you heard me before, a lot of the municipalities don’t have that in place.  


Now, and I’m thinking that, you know, there are a lot of people that really want to recycle, but they can’t, so they have to throw the plastics that they could be recycling into their solid waste.  And I’m glad to see that Fairfield is doing that and, I don’t know, how much do these things cost?  Off the top of your head.

MIKE ZEMBRUSKI:  The garbage--

REP. GREENE:  The recycled, yeah.

MIKE ZEMBRUSKI:  They’re using a 55-gallon drum with a bag liner in it and they’re just pulling the bags out and emptying the bags into the recycling and, I’m not sure.  It’s a lot cheaper, believe it or not, than the plastic bags.

REP. GREENE:  Yeah.  It sounds like it.  I’m glad to see you’re doing that, and thank you very much for coming up and testifying.

MIKE ZEMBRUSKI:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Mike, thank you.  I don’t envy you coming up after that group from Farmington, I’ll tell you.  Tough act to follow.  State Representative Patricia Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ:  Good morning.  I want you to know that I have a team, too, and you’ll hear from all of them throughout the day.


For the record, my name is State Representative Pat Widlitz.  I represent the 98th District, the Towns of Guilford and Branford, and I’m here today with testimony in support of Raised House Bill 7249, and also Proposed House Bill 5453, which is very similar, both dealing with the collection and recycling of electronic waste.


I appreciate the opportunity to testify today.  According to the EPA, televisions and older computer, computer monitors, each contain between four to eight pounds of lead, among other toxic materials.


The newer flat screen monitors contain mercury, which is a neurotoxin when released into the environment.  The EPA has called electronic waste the nation’s fastest growing category of solid waste.


In the absence of federal policy to regulate its disposal, states have taken the leadership in addressing a solution.  

The two bills, Raised House Bill 7249 and Proposed House Bill 5453, are the result of a 14-month intensive process led by the Council of State Governments and the Northeast Recycling Council, working with representatives of ten northeastern states, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico and Quebec.  

Stakeholders from all affected entities, including manufacturers, retailers, recyclers, citizen organizations and others were actively involved in this process and Representative Roy, a representative from Senator Duff’s office, and I met with CSG members and these stakeholders at an all-day meeting in New York City in April of 2005 to try to work out a regional approach to the e‑waste issue.  


Our goal was to reach consensus on a plan that was uniform throughout our region to avoid a patchwork of state policies that would be really difficult for manufacturers to deal with, and also to provide the framework for a national model, as well.


Our deliberations centered around two approaches to the issue.  The first was a manufacturer responsibility model and the second, an advanced recycling fee, which we refer to as an ARF model.  


The manufacturer responsibility approach essentially requires the manufacturers of the covered electronics to cover the cost of collecting and recycling their products, or to set up their own take-back system.


The ARF approach is to charge a fee to the consumer at the point of sale, and that goes into a fund administered by the state to assist municipalities with the cost of collection and recycling.


The CSG group concluded that the manufacturer responsibility method was more pro-active and engaging the manufacturers to be responsible for the end of life of their products and would also provide an incentive for designing products that are less toxic and lend themselves to recycling.


The ARF approach is an additional cost to the consumer.  It creates a burden on the retailers establishes a complicated government bureaucracy for collection and distribution of funds and leaves the manufacturers free of any responsibility for the end of life of their products. 


And, as we know in Connecticut, all of these dedicated funds don’t always hold true.  They can be raided, as we have seen with the Connecticut, with the conservation load management fund.


I think the important thing in moving forward and formulating a policy for Connecticut, the Environment Committee must first decide which approach best meets our needs and ensures that e-waste is properly recycled or disposed of in a way that avoids a significant threat to public health and the environment.


The European Union already has laws in place that restrict the use of hazardous materials in computers and bans hazardous waste exports.  

States such as Maine, Maryland and Washington have already passed shared responsibility legislation and similar initiatives are being discussed in states, several states.


In concluding, I firmly believe that the manufacturers should share the responsibility for the end of useful life of their products and I encourage the Committee to support this approach.  


Forgive me for our last statement, but our bark’s up the wrong tree, and I’ve included for you a document from CSG that just outlines the key elements of their model bill.  

I know that you’re having a forum next week and Ron Kuhn from CSG, I understand, will be here and we can get more into, in depth into the details.  But I think first we need to decide which approach we’re taking.  So with that, I’ll answer any questions.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Thanks, Pat, for your good initiative.  I noticed this morning in Commissioner McCarthy’s statement that she also believes that ARF is going up, barking up the wrong tree.

REP. WIDLITZ:  Yes.

SEN. MEYER:  And, in fact, she says that her very words are, whether by extending the useful life of electronic products, minimizing the use of toxic components or improving the ability of the products to be easily recycled, producer responsibility, which is your Bill, creates the proper nexus between product supply and environmental protection. 


So I think that’s, that’s a very helpful statement that she made in support of the producer responsibility concept.  

REP. WIDLITZ: Yes, thank you, Senator.  And, also, the DEP has proposed a Bill that is of a similar structure.  

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Representative Widlitz, thank you very much.

REP. WIDLITZ: Thank you.

REP. ROY:  And that ends our officials’ list.  Our next speaker will be Paul Anderson, followed by Emily Hron Weigle.  Paul Anderson?  Is Emily here?  Oh, we’re moving right along.  Lyska Benitez?  Oops, excuse me.  We’ve got Emily right behind you.  You’ll be next.

EMILY HRON WEIGLE:  Hi.  I’m Emily Hron Weigle.  I’m a junior at Monroe High School, and I’m 17, therefore I am not yet a voter in the State of Connecticut.


I am a conscientious citizen, however, I would like to bring your attention to an issue that has been before the public eye ever since it was first addressed in the 1970s.


Connecticut’s first Bottle Bill was passed in the 1970s.  Under this legislation, soda and beer containers would be sold with a 5-cent container deposit, which the consumer would reclaim when the empty container was returned.


Over the last two and a half decades, this program, this program can be credited with successfully recovering and recycling hundreds of thousands of tons of used beverage containers.


If it weren’t for this effort, these recyclables may have been disposed of in a less favorable manner.  They could have easily ended up in a common garbage can, or could have been left as litter in Connecticut’s streets and waterways.


Times have changed, however, and what was once sufficient and effective legislation is no longer inclusive enough to handle a growing problem.


The bottled beverage market, previously dominated by the beverages covered in the original Bottle Bill, has expanded to include products which we often take for granted, the sports drinks, fruit juices, teas, and, of course, the ever popular bottled water.


The bottle industry has grown and evolved, yet this legislation remains unchanged.  In today’s world, the typical consumer enjoys a bottled beverage away from home while working in an office or attending basketball practice.  

For most, it is almost second nature to discard empty containers in the easiest possible manner.  People don’t typically cart their bottles home and recycle them because that requires time, thought and energy, all of which are precious commodities in today’s world.


Consequently, many, many, recyclables simply join other non-recyclables as waste and are never utilized to their true potential.  Even in the best of Connecticut’s recycling programs, the curbside recycling rate remains below 30%.  The recycling rate of redeemable bottles, however, hovers around 65 to 70%.


This is a situation which has always bothered me.  As my classmates in public high school discarded their empty bottles at the end of their lunch period, I would always take mine home to recycle.  I just couldn’t throw it away.


I thought that something needed to be done about our students’ apparently nonchalant aversion to recycling.  

I realized, however, that this situation was not brought upon by the students’ unwillingness to recycle, but rather by the inaccessibility of recycle bins in our cafeteria, and therefore the inconvenience of the recycling process.


During the performance run of our last musical, a generous parent donated cases of water to the cast to be kept backstage on the night of each performance.  

I believe she donated four cases of water, each with 24 bottles of water in them, a night, and they were always gone.  Every single bottle was used up.


In a three-day period, that’s about 300 bottles of water.  Thankfully, someone had the good sense to put out one of the big industrial recycle bins and it served as a recycle bin and all the bottles were collected.  It was full by the end of the three nights, Friday, Saturday and Sunday.


This instance convinced me that if the option to recycle empty beverage containers instead of discarding them was made readily available to the public, the public would recycle.


My proposition was to mandate the presence of recycle bins in all public establishments that sell beverages in recyclable containers.  

It was mainly to assure the public the option of recycling when dining in places such as large cafeterias, the likes of which are found in schools, hospitals and corporations around the state.


Senator Finch and State Representative Richard Roy are proposing to take it one step further, however.  They are suggesting to not only give people the option to recycle, they are suggesting to give people an incentive.


Their proposition to improve the Bottle Bill by making it inclusive of all recyclable beverage containers is for the environment, is for saving energy, and is for resource conservation, and it’s against waste and litter.


Although Connecticut is only one piece in this national puzzle, it is important that we do our part.  This program is for Connecticut.  I spoke about how when water was donated to our cast, all the bottles were collected in the school.  

After the play was done, our costumes manager took the bottles and, I assume, she brought them to the recycle, the redemption center at the Big Y, which is pretty close by, and mentioned earlier was the idea of making schools into redemption centers.  


I think that would be an excellent proposition because, then, students who would discard their bottles could just, I mean, they could be redeemed right on school grounds.  

They wouldn’t have to go anywhere.  They wouldn’t have to, you know, drive to the store.  They wouldn’t have to keep it in the garage until their parents drove to the store and redeemed them.


It would be done right on the school grounds, and the schools could make money from this initiative, and in Monroe, every year, it’s like, well, what’s going to get cut from the budget.  

You know, are the sports teams going to be able to have enough money to keep going?  You know, are surcharges going to be astronomical?  Is the Strings Program going to get cut from the fourth-grade curriculum?


And I think having redemption centers would really help the schools.  It would really, it would be the start of something which could really make a difference, and I urge you to pass the Bottle Bill and to consider, consider improving the state’s recycling program.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you very much, Emily.  Does anyone have any questions for Emily?  I would just like to mention that Emily is the winner of the Who Wants to Change the World Contest in Monroe, and she wins a $500 prize donated by the Connecticut Trial Lawyers Association to promote the program and she is here today testifying on her winning essay, which was to increase recycling opportunities in high schools.  


And, when she found out about the fact that the high schools would be redemption centers and be able to make all that money for their programs, it really sold her on the idea and it sold us on her being a winner.


There’s now seven or eight high schools in the state that are doing the contest and, congratulations, you on being a winner.  I know your mom is here and she’s very proud.


So thank you very much.  We’ve seen a lot of youth here today and Emily’s going on to study foreign affairs and physics, and that’s exactly what the world needs, is people like you in those fields.  So we want to thank you very much for coming and you made your mom real proud today.

EMILY HRON WEIGLE:  Thank you for your time. 

SEN. FINCH:  Lyska Benitez, to be followed by Kevin Dietly and Tim Phelan.  Lyska.  Thank you, Lyska.

LYSKA BENITEZ:  Hi.  

SEN. FINCH:  Did I pronounce that right?

LYSKA BENITEZ:  It’s Lee-ska, but everyone gets it wrong anyways.  So, Senator Finch and esteemed Members of the Environment Committee, my name is Lyska Benitez. 


I am here on behalf of the Greater Manchester Young Democrats and, I thank you for allowing me to testify before you today on Raised Senate Bill 1289, AN ACT CONCERNING THE EXPANSION OF BEVERAGE CONTAINER REDEMPTION PROVISIONS.


This bill closes a huge loophole in the General Statutes governing redemption beverage containers by incorporating all plastic bottles.  

It would be a great display of public policy and exquisite demonstration of progressive action on the part of the Members to vote this Bill favorably out of Committee.


In its present form, the Bottle Bill has had a dramatically positive effect on the Connecticut community for over 26 years.  

Thousands of bottles have been collected and recycled, but sadly, this bill has not been modified to include bottles that previously contained juices, sports drinks, water or teas.  Raised Senate Bill 1289 takes the necessary steps to include these beverage containers and will not cost one dime in state funding.


Studies have shown that despite refunds, that deposit refunds aid significantly in increasing the likelihood that bottles will be recycled.


In fact, the towns in Connecticut with the highest recycling rates manage to recycle only one in three used bottles.  When a refund value is incorporated, the rate doubles nearly 70%.  A doubled return rate unequivocally justifies the institution of this bill.


When the Bottle Bill was first enacted, it covered many of the common beverage containers used almost three decades ago.  However, times have changed and many young people, myself included, have changed, has changed as well by developing modern drinking habits.


That includes drinking bottled water, flavored waters, flavored teas and juices in higher amounts and frequency.  

This bill also makes accommodations for high-energy drink containers, which are quickly gaining favor with young adults as a substitute for coffee or other caffeinated beverages.


This bill must be updated to adapt to the modern drinking habits of the new generation of young adults.  Rhetoric aside, this bill benefits the environment, encourages conservation, aids in the elimination of unnecessary waste, reduces litter and costs absolutely nothing.


By favorably voting this bill out of Committee, the Members of the Environment Committee will demonstrate that politics doesn’t encroach on good public policy.  


No state in the Union is perfect.  However, I believe this bill will help make Connecticut a better place to live.  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Lyska.  Any questions for Lyska?  Thank you very much.  Kevin Dietly, following by Tim Phelan and Laura Bishop.  Thank you, Kevin.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Thank you, Senator.  Appreciate the opportunity to be here.  Members of the Committee, my name is Kevin Dietly.  I’m a principal at Northbridge Environmental Consultants in Westford, Mass, and I’m here representing the Connecticut Food Association.


For several years, I have been conducting research with the Food Association and the beverage companies in the state to understand the cost and benefits of the deposit law, and have looked at Raised Senate Bill 1289.


This is a measure that is addressing a vital issue that is being addressed nationally and at the state level.  Absolutely concur and agree with the objectives of this legislation, but must disagree strongly with the methods that are used to reach it.


It’s the right idea, it’s the wrong way to accomplish it, and let me [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 1B to Tape 2A.]


--about why I think that’s true.  First of all, this would be an extremely expensive and complicated method to introduce, or to implement.  

We estimate the cost of this measure, simply the provision of increasing the deposit and implementing the systems to return and manage these non-carbonated beverage containers, would cost about $45 million a year in the State of Connecticut.  


There are people who are coming after me who are members of the beverage and retail industries who can explain what it is that they need to do with their equipment, their drivers, their facilities, in order to accommodate these beverage containers.  It is not an inexpensive matter.  


I would like to follow up on something Representative Greene mentioned earlier, and call your attention to the third page of my written testimony.  There’s a chart in that testimony that talks about the distribution systems for different types of beverages.


And that really gets at the heart of the issue Representative Greene mentioned.  Understanding where the impacts of this Bill fall, and how different the impacts of this Bill are from the current deposit law.


The reason that it’s very different is that most of the beverages that are, that are sold that are non-carbonated beverages, are distributed in a very different way.


That means that instead of having a beer wholesaler or a soft drink bottler who has exclusive control over the sales and recovery of the containers in the state, there are a whole new set of manufacturers and distributors who are responsible for managing empty containers.


Those companies lack two things that the beer and soft drink companies have today.  They lack the control and the understanding of the number of containers that are sold in the state because they sell through intermediaries, not directly to retailers.


That means that not enough deposits are going to get collected on those containers.  Because there’s no way of knowing precisely how many containers ultimately are sold in the state.  


The second thing is that they don’t have any infrastructure or staff or facilities in the state to accommodate the returns, which means that they will need to hire someone else to do that on their behalf, at a significant expense.


So, what we see, and what we see in other states like Maine, is that for those non-carbonated containers, the expense of retrieving the containers and the integrity of the deposit system deteriorates.


Well over 100% of containers sold are redeemed in Maine in the non-carbonated sector, because most of those companies are unable to, A, unable to properly account for the sales and, B, control the amount of fraud and cross-border movement of the empties that occur.


Again, you will hear specific examples later of that over-redemption problem.  That relates specifically to the provisions in the Bill that talk about taking the unclaimed deposits for the non-carbonated beverage containers.  


And I well appreciate the DEP’s interest in the unclaimed deposits.  But I submit to you, that there will be not a dime or a nickel in that unclaimed deposit account because of the impact of fraudulent redemption.  

That’s been the case in Maine.  This is like Groundhog Day all over again, with the evolution of the Maine deposit law.  


They took half of the unclaimed deposits when they expanded their law, and subsequently were forced to repeal that part of their law because the state was reimbursing companies for over-redemption of nickels.  

They were paying out money to companies for nickels that were never being collected in the first place and the state fund was running out of money.


The state liquor control agency was running out of money, because liquor containers were over-redeemed.  The non-carbonated universe is a very different universe.  


The final point I want to make is that the increase in the handling fee from 1 and a half and 2 cents currently to 3 cents, that would also affect beer and soft drink containers, is a subtle expense.  It’s associated with this measure.


That’s about a $10 million a year hit to the beverage companies in the state.  That is a significant increased expense and while it is, not only is it an expense, but it is not anything that leads to any environmental benefit.


There will not be a single additional beverage container recovered in this state as a result of increasing the handling fee.  It’s just an extra expense that consumers in the state will ultimately be asked to pay for what we have testified in the past and as noted in my comments, is a very, very limited impact.


We expect that this measure would increase recycling in Connecticut by about one-third of 1%.  Again, this is the right issue.  This is the wrong mechanism for the issue.  


I am looking forward to taking the opportunity at the next, at the hearing next week, to talk about bigger picture issues in recycling to indicate where national trends are going on recycling issues and where Connecticut needs to be going, from my perspective at least, to give people more access to recycling.


Not just for bottles and cans that contain certain beverages, but for everything.  There’s a lot of room to improve here.  

There’s a lot of opportunity in Connecticut, and there are a lot of things going on nationally that Connecticut needs to be engaged with, and that’s what I’d like to talk about next week.  So thank you for your time.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Kevin.  Did let you go a little longer there because we did--

KEVIN DIETLY:  Appreciate that.

SEN. FINCH:  --the other side go a little bit longer, too.  I’ve got a couple of questions for you.  First off, one-third of 1%, that’s of all waste, correct?  Not of bottles.

KEVIN DIETLY:  That’s correct.  I’m saying that, if the Connecticut recycling rate, according to the DEP Solid Waste Plan is around 30%.  That’s what the R. W. Beck study shows.


I’m saying that if you expand the Bottle Bill, that rate will go from, say, 30% to 30.3% as a result of expansion.  The reason is that the beverage containers that we’re talking about, the non-carbonated beverage containers represent about nine-tenths of a percent of the waste stream.


All of the water bottles, juice bottles, all the non-carbon, non-alcoholic beverage containers are about nine-tenths of a percent.

SEN. FINCH:  I believe in the past the Committee before me has heard testimony that that’s, those estimates are done not by volume, but by weight, and because the bottles are almost weightless, that’s really an unfair number to use.  Don’t you agree with that?

KEVIN DIETLY:  I wouldn’t agree, actually.  Based on the national research that we’ve done on this issue, where we’ve looked at the entire universe of beverage containers, we have found that, at this point, given the mix of beverages, and remember, there is still glass in this mix.  

There’s still ice tea and Snapples and products like that, that are included.  The percentage of the waste stream by weight for beverage containers and the percentage of waste stream by volume for beverage containers, is running just about even.


Now, there are components of it that are much less dense, like the PET bottles and the high-density bottles.  But there are also components that are much more dense, like the glass bottles.  So right now, we believe that volume and weight are running about parallel.

SEN. FINCH:  You mentioned a cost of $42 million dollars.  I mean, the other side would certainly argue with you that’s, that would be wise for the public to incorporate that cost into the private goods where the profit’s being made, because that $42 million dollars now is being borne by the public.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Well, the $45 million dollars is, is a consequence of the system that’s chosen to recover the materials.  

It does not have to cost $45 million dollars to recover the beverage container material that we’re talking about collecting here.  The marginal cost to recover this tonnage is about $5,000 a ton.  Now--

SEN. FINCH:  But the difference is though, in your graph, you say the simple solution is to put it on the backs of the taxpayers by raising taxes to pay for curbside recycling, whereas the Bottle Bill will cause your industry, that you’re representing, the cost that they should otherwise be carrying right now instead of putting it on the back of the taxpayers.

KEVIN DIETLY:  My experience, Senator, is that the same pockets that pay taxes are the same pockets that pay for groceries.  Consumers are taxpayers.  

Taxpayers are consumers.  What consumers and taxpayers want is to pay as little as possible to receive the service that they want to receive.

SEN. FINCH:  You’re an economist, right?

KEVIN DIETLY:  I am.

SEN. FINCH:  If a good is subsidized by not having its accurate price, which means the cost of deposit, you’re in, the industry you’re representing here is saying, basically, that the true cost of a beverage shouldn’t be borne by the consumer.  

It should be borne by people who necessarily may not be consuming.  Because you’re saying that you don’t want to assume the cost of disposal.  You’re asking the public to assume that cost of disposal.

KEVIN DIETLY:  What we don’t want to assume, and what the grocery companies and the food stores, don’t want to assume is a cost that’s in excess of what needs to be incurred to make the end result happen, which is to recover the containers.


You don’t need to handle bottle and cans one at a time, read their bar codes and count them and sort them by company in order to recycle the container.


The same thing can be accomplished by dumping a whole armful of them into a recycling cart at your curb.

SEN. FINCH:  But one armful has 70% of the containers and the other armful has 30% of the containers or less.  So wouldn’t you see a shortfall of 40% in the two approaches?

KEVIN DIETLY:  I don’t see that a 30% recycling rate for beverage containers is where we want to go and it’s where best practices are getting us.


In communities and states where there are better recycling programs deployed, they get much higher recover rates for beverage containers.  Certainly over 50%.

SEN. FINCH:  Again, paid for by the taxpayers, but I guess that point’s not swaying you.  

KEVIN DIETLY:  Same pocket, Senator.  Same pocket.

SEN. FINCH:  Well, not for me it’s not.  I mean, my taxes in Bridgeport are ridiculous and we have a very poor blue bin program and if I can get that stuff off the street by making the people who threw it there or someone else pick it up without a government program, then it’s really great for me.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Senator, that blue bin program is going to continue to cost the City of Bridgeport money, even once this stuff comes out there.

SEN. FINCH:  Where are you going to come up with money for the blue bin program?  Our bill’s got money in there for the towns.  Where are you going to come up with it?

KEVIN DIETLY:  There will not be any money for the towns from the unclaimed deposits.  It’s a phantom account.  And, even there were--

SEN. FINCH:  I will eat my words if, next year, there’s no escheats on bottles.  I will eat my words because that’s the more ridiculous thing I’ve ever heard.

KEVIN DIETLY:  On non-carbonated containers.

SEN. FINCH:  On any containers.  There will always be escheats, so long as there’s human nature, there will be escheats.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Absolutely.  But what I’m saying is that if you tabulate the amount of unclaimed deposits on non-carbonated containers, which is what’s talked about in the bill, there won’t be any.

SEN. FINCH:  Miracles do happen.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Well, there are none in, there are none in Maine.  Ask the State of Maine how much unclaimed deposit revenue they’re collecting right now.

SEN. FINCH:  The handling fee.  You expressed opposition to that.  You know, we get a lot of calls from small stores.  I don’t know how many of the members that you’re representing are small.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Many.

SEN. FINCH:  But, I’ve talked to small stores and they all tell me that it’s an inconvenience, but if they got some more money, they’d be willing to do their patriotic duty and continue to do this.  You’re hearing something different than that?

KEVIN DIETLY:  I don’t disagree that, that increasing the handling fee is something that makes this financially easier for the stores to deal with. 


The question is, I think you could ask some of the independent store operators.  You could give them a very high handling fee and I still think they would be more than happy to not manage the containers in the stores.  

And certainly not have to manage the new containers in their stores, which are going to be so much more difficult for them to do.  I don’t think there’s a handling fee that would be a break-even point for a lot of those store operators.

SEN. FINCH:  Well, I guess you’d have to do a little scientific survey of--

KEVIN DIETLY:  It wouldn’t be worth it.

SEN. FINCH:  --certainly, 3 cents is double 1 and a half cents, so they’re going to be twice as happy, in my book.  Thank you very much.  Any further questions?  Representative Greene had his hand up first.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Just one quick question.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Yes, Sir.

REP. GREENE:  On those increased costs, what do you think that will translate down to?  How much more is it going to cost for this bottle?

KEVIN DIETLY:  If you take those increased operating costs, independent of the handling fee increase on beer and soda, if you just look at the non-carbonated sector.  

We would estimate the average non-carbonated container in Connecticut would cost about 8 cents more.  Plus the nickel deposit.


Enough to, you know, depending on how that’s absorbed and passed along, whether it’s passed along in the price of the beverage, or passed along in the price of bread or milk or wherever else it happens to get, to show up.


Being in the food industry, you know, that things get passed along.  So that’s about what it would mean.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  You’re welcome.  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I don’t know if he’s spoken yet, but we have testimony here from Southeastern Connecticut Regional Resource Recovery Authority, Regional Recycling Coordinator, Winston Averill, and he’s saying that the vast majority of water bottles are currently supplied by existing distributors.  

This expansion simply ties into the current distribution system.  That’s in contrast to what you said just a moment ago.

KEVIN DIETLY:  If we talk about water bottles in particular, based on market share information that I have, I would say on the order of 30% of the water bottles that are sold are sold by companies that are currently subject to the deposit law.


The vast majority are not.  The largest example being Nestle Waters which owns Poland Spring, and you’ll be hearing from Brian Flaherty of them, and--

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  Well, I’m just letting you know that your testimonies contradict each other.  He’s at the waste end of the business, and he’s claiming that it is tied into the current distribution system.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Well, with all due respect to his comments, based, I’m on the sales and the marketing end, and I know the companies that originate those products, and I know that most of them are not currently subject to the deposit law.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  I guess we’ll figure out, you know, what’s accurate, after we hear all the testimony.  


The other point I wanted to make is that, I agree with Senator Finch on what the stores would like.  They actually would like an increase, or modernization in the handling fee, and they feel they were a little short changed on the last time, from the last time when one of them went up and the other one didn’t.  


So, again, when you talk to them as a shopper, they will tell you that they would certainly appreciate an increase in handling.

KEVIN DIETLY:  I can’t disagree that easing the pain is not something they’re going to refuse.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Representative Megna, to be followed by Representative Miner.  I just would point out one other piece of information, having visited TOMRA, which is the larger manufacturer in terms of the space required.


The bins on all their new machines are at least double the size of the current machines.  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Sir, when it comes to just the water bottles, is there a large profit margin in selling of bottled water, number one, and, number two, is, like I, myself, I don’t, I try not to buy bottled water.  

I try just to drink tap water.  I have a filter and all that.  It seems like a waste of money to me, personally.


But is there a substitution factor, like, if the bottle of water goes up a nickel to accommodate this new redemption, will some consumers wind up utilizing tap water, drinking tap water instead, and what kind of impact would that have.  Thank you.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Sure.  The best, the best person to talk to, or the best people to talk to about the profitability of the industry and the dynamics of the industry are the bottled water companies who will be speaking later.  I think there are three you’ll be hearing from, large and small.


I can just tell you from my perspective and from the research that I have done and am aware of, bottled water sales is much less profitable now than it was a few years ago, because of the competition.


You will notice that you can buy cases of bottled water for $4.99, way down from where it was a few years ago.  The companies are fighting tooth-and-nail.  It is a very competitive penny business nowadays, like the soda business is.

REP. MEGNA:  But that may be an indication that there may be a wide margin in there, for the industry.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Or that there was.

REP. MEGNA:  That there was.

KEVIN DIETLY:  There was, and it’s being competed down at this point.  


The other comment to make about the, I’m sorry, the second question was about--

REP. MEGNA:  Substitution.

KEVIN DIETLY:  --substitution effect, pricing effect.  There is definitely price sensitivity, but there are two components to that.  


One is decreased consumption.  The other is substitution, which may mean substitution to other products, or substitution to less expensive sources.


And what we see, at least in deposit states, is substitution across borders, where people purchase products outside the state.  


They already do that for beer and soda and we know from experience that they do that for non-carbonated, as well.

REP. MEGNA:  But, water, I mean, water is something we have to drink.  I mean, we don’t have to drink soda.  So, I imagine consumption would be the same.  If the price goes up, people would merely go to the water fountain.  You said consumption would go down, with water?

KEVIN DIETLY:  Purchases of bottled water would go down.  But one of the niches that bottled water obviously captures is the ability for people to have the water where they want it, when they want it.


Despite that, though, well over half of the bottled water that’s consumed is consumed at home, and in homes.  That comes as a very contrary finding to a lot of people.


But based on marketing data from the companies, over half the bottles, over half the PET bottles, just the at-home, just the sort of what we’ve talked about in this hearing, is the sort of perceived to be on-the-go packages.  Over half of those are actually conceived in the home, or consumed in the home.


People buy cases of half-liter and 20‑ounce bottles at Costco, wherever, take them home and they get consumed at home.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

KEVIN DIETLY:  I appreciate it.

SEN. FINCH:  You’re welcome.  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  On page 5, actually it’s in two sections, C-1 and then 2.  There is some language about dealer’s operating requirements and how much room has to be allocated.  I assume it’s room.  It may also mean personnel.  I don’t know what it means, I guess.


Do you know, is this speaking specifically to square footage in terms of the set-aside for, it’s 70% of the, I would assume is the retail space.  

So General Foods had 200 square feet of retail space for this beverage, or all these beverages, I would be required to have 70% of that available for the recycling process?

KEVIN DIETLY:  I would have to be honest with you, Representative.  I wasn’t quite sure what that provision was seeking to accomplish.  

I mean, the overall intent that I understood from those provisions was that there was a notion of trying to provide relief to retailers by offering an option for an off-premise redemption location, that could be located within a certain distance from the store.


As to the details and the specifications and the certifications required by the Department, I’m not quite sure I follow that.  


I will just comment on that, that by and large, and based on experience in other states, telling retailers that they have an ability to send their customers a mile away to go do something is probably not something that retailers will avail themselves of, because where they send them is likely to be someplace where they will buy something that they won’t buy at the retail stores.  So they’re probably not going to want to send their customers away.

