Sert

‘5"€wf - : RER 'r "si TER”;:

=]
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Calu courtesy credib ilityiby the ¢rea£isn and iséieé-

méntaﬁionscﬁ programs susﬁrés,agéorlis%é;'p cg am ss*'

rt of the courtesy campaign.” e
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Before such planning: takes plécs, however, we believe
the industry shou 1d establish a policy regarding the concept
of "litter." Without one, we run the risk of drifting into

anoths?;ssﬁiééiérsy; wﬁi;hjisrsl;eaiy acti?sion theifeds:sii
and State levels,_ T

Our best course cf aCtlQh nay be maintaining a low
'proflls whlle wo*mlng torexembt c;garettes frc%fccveragé
of pendsng &lti 7 céhtrol leglslasl n. -This rsgsri'prssents
an snalySis aﬁd'prelimi nary conclus;onsion this emsscincr
issue.- | ; - - 7
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Litter is a highly visible but relatively unimportant
} csnly ! 1S
part of the solid waste problem., While 1ittericcmprisss—'

less than 1 percent of the .over lAé ﬁlll;un tons of matsr;a1

Q

that consumers- dlscard each year, 1t possesses a hlgh anno;-
ance factor. >;plmany SthlOnS—Of ;hsiﬁ,S;[ agcozdlng to a
éensus Bureau survey, littés is coﬁsidsred a more serious
neiéhborhoed prpblemfthsn’criﬁs, Inraﬁéitigﬂ, hiéhﬁsyrlitfér
is a growlug ‘rrltant that evoxssjéublié pf ssure for pQL’tis

cal actlon.' Clean up, Héwsve ,-is expensive.
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éround,“bottle?biils,f'i.e, mandatory beverage ccntaine:
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on. The Environmental Protection Agency

2 substantial reduction in litter as one of the major

that beverage containers comprise up to 30 percent of all

litter on an item-count basis and as high as 50 percant on

a volume basis.

uniform ad valorum tax on consumer products found in the

The beverage container industr] has a better idea: a

litter stream, with revenues used to £finance litter control

and collection programs. Such litter tax measures have

been enacted in Washington, Virginia, Colorado, Cal ifornia

and Kentucky.
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Typical of these laws is the washington state "Model

Litter Control Act." It assesses a tax of $150 per
B <

million of gross sales value on goods manufactured

and sold in the state. (The Kentucky tax is $300 per

a wide variety of products
including food, groceries, tobacco, soft driaks and
beer, newspapers, beverage containers, and paper

products. Fines for littering are included.

Political efforts to deal with the. p roﬁlem,have cen;ereé

- projected benefits of a national deposit law. EPA estimates
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FUTURE TRENDS: Staté and Federal
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The litter Lem,apparent;y*willrnot'd sappear; the .

L

annoyance level i
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too hi 5;'eng ﬁatLOAa; rubblch produc=

tiecn is bﬂomiaggr Oon the o_her h@né, the'cost oi,cleanup
is grcw;ﬁg eveﬁ ¢aster‘ An EPA study placed the .
theoretlca¢ cost of all llt*er collect;on Lﬁ the United

States as h1gh as 3 billien. So, presaure will step up

to solve the problem either through a deposit approach or

a litter taxfa§pioach. There are already 22 litter tax bills

pending in 13 states; ?ederalfbo;;le d ; sitA;egislétioa has

been 1“broduced, ané a na -ional lﬁt;er tax is belng stuéléa
by the Resou:cﬁs,Conservaticn Council; a_g@vernment bcay,
Increasing pressure for an 9¥panc=d feqeral rcle ;s

likely for several reasons:

o Lit*e* is ?erce*ved as a na clonw derp:oble@@
Despl;e wldespread publ;c goncern, most state
7and 1oca; covernments are unwilling or unaH1e
“to prcvide a COﬁDreheﬁslve so;ﬁt*01.

—_—_— Th-rfﬁderal gove;nment "1‘1 be able to ra;sé

‘unds more e‘fectlvely since many l;tter lhems
are produﬁed and ma*keted in lntezstate commerce.

©° The fééeral government might be able to conduct

(]

more eguitable program, as well as provide

uniformity on receptacle symbols, media coverage

Lo

for deposit legislation or litter taxes.
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Mi;i‘a*in against fecera’ intervention ‘is- the argument
Buta;his' tates rkchts“ theo zy is unlikely to be pushed by
flOéai—elected's ;;céals wh@ would *référ*tolshiftﬁthiszzet,f?
'potaho ento Uﬁgle S&m ' Whate rer the legislative arena, the
contrcve?sy wlll rage on,

CON USIONS

The éeﬁ05¢t aﬁp:oach dces nct iﬁvolve tobacca. The litter
tax approach dces &nvoﬁve tobacco, hOweV:E, and reﬁulres & -

pé;icy Sinue wﬁ'WuL1d Lns inctive lyéyppo e legislation that

f‘gv1¢s a tex on tobacbo prcdugt-, Let us- cenéldgr the prvs
ana cona of S&pDO’tlﬁg 1,tter tax loglséatlﬂn, Wniph is

- impligitiin thgisQSAS‘recomménéat;cn.;’

.: _ Pro: -~ - -
ye ,Good w;ll to the 1ndust*y and me:be* COﬁﬁ&n’ES in

*erms of »o*phra te fe:ﬁcnsﬂbilltyy:
376' Show that smoxers agg :eu*t ;s:and cons;dera
fcitizéns;—j 7
;o Gain credéb;¢1ty for smoker cour;esy

o Lcng—term prctect;on aga;nst expanSI n o‘ "uaposlt

"~ approach" beyond bevéra997CCntainerS’to bthef,nonﬁff’
"degradable packaging. - : I
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Inv lvement . even by implication, in s R W

- Ir cgkemenb,,eveﬁ by'lmlegat;oay,ln support of state ¢

) - - - - - &8
or federal lluteI tax act;v;;v would: i R 7%3

© Undorcut’ our arguments in- prOSlﬁg behavior controi

’ tax;ﬁioﬁ, S&CJ as’ the Ebnnedj bll;, excise tax -
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ncreases to pay for bhe “soc1ﬁl cost" of ;ka;ﬁ s
¥

e

- 'such as’ihé Efinan-bill;>ana state- ette taxes.

Associate us with potentially ﬁnpopular’;egislation.
The Washington state Model Litter Act, for example,
calls for enforcement via fines. Can we support
measures which would fineismoksré for failing to.
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discard an empty pack of cigarettes 1in:-an offici

receptacle. = . - -
Tie us- in with increased taxes and higher government

spending. Litter taxes falling on wholesalers and

retailers could strain manufacturer-distributor
relations. In addition, litter-collection bureau-

cracy, -following Parkinson's Law, would soon

expand to absorb present litter tax revenues and

clamor for more.

The Institute ~hou1a keep 0"“ of pen ndin
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tax activit y.rr : ’ -

In oéder to aVOﬁd ‘any misconception, the concept
" of courtesy should be limited to the smoking cof --

rather than the disposal of -- tobacco préducts.
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3) Public affairs ac%ivity,istate and fgderal, should
’ bercoﬁéﬁétéd iﬂia lowEérofile manner and fé‘léwiér
o ’ poliéy of exe@ption: ' ] >7 7

4) In view of the possibility that some member companies

may have a differing position on litter with respect

s

to non-tobacco products, coordination with TI shoul

be maintained to avoid the presentation of contrasting

: views to the same elected officials.

) 5) In states which have enacted litter tax laws, "no-

~ litter" campaigns might be useful; but they should

~.

not be implemented before cost/benefit and political

analysis has been completed.
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