REP. MINER:  If this bill gets passed, smaller retail establishments can identify off-site locations.  So you’re saying they could actually be other retail locations that may agree to take those bottles.

KEVIN DIETLY:  I’m saying that the redemption locations that they send people to may ultimately become retail locations.  Most redemption centers in most states are not pure redemption centers.


They get into the retail business because they find that they have a captive market when people come there and they find that they start adding lines of beverages, snack foods, et cetera.  


So, there are very few pure redemption centers that exist anywhere, even in Maine, the capital of redemption centers, where there are probably 800 of them.  

REP. MINER:  Maybe more.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Maybe more.

REP. MINER:  I’m trying to follow the nickel, so to speak.  There’s plenty of testimony that bumped that number up from 5 cents.  As a retailer, your obligation is to charge that nickel and provide a place for its redemption.

KEVIN DIETLY:  That is correct.

REP. MINER:  If it is not returned, but in fact ends up in the blue bin and is co-mingled with the rest of the recyclables, that leaves a nickel in the escheats pool, so to speak?

KEVIN DIETLY:  Right.  And I understand this bill, the nickels on carbonated beverage containers would continue to remain with the distributors, which they use those resources to offset the handling fee and their own trucking expenses, et cetera.  


We know that the current cost of the Bottle Bill far exceeds the unclaimed deposit balances and the unclaimed deposits for the non-carbonated beverages would revert to the state.


So distributors or manufacturers of, say, water, would not have the use of the unclaimed deposits to defray their expenses.  

But based on our experience, the vast majority of non-carbonated beverage containers will be redeemed at more than a 100% rate, which will mean that there won’t be any nickels to turn over to the state.

REP. MINER:  And in terms of the redemption, those bottles that are redeemed anywhere, are then billed back to the individual retailer, or the, you know, whatever the water or juice bottle was.  They’re actually responsible for paying that nickel out to whoever presents them with the bottle.

KEVIN DIETLY:  That is correct.  The difference here is, and the fundamental difference associated with this, with the expansion of the law, is that right now it’s a very intimate party of people who are engaged.


It is the beer wholesaler, the retailer and the customer, or the soft drink bottler, the retailer and the customer.  Because no one else can sell a brand of products within a territory, there’s only one Anheuser-Busch beer wholesaler for a territory.


It means that all the containers that get sold in that territory, he initiated the deposits on.  He knows that.  When it shows up in a store, he’s got a pretty good guess that every Anheuser-Busch container that comes back is one that he initiated the deposits on.


So, he’s got a pretty good, pretty good control over that infrastructure and that system of nickels going in and out.  The control that gets lost when you talk about Ocean Spray. 


Ocean Spray sells to Stop & Shop, to Shaw’s, to Costco, to Wal-Mart, to people at the distribution centers in the Midwest, some of which may end up coming back on a truck to Connecticut.  

They don’t really know where that product ends up, and it’s unclear where that nickel needs to be first charged and who’s going to be responsible for reporting that nickel and whether it’s reported accurately.


Experience in Maine indicates that those nickels get underreported.  In some cases intentionally, and in some cases unintentionally, because people don’t know when the container was actually charged in the state, or when the nickel, when the deposit was actually charged in the state.


It comes back to your issue, when somebody presents Ocean Spray with a bag full of bottles and says, here’s a bunch of your bottles that we collected in Maine.  Give us back the nickels.  


In a lot of cases, they’re giving them back nickels that were never collected.  So, Ocean Spray is ultimately responsible because their name is the only name that’s on that bottle.  The name of Wal-Mart or whatever grocery wholesaler that bottle passed through is not on the bottle.


The only person that can be held to account is Ocean Spray.  And, Ocean Spray, I can assure you, will not have enough nickels to pay back the refunds.  

And then, on top of that, will pay a 3 cent handling fee and, on average, probably a 4 cent pick-up charge to a company to go around and pick up the empties for it.

REP. MINER:  And that’s because of the, kind of a transient market where I buy a bottle of Ocean Spray in New York and drive to Connecticut and then redeem it in Connecticut?

KEVIN DIETLY:  Even if you’re not buying out of state, that’s still the situation with the container.  The out of state transfer complicates that even further.


But, the frustration of dealing with an expanded Bottle Bill, which is shown in that chart in my testimony on the third page, is simply the abundance and the multiplication of the players that are involved and the lack of control over the system.


The deposit law we have today is nothing more than a conversion from the old refillable system.  I mean, it is, it was a transformation from refillable bottles over to one-way bottles, doing the exact same thing.  Where there was one small loop of route drivers who brought and picked up all the containers.


That’s all the beer and soda system still is.  But what the expansion system is, is something very different.  It involves a lot more players and a lot more styles of distribution and manufacture.  It is inherently difficult to manage those returns as a result.

REP. MINER:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  Any further questions for Mr. Dietly?  Thank you, Mr. Dietly.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Thanks, Senator.

SEN. FINCH:  Tim Phelan, to be followed by Laura Bishop and David Thompson.  Tim, good to see you this morning.

TIM PHELAN:  Good morning, Senator.  How are you?

SEN. FINCH:  Good, thanks.

TIM PHELAN:  Senator, is it all right if I indulge the Committee and ask that Ms. Bishop join me at the same time.  We’re testifying on the same issues, and she’s--

SEN. FINCH:  Wonderful.  Go ahead.

TIM PHELAN:  --a member of our association, and we are on Team Widlitz, by the way.  For the record to know.  Thank you for this opportunity.  For the record, I’m Tim Phelan, President--

SEN. FINCH:  The captain was here.  Where did she go?

TIM PHELAN:  I don’t know.  She’s--

SEN. FINCH:  She should be here, shining in front of--

TIM PHELAN:  --out recruiting, possibly.  We are here today to testify on three Bills.  Before I do that, just so that everyone knows, I’m Tim Phelan, President of the Connecticut Retail Merchants Association.


We are a statewide trade association representing some of the world’s largest retailers, as well as the state’s Main Street merchants.


I’m here today with Laura Bishop from Best Buy, and we are here, Best Buy is a member company of the Retail Merchants Association.  We’re here to testify on a number of your, of the bills before you today.  


Let me first give a general overview, and then Laura, who is, not only an expert within her company, but has followed this issue in surrounding states and throughout the country and can give you firsthand knowledge of, of the issue on both sides, as well as perhaps a little bit more knowledge of what’s taking place in those states.

SEN. FINCH:  Just to clarify.  You guys are here on the electronics--

TIM PHELAN:  Yes.  We are here--

SEN. FINCH:  --recycling.  You’re the first person to talk about this Bill, so I want to get everybody’s attention on the Committee.  Thank you.

TIM PHELAN:  We are here to talk about Raised House Bill 7249, Raised Senate Bill 1225, but just let me add, before we do that, on Raised Senate Bill 1289, our friends at the Connecticut Food Association are really taking the lead on this issue, but we do want the Committee to note that our Association is working with them.  Again, they’re taking the lead, but we also support their efforts in opposing Raised Senate Bill 1289.


But with respect to Raised Senate Bill, begin with Raised House Bill 7249.  CRMA supports this bill.  This is the bill that Representative Widlitz had recognized, had testified on earlier.


And very quickly, we think, that we support this bill, quite simply because we think it takes a regional approach to an issue which allows retailers that operate in multi states more predictability and better results.  


It encourages manufacturers to continue to build more environmentally friendly products and encourage market forces to take effect.


It also respects the work and the effort that was done by the CSG in examining this issue.  I think Representative Widlitz did a fine job testifying as to the efforts that CSG did in drafting this bill, and I’m heartened to hear, Senator Finch, that next week you’ll be having your informational hearing and have someone from CSG here to talk about that.


We think that their approach in that effort, and that model legislature, which is represented in Raised House Bill 7249 is the way to go. 


For the record, we oppose Raised Senate Bill 1225, which we think is a, the wrong approach, with all due respect to this Committee and its sponsor.


Raised Senate Bill 1225 sets up an advance recovery fee which, for a lot of the reasons you may have already heard from us over the years.  Just quickly, we think it does not guarantee the recycling goals will be achieved.


It puts an additional administrative burden on retailers and it also, we believe, would have little effect on remote sellers, which to in‑state retailers and to brick-and-mortar retailers that make the investment in Connecticut.  

It places them at a tremendous disadvantage.  I’ve already allotted my time, and I don’t want to cut into Ms. Bishop’s time.

LAURA BISHOP:  Good afternoon.  My name is Laura Bishop and I’m with Best Buy.  Senator Finch and Members of the Committee, I’m here today on behalf of Best Buy and our nearly 1,500 employees and our 10 stores in the State of Connecticut.


We are a specialty retailer of consumer electronics, personal computers, entertainment software, appliances, and we’re also a manufacturer of consumer electronics under our private label brands.


We are here looking at this Bill, and these Bills, both as a manufacturer and as a retailer.  We support Raised House Bill 7249 that Representative Widlitz has brought forward, and we oppose Raised Senate Bill 1225 from our experience in working in California and operating under that system, and I’d like to talk a little bit about that experience and the fundamental reasons why we oppose an ARF.


Best Buy is a company, as a retailer and manufacturer, that is committed to environmental responsibility.  

We have operated programs for recycling and parking lot events, as well as recycling every day in our stores for cell phones and PDAs and inkjet cartridges, where consumers can come in and drop those smaller items off in our stores.


It’s something that fundamentally we think, as both a retailer and manufacturer, are very important items that we can offer to customers.  

This is the core of producer responsibility, where manufacturers offer programs to their customers to be able to commit to their customers that they are a responsible manufacturer and that they can incorporate these prices into their products and offer something back to their customers.


An ARF puts the responsibility solely onto the customer and the cost at point of sale goes straight to the customer and it does not goes back to the manufacturer in any way.


Any way that you look at this, the customer is going to pay for a recycling system.  But it is only when you build it into the cost of recycling that it’s going to bring down the cost for the consumer.


And this is why we fundamentally think that by offering programs, and many manufacturers also offer programs, and look at producer responsibility as a fundamental way of doing business.  


And we think that this is the way, that it is a responsible way of doing this and ultimately will be the way that it can, through market forces, can offer the best option for consumers and the best, and most responsible option for consumers, and the most cost effective option for consumers.


We applaud your Committee’s efforts to examine this issue.  We want to help you pass a bill this year.  We think it’s very important that you’re looking at this issue.  We think producer responsibility is, obviously, the way to go.


I want to talk through some of the reasons why advanced recovery fee has been problematic.  You will hear from the manufacturers--

SEN. FINCH:  Could I interrupt you for a second?  Why don’t I ask that, in terms of a question, so we could meet our three minutes.

LAURA BISHOP:  Absolutely.

SEN. FINCH:  Tell me what the problems are with my proposal?

LAURA BISHOP:  With your proposal?  Okay.  And, I have passed out, you should get a letter.  You have probably seen something like this that I passed out and it clearly kind of outlines.  You’ll see the Best Buy tag at the top.  

It clearly outlines some of the ARF problematic pieces.  The Committee should have gotten it.  And then on the back, the reasons we support manufacturer responsibility.


Also included in a package should be a copy of the Council of State Government resolution, as well.


The first reason that Best Buy opposes the advanced recovery fee is, really, it further complicates an already unfair tax system for retailers. 


So, this, this is one real fundamental reason.  Not only can’t you compel the collection of this fee on out-of-state retailers because of the Quill decision which says online retailers cannot be compelled to collect sales tax and cannot be compelled to collect this extra fee.


You have placed brick-and-mortar retailers, like a Best Buy, who are collecting sales tax and would be collecting this fee, at a disadvantage.  

But you’re also putting extreme disadvantage on states, like Connecticut eventually, that I believe will try to be in compliance with streamlined sales tax, and try to pass a streamlined sales tax initiative where you will want to make that compelling decision to have, to pass a law in the State of Connecticut, that says we are going to get that sales tax revenue from online sellers.


When you place another tax at point of sale, you are making that ability a lot more difficult to be able to collect those fees and you’re compounding that factor of difficulty. 


The federal government has said, simplify your sales tax systems, states, and then we will pass a streamlined sales tax bill that says you are compelled and you can collect the taxes from those online sellers.


And right now you add another layer of complexity, and you’re making it more difficult.  That is one of the reasons.


The second reason, you are just placing us retailers, like Best Buy, at a highly competitive disadvantage.  You will hear from the manufacturers, it isn’t a problem.  They’re collecting this tax from retailers in California.

SEN. FINCH:  The tax.  By the tax, you mean the advanced recovery fee?

LAURA BISHOP:  The advanced recovery fee.

SEN. FINCH:  Okay.  It’s not a tax, is it?

LAURA BISHOP:  Yeah.  It is a tax.

SEN. FINCH:  It’s a tax?

LAURA BISHOP:  I believe it’s a tax--

SEN. FINCH:  And their Finance Committee approved it as a tax, the State of California?

LAURA BISHOP:  --the Board of Equalization has ruled in California, has ruled that it cannot collect this fee from online sellers in California.

SEN. FINCH:  But it’s an advance recovery fee that we’re talking about, just to be fair.

LAURA BISHOP:  It’s an advanced recovery fee.

SEN. FINCH:  Okay.  I just was confused, that’s all.

LAURA BISHOP:  Okay.  I’m sorry.  Senator Finch, if you would like to call it a fee, you can call it a fee.  We at Best Buy call it a tax.  And, we believe that a fee on consumers at point of sale is the same as a tax.


And I believe that you will hear from, you will hear from manufacturers that they’re collecting the fees from remote sellers.  And, I believe in California that they are collecting fees from remote sellers.


However, we don’t have any way to tell how much of those fees are collected from remote sellers, how many remote sellers and it’s very hard for me to go back to my company and say, yes, they’re collecting some, but not all.  It still places us at a very competitive disadvantage.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  I’m not going to ask a lot of questions of all the parties in this, because we do have, I think, two fine proposals are out there.

LAURA BISHOP:  I know.

SEN. FINCH:  Both are trying to recycle computers and get electronics out of the waste stream.  The one question that I’d like everybody, if they could, is just give us your best guess, under both proposals, what percentage of electronics, as described under the bill, under the two approaches, would be collect in Connecticut?


What your best guess is under an advanced recovery fee, based on your experience in California and Maryland and the other states where there’s differing points of views, and what we would get under a producer, or shared responsibility?


I think this Committee is going to take everything into consideration, but I think our charge is primarily trying to recycle and manage the waste stream, in terms of this issue.


If you could just tell us what you think under the two would be the percentages you think we could get.

LAURA BISHOP:  Senator Finch, thank you.  I can’t answer that question, unfortunately.  And I do think that part of it is going to be in how you market to your constituents and consumers.

SEN. FINCH:  All things being equal, the two approaches, does one recycle more than the other and, if so, by how much?  Just roughly.  

And that may not be the only thing we consider, but I think we need to get that on the record from everybody on both sides, what they think the dueling proposals could do.

LAURA BISHOP:  Right.  An, I can’t answer, I can’t answer that question outright, and I would, I appreciate that, and I can look into that.


I think the other part to look at is not right out front how much you, the goal of how much you take out of the waste stream right away.  I think it’s in the long term, how much you, over time, take the recyclability of products. 


So the goal should be to make and create a greener product and a more recyclable product.  So when you’re looking at products, and I think the producer responsibility approach does this.  When you’re looking at products, you want to encourage a greener and more recyclable product.


And that’s part of this goal, and I think you heard that from the Department today.  So, this is one of the reasons why the producer responsibility bill looks at that.  


So what is a more sustainable program over time?  So that should be a consideration, as well.  I can look into the rates and the other pieces, as well.


And you’re right.  These programs both need to have a goal and be successful programs.  And, I agree with that.  Our goal, too, is to create something that is a good recycling program, and I commend this Committee to look at things that are good, responsible programs.


We want something good for Connecticut, as well.  We want to do that.  That’s why we’ve been invested in looking at this model bills and the CSG model bill.  

We think that this is a good bill and we think that a regional approach, and looking at this in the neighboring states, is the best model, too.  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  Tim, do you want to take--

TIM PHELAN:  I don’t, nice, nice try, but I don’t--

SEN. FINCH:  You’re a very smart lobbyist.  I know that you’ve got an idea.

TIM PHELAN:  No.  No, I think that the issue for us is not, and we respect the Environment Committee’s position as your goal is how much can you recycle.


And I think for us, the issue is, is how does this work overall, in all parts of our business.  How does it allow us to compete?  How does it allow us to operate in, within a region?  And I think the Committee ought to consider that as well.


In addition to your first priority, which is, how much do we get out of the waste stream?  How much do we recycle?  


And I think that, you know, a good way for you, another way to ask that same question is ask the other states that have adopted e‑waste legislation, the most recent ones being Maryland, Maine and Washington, that have done producer responsibility approaches, and see if they asked that question, and my guess is that they would say, on balance, what’s the best way to do this.


I think one of the points that Laura made, which I think bears repeating, especially to this Committee.  Retailers support efforts to recycle electronic devices.  What we’re, Senator Finch, you and I and others may disagree, is the method on how we go about doing that.


We think that the CSG model, that they took an extended period of time to review, to look at all sides of the argument, and came up with their model legislation.  We think that’s the best approach.  So.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  Are there any Members of the Committee who would like to ask a question?  Thank you very much for our testimony.  Appreciate it.

TIM PHELAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

LAURA BISHOP:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you for traveling here.  Our next speaker is David Thompson, to be followed by Rick Odheim, and Tim Dabinex.  David, welcome.

DAVID THOMPSON:  Senator Finch, Representative Roy, Members of the Committee, my name is David Thompson.  I am Director of Corporate Environmental Affairs at Panasonic Corporation, North America.


I’m also here on behalf of the Electronic Manufacturers Coalition for Responsible Recycling, a coalition of 14 of the world’s leading manufacturers of electronic products, manufacturers and designers of electronic products.


Having just listened to the people speaking before me, it occurs to me that Panasonic is also a retailer.  

We have started selling products several years ago online, as do most electronic manufacturers.  Typically, we do not feel, think of ourselves as a retailer, but more and more of us are selling online in that sense.


Panasonic is a leading environmental company.  We make the nickel metal hydride batteries in the Toyota Prius, for example.  I heard some discussion about a bus outside this morning, a hybrid bus.  

If that’s a GM bus, we probably made the batteries for it.  We have led the world in energy efficiency, applications, if you will, and have been recognized for seven consecutive years by U.S. EPA for our Energy Star efforts.


We also recently just announced the world’s first television that does not contain lead, does not contain mercury, cadmium or hexavalent chromium.  And, I’d like to talk a little bit more about that in context of electronic product design.


In Connecticut, we have worked with JVC, Sharp and Sony and have sponsored over 250 collection events since 2001, that have collected about 4.5 million pounds. 


We as a coalition would like to say that we’re on Team Finch, and are here to support Raised Senate Bill 1225.  

We think that having looked at this issue around the country and around the world, that this approach, as advocated in Raised Senate Bill 1225, solves the most problems associated with collecting and recycling electronic products in the easiest way.


So for example, it’s been tested in California.  In California, in the first two years of their program, has collected about 190 million pounds of electronic products.  I’m trying to think, Senator Finch, about your particular question about recycling rates.


That translates into about 4 pounds per person, I believe, of covered electronic products.  Maine is collecting 2.8 pounds per person at this point in time, and California, as a whole, is collecting about 6 pounds per person of electronic products, products that come in through the stream.


Let me just say, also, that there are many advantages of this advanced recycling fee approach.  One in particular is, it’s honest with the consumer.  

If you put the cost farther and farther back down the product chain, as it moves through, as the product moves through distribution, it will be marked up every time that someone handles it.


So if the cost is $10 per unit and the mark-up is 50%, by the time the consumer sees it, this consumer’s going to pay $15.  

I think, also, that this approach can drive eco-design achievements better than any other system, if we can figure out a way to make the reward for design achievements take place at the time of sale instead of in the future when the product comes back.


In the package that I’ve handed out, there’s a press release announcing a lead-free plasma display television that we have made [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 2A to Tape 2B.]


--functional role.  And it also does not contain cadmium or hexavalent chromium.  Now, I say that, and I want to be, you know, I guess, speak with some, maybe, mathematical precision.  There are trace amounts of these materials in products.  


If you look at potatoes, for example, you’ll find cadmium.  It’s in the ground.  Leafy vegetables absorb it.  So there are trace amounts of products, of these materials in products, but it is, in a virtual sense, the first lead free, cadmium free, mercury free, hexavalent chromium free product that’s available in the marketplace.  


Under the systems that are being now put in place in Maine and in Washington State and in Maryland, and it’s being advocated by the CSG, my competitors, have virtually no incentive to change their design practices and eliminate these materials from their products.

SEN. FINCH:  David, I’m going to have to ask you to wrap up.  I’m sorry.  

DAVID THOMPSON:  It’s my last point.  I’m sorry.  

SEN. FINCH:  They just told me the bell rang, and I’m sorry, I didn’t hear it.

DAVID THOMPSON:  Okay.  This is my last point.  The reason I say that is we are spec’ing products for plasma televisions, about 60,000 hours for the screen.  That’s about 26 years at normal viewing time.


So my competitor in Maine or Washington State or the CSG model to, it’s cheaper for them.  It’s a better business decision, frankly, to avoid any investment in design and wait 20 years for that product to come back and pay the cost then, under those systems.  


There is virtually no design incentive, at least in my view, in those systems that are being advocated for Maine, Washington and CSG.


And I’d just like to leave the Committee with that point.  We are, on behalf of our companies, very interested in developing an effective electronic product collection and recycling system.  

And we’re here to support Raised Senate Bill 1225 and to offer our expertise and knowledge in working with this Committee to, hopefully, achieve a workable recycling system for the State of Connecticut.  Thank you very much.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, David.  Any Members of the Committee have any questions?  Representative Wright.

REP. WRIGHT:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  And, thank you for our testimony.  Could you comment on the opinion of the representative from Best Buy that the AR, whether the ARF is a fee or a tax, and on the implications under the Quill decision concerning the authority of the State of Connecticut to impose and require collection of an ARF on remote sellers who have no nexus in this state.

DAVID THOMPSON:  I believe that, that the advanced recycling fee that was passed in California, is a fee and has been so designated in law in accordance with the California State Constitution.


We were recently testifying in the State of New Jersey, and the state brought in, via videoconference, a representative from the California Integrated Waste Management Board, who testified to the effect that, this is a person who is in charge of the California program, she testified to the effect that they believe that they are collecting fees from remote sellers and are not missing that much in terms of what should be due. 


We, as a retailer, are selling products online in California and are collecting fees, even though we may not have to, and remitting them to the State of California.


Also, if you look at who the online retail, electronic product retailers really are, you will find that it’s Dell, it’s HP, it’s Sony, it’s Best Buy, it’s a lot of the larger electronic product retailers, and so, I would say, that this isn’t the issue that it’s being portrayed to be.

REP. WRIGHT:  Thank you very much.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Representative Wright.  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Good afternoon.

DAVID THOMPSON:  Thank you.

REP. MILLER:  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.  I recently bought a new TV and it was a Sony, and I was amazed that I could pick it up, almost with one arm.  Must have weighed 30 pounds or so.  

And I had to get my wife to help me take the other machine out, to carry it down to the cellar.  It must have weighed 200 pounds.


So is Sony putting in a lot less of electronic waste into their equipment?  Why is it such a big drastic change from the weight?  Is there less waste coming, e-waste coming from that new machine?

DAVID THOMPSON:  I think, I think it’s a very interesting question, frankly, and I appreciate it.  There are a number of television technologies.  

One is the so-called cathode ray tube that we’ve used for 60 years, probably, and it contains a faceplate that is very thick, made of glass and very heavy, and it also contains a funnel, glass section, that contains lead.


So a big CRT television will contain, you know, four kilograms of lead, maybe eight to ten pounds.  So that is a heavy product.


The newer technologies, the liquid crystal displays, are much, much lighter.  They use mercury-containing backlights, but they are much, much lighter.  


The plasma televisions are also in the marketplace and are much, much lighter and then there is a micro-projection television technology.  

Sounds like if you can pick this up with one arm, that you didn’t buy that type.  They’re typically, I would say, in excess of 45 inches, maybe up to 70 inches, but they’re going to be much lighter than the traditional cathode ray tube products because all they contain, really, is a computer chip, a few mirrors, and a high-intensity discharge lamp which contains some mercury, to create the images that you seen on a screen.


So I would say that as the cathode ray tube disappears, and it will, that the weight of material entering the waste stream is going to be greatly reduced, and much, much less toxic.


We didn’t talk much about this, and I know time is very limited, but the television manufacturing industry and the computer manufacturing industry, is now manufacturing products with a lead-free solder.  

We’ve virtually eliminated cadmium and hexavalent chromium from the products and, we’re pretty close to eliminating lead and mercury from the display technologies.

REP. MILLER:  So, the bottom line is then, the newer set has less materials in it, less hazardous materials--

DAVID THOMPSON:  Yes, I believe so.

REP. MILLER: --than the old sets.  So, there is some kind of good things happening in the electronics field.

DAVID THOMPSON:  Yes, very much so.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Representative Miller.  Any further questions?  I would suggest we probably could go on all day if we talked about the difficulties of manufacturing in North America and how one of the motivations might be to not make it more difficult, but I think that would be a subject for another day.

DAVID THOMPSON:  I would like to say, if I could, please, that we do have a plasma display design center in New Paul’s, New York, and that we do manufacture plasma televisions in North America and have a TV design center in San Diego.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  And you said, six pounds per person in California, according to your records, and about two pounds in Maine.  

Do you have any idea of what percent of electronics are recycled, or can you look into that for us?  I would like everybody to let us know what they think.

DAVID THOMPSON: No.  I cannot tell you off the top of my head.  The question for us, and the way I’m trying to look at this, is, I realize that a percentage is a mathematical calculation.  You can compare it to sales, you can compare it to what people throw away.


What I’ve always focused on is what are people going to throw away and how much, and how are we going to collect that.  I have not really thought about what type of percentage that would be vis-à-vis sales.  


But I can tell you, with respect to Maine, and I believe there’s a very progressive program in Hennepin County, Minnesota, that with respect to televisions, they are collecting about 0.3 units for every one that we sell, so roughly 30% in terms of units.  Now weight, as you try to calculate this, is going--

SEN. FINCH:  That’s not with an advanced recovery fee, the 0.3?

DAVID THOMPSON:  No.  But, in California, they’re collecting a much larger weight, but they do not distinguish in their data between computer monitors and television monitors, so I’m still struggling with how to calculate that based on one particular type of product.  

But they are collecting much more, a much greater pounds per person than in Maine or Minnesota.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, David.  Representative Roy.

REP. ROY:  You talk about weight.  The size of different electronics, are so different.  I mean, compile it, you know, Palm Pilot, you know, little cell phone fits in your hand.  TV, you need both arms.  

I could bring in one TV, or I could bring in 30 of these smaller things, but they would all be the same weight.  Why does weight have such a, why does it carry so much weight with you?

DAVID THOMPSON:  Well, we’re speaking specifically with respect to these bills of televisions and monitors, and they tend to be bigger, bulkier and heavier products.  So when we do collect them, we have to cost out, however it’s paid for, moving them around, and then processing them.


The displays, in particular, if you look at the value of the material that you can recover, whether it’s glass, plastic or metals, that value is not enough to cover the cost of the labor to disassemble it and the transportation to ship to reclaimers.  


So, there is a net cost that is being billed by recyclers on a per-pound basis.  Hence, our focus on weight, I think.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Your six pounds versus two pounds was per person in the state?

DAVID THOMPSON:  Yes.

SEN. FINCH:  Okay.  Any further questions.  Thank you very much, David.  Our next speaker is Rick Odheim, to be followed by Tim Davinex.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Mr. Chairman and Committee Members, unfortunately, the person who wrote my name in, didn’t make it clear.  It’s Rick Ernheim.  I’m Senior Counsel with Phillips Electronics.


Phillips Electronics is one of the world’s largest consumer electronics companies, and it is the world’s largest lighting company.  We do support the raised Senate bill and we do oppose the raised House bill.


What I’m going to focus on is the statements that have been made that somehow manufacturers, we have to adopt the Raised House Bill because manufacturers need an incentive to design better products.


And I want to use my company as an example, and we’ve talked about, Representative Miller, talked about this.  


We are, for three of the last four years, we have been number one in the Dow Jones’ Sustainability Index in our product category.  For the last three years, the World Economic Forum has listed Phillips as one of the 100 most sustainable companies in the world.


We were the first computer monitor company to have a full line of lead-free products.  We, in terms of lighting, we have the lowest mercury lamps that, that are manufactured today, and just recently, we announced a further reduction.  


We’re going to cut our mercury use in half.  To give you some idea of what that means.  The amount of mercury we’ll be reducing would be the amount that would be recovered by recovering 90 million currently made lamps.  Ninety million currently made lamps.


And we also recently announced in December, a worldwide effort to try to eliminate the use of incandescent bulbs by 2016, because we think that there are energy-saving alternatives that can significantly help address the global warming initiative.


So how did we do this without this incentive that we keep hearing we need to make better products?  And the fact is, is that our goal is to do well by doing good.


And in fact, in my testimony, the last page, you’ll see a sheet, a page lifted right out of Business Week, which had a story about companies trying to do good things and make a profit.


And on that page, you’ll see 30 companies highlighted.  Three of them are Phillips, Sony and Matsushita, or Panasonic.  Three in our industry, out of 30 companies all over the world, Business Week highlighted our three, which gives you an idea of the incentive that we feel we have right now.  

Now there are manufacturers who do not follow our lead.  Quite frankly, our industry right now is being flooded with cheap imports from China, which is having a significant adverse affect on our profitability, our ability to do good things.


Now, those manufacturers, if you go look at their, at their websites, you won’t see any sustainable efforts.  You won’t see any innovative efforts.  They are simply selling based on cost.


So let me conclude with this, Mr. Chairman.  Rather than providing an incentive, the Raised House Bill actually provides a disincentive, because it adds costs that we can’t pass on, and that our competitors, our Chinese manufacturers who are not designing the products that you want to see, are at a much lower cost and they have an ability to pass it on.


So we’re at a complete disadvantage.  So, I would think that if your goal is to encourage better design and the sorts of things that we’re now doing, that you want to set up an economic system that works with the responsible manufacturers.  


The Raised Senate Bill does that, and the Raised House Bill doesn’t do that.  I should say that we support the Raised Senate Bill with some amendments.


We think the Raised Senate Bill can be strengthened to incorporate more environmental design requirements.  I think Representative Miller talked about mercury.  We will soon have a zero mercury television set, along with a zero mercury, zero lead television set.


So that’s where the industry is going, and we hope you’ll work with us, rather than against us, to make the design improvements that we think you’d like to see.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  These cheap products, even if we were to go with the Raised Senate Bill, would that add to their cost, or would they just send it over cheaper and still keep that same cost?

RICK ERNHEIM:  Representative.  Mr. Chairman, let me put this on a continuum, where here is something that provides a disincentive, to here that provides an incentive.


We want to be over here.  We think the Raised House Bill is over here.  We think the Raised Senate Bill, right now, is in the middle, neither providing an incentive or disincentive. 


We want to move the Raised Senate Bill over in this direction.  And so we’d encourage, for example, that the Raised Senate Bill require compliance with the European Ross directives, give procurement advantages to companies that comply with what’s called the EP Standard, and I can discuss that and those sorts of things.  So we want to move in that direction. 

REP. ROY:  I appreciate that.  Your cost is here.  Their cost is here.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Right.

REP. ROY:  How do we get their cost and your cost to come together?  Because that’s where you’re losing.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Right.

REP. ROY:  People are buying the cheap material.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your sentiment.  I think what we need to do is, you know, what’s possible.  

And, we’re not going to be able to, I don’t think the State of Connecticut is going to be able to set up an economic structure that benefits only the good guys and doesn’t benefit the bad guys.


But what you can do is impose more requirements, any requirements, design requirements that you impose, we’ll meet.  And, quite frankly, the only way we can survive is by designing better products.


If we don’t design better products, if we design the same products that our cheap competitors make, we lose.  We can’t, we can’t out manufacture the Chinese.  

In fact, I very much regret to say that my company, you heard Mr. Thompson say, we still have manufacturing, we don’t have manufacturing.  We’ve given up.  We’ve lost.  We can’t out manufacture them.


So, what I think we need to do is increase the environmental design requirements that they would have to meet, which would increase their costs up to our level.  In other words, to even the playing field.


Right now, we have an uneven playing field because we’re investing in environmental design and these other guys aren’t doing that.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  As I look at the two bills, each of them are collecting a fee.  One is focused on the retailer, the other is focused on the manufacturer.  Is that correct?

RICK ERNHEIM:  That is--

REP. MINER:  There are a number of other differences, but I think that’s, so that’s where it starts.

RICK ERNHEIM:  that’s where it starts.

REP. MINER:  And your argument is that if the retailer pays the fee, then that will not have a negative effect on manufacturing and design?

RICK ERNHEIM:  Well, the retailer doesn’t pay the fee.  The consumer pays the fee.  The retailer just collects the fee.  

REP. MINER:  In both cases, I would submit to you that the consumer is going to pay the fee.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Representative Miner, I would love to be able to tell you that we’ll take the manufacturer fee and pass it on.  In fact, if that were the case, I wouldn’t be sitting here.


We would just pass on the cost.  Why would I be here opposing that?  And the reality is, is that we can’t do that.


Unfortunately, that’s the reality.  Right now we have cheap competition that’s coming in, putting pressure on prices, and what we have, what I, is more familiarly called the Wal-Mart effect, although I’m not here to bash Wal-Mart, but the major retailer, it’s not my intent.  

I’m not trying, what I’m trying to say is that the retailers have more power.  They are large retailers.  We need to get into their stores.  We can’t survive if we don’t get into their stores.


And so, the reality, Representative Miner, is, no, we can’t pass on the cost.  If we could pass on the cost, I’d be back home in Washington.  

And that’s, that’s the essential problem that we have, is that we think we’re the good guys.  We think we’re doing the sorts of environmental design things that you want, and you’re imposing costs on us that we can’t pass on.


Now, some people say, well, everyone has the same costs.  When I go back to my bosses, they don’t really care that Sony is losing as much money as we are.  All they care about is whether we can make money or whether we lose money.


So, yes, that is the essential problem.  And, I would suggest to you, and I don’t mean this with any disrespect to the people who are involved with the CSG, but we provided them economic information about the current status of the industry, and they’ve never responded to that.


And I would submit the reason they haven’t responded to it, is because they can’t respond to it.  Because there’s no data that would support the assumption that we can just pass on the costs.

REP. MINER:  In the House bill, as I read it, is a formula based on weight.  Is that how you read it?

RICK ERNHEIM:  Yes.

REP. MINER:  Do you think you as a manufacturer fare better under that scenario than the cheap competition, or worse, or the same?

RICK ERNHEIM:  I’d like to think about that, but my initial reaction is the same.

REP. MINER:  So the cheap competition then, isn’t a matter of less expensive, heavier components, it’s cheaper labor?

RICK ERNHEIM:  They have cheaper labor.  I’m not, I can’t tell you that I’ve broken down a Chinese import and know exactly what’s in it, but I have not heard, and I would, if you want, can go talk to some of our experts, but I have not heard that those products weigh more than our products necessarily.

REP. MINER:  And your argument is, to go back to the beginning, the retailer can bear the cost because it will be across the board?

RICK ERNHEIM:  The retailer does not bear the cost.  The consumer bears the cost.

REP. MINER:  In terms of presentation of a product, the consumer, in your model, pays the bill to the retailer.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Right.

REP. MINER: But not in the manufacturer’s plan, because the manufacturer can’t pass the cost on necessarily to the distributor and then to the retailer?

RICK ERNHEIM:  Correct.

REP. MINER:  Okay.  So the retailer, by virtue of the fact that the retailer is going to be assigned a charge for all of these products, can bear that cost?  One retailer isn’t advantaged over the other, I guess that’s my point.

RICK ERNHEIM:  No, and in fact, Representative, again, the testimony that we heard in New Jersey a couple of weeks ago from the California Integrated Waste Board, was that they were not hearing problems from retailers.  


I have heard, as you heard today, statements that there are problems, but we’ve never seen any data from that.  

And I guess if you, I’m not a retailer, so I wouldn’t necessarily listen to me, but I would, since you asked the question, I would, with your indulgence, read you one paragraph from the 2006 Annual Report of Costco, which is a retailer.


Costco is an excellent company.  I’ve invested in it, which is why I have the annual report, and I’ve done very well with it.  Here’s what Costco says.


Quote, certain state laws require that we apply minimum mark-ups to our selling prices for specific goods, such as tobacco products, alcohol beverages and gasoline.  And you’re, of course, familiar that every state has excise taxes on those products, as well as other products.


While compliance with such laws may cause us to charge somewhat higher prices than we otherwise would charge, other retailers are typically governed by the same restrictions and we believe that compliance with such laws does not have a material adverse effect on our operations.

REP. MINER:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative O’Rourke.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and, Sir, I didn’t catch your name.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Rick Ernheim.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Mr. Ernheim, I just want to congratulate your company for the work it has done promoting compact fluorescents and energy-efficient lighting and for reducing the amount of mercury that you put in those products.


Hearing a lot today about cheap products being produced in China and flooding our markets and I’m sitting here thinking about that, and thinking that I’m going to hear a lot about that during our debate on these Bills in Committee.  


Having a hard time thinking of a company that produces these cheap products in China that we hear about, or we buy a lot.  I don’t think I have any in my home.  Can you give me some examples of who these players are?

RICK ERNHEIM:  Well, let me give you two examples.  I don’t know that they’re necessarily Chinese companies, but they are examples that may be go to your point.


At the recent Consumer Electronics Show in Las Vegas, right next to the Phillips booth, were two companies.  One was Westinghouse and one was Polaroid.  

Now, Representative O’Rourke, I think you’re younger than I am.  Perhaps you don’t remember Westinghouse, but at one time, Westinghouse and GE were the two major electrical companies.


In 1996, I believe, Westinghouse sold itself, sold what it had, and took that money and bought CBS and eventually Viacom bought CBS and there’s now no longer a Westinghouse.


But, you can buy a Westinghouse television and what’s happened is that someone has bought the name and is selling Westinghouse televisions.  

The same, a similar story occurs with Polaroid.  Polaroid was a great company when we were growing up.  Everyone had a Polaroid camera and Polaroid pictures.


Unfortunately, they ran into significant problems and went bankrupt and Polaroid is now out of existence.  But you can buy a Polaroid television.  Someone has bought the name Polaroid and is selling Polaroid televisions.


Obviously, they bought those names because they think people would have, people would want to buy those products.  

I can tell you I’ve seen data which shows that the largest TV, the largest, the company that has the largest amount of sales on Amazon.com is a company called Syntax-Brillian, which sells a TV called Olivia.  


So these products are out there.  I’m not telling you they’re taking over the market, but they are establishing a low price.  We can’t be 100% over the price of a Westinghouse product.  And so they are having a significant effect on the marketplace.

REP. O’ROURKE:  I guess as a consumer I did notice the downgrading of quality and price at Westinghouse many years ago, and they seem like a different thing.  I just want to follow up on this.


I’m looking at the list of companies in your coalition here, Canon, Epson, Hitachi, JVC, LG, Mitsubishi, Panasonic, Philips, Pioneer, Sanyo, Sharp, Sony, Thomson, Toshiba.  Those are all big, well-known companies.


I’ve got to imagine that they control the vast majority of the market share of, you know, televisions and major--

RICK ERNHEIM:  I would agree.

REP. O’ROURKE:  What percentage are these cheap, Chinese companies that are maybe hiding under old brand names or what, but, let’s, realistically, what percentage of the market are they--

RICK ERNHEIM:  I can’t give you an answer right now, but I will try to get you an answer.

REP. O’ROURKE:  But is it pretty small?  I just want to make sure that we’re not overflowing this whole issue of China and these cheap electronics.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Well, Representative O’Rourke, I think the issue is not what is their market share.  I think the issue is what’s their impact on the profitability of the industry.  


And if they’re, again, in my testimony there’s extensive third-party information.  Not me saying it, but third, independent third parties, saying that these companies are underselling us by 30, 40%, in the marketplace.


And so the impact is not so much that they are taking the market share, but they’re having an impact on what we can sell the price at.

REP. O’ROURKE:  To keep the guys honest.  

RICK ERNHEIM:  Well, you know, that’s one way of looking at it.  The other way of looking at it is to say, well, okay--

REP. O’ROURKE:  You know what I’m saying.

RICK ERNHEIM:  --just, Representative O’Rourke, let me just conclude with this.  On page 10 of my testimony, I quote a Merrill-Lynch analysis of our, of our company, Philips Electronics.  

We have four businesses, lighting, domestic appliances, medical and consumer electronics. 


To get an overall estimate of what they think the customer is worth.


And here’s what Merrill-Lynch said last July.  We value the mainstream consumer electronics business at zero, as we believe that the CE industry is intensively competitive and value creation is challenged.


So what Merrill-Lynch just told you, is that our business, which has roughly $15 billion in sales, is worthless.  That’s the marketplace that we face right now.  That’s the marketplace that we face right now.  

So again, I would say the question is not, is not what percentage or share, what impact are they having on the price of the products and on profitability.


And I think that Merrill-Lynch analysis that I just raised you, which is not my analysis, it’s a Merrill-Lynch analysis, that gives you an idea of the profitability of the industry. 


And so when people say, well, you’ll just pass on the costs, you know, I’d love to be able to pass on the costs, but it’s not going to happen.

REP. O’ROURKE:  I understand it’s very competitive.  As consumers, we appreciate that, that prices are being pushed down all the time and the products get better and better.  But let me just ask one other question on another issue that you brought up in your testimony before I let you go.


I was interested to see Philips promoting phasing out the incandescent bulbs and before you go, I just wanted to ask you, why 2016?  Seems kind of far off.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Let me make clear that what we’re saying is that, that would be the complete phase-out.  That we would start phasing out, and we’re actually working, what we did in December is when we made that announcement, said, here’s a goal, and now we’re going to work on how to achieve that goal. 


So, we’re actually working with the environmental community and the energy advocates are coming up with a plan to achieve that goal.


So at some point, and I’ll just tell you an idea we’ve talked about, you know, at some point a couple years down the road, we might ban incandescents for 100-watt products, or higher, and then a couple of years after that, for 70-watt.


So when we say 2016, we’re saying that’s the end.  We’re not saying that’s when it starts.  And really, what it gets down to, is there are, I think over four billion incandescent sockets in the United States.  There’s a huge number.


The amount of compact fluorescent lamps sold to consumers in the United States is probably in the order of tens of millions.  So there is going to have to be a huge, huge changeover, closing our facilities, opening up of other facilities.  This is going to be a monumental effort.


And I think it was our engineers’ best judgment that to complete that total transition, it would take that amount.  Because not only do we have to, we have to increase the amount of CFLs.  

We have to increase, because our plan you’d also use halogens, which are, well, not as efficient as CFLs, are much more efficient than incandescent bulbs.


In fact, they are probably halogen lamps in these ceilings right now.  And we have, we will have this year a halogen lamp that’s 50% more energy efficient than incandescent bulbs.  


It’s going to take a while to generate the factories, and then you have to time that with consumer acceptance.  And it was our engineers’ best judgment that 2016 would be the time period to make that fully occur.  Could it occur sooner, I mean, I don’t have a day-by-day plan to get us to 2016--

REP. O’ROURKE:  No, I understand.  What I was asking, really, is that it a supply issue, that we have to ramp up the production--

RICK ERNHEIM:  Right.  And the most important thing, Representative O’Rourke, I know there’s a lot of interest in compact fluorescent lamps, but really, where everyone in this industry agrees that we’re going, is light emitting diodes.


LED’s are much more energy efficient than even compact fluorescent lamps, last a lot longer, and they’re just a complete win, and every major lamp company, is focused on increasing developing in LED’s.  


Right now, LED’s are used in all traffic lights.  We sold, this year, we started selling LED Christmas lights.  There’s no reason anymore to have neon signs.  

We can do neon signs with LED.  In terms of TV’s, I mentioned that we would have, in the next few years, would have a mercury-free television.


We have, on our TVs, we have something called ambilight, which is a lighting around the outside of the TV’s.  Those, the ambilight lights, will all be LEDs this year, and we think we’ll have all of the backlighting in LED’s in the next few years.


So the LED market is the way everyone’s going, whether it’s Philips, Sylvania or GE, and we think that’s really the gold plate.  That’s where we want to get to.  We want to get to LEDs.


It’s going to be, we have to master the technology, which is close to happening, and then we have to figure out how to retrofit all of the, the ceilings and, quite frankly, the structures we now have are not very good for LED’s.  So we’re going to have to retrofit all of that.


But, that’s where the industry is going.  I know you put in a bill, we want to, we’d be happy to work with you on that.  

We are, you know, I think you know we are ahead of the curve on this, but we also have to do it in a way that gets us to where we think we all want to go.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Chairman, while you were up, I took the liberty of changing the topic a little bit, so thank you very much.  Thanks, Sir.

REP. ROY:  I forgive you.  Representative Megna. 

REP. MEGNA:  I forgive you, too, John.  In terms of back to recycling of electronic products, wouldn’t your company have a competitive edge if products from China couldn’t be sold here, unless they participated in the manufacturer’s responsibility?

RICK ERNHEIM:  Well, they would.  

REP. MEGNA:  So what’s the competitive advantage?

RICK ERNHEIM:  They would all have, they would all play by the same rules.  They’d all have the same costs, except their cost structure is much lower than our cost structure, and we can’t add the price on because we’re being adversely affected by those, by those manufacturers.


Representative, we know, from weight sorts, that TV’s last an average of 17 years.  So, if we designed a more easily recyclable product, we would get, and did it today, we would see the benefit of that 17 years from now.


We can’t afford costs over the next 17 years waiting for those benefits.  That’s not the way, you know, maybe we’d like to have a different economic system, but that’s not the way the economic system works.


There is constant pressure.  Anyone who’s run a business knows there is constant pressure for profitability all the time.  And we can’t, an investment that you say will pay off 17 years from now, no one does that.

REP. MEGNA:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Wright.

REP. WRIGHT:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  In addition to the California model for the ARF system for the electronic waste recycling, the position statement that you have attached to your testimony at page one, indicates that there are currently in use several other ARF-type funding mechanisms for the end of life recycling of other products, such as lead-acid batteries and tires and bottles.  


Could you comment, just briefly, on the aptness of those models to the electronic field and with notes on any points of similarity or points of difference that might obtain?

RICK ERNHEIM:  Well, Representative, I’m not familiar with the, how those programs have worked in Connecticut and, quite frankly, I think Representative Mushinsky is largely responsible for some of those, so she might have a better idea.  

But I think the point of that is, is that the concept that you have a fee that is placed on consumers that’s used to pay for recycling is not a novel approach, and it’s used in many states, it’s used in Connecticut.

REP. WRIGHT:  And it could be adapted.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Yes.

REP. WRIGHT:  Thank you.

RICK ERNHEIM:  And, if I could just go on, I also, where you read that, talked about that it’s being used in a number of western Canadian provinces and we always hear a lot about of what’s going on in Europe, well, under the European system, recycling, retailers have to take back products, which is, of course, not part of the model that’s in the House bill, and that most of the European states that have actually taken action are using what’s called a visible fee in Europe, or the equivalent of an advanced recycling fee.  So this is not a novel concept that we’re, that we’re suggesting.

REP. WRIGHT:  Thank you very much, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Seeing no further questions or comments, thank you, Mr. Ernheim.

RICK ERNHEIM:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Jim Devannex, or Devaneau.  I’m not sure which.  Followed by Warren Boyle.

TIM DEVANEY:  Good afternoon, Chairman Roy, and Committee Members.  My name is Tim Devaney.  It’s a Y, not an X, but that’s fine.


I have a, an independent supermarket.  We have a small regional independent, consisting of six stores at Circle Hartford.  It’s Highland Park Market.


I’m proud to be here today representing an industry that accepts its responsibility of taking care of the communities and neighborhoods that we do business in.


Each day, we help feed hundreds of thousands of people in soup kitchen shelters and various other facilities.  We feel as though we are good corporate citizens.


Our industry generates an enormous amount of waste and an awful lot is recycled, cardboard, office paper, fat and bone rendering, and cans and glass. 


Do we have an obligation to recycle and help our environment?  Without question.  I can also tell you I’m not an expert on recycling, however, I’m very opposed to Raised Senate Bill 1289.  


Besides the obvious costs and the question of its effectiveness, one of our biggest problems we are now facing, and with the increased pressure from our customers, to provide them with a safe food supply.


Because of the recent outbreaks of e-coli in produce, salmonella in peanut butter, everybody has food safety issues on the top of their mind.


To ask supermarkets and the food stores to be trash collectors seems like a giant step backwards.  We are a small, independent market.  Probably all our business together don’t do what some of the bigger stores, Stop & Shop, do.


Our redemption system last year, and I wish Senator Finch was here, I had a question for him, we met with TOMRA.  TOMRA told us that they would not be picking up our bottles anymore, that we had to go to machines.


Quite frankly, we never used the machines.  The machines were something that our customers came in and told us that they hate them, they bring our bottles.  We probably do a 140% of our redemption in our stores because of the fact that people hate the machines so much.


We consider ourselves very serious orientated.  They came to us back at the end of last year and told us that they would not pick up unless we did use the machines.


So, we spend the $375 a month and we rent the machines.  We take the bottles from our customers when they come in the front door and everybody said, oh, it’s a great thing.  It’s a great thing.  

You take the bottles and the customers hate it, so they don’t bring the bottles back.  Or take the bottles and use the machines and you have the customers do all the labor, you can cut labor, and it’s much better for you.


We’ve put the machines in our back room.  We take the customer’s bottles, as we always have, because they don’t like the machines, and then we sort them ourselves.  Two our five stores will not do enough business to qualify for a machine, and they won’t give it to us.


Not that we won’t pay for it, but it doesn’t qualify.  We don’t do enough bottles in those stores to do it.  So what we have to do is, we have to transport then from those stores to a store that does have a machine and put them into the machine so they are recycled.


So it’s a very cumbersome project for us.  Everybody was worried about giving the extra one and a half cent to the smaller stores so they could do it.  

Speaking as a smaller store, it’s a huge, huge, huge problem.  And space is a huge, huge problem, too.  So I support totally [inaudible].  If anybody has any questions, I’d be happy to answer them.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any Members?  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon.  The machine you’re talking about, that’s the thing that cuts it up, breaks it up?

TIM DEVANEY:  Yes.  

REP. MILLER:  You say they won’t give it to you.  What do these machines cost?  Can you not buy one on your own?

TIM DEVANEY:  I haven’t checked, quite frankly.  But we probably don’t do enough to generate enough to have them come back and pick it up.  But I’m not sure what we, we haven’t checked into that, quite frankly.

REP. MILLER:  What if the State of Connecticut gave you a credit someplace along the line on your taxes to help you--

TIM DEVANEY:  Help us be a garbage collector? 

REP. MILLER:  That’s right, exactly.  

TIM DEVANEY:  I still think there’s a food safety issue there that’s paramount in our customers’ minds, and in our minds, as an operator.

REP. MILLER:  Ah, you’ve got to trust us, we’re Government.  Come on.  

TIM DEVANEY:  Oh, yeah.  I trust you.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I’m puzzled by this cleanliness and food safety argument because we’re talking about water bottles principally.  

They’re cleaner than what you’re currently handling under current law, and if we were going to have a food safety issue, it would have already happened.  We’ve had the Bottle Law since 1978.

TIM DEVANEY:  So we’re going to expand the size of what we do.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  We’re mostly talking about water, so how is this a food safety problem.

TIM DEVANEY:  Many of the bottles that are on the side of the road that people are going to pick up and bring in, they’re going to contain bugs, they’re going to contain rodents, they’re going to contain all sorts of things.


And that’s what we’ve found with the cans of soda and the other bottles, too.  I think water would be the same.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I can understand how a bug would get into a soda can, but it seems to me that the water containers would be cleaner than what you’re taking now, so, I’m just skeptical about this argument about food safety.


But, on the storage issue, if you do have the machine that, the reverse vending machine, doesn’t that machine crush the container so you, you’re compacting all those containers down into a little block of plastic?

TIM DEVANEY:  Yes, and they’re coming in once a week, once every two weeks, to pick it up, where before they would come in two or three times a week to take it.  So, it’s not a whole lot less space, just they don’t come in as often as they used to.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  But the water doesn’t come in bottles, in glass, correct?  It’s mainly in plastic?

TIM DEVANEY:  I would guess that most of it comes in water, yes, sports bottles.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  So, most of this, I would assume, is compactable and you can cancel the deposit with the machine and then crush this down.  

TIM DEVANEY:  Yes.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I don’t think it’s going to be as big a concern as you’re trying to make us think.  

TIM DEVANEY:  I’d love to have you come out and visit the stores and see where we’re storing them.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Representative Moukawsher.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  As I understand the bill, it’s not just water bottles we’re talking about.  

We’re talking about non-carbonated and non-alcoholic drinks, which, I guess, would include tea and juice and things like that.  I mean, that, that would provide some interest to what you’re concerned about.

TIM DEVANEY:  [inaudible].  

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Yeah.

TIM DEVANEY:  Absolutely.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  What’s TOMRA?  Is that the resource recovery?

TIM DEVANEY:  There’s two in the state that we know of, TOMRA and, I can’t think of the other.  There’s two companies that actually collect and go to the stores and collect, either the chewed-up or the cans and bottles in bins.  

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  All right.  So, they’re a private company?  They’re not a public or--

TIM DEVANEY:  No.  Private company.  They come and they pick up, pick up the bottles.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  You said originally they wouldn’t come to pick them up, or is it just not as frequently?

TIM DEVANEY:  No, they weren’t going to come and pick us up.  We, it was cumbersome for them to do this, so we had to put the machines in, which we did do.  

But we didn’t do enough business in a couple of the stores to get a machine.  So it has to be worthwhile for them to do it, I guess.  We haven’t looked into buying a machine, quite frankly.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  You said that the machine, I don’t know if it was one machine or $375 a month.  

TIM DEVANEY:  Three hundred and seventy-five dollars a month is the rental on those machines.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Each machine?

TIM DEVANEY:  Yes.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  How many machines do you have in each store?

TIM DEVANEY:  We have one machine in each store.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  All right.  So, three out of your five stores, you have one machine.  Two stores, you--

TIM DEVANEY:  We don’t have that machine because we don’t have enough business to do that.  And it wasn’t that we were trying to avoid the $375.  We told them, we showed them [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 2B to Tape 3A.]

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  --you sell water and non-carbonated beverages in your stores, I imagine.

TIM DEVANEY:  Yes, we do.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Based on the volume that you sell, do you have any expectation of what may return to your store in terms of volume?

TIM DEVANEY:  As far as the--

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Well, the non-carbonated.  I mean, what’s that going to add to the amount of, do you have any feel for that?

TIM DEVANEY:  Boy, I don’t.  I can tell you that the, as was stated earlier, a lot of the non-carbonated, a lot of the juices, are getting bigger and bigger.  Water is.  

One of the Representatives spoke that he drinks tap water whenever possible.  He doesn’t live in Manchester, obviously, because we can’t drink tap water.  It just tastes awful.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  The reason that I was asking, is, you know, one of the concerns I’ve had, and not just for small stores, but particularly for small stores though, is the space you may have available to store these products when they come back and, what’s your space looking like?  I mean, do you have the room for it?

TIM DEVANEY:  Well, I’d love to bring people out and have them take a look at this store anytime.  We kind of circle Hartford with our locations, and would love to give everybody a tour of the facilities.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  See, I empathize with your situation because I don’t think that a grocery store should be a garbage collector, and I think that, you know, we’re passing on a responsibility the public has in finding, you know, someone to handle it.  

And I personally don’t want a grocery store handling garbage like this, and I expect you’re probably going to get a bigger return of product than you actually sold because these products are sold in convenience stores.  So--

TIM DEVANEY:  And we make it very easy for the customer, you know.  That’s what we do.  Is that a bad thing to do?  We don’t think so.  But we over redeem because we make it easy for our customers to come in.  

Half the time we don’t even count their bottles when they come in.  They throw it in the bin that we have up front and says, I need $2 or whatever it is. 

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  All right.  I thank you for your testimony.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

TIM DEVANEY:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator McKinney.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Thank you, Mr. Devaney, for your testimony.  I don’t have, did you provide written testimony?  I didn’t see it.

TIM DEVANEY:  No, I did not.  No.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  You have, you own five grocery stores?

TIM DEVANEY:  Five stores, yes.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  I apologize for not knowing this, but where are they?  How big are they?

TIM DEVANEY:  We’re anywhere from 13 to 20,000 square feet.  So we’re small by today’s standards.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  So I’m probably over generalizing, but essentially, in your competition against the Stop & Shop’s of the world, that you probably survive based on service and customer friendly and a more loyal customer base than, say, the traditional Stop & Shop.

TIM DEVANEY:  We do a quality service.  We have carryout service to everybody’s cars.  We have service meat counter.  Nothing’s pre-packaged.  We have scratch bakery.  Things like that.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  And so that’s why you take people’s bottles from them when they come through the door.

TIM DEVANEY:  Absolutely.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  Do you think, and I do, I do think that it’s business, your business is harder than the Stop & Shop’s business, and so--

TIM DEVANEY:  They would argue that, but--

SEN. MCKINNEY:  Well, they’d be wrong.  You know, they’re buying their products a lot cheaper than you are when they’re buying in the tens of millions and you’re buying in the ten cases, maybe.


But, do you think if we increased the handling fee and were able to get some semblance of redemption centers to pop up, that your customers would, would see returning bottles to redemption centers as a viable alternative?

TIM DEVANEY:  I think there has to be a whole mentality switch to either the redemption centers or curbside recycling.  I think it just has to be a mindset that has to be changed.


Very impressive, and one of stores is in Farmington, and we picked Farmington because they had such great kids over there.  


It’s great to see them involved, but they’re, I think everybody, the mentality has to change with people.  You’re seeing people throw their things out the window and everything else, and that, so the mentality is to go out and pick it up and bring it. 


You’re not going to change people’s habits.  I think it’s going to take a long time and we would be, I’m sure I’m speaking for, I shouldn’t be speaking for the industry, but we would love to, you know, help in the education of people to start curbside recycling, or whatever the recycling is, because we, I think everybody in this room, at one time or another, goes into a grocery store during the course of a week.


So we could be a great avenue to educate people and tell them what to do, and I think we would do that, gladly.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  Have you thought about how an increased handling fee would help you, financially, in terms of dealing with bottle returns and, if so, what the appropriate increase should be?

TIM DEVANEY:  That, we’d love to see an increase because it means more money to us.  What we will do with it, I think the root of the problem is still there, and that we’re being a collection agent for people’s waste, and I don’t think we should do that.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  And I guess I think what we’re struggling with is, I think, two things.  Well, what I’m struggling with is two things.


One, if we were, you know, if we knew that there was going to be this incredible market for bottled water, you know, my six-year-old daughter doesn’t understand why Mom and Dad buy water in a bottle, but if we had known that at the time of the original Bottle Bill, certainly they would have been covered.


And the second is that you’re in a very unique and sadly sort of a fading business, and the bigger Stop & Shop’s, at least the one I go to, tends to handle the bottles just fine.  


And so I’m trying to figure out what we can do if this becomes law, to help your business and your types of business out.  The ones who will, this will be harder to deal with than others, because I think, overall, it’s probably the right thing for us to be doing.

TIM DEVANEY:  Again, I invite anybody to come up, at any time, and come see the stores and see how we handle them and see what we do.  Just to get a feel for what we go through.

REP. ROY:  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I too thank you for being here and sharing your thoughts.  If I could back to the 70% issue, which is, as I understand the bill, you would fall into the second category, which is less than 100,000 square feet.  

You would either be required to have 70% of something, still I’m not really sure we know whether it’s staff, square footage, or what it is, but let’s just say that it’s square footage.


Do you physically have the room to allocate 70% of your retail space that is currently taken up by these products?

TIM DEVANEY:  No.  No.  We’re, that would be a, we would eliminate other departments, probably, if we had to, if it became law.  

But it’s a, it would be, I mean, we’re trying to compete with people that have 100, 65 to 110,000 square feet.  Excuse me.  And 13 to 21,000 square feet, and it’s a battle.  It’s a battle.

REP. MINER:  So the second alternative, as I understand it, is that you can contract with an off-site redemption center, provided it’s within a one-mile radius of your retail establishment?  Is there currently a redemption center within one square mile of your retail center?

TIM DEVANEY:  No.  And, again in today’s society, I think there has to be an education process.  I think people would just throw them away if they weren’t forced to recycle them.  I really do.


We’re looking, most of our communities are in, I was going to say higher-income areas, many, and I was thrilled to see the kids in Farmington do that.  It’s a, a lot of people will, if they have to go through an effort.  


And, I think there has to be an education process if they’re going to throw them away as opposed to bringing them back.  Whether it’s 5 or 10 cents, I don’t think it means a lot to certain people.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  And when you say throw away, is it your experience, we call it the blue bin, that they would actually place them in the blue bin with the rest of their recyclables, or whether they would--

TIM DEVANEY:  I think they’d throw them in the trash.  Sometimes in that.  That’s why I think there needs to be a comprehensive education program.  


We do.  We have a moral obligation.  I mean, I’m in the business and I’m frustrated, yeah.  Do we have to do something?  You’re fighting it because you know you have to recycle and it hits back to well, let somebody else do.  We don’t want to do it.


I think there just has to be a huge education process that I think the stores could help with.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Representative Greene.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Thank you for coming up.  I just want to tell the Committee here, and to take you up on your offer of going into your store.


I have been in your store.  I have actually, I think it was a year ago or two years ago, you replaced a freezer in Manchester and I set your ice cream up for you.

TIM DEVANEY:  Well, thank you very much. 

REP. GREENE:  But I have seen your back room.  I have seen the space limitations that you have.  And I think that the Committee really needs to take a look at, not only you, but even go into a Stop & Shop and take a look at this trash.  


Take a look at what’s enclosed.  People throw in these containers.  And just what you have to deal with.  What you try to do because of rodents, because of insects, pest control, and here you’re selling food that people are going to consume, and right next to it you’ve got this smelly garbage.  


And they really need to see this and understand what we’re imposing on the supermarkets, because I don’t think the people on the Committee understand that.  

And they’re going to make a decision that’s going to impact everyone and we really need to, I think, take the time and educate ourselves on how this system works.  And again, thank you for coming and I appreciate your testimony.

TIM DEVANEY:  I think the only winner, as far as we could see in the, I mean, we’ve cleaned up the streets a little bit, but I think the exterminators love the bill.  

They think it’s a great bill and they, we used to see them once a month and now we’re seeing them once a week.  So they’re the big winner.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you very much, Mr. Devaney.  Warren Boyle, followed by Dennis Brown.

WARREN BOYLE:  Good afternoon.  Representative Roy, Members of the Committee, thank you for hearing my testimony.  I’ll swear to God that I didn’t see Timmy’s testimony before I wrote mine.  So, if you see some similarities.


I am Warren Boyle.  I own Fitzgerald’s Foods in Simsbury, Connecticut.  We are an independent retail grocery store.


First, I’d like to tell you that our industry has no problem with recycling.  In fact, I think our industry does an exceptional job of recycling.  


Last year, according to the DEP figures, our industry recycled 179,000 tons of corrugated cardboard.  Now, I bought a cardboard baler in 1989, long before it was mandatory, and started baling cardboard and we’re still using that same baler today.  

That figure of 179,000 tons does not include cardboard that was done in some of the larger companies that are out of state and their cardboard was hauled to out of state recyclers.  That’s just stuff that was recorded in the State of Connecticut.  


In our meat departments we generate a great deal of what we call rendering.  It’s fats and parts of meat and bones that can’t be sold.  We put it in barrels.  


For many years, we sold that to rendering companies who used it for pet foods and soaps and for whatever else.  Over the years, their costs have risen to the point where there is no money in it anymore.  We no longer get paid.  We pay them to haul that stuff away.  


It would actually be in our best interest to put that into the main waste stream, but we don’t.  We still give it to our tallow company and they haul it away.  

My little store generated approximately 14,300 pounds of rendering last year that was hauled away and properly disposed of.  We do a lot of cooking in our kitchen and our delis.  We containerize our fats, greases and oils and dispose of them properly.  


And, in my store right now, I’m giving free compact fluorescent light bulbs to everybody that spends $50 or more.  If you spend $100, you get two.  I thought it was an absolute sensational idea to save energy.  


I cut a deal with my supplier and General Electric and for six weeks, we’re giving away a free light bulb for every $50 spent and there will be people that will re-light their entire homes with energy efficient bulbs for free.  


We believe in the environment.  We believe in recycling.  But the Bottle Bill has never made sense to me.  You take a Coke can that comes into my store.  I sign for it.  

I have to check the Coke can, the price of the Coke, to make sure that the deposit was figured correctly.  Coke now has to record that deposit and track it forever.  


Once I get it up on my shelf, I sell it to a consumer.  I charge her for the Coke can.  I charge her for the tax.  I charge her for the deposit, but I have to record that deposit and track it.  


Mrs. Consumer takes that Coke can home, drinks it, puts it in a bag in her garage or closet, somewhere, and waits until the bag is full and overflowing.  And those Coke cans are filled with syrup and cigarette butts and, eventually insects.  


At some point in time, she brings that back to us.  We give her a nickel back, and it goes into the machine we all talk about.  

That machine costs me $7,089 and some odd cents last year, not counting electricity and other things.  Just the rent.  The employees to man it.  The employees to clean it and the pest control to keep the pests down.  


A question was raised about there hasn’t been a health emergency because of bottle machines.  It’s because we spend a fortune cleaning them, insecticiding them, but have I had cockroaches in my store?  I absolutely have.  In 18 years, probably 20 times.  


Have I had rodents in my store?  Absolutely.  And then we have to bring the pest control guy in every single day with tracking powder, traps, until we get the problem under control. 


It’s just, it has never, ever made sense to me why you would bring trash into a grocery store.  Curbside recycling.  The woman takes her can of Coke, she drinks it, she drops it in the container and it goes out.  


The last point on all of this is, we’ve said there’s TOMRA, there’s Envipco and the CRRA, all winding up with much the same materials.  You have three streams.  

Trucks on the road coming to my store, to Timmy’s store, to everybody else’s store, an 18-wheeler picking up some here, some there, some the next place.


If you had a comprehensive curbside recycling program, all of that product would be in one stream.  In trucks already driving through your neighborhood to pick it up.  


If you needed to generate a curbside recycling program, leave the 5 cents on the bottle.  Use that 5 cents as a recycling fee and towns that don’t have curbside recycling and to educate people on curbside recycling, that’s the nickel.  There’s no tracking of it.  There’s no nothing.  


That nickel would be just like a sales tax.  We would ring it up, record it and when we send our sales tax electronically, we would send that fund and you would have a curbside recycling program that would eventually recycle more than what you’re going to get out of this program.  


Tim’s offer to come to the stores.  Let me just say that I have made that offer to Senator Finch on his website.  I have had Channel 30, the Hartford Courant and the New York Times comes to my store at various times when this Bottle Bill has come up.  


I have walked them through what we have to do.  They walked in my store thinking the Bottle Bill was a great idea, and every one of them have walked out saying, this is a disaster. 


And I do the same as Timmy.  I encourage you to come to my store, walk around and see exactly what happens when you have a bagful of shredded aluminum, a plastic bag full of shredded aluminum with Coke and other liquids dripping around in it and you’ve got to carry it and store it in your basement for seven days until it’s picked up.  It’s not a good situation.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.

WARREN BOYLE:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  What about the feature of the bill that allows for off-site redemption centers which, with the higher deposit and the higher redemption rate, handling fee, would make it likely that there would be more of these near your store?  Couldn’t you post your signs and direct the containers to the redemption centers?

WARREN BOYLE:  We tried to teach our customers one-stop shopping.  If my customer can go to Stop & Shop, return their bottles and get their groceries, they’re not coming back to me.  


You can have redemption centers, but as long as there is a Bottle Bill requiring them to return the containers, I have to return those containers.  


I can’t, we struggle every day to get people to come in our stores.  We don’t have the advertising budgets that Stop & Shop have.  We don’t have the size they have.  Light bulbs free, as an example.  I’m trying to get them to walk in my door.  


The minute I stop taking the bottles back, a woman comes out of her house with four shopping bags of bottles falling all over the place, and she’s got to make an extra stop and then come to me?  I’ve lost her.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  And you don’t want to use the reverse vending machines because?

WARREN BOYLE:  I do use the reverse vending machines.  

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.

WARREN BOYLE:  I pay the $375 a month to have that machine sit there and if this bill comes in, I anticipate that I will take in almost triple what I’m taking in right now.  

I will need two to three more machines with absolutely no place to put them.  I have a 27,000 square foot store and every inch of it is bulging with merchandise.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  Now, it’s a trade-off for you.  I mean, I understand from your being a small store that you have to decide whether you want to welcome all the customers, or make it easier to compact your flattened containers with a reverse vending machine or send them to another redemption center.  


So I understand it’s a trade-off for you and you’ll have to decide that yourself.  But you keep talking about these curbside blue bins.  Some of the towns don’t have that system. 


First of all, I live in one that does not.  The containers that the public is concerned about are the ones that never get to a bin.  


These are the ones that are take-out beverages.  They’re consumed in a park or at the worksite or on the way from one building to another building and tossed in the park or on the roadside or in the trashcan.  


And these are the containers that are never going to find their way to a blue bin.  And what happens is, because they don’t have a value, they lay there.  


Volunteers such as work with me on environmental projects, we have to go out with rakes and clean them up.  

On Monday morning, we call the municipality and say, we just collected this big, huge pile of containers and other things strewn by the careless public and here’s the location of the pile.  


And then, at taxpayer expense, somebody comes out from our municipality and picks this stuff up.  So it’s not really fair to say that if you have the blue bin system, your problem is over, because so much of this is consumed as a take-out beverage, and it’s never going to get to a blue bin.  You know, it’s ending up on the public, sooner or later.  It’s a public expense.

WARREN BOYLE:  May I answer that?  If you were to create a recycling fund and you properly staffed the parks and beach areas, you have proper receptacles for trash and for recycling, 80% or 90% of that would go away.  


Now, I spend three to four weeks, at different times of the year, in Florida and there is no Bottle Bill down there.  There are no returnables.


But every beach, every 20 yards, has a trash container and a recycle bin.  And I can go to Inglewood Beach, I can go to Boca Grande Beach.  I can go to Venice Beach, and I will be hard pressed to find a bottle on the beach.  


I think there needs to be a comprehensive recycling program in the State of Connecticut, and I do not believe that the grocery store is the place to bring the trash for recycling.


You’re absolutely right.  There are still, and even with this bill, you are still going to find some bottles on the side of the road.  You can have a deposit of a dollar a bottle.  You’re still going to find some of them.  People just don’t care.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I understand.  Some people will throw them away, no matter what.  But the way the Bottle Bill works so brilliantly is that other people who are unemployed or retired or whatever.  Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts.  They will go and collect them.

WARREN BOYLE:  Okay.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  And it’s a, you know, a profitable thing for them and they put the money back into their, into their organization.  They fund youth programs with it.  So the thing works like a charm because the kids get something out of it.

WARREN BOYLE:  The days of that are over, because in our town, we had Cans for Kids, which we supported wholeheartedly, but now, every can has to go through a machine.  


Cans for Kids does not exist anymore.  There will be no more fundraisers to collect cans and bottles because, when you could collect them, put them in a bag and that bag was worth $3 to the redemption company, it was simple.  


But no one’s going to collect 4,000 cans and put them through a machine one at a time and as Mr. Devaney pointed out, the redemption companies will not take the cans back unless they travel through a machine and are automatically counted.  


So Cans for Kids, which was raising $50,000 a year for kids’ charities, is gone.  It’s completely disbanded.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  It may be peculiar to your region.  In my region, south central Connecticut, CUNE is collecting them.  The Boy Scouts are collecting them.  

The Girl Scouts are collecting them, and the Boys and Girls Clubs are collecting them.  So it’s still, you know, still a going concern in my area.  But it may be a regional difference.  We’re probably not going to convince each other. 

WARREN BOYLE:  No.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  But I just wanted to put that out there about the blue bins that, I think it’s not really a real solution to our issue.  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thanks, Mr. Chairman, and good afternoon.  

WARREN BOYLE:  Good afternoon.

REP. MILLER:  I want to commend you for everything you’re doing.  It sounds like you’re really concerned about the environment, as well as how to operate your business.  

WARREN BOYLE:  Thank you.

REP. MILLER:  But you start talking about my wife.  That’s what got me to speak.

WARREN BOYLE:  Okay.

REP. MILLER:  I generally speak very well of women, so she’s watching television.  She’s got the cordless phone on her shoulder, and she’s taking off her nail polish.  And there’s a Coke can in front of her.  

And when she’s done taking the nail polish off, that little pad goes into the Coke can.  And I know, that’s got some chemical on that.  I don’t know what it is.  Some kind of a paint remover.

WARREN BOYLE:  Acetone.

REP. MILLER:  Yeah.  So, that goes into the Coke can, and then she brings it out to the garage where she has two bags hanging.  She doesn’t go to the sink and dump it out.  

She goes right to the bag.  And I never touch that bag, because I know if I touch that bag and put it in my car, I’m going to have Coke on the floor, on my rugs.

WARREN BOYLE:  Yep.

REP. MILLER:  She takes it in her car, and that’s her job, to bring those things to the recycling centers, to the Stop & Shop machine and she’s there for 20 minutes, you know, getting a dollar.  But I know that there’s a lot of things that go into a can that people don’t realize.

WARREN BOYLE:  You cannot believe.

REP. MILLER:  And in this case it’s that nail polish remover pad.  But, again, I complement you on doing what you’re doing with the bulb program and I know in Vermont they do it in a lot of small stores.  

Do the same kind of thing.  They’re trying to help everybody get educated as far as how to save, and those little bulbs is a small way of impacting the use of electricity.  So thanks again.

WARREN BOYLE:  Thank you.

REP. MILLER:  I’m going to tell my wife when I get home that you spoke about her.  Thank you.

WARREN BOYLE:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Moukawsher, I hope you don’t have any stories about your wife.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  No, I do not.  I don’t have a wife.  That helps.   

WARREN BOYLE:  Simplifies the process.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Yes, it does.  You know, the reason you find yourself in this predicament is under the Bill, you’re a dealer, and that means every person who engages in the sale of beverages and beverage containers to a consumer.  


You do have the option of not being a dealer.  I know it’s not realistic, but, you know, unfortunately, I think that to be a competitive, you have to sell beverages.  Is that right?

WARREN BOYLE:  If I didn’t sell beverages, I would be out of business.  If you look at the top 100 items sold in, pick any region.  New England, Boston market.  Hartford market.  

Out of the top ten, six will be Coke or Pepsi.  Out of the top 20, probably 14 are a Coke or Pepsi.  So if you don’t have those items, you don’t have a store.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Right.  I mean, that’s, you know, it would be nice if you had a choice.  I mean, if you had a real choice as to whether, because, in essence, the fact that you sell these products, that puts you in a position of having to deal with their returns.  


And unfortunately, that’s just not a good alternative.  I mean, you don’t have any choice but to sell and, if this bill were to pass, you’d have no choice but to have to deal with it.

WARREN BOYLE:  And I’d have no choice but to redeem.  A redemption center does not relieve of us redeeming.  We have to take those customers’ bottles.  We’re in the service business.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  The other thing about this, you know, a dealer would include convenience stores and package stores, but there’s no requirement that that dealer, for instance, I mean, I’m sure a package store, a convenience store, wouldn’t be able to afford a redemption machine.

WARREN BOYLE:  They’d have no place to put it.  

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Right.  So there’s a stream of sales going on out there from multiple places, but you and other supermarkets seem to be the only place that they’re going to end up.  Are there any redemption centers in your area?

WARREN BOYLE:  I don’t know of any redemption centers in the state, but certainly none in my area.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Yeah.  I didn’t think there was.  There might be one.  And the bill does provide you with the opportunity to sponsor a redemption center, but I don’t see that as being a particularly, I mean, would you consider sponsoring a redemption center?

WARREN BOYLE:  I already have enough problems keeping clean, sanitary and vermin-free the area that I have.  I, that’s something I would never even consider trying to get into.  I don’t even know how you would handle all of that.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  That’s what I thought, but I just wanted to get a response on that.  Thank you very much.

WARREN BOYLE:  Thank you.

REP. MOUKAWSHER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Representative Mushinsky, for a second time.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Ask a financial question.  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.  Is the 3 cents proposed increase, to 3 cents handling fee, cover your costs of handling the containers, or should it be a different number?

WARREN BOYLE:  The 3 cents doesn’t even come close to handling it.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  What would be the accurate number for handling containers?

WARREN BOYLE:  I’m would really, I’m not that good with math in my head, but I’m guessing that if you went from 2 cents to 2 1/2 cents to 3 cents, I’d get an extra, maybe, $30 a week, an extra $120 a month.  


My costs for that machine is, I do have a monthly number in here, but, as I said, its $7,089 a year.  So it’s $600 and some odd dollars a month.  So $120 versus $600 a month, it’s a help, but it doesn’t even come close to covering the costs.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.

WARREN BOYLE:  The machine has to be washed twice a day.  Every Saturday we completely, we open it up.  We pull all the bins out.  We wash it.  We wash the bins.  I mean, there’s a lot of man hours into that project.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  So, maybe what we should look at is to make the handling fees as accurate as we can in this bill.  And those numbers have helped me, actually.

WARREN BOYLE:  Well, again, you can bring the handling fee up.  It doesn’t change the fact that, you had mentioned earlier that the Bottle Bill works so brilliantly, and it does, until it gets to our door.  


And that’s what we’re trying to tell this Committee that is when it gets to our door, it’s a serious problem.  

And if you, if you go up two to three times of the containers, that serious problem is just going to be, it’s almost going to be unmanageable.  That’s what we’re trying to tell you.  


It’s not the handling fee.  I have never complained that it cost me $7,000 a year to maintain the machine and do what’s right.  That’s not my problem.  My problem is trying to keep my store clean and sanitary for serving food to customers.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  No.  I understand.  I’m actually very sympathetic to that point.  I’m just trying to get you to work with us, because we can help you better meet your costs for doing this service, which helps our municipalities.

WARREN BOYLE:  I would be happy to get a count, an average count of cans per month and what a handling fee would have to be to cover that, keeping in mind that my handling fee would be completely different from say, Timmy’s, who maybe takes in more or less bottles, and certainly a world of difference from a Stop & Shop that’s taking in, who knows, a thousand cans, a hundred thousand cans.  We don’t know.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  We can’t make all the differences between you and Stop & Shop go away.

WARREN BOYLE:  I understand.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Obviously.  

WARREN BOYLE:  I’m just saying that whatever number I give you, is really only my number.  It won’t be the same for any other retailer.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  That’s good.  That would help us if we know what the number is for you.  That would be good.

WARREN BOYLE:  Okay.  I can do that.  I’ll pass it through the CFA to get it to you.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, I appreciate it.  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you very much.

WARREN BOYLE:  Thank you for your time.

REP. ROY:  Dennis Brown, followed by Erin Sloat.

DENNIS BROWN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Members of the Committee, I am Dennis Brown, Vice President, State Government Relations for the Equipment Leasing and Finance Association, ELFA.  


I appreciate this opportunity to testify in opposition to Raised Senate Bill 1225 and in favor of the leasing concepts found in Raised House Bill 7249.  


Raised Senate Bill 1225 is based on a California consumer model for wastes from households, and it is not designed for the business-to-business equipment lease financing transactions in which our members engage. 


Equipment lessors are not retailers and we do not have stores.  To resolve the disparities between states, Connecticut participated in a regional committee that voted not to duplicate the California Electronic Waste Recycling Act, upon which Raised Senate Bill 1225 is patterned.  


We support producer responsibility, which was endorsed by the regional committee and we collaborated in the lease provisions of that document that you will see reprinted in Raised House Bill 7249.  


Drafters of the California program, upon which Raised Senate Bill 1225 is modeled, never considered that equipment lessors do not have physical possession of equipment prior to a lease, making it, at times, impossible to know what equipment is covered.  


In California, these decisions are very subjective, and in some cases, we’re asked to actually send pictures of the equipment to the California bureaucracy and they look at the picture and get back to us as to whether or not it’s covered under the bill.  


Raised House Bill 7249 encompasses producer responsibility favored by ELFA.  I’ll skip to the question that the Chairman asked speakers to address.  


What percentage of the fee to you collect under an advanced recycling, or ARF, or producer responsibility?  My answer is that I really see it as the wrong question.  I think we should ask, how much do we get to keep?  


The California Board of Equalization, which is their Revenue Department, has had to put together a rather innovative bureaucracy to keep track of the fees being collected by equipment lessors and retailers collected the reports and auditing.  


You get to avoid all that under Raised House Bill 7249.  I would also mention that, I guess it was in December that the North American Electronics Recycling Conference, the head of the program at CAL EPA, said that if it weren’t for the fact that they are over three months behind in getting certifications done by the Department, she thought their program might be broke.  


So with that, I will thank you for the opportunity to present these comments, and welcome any questions.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Dennis.  Dennis, you’re well traveled all over the country, so we’d certainly appreciate all of your feedback.  The question that I really wanted to have answered, and we thank you very much for coming here today.

DENNIS BROWN:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  We’ve had a chance to meet before, and you’ve got a lot of excellent points.  Certainly, you know, the Committee always balances the environment with jobs.  Hopefully, we can do things that help both.  


In this case, you pointed out that large interests in Connecticut, like GE and Pitney-Bowes, which are great corporate citizens for us in some many ways, might have a negative impact on this, and so, we’re paying attention to that.  


The question I wanted to ask, though, wasn’t so much about the recovery fee, but what percentage of electronics are recycled under the two models.  


What I’m really trying to get at, there are things on the Web, you can read from California and the State of California, and you can read it from the State of Maine, Maryland and Washington, the two dueling proposals.  


The question I’m really trying to find out is, which approach recycles the most electronics?  And, if you could give me an idea of which one you think would recycle the most, and what the percentages are, roughly, of that.  


I understand what you’re talking about in terms of leasing.  I’m just talking about in general, where the systems exist because just as a comment on yours, your industry doesn’t seem to be the bigger problem, to me.  


Because, you have large fleets of computers and generally there’s an awful lot of liability, both on the lessor and the lessee, to make sure that they don’t pollute the environment, otherwise, you’re a big target.  


So, whether or not that’s a problem, I sort of remain unconvinced that that’s the problem.  I think the problem is the ones we all have out that end up in landfills and end up being incinerated that are in our garage.  But do you have any handle on which approach recycles the most?

DENNIS BROWN:  I would say, Mr. Chairman, I would say that it may be too early to have a good idea, and as much as California’s been up and running for several years, the Washington State bill was just signed last year by the Governor.  They’re just now getting things going.  


So as far as looking at the data, I think it’s apples and oranges.  As far as which is better conceptually, after you put the money into the fund, there’s not as much difference between the two as far as collectors, recyclers, et cetera, the way it would work.  As I said, I think the proper question is how much you get to keep.  

SEN. FINCH:  How much you get to keep in terms of?

DENNIS BROWN:  The money that you collect.

SEN. FINCH:  That’s something we’re also interested in.  Thank you very much.

DENNIS BROWN:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Any Members of the Committee have any questions for Dennis?  Representative Jutila.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I’m just trying to understand how you do business a little bit better.  You mentioned during your testimony that you never have possession of the equipment at all that you’re leasing.  Is that right?

DENNIS BROWN:  We’re simply financing.

REP. JUTILA:  You are simply financing.  Okay.  So, at the end of the lease term, does the lessee end up actually taking title to the equipment?  Becomes the owner?

DENNIS BROWN:  That is an option in the lease agreement.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  And, how frequently does that happen?  I mean, is it 50-50?

DENNIS BROWN:  About two-thirds of the time.

REP. JUTILA:  About two-thirds of the time they end up taking ownership?

DENNIS BROWN:  On a nationwide basis.

REP. JUTILA:  At the end of the lease, they end up taking ownership about two-thirds of the time?

DENNIS BROWN:  Roughly, yes.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  Thanks.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Representative.  Any further questions?  Thanks an awful lot, Dennis.

DENNIS BROWN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SEN. FINCH:  Thanks for coming.  Erin Sloat, to be followed by Tim Flynn and Christine Stetson.  Thank you, Erin.

ERIN SLOAT:  Thank you, Senator Finch, and Members of the Environmental Committee.  My name is Erin Sloat and I am Vice President and an owner of the Crown Supermarket in West Hartford.  


Our store has had a strong presence in the community, having been in business for over 65 years, and is a third generation family business.  


The cornerstones of our business are good food and superior customer service.  We operate in a very competitive environment on Bishop’s Corner in West Hartford, with Wild Oats and Walbaum’s Super Food Mart as our neighbors.  


To remain competitive, we must be constantly vigilant, ever viewing and changing our product selections and placements within our small, 8,000 square feet, retail space, as compared to many retailers that are at a 100,000 square feet, of which we compete against.  


Given that space is at such a premium, we must be concerned with the expansion of the Bottle Law to include all liquid beverages less than three quarts in size.  


This states, based on the bill proposed today, that all juice containers, all milk containers, all refrigerated products, as well as grocery aisle products for the juices and all liquids, including bottled water, would need to be included in this Bottle Bill.  


Our bottle redemption space is pressed for space now, and an expansion would require some serious considerations for how to accommodate an increased volume, as Mr. Devaney gave testimony today regarding TOMRA and their pick-up services.  

Right now we do not have a bottle machine because we do not have space to put a bottle machine, regardless of the cost of putting in a bottle machine.  


I lease our space and we have many years left on our lease, and we do not see a need to relocate and, I don’t think it’s reasonable to expect and demand that we go out of business to implement a Bottle Law.  


Currently, our store has bins to sort the bottle deposits that are returned to the store.  We have six cardboard containers that are provided by the redemption company, that we pay to pick up the recyclables, and they’re approximately 6 inches by 12 inches, and the expansion of this Bottle Law will require us to sort, by vendor and by size.  


Currently, I have 15 vendors that we do business with that cover those categories of products, requiring to have approximately 60 bins of this size to be able to sort our products.  


To be able to educate every bagger, or whatever, full-time personnel that we would need to be able to sort these products into these 60 bins and, currently, they’re located at the front of our store to ease the customer service aspect.  


I’m not sure whether I’d put those in the front of our store, but obviously, in the initial consideration is removing registers, which will impact our service ability for our customers, or removing areas of selling space, which does not allow us to meet our customer needs and does not allow us to be competitive in the market.  


So I seriously do not understand how we will be able to implement these measures.  The consumer is already paying for recycling at curbside, and I apologize, Representative Mushinsky, that your town does not have those programs in place, and I certainly think that we definitely need to address those issues, as well.  


This bottle deposit doesn’t really address those comprehensive recycling issues that we have in the communities.

SEN. FINCH:  Erin, can you make your concluding remarks?  Thank you.

ERIN SLOAT:  Yes.  I think that this bill is unsupportive of those trying to do business within the State of Connecticut.  


I think we need to look and think beyond the bottle deposit process and look how to create a more comprehensive recycling program which could leverage the curbside recycling already in place throughout the state and encourage our citizens to think of recycling more than just those items we put a deposit on.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Erin.  Any Members of the Committee have any questions?  Thank you very much for your testimony.  The next speaker is Tom Flynn, to be followed by Christine Stetson.

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  That’s Tim Flynn.

SEN. FINCH:  I’m sorry.  Tim Flynn.  

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  I just wondered if Christine could speak, as she has to get home?

SEN. FINCH:  Sure, come on up.

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  What a gentleman.  Chivalry is not dead.  Good things come from the northwest corner.  It’s the loud corner, though, not the quiet corner.  Oh.  I knew there was something about her we liked.  That’s good.  Okay.  Go ahead.

CHRISTINE STETSON:  Good afternoon, Senator Finch and Members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Christine Stetson.  


I’m an owner of Village Springs Corporation.  We bottle water in Willington, Connecticut.  We sell millions of bottles of water a year throughout the northeast region, from Maine to Pennsylvania.  

This represents a significant portion of our business.  We also sell home and office bottled water in five-gallon returnable containers.  


I’m here today in opposition of Raised Senate Bill 1289, which expands Connecticut’s mandatory deposit program to non-carbonated beverages. 


I am concerned that this bill does not address how bottled water gets to market, the difficulty my private label customers will have redeeming their empty bottles, the unworkable implementation date of April 1, 2007, and the administrative compliance burden for my company.  


Village Springs sells bottled water to numerous wholesalers, who then deliver the product to an independent or chain retail store.  

Along with selling private labeled bottled water in half-liter bottles for our home and office delivery trucks as a convenience to our customers, we also provide bottled water for special events, such as charities, hospitals, Red Cross blood drives.  


We do not sell through franchised geographical territories.  For my wholesale route to market, my difficulty is in initiating the deposit to the wholesaler who delivers the bottled water to numerous states, not a single state in the northeast region.  


Let me share our experience with Maine’s deposit program for bottled water.  I am not able to initiate the deposit of 5 cents to any Maine retail outlet due to the distributing of our product through wholesalers.  


Further, I have had to hire an expensive third party company to pick up my empties at their numerous redemption facilities throughout the state.  

Each month, I get a bill from the pick-up company for the nickel deposit, a 3.5% handling fee and their pick-up fee which averages 4 cents a bottle.  I lose a total of 12.5 cents per bottle in Maine, and I have no way to recoup that expense.  


How will my business be able to compete in other northeast states that expand this mandatory bottle deposit program?  Under Raised Senate Bill 1289, I will be facing the same horror story like in Maine.  


I will not be able to initiate a 5- or 10-cent deposit.  I will now have to hire an expensive third party to pick up the empties, including all of the state’s redemption centers.  They will charge me the 5- or 10-cent deposit, a 3-cent handling fee, and probably a similar fee of 4 cents, like Maine.  


Again, I will lose at least 12.5 cents per bottle in Connecticut.  How will I be able to compete against a larger bottled water company [Changing from Tape 3A to Tape 3B.]


--since the grocery stores are not required to take back brands they do not sell.  My customers will be inconvenienced and will have to go to state redemption centers to redeem their empties, or they may choose to buy a retail brand and I will lose their business due to Raised Senate Bill 1289.  


Raised Senate Bill 1289 requires deposit beverages to be labeled with the Connecticut refund language, including a Connecticut specific bar code.  

A Connecticut specific bar code is a futile attempt to protect against redemption from neighboring states that do not have a bottled water deposit.  How will I be able to add the bar code to my current UPC code?  


Furthermore, I am not able to segregate my shipping and have separate inventories for just Connecticut or any other state.  This is an impractical solution to a very real problem. 


In conclusion, it is unworkable for my bottled water business.  I am very concerned with the administrative burden of trying to comply.  That concludes my testimony and I’d be happy to answer any questions.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  Are you going to be speaking, Sir?

CHRISTINE STETSON:  This is Shawn Cassels.  He’s my business partner.  He’s also an owner.  

SEN. FINCH:  Okay.  Any questions?  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  So, in some cases, you’re the distributor and in others you’re the retailer?

CHRISTINE STETSON:  Wholesaler.

REP. MINER:  Wholesaler.

CHRISTINE STETSON:  Yes.

REP. MINER:  In any case, do you actually sell to the consumer?  For instance, if the Legislative Office Building was your customer, do you have any of those scenarios?

CHRISTINE STETSON:  No.  Distributor, a wholesale company, would bring it in.  I have no direct contact with the consumer, unless it’s home delivery.  


I collect no money, no 5-cent deposit.  I redeem no 5-cent deposit.  At no point have any contact with them.  

REP. MINER:  And so, even in the case of home delivery, you’re not the retailer, you’re still a distributor?

CHRISTINE STETSON:  Correct.  I bottle water for companies who specifically deliver to homes, under their private labels.  There will be nowhere for them to redeem these bottles.

REP. MINER:  Gotcha.  

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Representative Miner.  Representative Hurlburt.

REP. HURLBURT:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Thank you, Christine, for hanging in here, and I’m sure you’ve got to get back to Wellington.  


As the Representative from that area, I know what the drive can be like, and I think I had a chance to meet your brother when I was going door-to-door this summer for my campaign, and, boy, do I wish I had some Village Springs on those hot July and August days.  


But I think everybody here is focused and wants to increase and do a better job of recycling.  And, I don’t think that your testimony says anything against that.  


But I really appreciate from your testimony is that this might not be the perfect solution and we should take steps to try and alleviate some of the concerns that you have.  


And I think a real concern is losing 12.5 cents per bottle on a bottle of water, which I can’t imagine that your, your profit margin is going to able to cover that and sustain any sort of growth or productivity in the marketplace there.  


Do you have any suggestions as to what we could do to make sure that we achieve our goal of increasing recycling, being better stewards of this sort of thing in the State of Connecticut?  How you, as a producer, or a bottler, would see that?  


We could achieve this goal without putting the burden on a smaller company like yours, but still, you know, dealing with the issue of recycling.

CHRISTINE STETSON:  I think one of the things that has been brought up today is the garbage cans.  Even outside of this building.  There is one garbage can.  There is not one for recyclable and one for garbage, anywhere that you go.  


I think that in itself will make a huge difference.  It is a convenience when people leave here today, they will throw the water bottles in the garbage, not in the recyclable.


My concern, really, is for my private label brands.  I do a very large amount of private label and you can’t take your Village Springs bottle of water to Stop & Shop.  They won’t take it.

REP. HURLBURT:  And actually, Representative Morin and I were speaking about that a little bit earlier when some other people were testifying, that it’s not like small companies like yours, where you might have limited sale points.  


If I were to buy a case of bottled water from you, it’s not that I can go into a Stop & Shop, or Big Y or, you know, apparently we could probably go to Highland Market, which is conveniently in Commontree for us, but, you know, we’d be limited as to where we could take these bottles back.

CHRISTINE STETSON:  As well as, we bottle water for many universities, many colleges, many high schools that use this as fundraisers.  We donate water to our local school for soccer events.  

They sell it at the event and make money from that.  They have a recyclable bin outside of their little place where they sell their stuff.  They will no longer be doing that.

REP. HURLBURT:  Thank you very much again, and I don’t know where I am on this bill yet.  So it’s an issue that I’m struggling with because the real intent is to increase recycling, and we want to do that in the best way, but also have to be mindful of the producers of the State of Connecticut.

CHRISTINE STETSON:  I think we all need to recycle.  I bottle water which comes from the ground, and the environment is extremely important to all of us.  But, I don’t think this is the way to accomplish it.

REP. HURLBURT:  Well, thank you very much.  And thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to ask a couple of questions.

CHRISTINE STETSON:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you very much.  Appreciate you coming here.  Our next speaker is Tim Flynn, to be followed by Joe Roberto and then Carrie Rand-Anastasiades.  


I just would point out when we’re talking about the best way to recycle, in states where you have a Bottle Bill, you recycle about 400, 500 containers per person.  


In states where you don’t have a Bottle Bill, you recycle about 200.  That’s data that’s a fact.  We may not want to do this, but states that have a Bottle Bill recycle at least double, if not almost triple.  Nice to see you, Tim.

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  Nice to see you.  Good afternoon, Senator Finch and Members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Timothy Flynn of Mount Claire Water in Torrington.  


I am the third generation operating our small, family-run bottled water company.  I am one of three employees.  We are Connecticut’s oldest bottled water company, and proudly celebrating our 100th anniversary this year.  


My comments today specifically address my opposition to Raised Senate Bill 1289, which seeks to expand Connecticut’s mandatory deposit program to bottled water and other non-carbonated beverages.  


Mount Claire’s primary bottled water market is home and office delivery, or what our industry calls HOD, and we distribute a very small amount of half-liter containers.  


We sell mainly in the northwest corner of the state in the Farmington Valley.  On the average, I sell less than 5,000 cases of half-liter bottled water a year, or no more than 120,000 bottles.  


I have significant concerns with the implementation of Connecticut’s proposed expanded deposit program and how Connecticut consumers will be negatively impacted.  


I buy half-liter bottled water from a bottled water facility in Massachusetts.  I sell this water under my company’s name, Mount Claire, to my home and office customers in Connecticut as a convenience to them.  


I also sell in the private label market to inns, education facilities and other businesses that use this water as a unique way to promote themselves.  


I do not sell the half-litter bottled water packaging to any retail grocery stores, thus I do not have a UPC bar code on these bottles.


This bill will cost my home and office and private label customers more money and greater inconvenience.  Why?  Retailers in Connecticut are only required to take back the brands they carry.  


So my customers will not be able to redeem their empty bottles at their local grocery store, or at a reverse vending machine, since I don’t have a UPC bar code.  


Rather, my customers would have to go to a redemption center.  According to the Connecticut’s DEP website, there are 19 redemption centers for our entire state.  The closest facility is in Oakville, which is over 20 miles from some of my customers.  


For many of my customers, they will be spending extra money on gas to redeem their empty bottled water containers, rather than use the convenient curbside recycling, which is more cost effective and efficient alternative to bottle deposits.  


Under Raised Senate Bill 1289, I would be required to initiate a deposit to my customers, manage a separate bearing interest bank account, design a new label, add a Connecticut specific bar code, report and pay quarterly to the state on unclaimed deposits, pick up my empty containers from redemption centers, or hire an expensive third party to do so for an additional cost.  


If Raised Senate Bill 1289 is enacted into law, I would probably pick up my empty bottles from my customers.  I would be doing extra trucking, not only to my customers, but possibly all over the state to collect from every redemption center where a few of my private bottles may end up.  


This will significantly increase my fuel costs and time away from my day-to-day business of serving my customers.  


The bill would also require that I deposit the deposit money in a special interest-bearing bank account, not more than three days after the bottle has been sold.  

I would be spending more time going to the bank, possibly to deposit as little as a $1.20 or $2.40.  I only sell, maybe, a case or two sometimes, in one day.


I’m deeply concerned that the highly competitive bottled water market, in the highly competitive bottled water market the raised Senate bill could price me out of the market due to the administrative and statutory compliance burden for my small company.  


Also, with the tough business climate in the state, it will be even harder to make a profit.  There are a number of other small bottled water companies in the state that share the same concerns as I have.  


Raised Senate Bill 1289 requires my small business label to be packaged with state-mandated Connecticut deposit language and establish a separate special interest-bearing bank account as of April 1st, just about a month away, and submit quarterly reports on deposit transactions and pay the state on unclaimed deposits.  


These are unfair, unrealistic and impossible deadlines.  How can I possibly set up an accounting, labeling and pick-up system in less than two months?  


Lastly, our industry donates bottled water during natural disasters, as you may recall with Hurricane Katrina.  

Our industry has a long history of stepping up to the plate and generously donating product in these times of need.  How will the proposed deposit program impact our industry’s generosity?  


I support recycling, such as improving or expanding curbside recycling programs.  Mandatory bottle deposits are not the answer.  Deposit programs are costly, inefficient and target only a tiny segment of the waste stream.  That concludes my testimony.

SEN. FINCH:  Tim, let me ask you.  How much do you bottle and put into the small consumer containers, as compared to the other part of your business?

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  It’s about, maybe, 5% to 10%, if even that.

SEN. FINCH:  How many gallons would you say?

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  Like I said, it’s 5,000 cases.  I can’t really do the gallonages quickly in my head.

SEN. FINCH:  So if there was a cut-off added into this bill for small bottlers like yourself.  I mean, the number of containers you’re putting into the waste stream are not the problem.  

I mean, I don’t think anybody wants to force our own bottlers out.  Maybe we could talk to you about that at a later date.

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  All right.

SEN. FINCH:  Any questions of the Committee?  Thanks very much, Tim.  Appreciate you bringing this problem to our attention.

TIMOTHY FLYNN:  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Joe Roberto, followed by Carrie Rand, and then Jonathon Bilmes.  Good to see you, Joe.  How are the Teamsters doing?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Just fine, Sir.

SEN. FINCH:  Good.  Glad to hear that.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  I’m here as the President of the Connecticut Redemption Centers Association.  To Senator Finch and the Members of the Committee, and in particular Representative Mushinsky, I appreciate the time and the presence.  I really appreciate the language of the new bill, Raised Senate Bill 1289.  


We do support, the Connecticut Redemption Centers Owners Association, does support Raised Senate Bill 1289, and I would have to truly thank from my heart the Farmington school kids that were here before, so eloquently said everything that I have to say to you.  


I will make a couple of points.  The amend, to amend the Bottle Bill is something that’s been needed for 25 years.  We haven’t had an increase in the handling fee in 25 years.  


All the redemption centers, whether it be 50 or be it 19, these redemption centers have made the Bottle Bill work, and it’s about time we started getting paid for it.  


I don’t know if you’re aware of it or not, but we are required to purchase our own containers to return these bottles and cans to the distributors.  That is an added cost.  And in your language, you make room for that, and I hope that, that should happen.  


The problem with litter is almost gone as far as our redeemable containers are concerned, but a new epidemic is, has surfaced, and that is the containers that we are talking about in the expansion.  


The water bottles, sports drinks.  The only thing you didn’t include is coffee cups and McDonald’s wrappers.  I know, Senator.  Thank you.  


The technology that we have today has created a throw-away society and Connecticut Bottle Bill has helped stem the flow of so many of these containers.  


With the expansion, it will just do even more, and really make us the state to follow out of the other 50.  


I appreciate your time.  I appreciate the fact that you people are working so hard, and for the first time in ten years, I have a real feeling of hope that this new Bill will be accepted and the expansion and the amendments that you’ve made here are approved and turned into law.  


Thank you very much for your time.  If you have any questions, I’d be happy to answer them.

SEN. FINCH:  Good timing, Mr. Roberto.  

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  I know, Senator.

SEN. FINCH:  Do your members turn away bottles?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  No.  

SEN. FINCH:  We heard testimony before that that might have been happening.  I had never heard that before, so I--

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  The only thing that we would refuse to take are containers that our distributors would not take from us.  We have no way of disposing of it.

SEN. FINCH:  Right.  Thank you very much.  Any further questions?  Mister, Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  So your niche in this is not the, that niche that comes after the vending machine that grinds them up.  Your niche is the actual whole container niche?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Yes, Sir.

REP. MINER:  And you say there are how many of you in the state?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Well, I heard testimony a little while ago that there were 19 of them, but, according to the Department of Environmental Protection, which we have to register with, there’s over 30 of them.  


And that’s not even including several Scout troops and other civic groups that are in the business of redemption, as well.  


I might add that the complaints from these small markets is falling on ears that really has sympathy for them.  

But we are there to service them and their customers and Highland Market, Manchester Place, we have a company down the road from them called Manchester Redemption, and according to the current law, they can certainly turn away those redemptions to a redemption center.  


I’m not suggesting for one minute that they send them to Stop & Shop to return them.  Go to the redemption center.  We’re not selling anything.  We’re taking, we’re a service to the community and to the state.  


Highland Market happens to be a terrific place.  I wouldn’t buy my meat anywhere else.  They still have carryout service for an old bugger like me.  And I appreciate that, and I pay the price for it, because they get a premium price.  


But we are there to service them, as well as anybody else in the community.  I assure you, you’ve all seen that guy walking down the street pushing the cart.  We’ve taken that guy and given him something to do and put some money in his pocket.  


I submitted testimony and you’ll have a copy of my statement.  We’re here and we’re willing to do the job.  We’ve been doing it for 25 years and we continue to do and we will do it for another 25.

SEN. FINCH:  Mr. Roberto, I’m glad you brought up--

REP. MINER:  Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.

SEN. FINCH:  I’m sorry.  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  I was actually enjoying what he had to say, but I didn’t want to interrupt him, and I did have a few more questions.  


Aside from the financial implications of this bill to your business, why do you believe that this is a better way to recycle than the requirement being enforced that every municipality has its own recycling, curbside recycling program?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  They’re going to continue with the curbside, the communities that have it.  But we don’t have any objection to that.  


If they brought it to our redemption centers, we’d be much more happy because that’s a little bit more income that we could make.  But we don’t have a problem with that.  

If you want to have every community in the State of Connecticut demand to have a recycling program, that’s great.  We’re here for them.

REP. MINER:  I think they’re required to do that by law now.  So my point is, aside from the financial benefit to you and your industry, what is the benefit to the recycling problem that we have?  Why is a nickel deposit on something, and I’m not so sure that I agree with you, by the way.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  That’s quite all right.

REP. MINER:  I don’t think we have solved the litter problem with nickel deposits.  I see beer and soda cans all over the State of Connecticut, and all over the State of Maine, by the way.


I’m not so sure that that has been the resolution to this issue, and I don’t know if expanding that to include more products is necessarily going to be as good as in forcing municipalities to actually implement a recycling program.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Well, I think if you look at our record for recycling, we’ve made the Bottle Bill work.  


And I don’t know where you go in the State of Connecticut, but I’ve been here for 66 years now, and I know a big difference from the litter that’s on the side of the road and along our rivers and streams and our lakes, has dropped dramatically because we are recycling those products.  

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I thank you for your testimony.  I think it’s just easier if I just agree to disagree.  Thank you.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Well, I’m sure, Representative, if I lived in your community, I might consider voting for you, and then again, I might reconsider that.  

SEN. FINCH:  But he shops at Highland Market, so let’s remember that.  You know, the one thing we want to point out is the bill was drafted, and correctly to say that we would be eliminating the one-mile exemption for small stores.  


I don’t believe anybody on the Committee wants to eliminate that exemption.  I think we want to keep it there.  That helps the redemption business.  That helps the small stores.  Everybody wins.  


That was an error in drafting, so if there’s anybody here from a small bodega or a little corner store that is worried about that, that is not our intention.  


That was a mistake in drafting and it was my fault.  It wasn’t anybody else’s.  It was my fault.  I made a mistake and that’s not supposed to be in there.  


We want to keep that.  That works.  We’re just trying to fix the things that don’t work about the bill, and in response to Representative Miner’s question, in the bill, for anybody who’s listening, this will put millions of dollars, presumably, into the hands of the towns to expand blue bin recycling.  


The escheats on the water bottles under this bill will go to the towns and the DEP so that blue bin recycling is expanded.  This is not being done in competition with blue bin, because everything can’t be recycled through a nickel deposit.  


This is in addition to, and it will provide revenue for the blue bins.  So we think it’s a good idea.  But thank you, Mr. Roberto.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  And, Senator, I concur with you and I’m sure that if I were to move back to Bridgeport, I would vote for you, Sir.  

SEN. FINCH:  You wouldn’t be able to shop at Highland Market, though.  

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  I’d make the trip.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you very much.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Thank you.  Anybody else?

SEN. FINCH:  Representative Jutila.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you.  I’m not sure I want to ask, though, at the end I might hear that I’ve lost your vote, but anyway, I’ll give it a try and take the chance.  Can you just tell me one more time how many redemption centers there are statewide?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  There’s probably at least 30.

REP. JUTILA:  At least 30.  Because we had an earlier speaker, and he wasn’t necessarily the expert on this, but he said--

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  He said 19.

REP. JUTILA:  Well, somebody said that there were none, I think.  But--

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  There’s an owner sitting right there.

REP. JUTILA:  Yeah.  I don’t think that speaker necessarily, he was testifying on a different aspect of it, so, he wasn’t the expert in redemption centers.  


Do these redemption centers all operate as stand-only businesses and are profitable on that basis, or are they connected with some other kind of business?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Sir, they are stand-only.  Their only business is the redemption of bottles and cans that fall under the Bottle Bill.  They don’t sell anything.  They don’t accept anything else.  We don’t take in tires or, just bottles and cans.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  And, so, they make money at it, just doing that?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Yes.  Yes, Sir.  Not a hell of a lot, but we do make money.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  I’m not aware of any redemption centers in the two towns that I represent in East Lyme and Salem.  Do you, would you know offhand what the closest redemption center to either of those two towns would be?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Probably, New London.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  And the last question, do the, any of the retailers and the redemption centers, ever actually enter into contracts whereby the redemption center would take over the responsibility for handling all of their bottles and cans?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Well, currently in the law, if you have a redemption center within 1-mile radius of your business, you can send your customers to that redemption center.  


We did have many, many commercial accounts.  For example, restaurants and bars that didn’t want to be encumbered by the presence of the empty containers, and we would go and pick them up and pay them a certain amount of money.  But we would certainly take the handling fee as our pick-up fee.  Yeah.  We’ve done that.  


And there are supermarkets that, again, didn’t want to be bothered with it.  We’d take them in and we’d reimburse them their 4 cents, instead of 5 cents, and we’d make 2 1/2 to 3 cents per container.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  But is anybody doing that right now.  You seem to be speaking in the past tense about that.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  No.  I’m speaking of business that I had.  It was called Connecticut Commercial Redemption and I just dealt with the commercial end.  But yes, there are several of the redemption centers that still do that.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  Thank you.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Yes, Sir.

SEN. FINCH:  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I wanted to ask you why you’re here, because I had met with a bunch of your fellow redemption centers a couple of years ago, and they were really hurting with the handling fee.  


Is the 3-cent handling fee that’s written in this bill, going to cover their costs, or is it still out of date?

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  No.  Senator, I believe that 3 cents is going to bring us back up onto a par when we first started.  Certainly, it’s not a nickel.  

We would gladly take any increase in the handling fee that you’re able to get us, but 3 cents, for this time, it’ll do.  Thank you.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Mr. Roberto.  And, I think one of things that the Committee is going to want to know from other redemption centers who are going to testify, is whether you’re going to be able to continue to survive without the increase in the handling fee.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  No.  I’ll tell you right up front, no.  That’s the main concern of every person in this Association, is an increase in the handling fee.  

SEN. FINCH:  We’ve got to get that done.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Yes, Sir.  And listen, there was $25 million last years in the receipts, the escheats, I beg your pardon.  And if you made it $10 million a year for the last 25 years, we’re talking about $250 million.  You can dump that back on us.  We’d be very happy with a piece of that pie.  

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you, Mr. Roberto.  We’ll keep that in mind.

JOSEPH ROBERTO:  Thank you, Senator.

SEN. FINCH:  Carrie Rand, to be followed by Jonathan Bilmes, Peter Berdon and Betty McLaughlin.  Carrie.

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  Good afternoon, Senator Finch and Representative Roy.  I’m Carrie Rand-Anastasiades, and today I’m representing the Connecticut Food Association, a trade association that represents about 1,200 food retailers, wholesalers and distributors and manufacturers across the state.  


And I offer my testimony today in opposition to Raised Senate Bill 1289, AN ACT CONCERNING EXPANDING THE BEVERAGE CONTAINER REDEMPTION PROVISION.  


You have my written comments, so I’m not going to go through them with all the various arguments of why we are against the bill, but I’d just like to address a few things that have come up in, with previous speakers.  


One of the big topics, Representative Mushinsky, has been the increase in the handling fee and if that would help us.  Currently, the cost to redeem a bottle in our stores with just the current Bottle Law is between 4 and 6 cents.  


So raising it from what it is now, a penny and a half and 2 cents to 3 cents, still does not cover our cost of what we have currently, let alone if we were to expand.  


And I can tell you from an industry standpoint, that none of the members in the Association want to be in the garbage business.


So I don’t know that a handling, any set fee, would be enough for them to deal with the expansion, because they don’t want to be in that type of business.  


One of the things that’s been brought up by both Commissioner McCarthy and Senator Finch is how the bottle law works, recycling and the bottle law are conjoined and work best hovering off of each other.  


And I just want to state that from the Association’s standpoint, we have never advocated for repeal of the current law.  We may not like it, but we’ve learned to live with it, and have made it feasible in the locations that we have.  


But, what we can’t have is expansion.  And if you were to try to restructure recycling to include services on the other side, whether it be curbside, pay-as-you-throw, various different ideas, the bottle law would still be in place to maximize the amount of recycling that’s taking place.  

So I just want to underscore that.  That we are not advocating for repeal.  We just don’t want to expand.


There’s been a number of claims that there are so many more bottles now than there were in the 1970s when this law was enacted and, if those bottles had been around, probably yes, they would have been included.  


But that’s really not the case of what we have.  We have a 2007 problem in the recycling issue and we really feel that we need to solve that with a 21st century solution, not one that is from the ‘70s.  


We are for recycling, but it just differs in the way that we want to get to the end point.  So that was my three minutes.  I’m happy to take any other questions or provide any other information for you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Carrie.  Carrie, we talked about off-site or, perhaps, redemption centers that would be, take up a little bit of the parking spaces near the supermarkets.  What’s your take on that?

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  Off-site redemption centers, we’ve never opposed because any off, the more off-site redemption centers there are, the fewer bottles, hopefully, that would come through our stores.  


I don’t see it feasible that a grocery store would probably open one because that would just increase our costs even more.  


In terms of trailers and things like that in the parking lot to have the overflow, we have trouble now getting zoning for just the mandated amount of parking spaces that we have per size of store.


So to have that space taken away with storage for the bottles, it wouldn’t be feasible and I don’t feel that, in most locations, you’d get zoning to actually have that occur.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other comments or questions?  Representative Jutila.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  And, thank you for your testimony, Carrie.  

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  Thank you.

REP. JUTILA:  I understand what you’re saying about the, an increase in the fee not being enough to cover the cost and that it sounds like the retailers that you represent right now are operating at a loss in, in handling the bottles and cans that come in.  


But what I’m wondering is, if you’ve given any thought or done any analysis to see if, you know, with the, the increased volume that would be coming in everywhere, and with an increase in the fee, if there, if that might create the critical mass that’s needed to breath more life into these redemption centers and have them proliferate more and that that might ultimately be an answer, not only to the expansion of the Bottle Bill, but if, if it could even get the whole problem off your back once and for all.

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  We’ve done no formal analysis on that.  As I said before, we’re not opposed to redemption centers and any more that could spring up, all the better.  


One thing that has been kind of a misconception, is sometimes people think that we get the money back for the sale of the PET plastic that’s shredded in the machines and, we don’t.  We would, TOMRA or Envipco, who picks up that material, gets the sale of that commodity.


We would rather see that go into curbside recycling and therefore CRRA would get the money and hopefully then offset the costs of the garbage pickup or recycling that would occur in the town.  So that’s more what we’ve looked at as opposed to what would help us.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  Thanks.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  First, I want to tell you that I miss your mentor very much.

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  I know.  Me too.  She’s a wonderful lady.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I have great respect for Grace, and, you know, we used to fight about this Bill all the time, but we respected each other, and I learned a lot from her about the burdens on the, on the retail stores.  


And, and many members of the Committee were listening to her very carefully, and that’s probably why this year’s version has incentive for a municipal redemption center to set up, where the town would act as the redemption center and get to keep the profits.  


So do you have any comments on how that might help you, if the municipalities each became, could become a redemption center.

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  If they were, you know, more power to them.  If they can set up that infrastructure to do that, we have no problem with them doing that at all, because, again, hopefully, that will draw less out of our store and, hopefully, have them offset the cost of would there be expanded recycling in the town or education or whatever they want to use the money for.  You know, would be a benefit to them.  


So we have, we have no problem with that.  And, you know, in reading the bill, we do appreciate you trying to address the concerns that, that we do have and, you know, but I just don’t know that it, it doesn’t go far enough for us to get into the garbage business away from the business that we love, is the food industry.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Right.  I get you.  And, we actually were listening to Grace and that’s probably why this in here, but, you know, if we could work this correctly, you’d still be able to sell the single serves.  You’d make money off them.  


Municipalities would have a new source of revenues to help offset their costs of picking up the trash, and this might work out really well for everybody, so--

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  Well, as you know, we’re always open to talking.  We’ve never, ever been opposed to that, no matter what the circumstances.  

We may not always agree, but, you know, we can definitely continue the dialog.  I just don’t know that it will get to the result that, that you’re looking for.  But we can certainly keep discussing.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  Thank you.

CARRIE RAND-ANASTASIADES:  Thank you.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Carrie, thank you very much.  Jonathan Bilmes, followed by Peter Berdon.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  He’s changed.

KAREN WEEKS:  Good afternoon, Senator Finch, Representative Roy, Senator McKinney and Members of the Environment Committee.  

My name is Karen Weeks and I’m with the Kowalski Group, and I’m here on behalf of Jonathan Bilmes and the Bristol Resource Recovery Facility Operating Committee and Tunxis Recycling Operating Committee.  


These two organizations are made up of 16 towns and cities in Connecticut and they represent over 10% of the state’s population.  They are concerned with the safe, environmental and cost-effective disposal of municipal solid waste and recyclables.  


In addition, the Board is comprised of Mayors, Selectmen and Town Managers, and they represent the direct interest of taxpayers, both residential and commercial.  


Bristol Resource Recovery Facility Operating Committee and Tunxis Recycling, support all three Bills on today’s agenda.  They have been supporting comprehensive e‑waste since 19, or, rather, since 2003.  


Both of the above e-waste proposals, while taking different approaches, will address quickly and cost effectively, the proliferating e-waste environmental problem.  


The electronic waste that’s generated from obsolete computers is the most rapidly growing waste problem in the world, and is a serious danger to both public health and the environment.  


The DEP’s recently released Solid Waste Management Plan acknowledges the need to dramatically change the way Connecticut manages its waste stream.  


Exports of municipal solid waste from Connecticut are exceeding over 400,000 tons per year.  Comprehensive new approaches to recycling and source reduction are needed to keep this export quantity from growing.  


And we encourage you to support these e-waste bills.  There are numerous additional facts that are in our written testimony, which has been submitted, for one, electronic waste is growing at three times the rate of other municipal waste and the cost to recycle a ton of consumer electronics in a typical municipal program is on the order of $200 to $400 a ton.  


They have one suggested change in Section 12, Line 312, to just add the word knowingly, that a person knowingly put an electronic device into the solid waste disposal facility.  


And I just want to wrap up and say that, there are a number of points listed in the Executive Director’s written testimony in support of expansion of the Bottle Bill.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Karen.  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  I asked this question to everybody who has weighed in on this issue.  What do you think the percentages are that we could recycle under the two approaches?  The advanced recovery fee and the manufacturers or shared responsibility approach.  Do you have any idea?

KAREN WEEKS:  I don’t have a figure.  

SEN. FINCH:  Your mic’s not on.

REP. ROY:  Microphone.

KAREN WEEKS:  I don’t have a figure.  We can certainly get back to you.  I know Jonathan Bilmes has served as a Stakeholder on the Solid Waste Management Advisory Group, and I know they are in support of the plan and trying to work to meet the recycling goal of it.  But we can certainly get back to you.  And he is hoping to testify next week at the forum.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Comments?  Thank you, Karen.

KAREN WEEKS:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Peter Berdon, following by Betty McLaughlin.

PETER BERDON:  Good afternoon, Chairman Roy and Chairman Finch.  My name is Peter Berdon and I am the Executive Director of the Wine and Spirits Wholesalers of Connecticut.  


And, before many of you wonder why I am here to testify in opposition to Raised Senate Bill 1289, let me begin by stating that even though our members, principally, do sell wine and spirits, they also do have, or sell, non-alcoholic products, including water.  


Our principal objections to the bill are, quite honestly, two-fold.  One is we believe that the expansion of the Bottle Bill will result in higher consumer resale prices as a result of the handling fee, as well as the increased cost in terms of the recycling that’s going to be done through the redemption program.  


Our second point of opposition deals with the equitability among distributors.  With respect to soda and beer, those products are generally sold through exclusive territories, so that a particular distributor when they are receiving product back into their facility, can rest assured, at least to a reasonable level, that that product was initially sold by them into the distribution stream.  


Water, however, is a different story.  Our clients sell principally to on-premise accounts, such as restaurants and bars.  They do not service food stores.  


So they may sell water into a restaurant or a bar, but the local grocery store is likely to be selling that same particular product that is obtained through a different distributor.  

Therefore, when the product is coming back and being redeemed, there is not the same level of assurance that that product was initially sold by that particular wholesaler or distributor.


The result is, is that wholesalers or distributors will be bearing the cost, not only of paying out the deposit money and the handling fee, but also bearing their internal costs of the redemption program, which, again, are not insignificant.  


It is for those reasons we would oppose the expansion of the Bottle Bill and oppose the escheats provision that is being added.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from the Members of the Committee?  I guess we’ve run out of questions.  Thank you.  Great.

PETER BERDON:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Betty McLaughlin, followed by Brian Flaherty.  

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Good afternoon, Members of the Committee.  My name is Betty McLaughlin.  I’m Director of Environmental Affairs for the Connecticut Audubon Society.  


And I brought with me this little truck to show you what 15 shredded water bottles look like.  They all fit neatly in this truck.  

And I have another truck at my chair, and I also had 15 water bottles that I was trying to figure out how am I going to handle bringing all that stuff up to the hot seat, and it turns out, while they were outside at the table, they were thrown away, because they looked like trash.


So they are all in the outside trash can right now, instead of with my little trucks.  So you’ll have to visualize all 15 of them yourselves, but you’ve seen them all.  You’ve probably all had one and could add them all up and you see what 15 look like.  


But the point is, clearly, that once this stuff is shredded in the machines at the stores, when we transport it, it’s material, not mostly air.


And that’s the beauty of the redemption system for global climate change, for emissions and for really collecting this material in the most efficient manner possible.  


Several years ago, a group of industry and environmental groups got together.  They called themselves Businesses and Environmentalists Allied for Recycling, BEAR, and they issued the BEAR Report, which I have in front of me, where they analyzed all kinds of collection systems.


Curbside, drop-off, redemption recycling, or Bottle Bill, and they looked at every aspect of this and issued a joint report where they all said we need to do a better job of recycling and these are the figures.  These are the numbers that we all agree are what these different collection methods costs.  


And plastic bottles, with a U.S. average, co-mingled curbside, the cost to recycle plastic bottles, $1,120 a ton.  It’s a huge number.  $1,120 a ton.  


And the reason is, when you move these trucks, it’s mostly air.  It takes a lot of bottles to come up with a ton.  So we are saying the most efficient way to recycle these types of containers is through the redemption recycling system.  


As many speakers have pointed out, these bottles are often consumed away from home and away from the blue bin, anyway, but even if they weren’t, the blue bin is simply not the most efficient way for this particular container.  

It’s great for the mayonnaise jar they empty every now and then, but it’s not great for this container.  


So I would urge, in closing, you to keep in mind how we consume and where we consume, should dictate how we pay for recycling.  Nobody is arguing that we need to do more recycling.  It’s just how are we going to get there.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Betty.  Any questions or comments from the Members of the Committee?  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Betty, I wanted to ask you, because the previous witness had brought it up, about experience in Maine.


One of the small grocery said that they were worried about expansion because they felt the small groceries would be put out of business.  Now, Maine already expanded.  Did that happen in Maine?  Did their small groceries go out of business?

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  I don’t believe so.  I’ve never heard of any that has.  I know there are some people in, who were set to testify, who have homes in Maine, or, you know, country places in Maine who might be able to answer that for you, but I don’t, I have not heard of any store in Maine that went out of business.  


California expanded theirs as well, and Hawaii instituted their Bottle Bill in 2005 and they cover all these things, too.  So it certainly can be done.  


Other states have expanded and cover more products, and Connecticut should be ahead of the curve, not behind the curve.  

So we’re already three states too late to be first, but we should definitely be doing this now.  So I don’t believe anybody’s gone out of business because of the Bottle Bill.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  Thank you.  If you have any contacts in Maine, or the other states, and can fill us in on the small store impact, that would be helpful to folks on the Committee.

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  I would be happy to do that.  Thank you.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you.  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Morin.

REP. MORIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Pardon me.  One of the points you make, and I just, part of it is, I just ultimately, as I said to Commissioner McCarthy, my goal is to get bottles, plastic bottles out of the garbage stream, the waste area.  Have them recycled.

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Me too.

REP. MORIN: I have not really made a determination on where I’m going to go on this bill, yet, and, frankly, there’s so much good testimony on both sides, it hasn’t made it any easier [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 3B to Tape 4A.]


--worrying about, etc.  Do not bring the container on to recycle.  And let’s take it, you go to wrestling, you go to a UConn football game, and they sell bottles of beer and they sell bottles of soda.  

Last I recollect, they don’t have any recyclable bins for those redeemables.  Those things just get tossed.  If you just sat and nobody is going to do a, if you are paying money to go to a game, you are going to watch game.  

But if you watch, people when they are walking out if they decide to take their trash with them, throw it right in the garbage.  That’s, so I don’t know that this is going to change those types of venues.  

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  It may not change a sporting event if that in fact is what is happening.  But I would suggest that if a place like Rentschler Field or others have these events where they are selling these products those deposits on them, that they should have a bin--

REP. MORIN:  Bingo.

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN: --that people can get that stuff returned, because they could be making a lot of money.  They are just throwing, if they are hauling it away and paying to have the trash hauled away, instead of taking to have it redeemed, then that is kind of dumb.  They should be raising the money for themselves or for their team or something.

REP. MORIN:  I appreciate that.  And, Mr. Chairman, the only other thing I’d ask if, I think that we do need to take into consideration the plight of the smaller businesses and all businesses if this is going to go through, and it has many good merits and reasons why the [inaudible] bill should be expanded, the small businesses and business owners have made some very compelling cases as to why they should appreciate the consideration, Mr. Chairman.  Thank you.

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Well, if I could just agree with you on that point, because I think it is important for the grocery industry and the small businesses to hear that the environmental community has heard that as Mary Mushinsky pointed out before.  

We have been doing this for many, many, many years and we have heard some of the concerns of the smaller industries.  F

rankly, I think it is the mid-size stores that have the biggest problems of all, like the specialty shops that we heard from, the Highland Park Market where I shop at occasionally, the Fitzgerald’s, the Crown Market.  

Those folks are really stuck in the middle.  I actually talked to an owner of one of those small stores about this issue before this bill was drafted, and listened to a lot of this person’s concerns because he has been in the business for a very long time.  

I said to him, you know your biggest problem is you’re too big to be small and you’re too small to be big.  The giant stores can absorb this.  

I know you are going to hear from them later and they can speak better as to whether or not they really think they can, but they have been better able to absorb some of the costs and the small guys, you know they are required by law to take it back, but they’re really not taking it back. 

If you go to a CVS or a drug store or a gas station, you know that if you tried to give them back your bottle they are just going to laugh at you and they are not going to take it back, even though by law they are required to do it.  

So it is that mid-size store that is struggling, struggling for market share, struggling for a lot of other business competitive reasons that is really kind of stuck with this issue. 

I was struck by the person who said that they did not have enough volume to get a machine, that the machine renting company did not want to rent them a machine.  

Maybe this would help them because they would have increased volume and they would be able to rent a machine, but I really do think what we need to do is roll up our sleeves and make sure that we address the concerns that they have to the best of our ability so that we can get this through in the least painful way for everybody.  

So I would love to work with them, and hope that the community will work with them too.  Because I think that a lot of legitimate concerns can and should be addressed.  So I appreciate you bringing that up.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Betty just wanted a question--

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  I have a comment myself.  I want to make sure that John Hollis knows that this little guy is the teamster and he would be upset with me if I didn’t say that.

REP. ROY:  We’ll make sure John Hollis knows that.  The Wal-Marts and the Costcos sell plenty of water in all but they make it very inconvenient to return bottles to their establishments.  How do we get them, or do you have any ideas on how we might get them to be more compliant.

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Well, yes, I do, and in fact, I think it is somewhat shocking that when you go into those gigantic stores that if you can even find the redemption place because it is usually inconveniently located as you point out.  

They have one machine for each material that they sell.  One metal, one glass, one plastic and it’s certainly nowhere near a relationship to the volume that they’ve been selling.  

As I read the proposed legislation, in a store that is over 100,000 square feet has to have at least the capacity to return 70% of what they are selling.  Seventy percent is about what we are getting back from the bottle deposit, legislation that is currently on the books. 

So that seems like a fair number and it makes it impossible for them to be exempt from that responsibility where as the way the law is written now, if somebody else is within a one-mile radius of them they don’t have to take it back.  

It looks to me like what they have been doing is putting the one machine in there so they can say that they are complying with the letter of the law but is certainly not the spirit when they are selling the huge volumes that they are.  So that is a good point.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Betty, thank you very much.

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Brian Flaherty followed by Gwenn Berry.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Do you want me to leave this here for you?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Can I play with the truck?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Sure.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  A couple of other labels in there that might not be mine, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon, Senator Finch., Representative Roy, Representative Chapin and Senator McKinney, Members of the Committee.  I can probably name you all by name and save time as well. 

My name is Brian Flaherty, and I am the Director of Public Affairs at Nestle Waters North America, which is a Connecticut company that employs about 400 people in the state and our headquarters down in Greenwich and also North Haven and Basra where we have two branch facilities that deliver water.  

I will not read my testimony for you, but I am happy to be back here about a year and maybe six days, Mr. Chairman, from the last time I was here to talk about a similar bill, a bill that would increase or expand the bottle bill onto bottled water.  

I talked then about some of the issues that we face as a bottler and as a company operating in an open distribution system.

When I saw the copy of Senate Bill 1298 on Thursday, as much as it alarmed me, I have to say that it was very clear from reading it that this committee has attempted to answer and address some of those issues.  So in that spirit, I look forward to continue to work with you on it.  

The issues that this bill presents to my company all stem from taking a system that was designed twenty seven years ago, when most people in Connecticut were and across the United States were drinking beverages that were delivered in special and exclusive distribution areas, a system that was designed to capture those coming back to the store.   

The problems we have stem from taking that system and applying it to one of open distribution.  Put another way, we weren’t as you said, as I’ve heard said by many people, we weren’t buying bottled water then.  

We were buying beverages sold in a different way.  Now in this case, where we are trying to address how to best recycle water bottles.  

I think, and we stand as strongly as anyone in this room on either side of the table the need to recycle more, particularly plastic bottles.  We are just saying using this system to do it causes some problems.

We are and on page two, I tried to make a little map to show you that as a company, we distribute mostly, in a lot of places, through beer wholesalers, beer wholesalers, through wholesalers to distributors direct to stores.  

But once we drop our product off, in particularly at the large warehouses operated by some of the big box retailers and others, we don’t see those bottles.  

We have no control of where they go.  We have no ability to track them at this point.  So let’s say if they were to show up coming back into the system where the nickels that were never collected on them, that is something that gets passed along to our company. 

Representative Mushinsky was asking a little while ago about Maine.  Let me tell you about Maine.  We do a lot of business in Maine.  With Poland Spring is our number one brand.  

Last year in 2006 and bottled water is covered under the deposit program, we had a redemption rate of 136% on our Poland Spring.  We paid out $815,000 more in nickels than we collected in deposits.  They year before that it was over $1 million of over redemption.  

It’s not just with our company, someone said it before, in Maine there are no escheats.  Because at this point at least as far as this program is working, there aren’t any of those nickels that are being retained. 

If you take that 136% rate and apply it to Connecticut, if you look at the pie chart on the top of page three.  Connecticut is surrounded with New York and Boston with the two largest bottled water markets in the United States.  

The bottle would say the same thing as they do right here, and with the addition that says Maine $.05, it would say Connecticut-Maine $.05.

That means whether you are operating a store, whether you are running a reverse vending machine, they are not going to be able to tell that those bottles were not sold here in the State of Connecticut.  So if anything, I wanted to show that over redemption happens.

Now it’s not just Kramer getting in the mail truck and driving you know the bottle up to Michigan.  Frankly, the biggest problem we have is not being able to find out and accurately assess the nickel on the bottles, for example sold in Maine. 

I’ll just say that we have found and the state has prosecuted some large national retailers for bringing bottles and selling them in the state for which they haven’t collected or paid the nickel.  That is a serious problem.

So the end of the day, Mr. Chairman, it’s the way the system is being applied.  Deposit bills are a collection method.  They are not in of themselves recycling.  

If this Committee decides this is the collection method you want to use, then on behalf of my company, we hope that you will help us in addressing the way that system will work and helping our company fulfill our role and there is a role I think that manufacturers, retailers, and the state as running recycling all have to play here and can balance out.  And hadn’t heard the dinger in awhile, so I’ll stop here and be happy to take any questions you have.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Same question I asked you last year.  Can’t you barcode this?

BRAIN FLAHERTY:  No. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Why not?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well, right now we don’t, first of all we don’t bottle the water, we don’t bottle anywhere in the State of Connecticut.  It’s a two-pronged issue.  

If we were able to invest in the infrastructure to make a barcode specific that would only be on labels in Connecticut, right now we barcode and what this tells you is that this is redeemable these barcodes work now in the reverse vending machines up in Maine.  

But in Connecticut, a specific label for product that we don’t know will only go to Connecticut, we can’t control that that product would be sold here.  

And so it is very difficult to rig your machinery and high-speed bottlers to do just for one state, let alone when it’s 7% of what you are selling in the area.  But it is also difficult if you ask the folks that operate the warehouses, can they segregate that load if we were able to do that.  

The whole reason that system and I don’t run it, but the whole reason that system was set up was big distribution centers would allow whoever owns them to decide to respond to fluctuations in demand.  

We are going to send more to New Jersey than we meant to originally.  We are going to send some to Connecticut, some to New York.  

So it makes that a very, very difficult, a very easy sounding solution, I believe it was put in there to help with this fraud problem, but I believe it is very, very unworkable just as to how we are manufacturing and then how we get to the stores.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  We have explored it too.  I’m not to say that--

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Yes, you must be exploring something because you just asked us to work with you if we are going to go ahead with this.  You know there must be some way you can mark these bottles so you know which are the Connecticut product and which aren’t.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well, it’s interesting.  Our ability right now in Maine, we have some retailers that when they buy from us charge them right away for the nickel that they are going to sell there.  

We did catch two retailers bringing it in from one case, both cases, further away than Connecticut.  All we have to go on as a company is to say to that retailer, hey, by the way, when you’re done, could you give us your sales data so we know how much of our stuff has gone across the scales or gone across the scanners,  Sure.  

That doesn’t always happen.  When you’ve got people bringing it in to a state without reporting it, it makes it very, we have no teeth, yet they would still penalize us and hold us responsible for things that we don’t do.  

Even if you were to say look there’s going to be a penalty on offering water for resale in Connecticut for which a deposit hasn’t been paid, that’s helpful.  

But even again how is that enforced?  All this is most visible on the retail level when you have in this case, it’s like sales tax.  I can’t tell you exactly how much sales tax is charged or tracked from state to state until we get that information back.  

But I know Pam Law, the Commissioner of Revenue Services, can tell.  But that data exists on a different level, below our visibility at this point to be able to, as I’ve indicated in the testimony.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  If the bill passed, how would you adapt?

BRAIN FLAHERTY:  It depends on what the bill says.  Look, if the bill, we--

REP. MUSHINSKY:  We don’t want to make this unfairly punitive on you--

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I appreciate that and I understand.  I have put my company through the fire drill, as I’m sure others have of what happens when this eventually becomes law.  

We’re having difficulty with it in Maine which is a remote state with one border.  So we are getting better in Maine.  You know we’ve gone through 136%, it was higher the year before that.  

But it’s, we would need to really sit down and I’m hoping we get the change to do that after the three minute drill here at the hearing and try and explore those ways.  

We still, I’ve got to tell you, I still think that there is something to be said for curbside.  This committee is still going to need to deal with curbside.  

One other answer, and I’m not meaning to turn your question into a speech, when the Bottle Bill was passed in 1978 it took effect a year and a half later in 1980.  This bill, four months from the end of Session.  

The other thing is, and by the way, the other thing is bottlers and distributors were allowed to offset their costs of compliance back then with being able to keep some of the unclaimed deposits.  

This bill, after 27 years of being in the system retains that ability to let certain beverages keep it, but the new ones are going to have to turn it over if we add them to the state.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Those are very good points and I’m glad you mentioned them

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Thank you.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I kind of thought you might.  I appreciate the question, Representative, I do.

REP. ROY:  Senator McKinney.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Actually I think the Chair gave you like five minutes, so [inaudible]--

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Oh.

SEN. MCKINNEY: --but that’s all right.  My lone question deals with you’ve expressed the evidence that you’ve seen in Maine and I think you said you had 136% own.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Yes, in 2006.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  A, how do you know you have 136%, how do you get that figure?  How do you know, how are you tracking that?  

And B, what could we do to offer fairness in that regards assuming other states don’t follow Connecticut’s suit, assuming that that extra 36% isn’t following up from Connecticut into Maine since we are not a border state.  

Would there be a way to hold you harmless above 100%?  If so, how do you do that?  Just your thoughts on that.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well, we--

SEN. MCKINNEY:  I’m sorry to interrupt, because that does seem like a fairness issue that I think we should be concerned about.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Maine does have a mechanism in place.  But we track it through our tax department.  I sat down with our tax director and I said, tell me, I’ve heard stories, last year I talk about over redemption in Maine and I didn’t have any hard numbers to back it up.  

How we track it, Senator, is through just keeping through our tax department keeps how many bottles, we know how many bottles and cases for which we have collected or applied to deposit.  

Then we also certainly know how much we’re paying out, when it comes through the system.  So you just match up those two numbers because we are able to tell. 

We’re unable, and we are getting better at, but still can’t always see is which bottles how to accurately apply where those go.  So we are getting better at what we are doing.  

But we are still seeing in cases where we deliver to New Jersey or we deliver to Massachusetts, doesn’t matter what state.  

We have to take it on faith that the person buying that or the company buying that water is, they tell us it’s not going to mandate it, fine, we are going to charge on it.  

We do, by the way, this came up last year as well.  We do collect nickels on our sparkling waters here in Connecticut on Sam Pellegrino, Perrier, and Poland Spring sparkling.  We pay a third party to pick those bottles up.  I believe it’s TOMRA--

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  TOMRA.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Thank you.  That comes and picks them up and that’s what we would have to do under this law under a massive, much more larger scale.  

But at least in that, we are seeing 42% redemption, not 70%, FYI, and those are the figures that our company is seeing.  In terms of those carbonated beverages in the state.  

Now granted a lot of them will go to restaurants and that’s another issue.  But, so we are able to see it but usually when it is too late.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  Do you think there is this sort of maybe almost black market arbitrage, how do you like those words, where you are selling and people are actually have Maine as the final destination to sale and they are trying to share that nickel cost?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Let me just tell you it happens.  There is a whole other issue regardless of bottle bills where there is what they call diversion and it makes my hair hurt.  

But frankly, in terms of where we sell to, when it’s resold and people are making profits we don’t see.  Interesting, one thing, Senator, you know in terms of what’s happening with these redemption centers. 

The redemption centers, I mean, this type of recycling and I think it has been said.  First of all, it’s going to involve a lot more trucks in this state unless you are going to do away with curbside.  

The redemption centers are great on volume and those reverse vending machines are great on volume.  But again, without the audit ability in place they just exacerbate the business problem, while getting the plastic to where it needs to go.

By the way, there is a market, there is a value in this plastic, from what I’m told.  Actually there is legislation in Maine now.  They don’t like shredding in Maine, because shredding I’m told makes that plastic less valuable than crushing it.  

If you shred it, it becomes strapping, but if you crush, it’s a whole different thing.  These are now being driven by the new profit centers right now, which are the reclaiming side.  That’s fine.

SEN. MCKINNEY:  And lastly, it’s real.  Could we draft a bill that would hold any distributor, I guess harmless for over redemptions?  How would you propose doing that?

BRAIN FLAHERTY:  I would think that it is possible to do, Senator.  If there were a willingness, then I guess it’s on the top of my list when I go back to our folks that run these numbers and see how it can be done, and I’ll do that.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon, Brian.  Nice to see you again.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  You as well.

REP. MILLER:  I want to commend you on what a great job Nestles does in recycling--

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Thank you.

REP. MILLER:  --and the other areas.  You mentioned in your testimony here the National Recycling Partnership.  Is that, exactly what does that involve, that particular program?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  What it is, is a coming together of my company and the associations that we deal with wherein The Bottled Water Association, it’s the American Beverage Association, and the grossly manufacturers and I think the Food Marketing Institute, and EPA, and a group called the National Recycling Coalition.  

These are the men and women who are the recycling coordinators across the country.  The effort is to do a couple of things.  

Number one is to put some uniformity around these chasing arrows and build essentially a PR system to get new messages to remind people that they need recycle and why they need to recycle and how they need to recycle.  

The National Recycling Coalition would become the home and the steward of the recycling and the chasing arrows and the education and everything behind it.

The second piece of it is to try and then find ways to demonstrate to communities things they can do to improve their recycling rates.  There is some reason why the State of Minnesota has a 45%-plus recycling rate but they don’t have bottle bills.  

They have places where they are doing things right and that usually means larger bins, collection on the same day as your garbage.  

It means an incentive to get even if it’s a nickel or not a nickel to get people to recycle and even pay as you throw which is a penalty on throwing too much, and then financial incentive is I’m sure you’ve heard, you know, against people making too much garbage.

There are ways you can use different tools that work.  And so it is basically it’s a double process to try and do that.  

Because as I said, even after this bill is disposed of, Mr. McCarthy is going to be back here, this Committee is still going to be dealing with how do we fund and have a robust recycling system for what we are recycling and should be and how do we motivate people to do the right thing.  

So this was announced in October at the National Recycling Congress.  I’ll be honest with you, it’s oval, this is the industries and this is clearly something that they are behind.  

If you look at any group or any effort out there, there is someone behind it and has a certain point of view.  The good news is I think this is going to produce some good results.  

I think certainly, hopefully, I used to work at CRRA, we used to get 30,000 school kids a year through the two garbage museums.  Every one of them goes home and tells their parents why they should recycle.  We’re stepping up.  It’s about a $1.5 million program so far.

REP. MILLER:  It’s interesting that in your testimony you say that 67, two-thirds of bottled water is used at home, drunk at home.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  We did a marketing study--

REP. MILLER:  I don’t understand why it can’t get into the bins.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well, you can ask the question why a lot of things are not getting in the bins.  I know there are people who dispute that and feel that that is not accurate and we did when Kevin Dietly was here before.  

We, it was my company, Coke, Pepsi and a bunch of others got together and with a consultant.  We worked with Northbridge, which is Kevin Dietly.  

Because we thought, look if we want to put some skin in the game on improving recycling to be able to be here today and in other states to say you should also know that curbside works.  That we should find out where our bottles are going.  

Okay, we did it by weight by in other words we tracked them.  Sixty-seven percent at least of water, I believe it is a larger percentage if you include all plastic become empty either at the home or the office.  

Now there are, that’s there is certainly a lot that goes to other places.  I know mine do, my cars ends up in my garage at the end of every night, and I have a bin right there.  Why people aren’t doing it and throwing it away--

REP. MILLER:  Anything in the NRP Program, is there something we can adopt from there to help make this a better bill?

BRIAN FLAHERTY: I think there are some pieces about just in overall that we have learned, the lessons we’ve learned through finding out through this system there was a process before the NRP.  The NRP is brand new.


I hope that there will be by the time that you’re acting on this bill.  But it’s basically finding ways to help states invest in their curbside.  I have the information and would be happy to provide it for the whole Committee on what it’s about.

REP. MILLER:  Obviously, I think this is a work progress.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  It is.

REP. MILLER:  Maybe if you can make some suggestions, maybe they can act on upon it if they are going to better the bill and make it better not only for the consumer and the retailers, everybody.


All right, thank you for your testimony.  It’s good to see you again.  If you get that information to us it would be wonderful.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I will do so.  I do think that no matter what happens this is not a one year process or journey.  Thank you.

REP. MILLER:  Representative Greene.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Hi, Brian, good to see you.  I’ll be brief because I know it’s getting late.  I just wanted to know, I asked the question before to the grocery stores, I guess, but I’m going to ask it to you as a manufacturer of this.


Because of diversion, because of possibly increased sliding fees in the warehouses, and the whatnot, how much do you think it’s going to add to your cost of this product?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well, I thought the most compelling testimony I heard today was from the two smaller bottlers who were here.


One of them talked about, I think it was the first, the woman who testified that what it will do just on the backside, just on the processing side, is with $.03 handling fee with the $.05 deposit with the $.04 that I guess they pay for the actual processing or transportation came up with a $.12 per bottle figure.


Right now an average case of my Poland Spring is maybe $4.99 which is almost just shy of $.21 per bottle.  And you are talking of a potential of anywhere of $.08 to $.12 if not more on each of those bottles. 

So it will add a lot and that is before we get to applying Maine’s numbers to Connecticut.  I think it is anywhere from five to ten million a year is our conservative estimate.  

Taking Maine’s figures and putting them here and that’s just in terms of following the bottles and not over-redeeming bottles for which deposits aren’t collected. 

So it will be costly.  I’m not coming here to say that someone else should bear all of the cost, but I do think that there is way that the system can work.  

But it will be very expensive, and yes we are a large company.  But yes, bottled water is very price sensitive.  But I can’t see that some of that cost doesn’t end up getting passed on.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative O’Rourke.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Welcome back, Brian.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Thank you, Representative.  It is good to see you.

REP. O’ROURKE:  I see you have a nice bottle on non-carbonated Poland Spring water there.

BRAIN FLAHERTY:  It’s delicious.  They love us in the Education Committee, by the way.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Bottle of carbonated Poland Spring water.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Yes, also a very good value.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Turning it over, I see there are seven states.

REP. ROY:  Gentlemen, excuse me.  Representative Greene when he started said time is getting late.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I won’t take long.  I thought we were just having a discussion.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Trying to get to my question.  I see seven states here that have a nickel deposit on the--

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Yep.

REP. O’ROURKE: --on the side of this Poland Spring water carbonated water and the State of Michigan has $.10.  Those are the only states that have deposits.  Are you getting, what do you call it, over 100% redemption in these places?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  No.  Well, in the other states?

REP. O’ROURKE:  Yes.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I don’t know.  Hold on, I do know New York.  New York is 50%.  I don’t know about--

REP. O’ROURKE:  Fifty percent?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Fifty percent on our carbonated brands that are returned through the redemption system.  It’s 50%.  I think that is the highest, the highest one I’ve got.

REP. O’ROURKE:  So you’re redemption is only 50%--

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  No, I’m sorry.  Massachusetts 50%, New York 37%, Connecticut 42%.

REP. O’ROURKE:  That is all that is redeemed of your carbonated beverages in those states.

BRAIN FLAHERTY:  Correct.

REP. O’ROURKE:  How is that Maine is so different?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Because on Maine it is on these and this is primarily what I am talking, what is driving the over redemption in Maine right now, through two ways, through getting into the state undetected or being over redeemed.  

Because Maine is also only one of three states that currently in one way shape or form that has a deposit or redemption value on this kind of water.  With seven states.  We’re not having--

REP. O’ROURKE:  Wouldn’t it be more profitable to over redeem these?  Maybe in Michigan where it is $.10?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well, I suppose it could be.  I’m interested.  You’ve got me intrigued now on the figures in Michigan, which I will report back, I will bring back to the Committee.


But where the greatest temptation is, is where you can basically not have to pay the nickel and bring the water into the state and redeem it for the nickel.  

I don’t see the same fraud with either Sam Pellegrino, or Perrier or Poland Springs Sparkling moving from Connecticut in and out of these other states.


Frankly, I think one of the low, the reasons the redemption is so low, is because a lot of that goes out to restaurants but I don’t think that is the entire reason.  But it is certainly not 70%.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Can you tell me what retailers you have caught over redeeming and pulling a scam on your company up in Maine?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I can’t.

REP. O’ROURKE:  You said there were two.  That were--

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I can’t.

REP. O’ROURKE:  --that were big significant retailers.  Big ones.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Yes.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Well, what’s to stop me if I was a big one, a big retailer?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Yes, Sir.

REP. O’ROURKE:  From buying this product here, this sparkling water in Rhode Island and driving it over to my Connecticut stores and charging the consumers nickel and keeping the money.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Nothing.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Nothing.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  But if you look at size--

REP. O’ROURKE:  That’s not happening?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  --if you look at the size.  Well, I can’t tell you it’s not happening, Representative O’Rourke.  

But I can tell you that in terms of volume what we produce and sell in the non-carbonated water far outweighs what we are doing in sparking.  We only have sparkling in I think two brands right now.  Poland Spring is one and the other is Arrowhead in California.  



So just on terms of scale, it’s just widely different.  But I will dig a little deeper into it for you.

REP. O’ROURKE:  That would be great.  I mean sitting here thinking about how the fraud might happen, it seemed hard for me to imagine that a person could drive around, like you brought up Kramer.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  No.  It’s less Kramer--

REP. O’ROURKE:  It would almost be impossible to make any money doing that.  It would have to be on the retailers’ end.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well, yes.  It is happening.  It is probably not to this scale.  But you bring that into Connecticut at 7%.  At my office I could walk across the street and be in Fort Chester, New York.  

Let’s say this bill passes.  Buy one of these without paying a nickel, and then walk to the Mobil station a mile down the road and go collect the nickel.  

And you recognize that in not going up to $.10 until New York and Massachusetts do which I read in the paper anyway and in comments because we are concerned about a $.05 differential and what that might do to the beverage industry.  

If Connecticut went to $.10 add of these other high volume states, so let’s wait and do it with them or do it after they do.  Well, this Committee actually voted to do that two years ago on making the whole bill effective with the other states that do it.

I think New York, the Governor wants it.  Just that whole issue of the scale of what is sold in New York and what is sold in Massachusetts on both sides of Connecticut.

It leads us to believe in our experience that the over redemption be it through one way or the other is going to be much, much higher.  

People are going to bring it in.  Look, they can bring it in easily into Connecticut more than driving the three or four hours it takes to get here up to Maine.

REP. O’ROURKE:  Thanks.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Brian, good to see you again.  Thank you.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Mr. Chairman, thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Pat Franklin followed by Carlene Kulisch.

PAT FRANKLIN:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy.  Is that better?  I’m slipping and sliding on the chair. 


Good afternoon.  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, Members of the Committee and especially hello to Representative Mushinsky, the mother of the Bottle Bill.


My name is Pat Franklin.  I’m Executive Director of the Container Recycling Institute.  We provide a clearinghouse reformation on beverage container sales, recycling and wasting.


I’m not going to read my testimony.  I’ve jotted down some notes that I want to go over with you and maybe respond to some of things that have come up.


One thing I would ask you to do if you have my two page written testimony before you, please turn it over to page two.  I was glad to hear that there was a little mistake in the bill because there is a little mistake in my testimony. 

It doesn’t affect large numbers of containers, but the last bullet is incorrect.  So just scratch that off.  Obviously, we wouldn’t be sitting here today debating this bill if non-carbonated beverages had existed twenty-five years ago.


They’ve moved from 0% of the beverage market in the ’70s to 14% in 1997 and 27% in 2005.  Carbonated soft drinks on the other hand have lost market share.  Carbonated soft drinks including carbonated soda and beer, they now make up only 71% of the market.


We’re talking about basically a new beverage.  Certainly it is not a new beverage to those young people that were in the press conference and who testified earlier today.  But certainly new to those of us who have been around a lot longer than that.


We have a problem in this country and that is that beverage container sales are mushrooming and beverage container wasting is mushrooming as well.  Was that for me by the way?  If so, I’d better speed it up.


We’ve gone from recycling 52% of our beverage containers to recycling only 33%.  The story is different however, in Connecticut and other states that require deposits on some beverage containers.  

Your rates are closer to 70%, twice the national average and even higher than states that don’t have deposit systems.


There has been a lot of talk about curbside recycling and making curbside recycling mandatory in all localities.  Certainly curbside programs need to be a part of the solution to the problem of growing beverage container waste. 


But if you think about where you are when you are draining bottles, particularly bottled water, rarely is it at home.  Now I know that there are figures that were quoted earlier that say at 66% of bottled water is consumed at home.  I just find that rather difficult to believe actually.


The other problem is that not everyone participates.  You can make curbside recycling available to people but not everyone will participate.  The beauty of the deposit system is that it provides a financial incentive and people need that.  Some people need that to recycle.


One of the things that haven’t come up today we’ve talked about the environmental benefits, reducing litter, reducing greenhouse gases, but the only businesses that have spoken about this bill, and all of them, with the exception of redemption centers have spoken against it.


But there are many, many businesses across the country who would welcome the expansion of this bill, particularly the businesses that are either processing plastic bottles or making new products or new bottles out of old bottles. 


The demand for these scrap materials which are used as feedstocks for these companies, the demand is great and they cannot get enough of the bottles.  

So while you are land filling the plastic water bottles, the plastic sports drink bottles, there are companies out there that would be more than happy to use those and the reason those companies are not here testifying is because they have a relationship with the beverage manufacturers and they can’t speak out.


But they will certainly tell me privately and perhaps some of you privately that they would benefit from getting more materials.  We are currently throwing away eight out of ten plastic water bottles.


In Connecticut we are talking about somewhere in the neighborhood of 440 million, excuse me, 200 million, 400 million in 2005, 400 million plastic water bottles.  

Eight out of ten are not getting recycled.  They are ending up in a landfill or in an incinerator or perhaps in a stream, or a park or a roadside.

REP. ROY:  Pat, I’d like to halt at that point.  I’ve gotten one e-mail quite different from everything else from a business woman in Milford who suggested that we ban the sale of the single serving plastic bottles and just go to the gallon and let people use their own containers at home.  Do you think that is at all feasible?

PAT FRANKLIN:  I don’t think it’s feasible.  I mean, it’s just not happening.  There were 14 billion three years ago plastic water bottles under one gallon in 2002, excuse me. 

In 2005 the number had doubled to 28 billion.  I mean it’s just, it’s really out of control.  I don’t see that as a logical answer.


I do think that there are people including myself who do reuse bottles.  You know take them home and fill them, but it’s kind of an epidemic or something.

REP. ROY: Okay.  Any other questions or comments?  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good afternoon, Ma’am.  When I go to the store and I see people buying water, they are going out with containers there must be 24 to 48 in a container.  

Yet when they go the grocery store, people are buying bottles, small grocery store, you get one bottle at a time from the cooler so it is cold.


I do believe this that probably two thirds of the bottles are at home.  But people are lazy.  Then the bottles that end up on the street are probably from the people that buy them at the stores on a single basis.  They drink them, they have no place to throw them except out the window.  

They are irresponsible citizens, or young people and here we are today trying to correct what they are doing out there, throwing their bottles on the streets, in the parks, on the road, every place. 

Yet I think that a lot of people who are responsible do the right thing, yet they are going to pay for something that we do here.

It is going to cost them a lot of money when their retailers get charged more money and have to charge us more money for water, or for any beverage we buy.

PAT FRANKLIN:  I think two things your comment about, and I know, I realize that today there are, you know, you can buy cases of small bottles of, and I do believe that they go home, but I think they leave the home.  

Do you think people walk around, I don’t know.  I don’t think people walk around the house drinking bottles of water.  Maybe they do.


But I think often, the case that goes home might then end up going one at a time or six or twelve at a time with kids going out on rollerblades, or going to a soccer game or whatever.  They may go home to start with, but then I think they are redistributed outside the home. 

REP. MILLER:  Just my own experience, my own family, I always scream at my daughter, what are you drinking bottled water for, you’ve got young children at home drink the water that comes out of the tap for their teeth.  

The dentist gave her hell one year because the kids have cavities.  I said how come the kids have cavities.  They are drinking bottle water.

PAT FRANKLIN:  I think your point about the people who have no respect for the environment and who toss their containers out, again, that is the beauty of the financial incentive.  People can still choose to do that, but the likelihood of someone else coming along and picking it up is great.


You are just going to see, I’m sure you’re seeing now the non-carbonated beverages littered on your streets and in your streams.  At the rate of growth you are just going to see that mushrooming as time goes on.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Senator Finch, I know you have a plane to catch I just wanted to clarify a number.  You said 400 million water bottles in Connecticut.

PAT FRANKLIN:  Right.

SEN. FINCH:  Do you know what the flavored teas and sport drinks and the other bottles would come to?

PAT FRANKLIN:  That is about 680.

SEN. FINCH:  So it is total about almost 700 million.

PAT FRANKLIN:  At this point, these were 2005 numbers and that is the most current.  These are the most current numbers.  The way we get t that is that we have sales vary by region.  

Connecticut has about 21% of the U.S. population.  But you consume 26% of the bottle water, 19% of the carbonated soft drinks, 21% of the beer.  But the total number of non-carbonated would be right around 684, close to 700 [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 4A to Tape 4B.]

SEN. FINCH:  --through the Bottle Bill.

PAT FRANKLIN:  You lost me on that one.  Thirty percent through the blue bin?

SEN. FINCH:  If we were to take 700 million containers that--

PAT FRANKLIN:  Right.

SEN. FINCH:  --are not recycled right now.  And get 70% of those through the deposit, we would get about 30% at best-case scenario in the blue bin.  

So that is a lot of bottles we are taking about, not recycling if we don’t do this bill and we try to get people to put them in the blue bin.

PAT FRANKLIN:  Right.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Pat, thank you.  Have a safe flight home.

PAT FRANKLIN:  I also have the name of someone for you to talk to in Maine about the issues there that I will pass on to.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  If you could leave it with the clerk.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Carlene Kulisch followed by Christopher Phelps.

CARLENE KULISCH:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, Senator Finch, Members of the Committee.  The last question was a great lead-in the discussion about tap water for me being up here.  

I am Carlene Kulisch with Kulisch Consulting.  I am here representing the South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority in the New Haven area.


The Authority is a nonprofit public corporation and political subdivision of the state.  We serve over 393 water consumers approximately 55 million gallons of water a day.  And also provide fire protection throughout the service area.


We are here today to support the bottle redemption expansion bill Raised Senate Bill 1289.  


For several years the Authority has been bottled its tap water as Whitney’s Water.  I have my own prop which I have been drinking during the afternoon.


The purpose of doing that is basically to promote public awareness of tap water and to provide a public service to the communities in the Authority’s district.


Over the past year over 32,300 bottles of Whitney’s Water went to civic and nonprofit organizations in our region.  It is available also within our distribution area to residents of our region when the water quality emergencies arise.


It is unclear in Raised Senate Bill 1289 whether donated bottle water would require a redemption deposit.  

However, if state law is changed to require a deposit on bottle water, the Regional Water Authority will be prepared to make its Whitney Water comply with the beverage container redemption provisions.


Because Whitney’s Water is donated, the Water Authority will likely assume most of the costs of redeeming those bottles returned by the users.  The Authority is prepared to do that.


Current law requires dealers and distributors to only redeem bottles of a kind, size and brand sold by the dealer distributor.  It is very important to the Regional Water Authority that that current law does not change.


The Regional Water Authority has been a leader in safe waste disposal since 1989 when it worked with South Central Regional Council of Governments to form Haz-Waste Central. 


Connecticut’s first permanent center for the collection and disposal household hazardous wastes allows residents to safely dispose of household hazardous wastes.  


While our bottled water might not flood the market, the donations are an important ingredient for the support of our community.  We urge passage of Raised Senate Bill 1289 and welcome the opportunity to answer any questions.  

Even though Representative Megna isn’t here right now I’d like to take this public opportunity to commend him on saying that he does not drink bottled water.  

He drinks tap water and he drinks the same water that’s in this bottle because it came right from the tap from the New Haven Region of the South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority.

I’d also suggest that the best way to have a bottle water recycling program is to do what was talked about before.  Buy a bottle of bottled water, and then reuse it every time you go buy a water fountain.  Just fill it up and drink it again and keep filling it up after that.  I’ll take your questions.

REP ROY:  Thank you, Carlene.  Any questions or comments from the Committee?  We’re all set.  Thank you.  Chris Phelps followed by Pamela Roach.

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS:  Good afternoon, Senator Finch, Representative Roy, Members of the Committee.  I am Christopher Phelps.  I am Program Director for Environment Connecticut.  Environment Connecticut is the new home of ConnPIRG Environmental Work. 


A generation ago ConnPIRG cut its teeth and grew up with the Bottle Bill.  It was the first major environmental issue that the organization worked on.


I think it is somewhat fitting for us organizationally that I am here today.  My first opportunity to testify in my new capacity with Environment Connecticut testifying on this Senate Bill 1289 in support of it, because it will bring the Bottle Bill into the 21st century and update it with a long overdue update.


You’ve got my testimony in front of you.  I’m not going to read through it again.  A lot of the points, frankly, have been made.  We’ve heard about literally billions of bottles being redeemed and recycled each year in Connecticut as a result of the Bottle Bill.


You’ve heard about the literally hundreds of millions of new containers that would be captured under an expanded Bottle Bill that would cover non-carbonated beverages.  


We have also heard a lot of concerns that were raised about fraud, fraudulent returns.  We’ve heard about health and safety problems of bottles and cans being stored.  

We’ve heard plenty of other complaints about the idea of expanding the Bottle Bill and it takes me back literally thirty years ago and more when I was involved as a kid in trying to pass the Bottle Bill in Massachusetts.  We heard the exact same things then.


Doom and gloom scenarios that said essentially that if we do this, the sky will fall, this industry will collapse and it didn’t happen after the Bottle Bill was passed.  It didn’t happen in any state where this happened.  

I think that experience should teach us a bit of lesson this time around.  This is not some draconian outrageous measure.  

This really is a smart common sense and incredibly long-overdue step forward to take the bull by the horns and deal with the problem and the challenge in increasing our recycling opportunities in Connecticut and increasing our recycling performance in Connecticut.

The provisions in this bill that would provide a potential revenue stream to maximize recycling opportunities in production in the state outside of beverage containers is a really important provision that we strongly support.

So in conclusion, we do strongly support the legislation.  We think it’s a really common sense step whose time is overdue and has come and we urge the Committee to approve the bill.  With that, I would be happy to answer any questions.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from the Committee?  Chris.

SEN. FINCH:  Who was the best student lobbyist in the ‘70s for ConnPIRG?

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS:  That would have been Bill Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Oh, thank you.  You are too kind.

REP. ROY:  Any serious questions or comments?  Seeing none, Chris, thank you.  Pamela Roach followed by Kachina Walsh-Weaver.

PAMELA ROACH:  Good afternoon.  My name is Pamela Roach.  I am the Recycling Coordinator for the Town of Hamden.  

Senator Finch, Representative Roy, it is a pleasure to be here today, and I appreciate the opportunity to speak in support of the Raised Senate Bill 1289, AN ACT CONCERNING THE EXPANSION OF THE BEVERAGE CONTAINER REDEMPTION PROVISIONS which you have heard hundreds of times today already.


This testimony I have here really repeats a bunch of what was said today as some others have said.  One of the things I want, I will repeat some of the things just to make a point with my testimony.


In the Town of Hamden these containers that we are speaking of, the iced teas, Snapples, sport drinks, energy drinks and bottled water are collected curbside.


I’d request to the Town of Hamden and to its taxpayer’s and by the way this quest doubles where the containers are disposed of in the regular garbage.  

Our garbage rates will only be going up in the near future.  We have one of the best garbage rates in the state right now and it’s still double the cost when it goes into the garbage versus recycling.


If eight out of ten containers as which was previously stated are not being recycled that means the majority of it is at that higher rate.


The Town of Hamden has a population of about 59,000 equaling about 22,500 households.  So that is a significant number of bottles that are going eight out ten into the garbage.


Adding a refund value to these containers for recycling will reduce the cost to the Town of Hamden and its taxpayers by creating less [inaudible] curbside.  


It will increase the recycling rates of these products because people are more likely to recycle them.  Even more likely to bring empties home from public places when either there is a $.05 returnable rate, $.10 even better, if they can return them for a refund.


Increasing the number of containers that are picked up by others for redemption value, as we know we spoke earlier of people that walk the streets.  

And I have a friend that puts recyclables or finds returnables right on her street every day.  Somebody comes by each week and picks them up.  Her donation to society, as she puts it.


It will reduce litter on the streets and in our parks, thereby saving cleanup costs.  We have a cleaning green commission in the Town of Hamden that does cleanups quite often and we do see a lot of these water bottles and iced teas and sports drinks on the roadside.  We hope to see that number reduced.


There is also a solid waste and recycling commission in the Town of Hamden.  These are a group of volunteers that are appointed by the Mayor, and they did send a written testimony and they faxed it over and I have heard nothing from them since I started this job almost two years ago. 

Nothing from them other than Bottle Bill, Bottle Bill, Bottle Bill.  Why didn’t it get passed and wanting me to be here and find out more details.


It would reduce air pollution as Betty pointed out earlier with her truck.  The reverse vending machines would better crush the containers in small pieces and thereby more in the truck.  

The people are making the trip the store anyway for going to the grocery store for shopping so they combine their trips.  It will, simply put, give people the incentive to recycle because it’s more money in their pocket.  Wow, that was a fast three minutes.


Let’s see, I think that Michigan’s refund at $.10 per container, their redemption recycling rate is 95% compared tour 70%.  

Right now that would be a major increase in recycling and having recycling bins at sporting events and at schools would help in that type of situation as we said earlier why don’t you just, and the [inaudible] recycling management plan is in line.  This Bottle Bill is in line with it.  I’ll stop there.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Pamela.  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you very much.  C.J. May followed by Mike Bzdyna.

C.J. MAY:  Good afternoon.  My name is C.J, May and I am the President of the Connecticut Recycler Coalition.  We are a nonprofit organization of waste management professionals everything from informed citizens to folks who work in big and small business who handle one or more aspects of recycling.


I am very pleased that you guys are entertaining the legislation that you are today.  It’s very important and it’s wonderful that you are focusing on these issues and spending so much time on them.


Last year the Connecticut Recycling Coalition would have been happy with any e-waste legislation that you brought forth.


We have done extensive research since last year, really talking to the people throughout Connecticut, Washington and the other states, finding out how their programs are going and talking to other folks.


Since that time we really come down to express our support to Raised House Bill 7249 and also for consideration for a bill not entertained today which is House Bill 7123.


These are shared responsibility bills with a strong extended producer responsibility component.  This is very important because it will make sure that the manufacturers are designing for the environment to reduce toxics and increase recyclability.


The Senate Bill 1225 follows the ARF model, which places a tax on electronics at the retail and does not carry some of the virtues of the other programs.  

I know a concern in Senator Finch’s hat is which one does the best job in terms of recycling rate.  I think the funding model whether it’s for EPR does not affect your capture. 

That’s an important question that you’ve had, but the detail is not here.  The detail is in how the programs are set up other than the funding model.


So we have ask you to consider House Bill 7249 and the yet to be discussed House Bill 7123 as favorable and better for us.


I’d also like to shortly mention your Bottle Bill, Senate Bill 1289.  We thoroughly embrace this.  This would be a boon for Connecticut’s economy.  

It would be a boon for the Solid Waste Management Plan and help us achieve our goals.  The Senate Bill 1289 does have some great considerations in terms of reason and handling fee for the stores and distributors who would be handling it.  

That is very important and I think that you should continue that discussion with the stores and the distributors to make sure that is taken care of. 


I think it is important to also consider that that will be not a cost neutral or cost increase, that will be a cost beneficial.


The point about Noah Sheets is curious to me.  I don’t think that we will encounter that I think we will actually see some funding for this and as some people said just before the first Bottle Bill didn’t ruin the world.

Putting seatbelts in cars despite it being a problem voiced by the auto manufacturers didn’t destroy the industry, that’s not what is causing their problems.  

They were able to continue on and produce safe cars, safer for people and safer for the environment.  That is what you’re Bottle Bill is going to do for the citizens of Connecticut. 

So we thank you for that and I hope that I’ll be able to answer any questions that you might have for us.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from the Committee?  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Did you know whether it’s advance recovery fee?  It’s the same question that I’ve asked before.  For the shared responsibility, do you know what percentage each of those recycles in the states where they are now in existence?

C.J. MAY: It’s a very difficult question to answer.  California has been running for approximately two years or so and they have a recovery rate that has been voiced by I think some of the folks who spoke today as higher than that in Maine.  Maine hasn’t been running for so long.  

However, by calculations done by the Connecticut Recyclers Coalition, when you compare apples to apples, actually California had lower per pound pre person recovery rates than the State of Maine.

But I think, although that is a very important question to ask, again I stress that the funding model of whether it’s advanced recycling fee, which I do believe is a tax, or it’s the extended producer responsibility model, those are funding.  

That’s not going to affect your capture rate.  It’s how well you’ve set up with the municipalities or third-party organization that collects them.  

If you have it convenient, if you have it easy for people to do, they will be able to recycle more regardless of whether it’s an ARF or and EPR.

SEN. FINCH:  Okay, but with the blue boxes and the bottles, that doesn’t hold true.  We know the blue boxes don’t recycle anywhere near what the Bottle Bill does because the Bottle Bill is an advanced recovery fee. 

So you’re saying with computers and telephones and televisions it’s going to not be related to the amount of money that you have as a recovery fee. 

It seems to be countered to tires, batteries, bottles, cans, all the things that have advanced recovery fees, its obviously important how you charge it and who’s responsible for getting the redeemed advanced recovery fee.

C.J. MAY:  The blue box programs do a good job of handling the at home recycling waste.  The reason that we are happy you are supporting the Bottle Bill and having produce that is because that is going to capture the on the go containers which are so important in our very mobile society.


That is why you need both of those working together.  When it comes to the extended producer responsibility model for recycling as opposed to the ARF, you are talking about something that which is generally not thrown out of a car window.  I haven’t seen it.  I mean, it could really happen if you get really tired of your laptop--

SEN. FINCH:  I’ve been attempted a few times.

C.J. MAY:  --I’ve been attempted some times as well.  But people generally don’t throw those out, that is not handled in the same way.  It’s not a convenient thing that you are using ten bottles, ten computers a day.  

You might be drinking ten bottles of water a day.  So having a convenient collection system for cans and bottles is very different than a collection system for computer.

SEN. FINCH:  If you could get us the numbers from the different states in terms of how much the recycling and you’re interpretation of that that would be very helpful to us in making our final decision.

C.J. MAY:  We’d love to.  We have been gathering that information and we should be able to dig it up.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  None.  Mr. May, thank you very much.  Mike Bzdyna followed by Peg Hall.

MIKE BZDYNA:  Good afternoon, Senator Finch.  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, other Members of the Committee.  My name is Mike Bzdyna and I am the Government Relations Liaison for CRRA, the Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority. 

We would like to comment today on the three bills that are before the Committee.  The two E-Waste Bills, and the Bottle Bill Expansion Bill.


As a little bit of background, CRRA has been and continues to be in the forefront of electronic recycling in our state since 1999 when we established our programs.  We have collected approximately three million pounds of used electronic devices and expect to continue to do that.


We’re doing out part to keep this material out of the waste stream and prevent it from entering our resource recovery facilities.  


Quick comment, some folks have indicated that this material makes its way into landfills, and while that may be true out of state and somewhat in state, there are essentially no landfills left in Connecticut.  


Any of the trash so to speak that you put at your curbside goes to a resource recovery facility or is shipped out of state to a landfill.  So it would end up in one of those two places.


The collection events that we sponsor are one of the most sought after services that we provide to our citizens and our projects and probably the most calls that we get on a daily basis are when is your next one day collection event going to be.  We hope to continue those.


However, those are rather costly and the way those programs are funded, if you will, through the project budgets and they are subsided through the solid waste tip fee. 


In terms of the two different models that each bill proposes CRRA doesn’t take a position, if you will on either.  

However, we would like to continue to be in the fore front of whatever the General Assembly’s move of the process, we’d like to be in the fore front of either of those proposals. 

We think we can contribute mightily to whether as an aggregator or whether it is serving through the producer responsibility model or is there is going to an advance recovery fee.

We are already doing this service.  We would respectfully request that the project towns get reimbursed for those costs as such.

Secondly, on the expansion of the Bottle Bill, CRRA believes that it is one of the strongest proponents of recycling and believes its good public policy to try and remove and reuse recycle material from the waste stream.  

As a result, expansion to the water bottle should result in additional containers being removed.

We must note, however, that adding water bottles to the deposit system will result in a decrease in the plastics we process at our two regional recycling facilities and will result in about a $200,000 to $300,000 net loss, if you will at our recycling facilities.

Our resource recovery projects are self-funded.  We receive no state funding and therefore must cover our expenditures.  

As a result, at the end of the day, CRRA on behalf of the towns uses those funds to recycle other items that are often difficult to recycle and manage, such as electronics waste that would otherwise end up in the solid waste stream

CRRA also supports the fact that this bill would recapture the unclaimed escheats or bottle deposits and allocate those funds for the towns.

The DEP has recently released its latest version of the solid waste management plan.  It proposed a very aggressive recycling rate in the next 15 years or so, nearly doubling to get to those levels it’s going to require a huge investment of public dollars.  

CRRA expects to be in the forefront of those efforts as well.  But at the end of the day, the towns are going to bear much of that burden and without some sort of long-term stable funding source like the escheat dollars.

While that goal is very allotable, it probably will not be reached and so we support that component of the bill as well.  That’s it.

REP. ROY:  Thanks, Mike.  Mike, if the Bottle Bill goes through and you lose those bottles--

MIKE BZDYNA:  Yes.

REP. ROY:  --one of the things I’m looking at and I’ve talked to the Commissioner about is recycling plastics three through eight.  My town doesn’t do.  We just do one and two.  That would quite possibly fill the void of any water bottles that you don’t see come your way.

MIKE BZDYNA:  It’s something we would certainly consider.  I don’t think any town, in fact, at this point recycles those plastics three through eight.  I’m not an expert in terms as to the whys of that. 

I know two big reasons, are one there’s really no market for some of that material right now.  And two, in terms of the chemical composition, if you will, of some of those plastics in terms of re-melting those to make other products it’s not either easy or possible to remake those into the same kinds of plastics and so.  But we would be willing to look at that as we do with other recycling initiatives.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Mike, thank you very much.

MIKE BZDYNA:  You’re welcome.

REP. ROY:  Peg Hall followed by Jessie Stratton.

PEG HALL:  Long week.  My name is Peg Hall.  I am the Solid Waste Manager for the town of Branford.  Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony on the Bottle Bill, in favor of expanding it.  But my three minutes will primarily be dedicated to electronics.


I came to Branford as its first recycling coordinator in 1988 and became a Solid Waste Manager in 1992.  I am one of the founding members of the Connecticut Recyclers Coalition and active member of the CRC Electronics Working Group.


Branford has been running a permanent electronics recycling drop-off location at our transfer station for over eight years, longer than anyone else in the state.


A year ago many of us would have testified that we wanted electronics recycling legislation, but we would have settled for almost any bill as an improvement on the status quo.


But last fall, CRC embarked on an ambitious program to study the various models in depth, and talked with a variety of stakeholders.  

We ourselves are a coalition of parties interested in recycling and feel we are well suited to listen to various stakeholders including our members.  

We have had presentations from a manufacturers group, from Washington State, from Maine, and from the council of state governments.  We have met with representatives of retailers, financers and individual manufacturers.

We have talked with representatives of charities, electronics recyclers, environmental groups and with individual towns and regions and the State of California, and with our own DEP.  Then we’ve called most of these people back again and asked even more questions.

Our conclusion is that the issue cannot be made simple.  But we solidly support a shared responsibility model with the strong producer responsibility component.  And we do not [inaudible] the advanced recycling fees as in the California model.

We feel government’s role should be to set the standards and provide oversight but the running, financing and financing decisions should be in the hands of business should compete for better efficiencies and have the incentive to create greener products.  A fuller description is in our position paper attached to CRC President C.J. May’s testimony.

Branford currently recycles 70 to 80 tons of TVs, computers and other electronics each year for a total of nearly 400 tons to date.  It’s about five pounds per person, an impressive rate by any national comparison.  It’s 3.1 pounds per person per year of just the TVs and monitors.

California’s recycling rate for TVs and monitors unlike what you’ve heard testified before, all that is covered by their advanced recycling fee was 1.77 pounds per person per year in 2005.  That is according to MIT’s study that compared the existing programs.

I heard a concern that producer responsibility models would not recycle as much an ARF model.  The financing mechanisms and I will elaborate of what C.J. was saying.  The financing mechanism is not what will drive the capture rate.

Similarly, basing payment and market share or return share is critical to may stake holders but we feel it is ultimately not an environmental issue, nor one that will drive the recycling rate up or down.

The keys to recycling more electronics are not to charge an end of life fee when someone to depose of a product, to make recycling locations convenient and with extended hours, to recycle more categories of products, for example, computer CPUs, not just the monitors.  

To accept materials from a wide range of sources, such as individuals, charities, schools, etc., and not to allow disposal by any other means such as incineration or land filling.

We do all of that in Branford and there is no education required for nearly 100% capture rate.  Staff simply says put that over there, pt the TV in the shed.  No one has to buy into the program for it to work and it works well.

I’ve also heard some confusion as if the bottle deposit bill is a kind of advance recycling fee and it’s not.  I would happy to discuss this if time permits.

As the concept of producer responsibility sweeps the European Union and Japan and makes increasing headway in the U.S., I strongly encourage the adoption of legislation similar to Raised House Bill 7249 patterned after the CSG Nerg model or DEP House Bill 7123, provided that no large government bureaucracy is created and that stake holders conflicting needs are taken into account to mitigate any unfairness in the final financing mechanism.

The vision statement of the state’s haul-aways management plan cannot be achieved by continuing business as usual and expecting government to continue to handle and pay for every increasing amounts of waste.  

All stakeholders must play a part to reduce waste and toxicity and promote recycling.  That’s my prepared statement.  I have several other things if time permits.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  I just have one question.  Where does the material go after you’ve collected it?

PEG HALL:  I contract with different people over the last eight years.  I originally was contracting with what was it then called, I think Global Recycling up in Stoneham, Massachusetts, which then can change to Superior Special Services.  I may have the order wrong.  

They then turned into Onyx about the time they turned in to Onyx I started with Envirocycle in Pennsylvania, which has now been bought, it merged with Amondi, who is the current company I am currently using and for the last several years.


Amondi is a national company located in Hallstead, Pennsylvania.  It’s the one that I’m using and then they do asset recovery.  

They will sell the computers that are in working order, they will sell the components that are in working order and they will recycle the plastics when they are able to, the metals when they can.  The leaded glass is the main thing that we are particularly concerned about. 


I have in due diligence on any company that I have worked with generally taking each of those products out to three generations of vendors beyond them to make sure of where this stuff is going.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Do they pay a fee for your material?

PEG HALL:  I pay them about $20,000 a year.

REP. ROY:  $20,000.  And where does that money come from?

PEG HALL:  Our general taxes.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Peg, what you’re doing really is to be commended.  I wish all the towns were doing that.  We probably wouldn’t need this bill if everyone was doing what you are doing.

PEG HALL:  My tonnages would probably go down if everybody else was doing it.  Because although I know it is coming from Branford residents, it doesn’t mean that Aunt Sally didn’t say, oh, you can get rid of this, can’t you.

SEN. FINCH:  Right.

PEG HALL:  Yeah.

SEN. FINCH:  I think that the observation here that should occur to everybody is we are fighting different versions of how to do it, but no matter which one passes, we’re going to be recycling a lot of electronics that are now not being recycled.  So it’s a great debate as compared to the Bottle Bill where we have people that say don’t do it at all.

PEG HALL:  This is how to do it.  We’ve got to do it.

SEN. FINCH:  Right.  So I don’t want to lose sight of the optimism of the dueling proposals.  One thing I want to understand is not only the percentages of, and I really appreciate those numbers because as you, I’m keeping score here.  

And other than you and C.J. and David Thompson from the other side no one ever gave a guess at the different percentages.

PEG HALL:  And David Thompson I think said four pounds and then when you repeated it back, I think you said six.  I would like to see what his testimony actually said.  Because I thought he said four.

SEN. FINCH:  Right.

PEG HALL:  But in any case, that was California was 2005 numbers that I quoted you from the MIT study.  California stated in 2004 with a landfill ban and no other legislation.  They just said, hi, we’re not going to take it here and never mind what else you do with it. 


People found themselves paying $25 per unit to get rid of these things.  That’s why when two years later the bill came along and said pay us $6 to $10 when you buy one, it sounded pretty good to them by then. 

But they have had two years of the new legislation, two years before that of the landfill ban to start to create a program that I would not quite say is mature yet.  

I would say Branford’s program is mature.  We were not doing those numbers in the beginning even though our rules didn’t change.  I think we’ve done a good job of clearing out the basements by now.  Maybe some of those of our neighbors too.

SEN. FINCH:  Sure.

PAT HALL:  And Maine, again, is not a mature program.  And the other models to compare to, Washington State doesn’t start until 2009.

SEN. FINCH:  But at least you gave me a good shot at the answer.  Most everybody else avoided the answer, so I do appreciate it.

PAT HALL:  It’s not, that’s not what is going to determine it.  What you are really interested in is that capturing.  Let’s get as much stuff as we can.

SEN. FINCH:  Right.

PAT HALL:  That’s not what is going to make the difference.  If either one of those could do it.  And most people are actually living under whichever one they’ve got as long as they’ve got something.

SEN. FINCH:  My question to you, since you already answered my original question.  The other question I had for you is I understand your aversion to the ARF, but don’t you think the manufacturers are going to pass on the cost of recycling as a part of the product.

PAT HALL:  So.

SEN. FINCH:  Well, then to say that the ARF is an expense that won’t be incurred with manufacturer’s responsibility.  We’re going to pay no matter what.  

PEG HALL:  The consumer always pays.  But we feel that the producer responsibility models have businesses working and competing with other businesses to drive the prices down.  That’s what businesses out there to try to do.

SEN. FINCH:  I understand that.  It’s a very good point.

PEG HALL:  Whereas if you set it up as a government bureaucracy in the State of California, they are running right now with 3.3 staff people at the staff level per million population.  

Maine is running with 1.3 people per million population and the high projections for Washington State are 0.6 people per million population.  


It’s a much smaller bureaucracy when you shift it down.  There will be more people in the manufacturing sect that are doing it but that is job creation.

SEN. FINCH:  Well, we are interested in the whole balance of the issue, so that is why we ask which one recycles the most because I think in the bottom line, in the end analysis is what we are most interested in is getting as many electronics out of the waste stream as possible.

PEG HALL:  And I think the two competing bills are not the choice there.  I think that either one of those could be made to get more stuff.  The question is how efficiently can you do it and we feel that the other model is a better model.

SEN. FINCH:  Thanks, Peg.

PEG HALL:  Okay.

REP. ROY:  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  You said it costs roughly $20,000 a year--

PEG HALL:  The Town of Branford with a population of just under 30,000.

REP. CHAPIN:  --and that’s to get rid of how many TVs and computer monitors?

PEG HALL:  Approximately 75 tons per year.

REP. CHAPIN:  Do you know how many pieces that is?

PEG HALL:  I have that figure at home, but I don’t have that now.  We don’t deal in pounds and we don’t deal in units.  We’re talking volume here, we’re dealing in tons.

REP. CHAPIN:  I’m just wondering I know with some recycling centers they do take tires, but they charge for those.  They take waste oil, they take batteries.  Have you contemplated charging per piece?

PEG HALL:  No, because we want to get the volume.  The no end of life fees is critical.  We’ve decided this a public good issue where it’s paid for out of our general taxes and if you choose to take advantage of it or don’t we’ve decided that is something we are paying for.  

Our entire system is run that way.  Our transfer station is not charged.  We are very careful making sure that the Branford residents coming into our transfer station but at that point we are not charging them.

REP. CHAPIN:  So you don’t charge for anything?

PEG HALL:  We don’t charge for anything.

REP. CHAPIN:  Tires?

PEG HALL:  We don’t charge for anything, $5 for a two-year sticker for a resident.

REP. CHAPIN:  But you do take tires and batteries and things.

PEG HALL:  We take tires, we take batteries.  Right, and again, I wasn’t asked that question, but the batteries is not an advance recovery fee.  That again is a deposit.  

You pay $5 if you bring one back, you get you’re $5 back.  The tire fee that was put in place at one point sunsetted in the late ‘90s.  That one is no longer in effect.  And none of that money came back to the towns.  That wasn’t used for us to dispose of stuff.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Representative Urban.

REP. URBAN:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  Just to comment on what you said and I certainly like your enthusiasm to your program, it’s excellent.


If we do the methodology that you suggested, I agree with you that this actually being able to recycle materials and reutilize them becomes a competitive advantage and you will drive the market that way.


Having the government act as a referee rather than somebody that’s in essence driving that process can really help the market move in that direction.  If we are consistent in the way that we apply this, the market will move that way.  So I thank you.

PEG HALL:  Right. 

REP URBAN:  Thank you. 

PEG HALL:  Thank you.  An advance recovery fee will collect the money and handle disposal.  Handling disposal is the minds that we’ve got to get out of if we are ever going to achieve the vision plan of the state’s haul-away management plan, which is let’s make less stuff.

REP. URBAN:  You’re absolutely right.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?

PEG HALL:  If I could just mention for the record that I also submitted testimony on behalf of the City of Middletown carried that in for her when she was unable to attend.  

And also the Town of Mansfield has also submitted testimony both in favor of expansion of the Bottle Bill and in favor or producer responsibility for electronics recycling.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Jessie Stratton followed by Winston Averill.

JESSIE STRATTON:  Good afternoon, Senator Finch, Representative Roy and Representative Chapin and other longstanding Members of the Committee who are still here.


It is indeed my pleasure to be here today.  My name is Jessie Stratton and I am speaking on behalf of the Connecticut Sierra Club.


I will not reiterate much of which in my written testimony but I do want to highlight one thing given the numbers that Pat Franklin was throwing around.


As I said to some of you this morning, I had a delightful conversation on the phone last night with my former State Senator Representative, Senator, excuse me, Republican Senator, Rusty Post, who is also a candidate for Governor at one point who was the prime sponsor of the original Bottle Bill some 25 years ago.


He had an enterprising intern who had lots of time to kill in the seven and half years it took him to pass that bill and figured out that the 34 billion containers that Americans were consuming of soft drinks and beer back in those days which stretched to the moon twelve times.


Pat Franklin told us a little bit ago that we are now consuming 215 billion containers and almost 30 billion containers of water alone.  So that water alone would stretch over eleven times to the moon.


But that’s not really what I want to spend my time on this morning.  Very simply the Bottle Bill’s success rate shows that it is the most effective way to get this valuable commodity recycled.  

That valuable commodity is increasingly made of petroleum resource that is finite, the cost of or the value of recycled PET in a clean form has skyrocketed over recent years because it is in shortage from manufacturers who wanted to manufacture new polar fleece, new carpets and new containers.


I think the last thing I would really say on that is also that it is a system where the user of the product pays for it, rather than the general public.


I do want to spend the few minutes that I have left just sort of clarifying or bringing, taking issue with a few things that have been said during this long day.  


One in particular I love this diagram that you were handed by the economist for the grocers.  In it there is a figure here for curbside recycling at $150 a ton.  

I would like you to go home and ask your municipalities if any of them are achieving that.  The figure when I asked my municipality, the City of Hartford was about $1,100 a ton.


Also somehow there is no manufacturer is the second diagram.  There is no third party, the RVM people, but they all appear here.  Somehow they are needed here and they are not needed here.


There are several other things that I would love to touch on, but the buzzer has run, the one thing that I really would want to stress is though the grocers do not sit there and sort by manufacturer by brand.  

The RVM machines do that and are capable of doing that for new products.  They read the barcode, Coke and Pepsi, you know then deal with the RVM owners in terms of settling up the accounts, the grocers do not do that.  But I would be happy to answer any question.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Jessie.  Any questions or comments from the Committee?  Well, thank you.  You did a good job.  Winston Averill followed by Cordalie Benoit.

WINSTON AVERILL:  Chairman, Members of the Committee, I thank you.  I will try to be brief because a lot of the things that I will discuss have been touched on by previous speakers.


I am here to support both Senate Bill 1289, Expansion of the Bottle Bill as well as House Bill 7249, which is for the electronics recycling.  


I am the Regional Recycling Coordinator for Southeast Connecticut.  I work at a [inaudible] in Groton and I have been in this business in Connecticut since 1989.  I’ve seen a lot of changes.


I’d like to see the deposit increase to $.10.  I think that will set an increased economic signal and will result in recovery of a significantly additional containers.  

I think that a lot of the containers now are not going to, the bottles that would be affected are not going into the blue bins.  And I say that anecdotally because my office is out of Murph and I don’t see a lot of water bottles in the PET plastics that are separated. 

I haven’t done a specific study, but I do see unfortunately a significant amount of two liter bottles and some of those, perhaps many of those are deposit bottles, because one of the problems is the $.05 has remained static for quite some time.

One of things that has come out on our industry, in the recycling industry is that the, and this has been mentioned.  There is a lack of scrap PET for consumption by a domestic industry.  Not based in Connecticut, but in the United States.

This kind of legislation will increase a supply of scrap PET available for them and also for our export.  We’ve talked about the solid waster plan.  If we are going to meet those aggressive goals, I think the Expansion of the Bottle Bill will assist with that.

It was mentioned earlier that in my testimony that the majority of water bottles sold, just water bottles are from the existing distributors.  

I got that figure from TOMRA the company that produces the containers for the reverse vending machines.  They had looked at that last year when there was a bill to expand the deposit legislation just to water bottles.

The other piece of what I wanted to speak to, oh I thought I was going quicker than that is the electronics House Bill 7249.  In southeastern Connecticut, all of the towns in my region have electronics recycling incorporated into the transfer station.  

That’s 11 transfer stations to one town per transfer station, so all of them now do all electronics, TVs, computer, monitors, stereo, the whole nine yards.

I feel from my region and as well for Connecticut that the best system to overlay on my cart municipal operations would be a producer responsibility bill.

I think that the capture rate would be higher because if you look at Maine’s, for example, which is new, the preclusion of manufacturers from selling in the state absent a recycling plan and setting up recycling plan will enhance the capture rate. 

The best of course to enhance the capture rate would be to simply have a disposal bin which is what [inaudible] chooses us so you force the issue without attending to any of the costs and so on.

I think that a producer responsibility bill which allows the private sector to affect the greatest efficiencies however they want to set it up, which is what the main bill does and Washington does.  With a future disposal bin at some future date once the infrastructure is set up.

I think would work very well to capture the electronics that are out there.  We are trying to keep them out of resource recovery facilities and the bulky waste.

My region this year with the implantation over a period of months of facilities as each transfer station were unto to do in 2007 will probably do 350 to 400 tons of scrap electronics and we also use the same company in Pennsylvania that Branford does.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Who pays for that?

WINSTON AVERILL:  In our program the resource recovery, Southeastern Connecticut Regional Resource Recovery, the authority who owns the plastic waste facility.  We pay for that as a service to our towns.  

So the incentive to the towns is they have no cost.  They can move the materials into a free venue.  So that is another incentive for those communities.  It’s invisible to them.

REP. ROY:  Where do you get your money?

WINSTON AVERILL:  Well, in a sense you could say that the money that comes into the Resource Recovery Facility comes mainly from tip fees.  

But also the Resource Recovery Facilities electric contract, the electric rates, the way that it has been structured, we are running into surplus revenues at that facility and we have taken some of those revenues from our power generation and turned those back into services for our towns one of them being to cover electronics recycling.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Now in the Massachusetts program, there is no disposal so they can’t just throw it out.

WINSTON AVERILL:  Right.

REP. ROY:  Where is it collected and how do they pay for it?

WINSTON AVERILL:  In Massachusetts, the disposal bin was just on CRTs, computer monitors, televisions and they did put up some seed money for the different municipalities to try and gear up for that disposal, but my understanding now is the individual municipalities or regions have to assume that disposal costs to make what ever arrangements they make.

REP. ROY:  So it is more of a mandate on the towns?

WINSTON AVERILL:  It’s a, yes.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you very much.  Cordalie Benoit followed by James Hogan.

CORDALIE BENOIT:  I am Cordalie Benoit and I’m here as a private citizen.  I’ll give you three reasons why you should expand the Bottle Bill.


As some of you realize, an expanded Bottle Bill will help reduce litter.  The New Haven land trust has 50 community gardens throughout New Haven.  As Director of their program which fosters them, I have become an expert in litter.


Most of the litter is measured by bulk is made up of the bottles that this bill will ad a deposit to.  A clean garden is beautiful garden.  It would be nice in inner city gardeners could start their day checking their produce rather than picking up bottles.


Number two, requiring a deposit on a bottle is way of affirming that the bottle cost something to produce and is valuable.  Plastic bottles are valuable.  Plastic is a petroleum product.  The bottles embody the [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 4B to Tape 5A.]


--unfortunately most of us are very wasteful and anything that reminds us of the value of materials like a deposit on a bottle, especially if those materials are made from petroleum is a step in the right direction.


Three, our current Bottle Bill has created an army of bottle collectors who paw through recycle bins and trash cans to retrieve the bottles of the rich and lazy.


I think that anyone working that hard for a few dollars deserves to have their life made a little bit easier.


This Expanded Bottle Bill would reward their efforts.  Be a leader, listen to the kids, go to $.10.  Any questions?

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Thank you very much.


CORDALIE BENOIT:  Thank you.


REP. ROY:  James Hogan followed by Denise Ancheff.

JAMES HOGAN:  Good afternoon.  My name is James Hogan.  I’m the Director of Government Affairs for We Recycle, Inc.  We are an electronics waste and universal waste recycling firm located in Meriden, Connecticut.

We have been in recycling electronics there for four years now and we have fifty employees and continue to grow.

We serve various governmental agencies, the business community and a wide range of institutions in the Northeast and occasionally beyond.

We are actively involved in the State of Maine electronics recycling program, having been selected by Maine to be one of the seven approved consolidators conducting collection and recycling events in that state.

We Recycle Incorporated fully support the adoption of recycling laws for electronic waste, given the millions of pounds of reusable material that is now being wasted by a disposal in resource recovery facilities.

By our process we know that 98% of the materials in the electronics can be recycled.  At our facility in Meriden each component is segregated and then marketed to various recycling firms that will reuse those various recyclables to make new products.

Adoption of electronic recycling legislation is in keeping with the recently adopted Connecticut solid waste management plan.  To our mind, that is good planning.  For the average household have 26 electronic devices.  All of which are recyclable.

We can tell you from our experience with the State of Maine’s program that statewide legislation will substantially enhance recycling of this class of waste.  It will create new jobs, boost recycling rates, and protect the environment.

Additionally, we have found that the State of Maine’s method work satisfactorily from a logistics and operational perspective.

One very important aspect of establishing a program is to be sure that the electronics are properly recycled and in an environmentally sound way.

There are firms that call themselves electronics recycling firms and they are simply electronics shippers.  They collect the electronics in overseas containers and simply ship the load as is to third world countries where archaic methods of dismantling the electronics lead to pollution of the environment. 

Open burn pits are used to burn insulation, [inaudible] of copper wires, and components having no value are simply dumped indiscriminately.

Preferably, preferable to this method would be responsible domestic recycling that improves our infrastructure, provides jobs locally, educates the community, and ultimately protects the environment.  Whatever legislation Connecticut adopts there should be safeguards for the environment built in.  

We Recycle applauds the initiative of our legislators in holding these hearings, a good first step in further protection of our environment.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  James, thank you very much.  Denise Ancheff followed by Cheryl Dunsen.  Your name is Denise?

JOHN ANCHEFF:  No, I’m speaking on behalf of my wife and myself to save time.  How’s that?  Good afternoon, Senator Finch, Representative Roy, and the rest of the Environmental Committee. 


My name is John Ancheff.  My wife and I own and operate DJ’s Redemption Center in Waterbury.  We strongly support the increase in the Bottle Bill for many different reasons.


One is a financial responsibility.  When we first opened the redemption center in 2005 we were getting a box fee for our beer boxes.  The beer distributors wanted their beer products in beer boxes. 

We were paying $.06 and getting a $.06 credit.  This worked for a few months and they stopped giving the credit and they increased the fee from $.12 to $.18 per box.


Last year alone we spent over $20,000 to buy beer boxes and we had to lease additional space to keep the boxes in.  When the Bottle Bill was enacted, the minimum wage labor rate was $3.10.  Now it’s $7.65.


Utilities have tripled, insurances are high.  The cost of plastic bags alone in 2005 were $1,500 for a case of 110.  Today that same skid is over $2,000. 

Just to break down a cost of a beer skid, there are 49 cases on a typical beer skid.  That’s 1,176 bottles.  We pay $58.80 for the bottles and we make $17.64 profit.  

Out of that with two hours labor figured in, it costs us $3.54 to make that skid to ship to the beer distributors, plus the plastic wrap to wrap the skid.  So in essence, it is a loss for us.  In the two and quarter years we have been opened, we’ve taken in over 16 million cans and bottles.  


We do many fund drives for Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, all that.  We’ve given out approximately $25,000 to these various charities to help them raise them money for schools and school equipment, Boy Scout trips, Katrina victims. 


The one thing I urge you to fix for us is the handling fee.  If we do not get the increase, I know that DJ’s won’t be there much longer because we are not making any money.  We are barely paying our bills.  That’s about it.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Are there any questions or comments from the Committee?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Earlier today somebody from the retail prospective said that the handling costs was between $.04 and $.06 per bottle in a redemption center.  

I assume that might be different.  Do you have any idea as to what would be an appropriate increase for the handling fee?

JOHN ANCHEFF:  I’d be happy with the $.03.  If you want to give us more, that would be fantastic.

REP. CHAPIN:  Fair enough.  Thank you.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  In the new draft of the Bottle Bill, our cost with the boxes and the bags you’ve included for the distributors to pay for.  Between that and the additional cost in the handling fee will make it worthwhile to maintain a redemption center.  


I think that many more people, if it was profitable, you would have more redemption centers.


I mean, over the past two years, my wife and I actually had to calls on people willing to, they were investigating what it takes to open one.  I told them until the laws change don’t even think about it.

REP. CHAPIN:  Especially in your neighborhood.  Any other questions?  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Just a thank you to your and wife.  I learned a great deal on how these redemption centers operate, and it was because of you and your wife that I think the bill was written the way it was.  

And we want to thank you very much for the amount of education that you have given to many of the Committee Members.  So keep up the good work.  We’re getting closer to what you need.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  I do like the black suit with the gray shirt.  Cheryl Dunsen.  Cheryl is the last person who has signed up.  

Is there anyone else who would wish to testify?  Please come forward.  Give your name and then give your name to the clerk.  John, wait a minute, the other gentleman.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  [inaudible – microphone not on]

REP. ROY:  Okay.  We are apparently missing a couple of names, John.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  [inaudible – microphone not on]


REP. ROY:  Oh, my goodness.  Mr. Patel.


HARSHAD PATEL:  Thank you, Sir.


REP. ROY:  Is this Harshad?


HARSHAD PATEL:  Harshad.


REP. ROY:  Harshad.  Okay.


HARSHAD PATEL:  Good evening, Sir.  I will say good

evening, not good afternoon.

REP. ROY:  When you have finished also, please go to the clerk’s office and make sure they have the proper spelling for your name.

HARSHAD PATEL:  Thank you, Sir.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Proceed, Sir.

HARSHAD PATEL:  Sir, I was urban planner in India.  I’m working as architect here.  My wife runs the redemption center.  I’m of course one of the partners.


I run my business in Manchester.  From [inaudible] to Route 84 I cover almost most of the town and on Route 6 most of the towns come to my redemption center.


Every year I handle almost five million cans and bottles.  Roughly twenty high schools do the bottle drive and we help them to collect the cans from the schools. 


We help many Boy Scouts also, and the churches and many charitable institutes that come here for the recycling.


As we know there are roughly [inaudible] redemption centers in the state.  If the redemption center recycles almost, say we are recycling five million, some maybe be recycling less, but we are helping.  

You make the law and we implement your law to clean the environment.  So we are at my organization we are working as a [inaudible] and helping clean the environment.

Of course our business is very small.  We don’t have enough voice to raise the problems.  We have a lot of problems.  When we supposedly go in the morning we see five or six people waiting.  They depend on that money.  They collect the money from the street and get money for the fee.

I have many customers who found that five or six crushed cans and I give $.30 for their trip.  They collect those money from the street.  But they are helping to clean the environment.

I have many customers who come in Lexus car.  Very, very costly attire from [inaudible] for returned $1 of cans.  So they are [inaudible] people and we appreciate that they are helping us to run our business.

We have a lot of problems.  One of my friends told earlier that we don’t get the boxes from the companies.  So somehow there should be a law that companies should supply the boxes, the bags so that we generally to solve it, we cannot recycle the [inaudible] one.

We used to get the bags for $8 now we are paying more than $16 for the plastic bags.  So prices have gone high, so it is right a perfect time that we get a length in increase.

One thing, Sir, only one thing.  That see the recycling the bottle is very, very difficult to us.  I mean it’s very [inaudible] we get the [inaudible] boxes so we help to make the boxes.  

[Inaudible] the handling is also very difficult, that takes up more space.  So for that we get, [inaudible] and for the soda can we get $.02.  So that [inaudible] if you don’t rate anything at least this [inaudible] should be eliminated.  

We get more than most of the time we consume on recycling the waters.  So I suggest that the handling fee for the water should be passed and not the [inaudible] one. 

Because that takes a lot of time from us.  A lot of energy, a lot of time.  So another thing that many of my friends told that if include the water bottles then we will have less room to handle them.

But I would suggest that if you have less room, than ask the companies, distributors and the producers that you don’t support them coming once every week, then they come two to three times a week and collect them.  So there won’t be a problem of the room.  So it will be easy no problem.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  We are going to stop there.

HARSHAD PATEL:  Thank you, Sir.  If you have any questions.

REP. ROY:  Any questions from Members of Committee?  Mr. Patel, thank you.

HARSHAD PATEL:  Thank you, Sir.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  John Hollis followed by Francis Bartolomeo and Ken Cappano.

JOHN HOLLIS:  Well, we seem to be collecting pens at these tables.  I got a good one the other day.  First before I introduce myself, I just want to say to Betty, I get a minimum of $300 a day and to get into that little plastic truck was a lot of work, so she better be paying or I’m not leaving this building. 

Good afternoon, Senator Finch, Representative Roy and Members of the Environmental Committee.  May name is John Hollis.  I represent the Teamsters of Connecticut in the General Assembly and the 20,000-plus Teamster members and 1,500 working in beverage.

Thank you for this public hearing and for calling Raised Senate Bill 1289, AN ACT CONCERNING THE EXPANSION OF THE BEVERAGE CONTAINER REDEMPTION PROVISIONS.

Let me start by adding Teamster support to this bill.  It has been a long time coming but I think it is the right time.  What Teamsters represent, warehouse workers, drivers, helpers and recycling company in Stratford, Connecticut.

We provide good wages with health benefits and pension credits.  Some of our drivers and helpers work on a salary commission basis on full goods and empties.  The other 300-plus jobs created by the Bottle Bill is very important to us Teamsters, just as important as the extra commission received by picking up the empties.  

At some companies, empties are over $100 per week.  So by my calculations, by expanding the Bottle Bill, it would create more jobs and add extra commissions to our drivers and our helpers.

Let me take this time to give you a little bit of my background.  I stated driving the beer trick at Harp and Distributors and Anheuser-Busch distributor products in 1968, and I retired after 31 years of service.

I also served as Teamster Officer Shop Steward Trustee, President, Trustee to Joint Counsel, 64 of Connecticut and Drive Representative to the International Brotherhood of Teamsters in Washington, D.C.

I presently serve as Legislative Affairs Representative for the Connecticut Teamsters.  Some in this building may claim that have experience in beverage, if so, let them talk to me.

I know what it’s like to deliver sellers upstairs from morning till night.  Keg of beer weigh about 168 pounds and they don’t jump off the truck by themselves.

We Teamsters opposed the original Bottle Bill because it was an unknown to us beverage drivers.  But after passage, we realized it created more jobs and added an increase to our pay.  So as I’ve said before, Mary, you were right, I was wrong.


I also see there is a Proposed House Bill 6854, AN ACT CONCERNING DEPOSIT FEE OF SOFT DRINKS.  This would in essence kill the Connecticut Bottle Bill at a loss of many jobs across the state.


Not just Teamster jobs but many other jobs created by the passage of the Bottle Bill.  Many of speakers talked about the success of the Bottle Bill.  We Teamsters couldn’t agree more.  It’s recycling at its purest.  It helps our environment and it works.


I testified in Bridgeport late 2006 before the Department of Environmental Protection supporting the addition of leased plastic water bottles to the Bottle Bill.  



I recently received a certified mail letter and a report from the Department of Environmental Protection and its executive summary.  Implementation Consideration Strategy Objective 2-1 and I quote.


Update Connecticut Beverage Container Deposit System by increasing deposit amount and expanding coverage to at least plastic bottles.  In closing, please help preserve good paying jobs in Connecticut and support Raised Senate Bill 1289.


If I heard the buzzer correctly, I have a letter from an Officer of a Teamster local here if you will allow me to read it, if not I will send you our testimony.

REP. ROY:  Just include it in the testimony.  Make some copies and send it to the people.

JOHN HOLLIS:  You already have it.  Okay.  It’s just another Connecticut local in scenic South Windsor supporting the Bottle Bill.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  None.  Thank you.

JOHN HOLLIS:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Francis Bartolomeo followed by Ken Cappano.

FRANCIS BARTOLOMEO:  Good afternoon, Senator Finch, Representative Roy and the Environmental Members.  My name is Francis Bartolomeo.  I am the owners of Fran’s Can and Bart’s Bottles Redemption Center in Watertown, Connecticut.  

I purchased it about a year ago not knowing what to expect.  What I do expect is we’ve talked about Senator Finch said this is a no-brainer the Bottle Bill.

I don’t know for the life of me why I’m talking to people up here about a bill that has been in effect and you are only paying the same wage for twenty-two years.  This is my first year and if something doesn’t change it will probably be my last.

Everybody talks about redemption.  You talk about the machines.  The machines are great.  I heard, I think it was Representative Hennessey talk about the machines.  You stand in line.  

I have so many customers that come with thousands of can that are so happy that we are back open.  I mean, when I say thousands, we do 80,000 to 90,000 a week.  We do four million a year.

John out at JD’s does probably about 12 million.  We’re humping out butts every day to make a dime.  I hear the water companies pissing and moaning about $.12.  We work for a penny and a half to two cents.  Something has to give, it really does.

Basically that is all I have to say.  Oh, and I beg of you people of do something about the handling fee.  The Bottle Bill, the $.05, I’m all for it.  The $.10, we don’t have the capital for it. 

The reason why is because the big companies and I won’t mention their names, because some of them are probably here, don’t pay in twenty days like the law requires.

They don’t do what they are supposed to and the redemption centers have not backings.  The machines don’t need a backing, you put it in and that’s it.  It’s the end of it. 

We can’t get any support from anybody.  I’ve needed support twice and I had to go to the DEP which I did get support.  

But I’m asking six or seven people up here right now to sit down and talk to the rest of your members and do something that is right and raise the handling fee.  You know what and I will encourage any one of you to come to my facility or John’s.  

Representative Miner said all there’s not a litter out there.  I’ll tell you what come to Waterbury Water Town.  We’ll show you where the litter’s at.  We’re sitting on four million.  I do four, five million a year.  He does 12.

It’s out of control.  This gentlemen here does five, six.  If you take all the small people and if you guys would make the redemption centers, make it a little more profitable, maybe there will be more in every town instead of nineteen or thirty.  And I don’t know the correct number, I really don’t.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.

FRANCIS BARTOLOMEO:  No problem.

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I just want to tell you that a lot of us do agree that you need a raise, that you needed it along time ago.  We’ve been filing the bills and we just got a clerical mass and it will happen.

FRANCIS BARTOLOMEO:  I understand you.  But I can pat myself on the back to and nothing happens, but my back is patted.  It’s like, and don’t take this the wrong way, it’s just my opportunity to tell you people how I feel and I’ve only been in business for one year.  

I went from 50,000 last year to four million.  Oh I’m sorry we opened in ’05 at the end of ’05 we did 50,000, last year we did four million.


Next year, I surmise, this year ’07 we will probably do six or seven million.  And it’s only going to grow.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I’m just thinking that this Committee is not where it dies.  It dies out in the big room, so we are going to have to get a network together so we can lobby the rest of our members.

FRANCIS BARTOLOMEO:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you.  Okay.  Ken Cappano.  I think that is it.  Is there anyone else who wants to testify who didn’t sign up?

Then I declare this meeting adjourned.  The Committee will please, we have to reconvene the meeting and adjourn that.


[Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned.]

