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THE COMMISSICN

NO. 133-—AN ACT TO PROJIBIT TI1E SALE OF BEER OR ALE IN
NONRETURNABLE GLASS CONTAINERS.
{H. 125

It is hereby cnacted by the General Assembly of the State of
Vermont.

Section 1. Prohibitions. The sale of beer or ale in nonreturn:
able glass containers is hereby prehibited untdl March 1, 1957,
Sec. 2. Penz

I
Jiv.  Anv person or corporation found guilty of
violating this act sh

2l he fined not mere than 823,00 for cach pifense,

See. 3. The governor shall appoint twe members of the House,

two members of the Senate and one other citizen of the state. to
constilute a commission to study tho probiem of highway litler
and especizally the relationship ol disposaiie beer and ale contalners
therefo, The cofinissiun shall asstinbie ali Perlinent aatld refative
to the causes of hishwav litter and the ways and means ol elimina-
ting such ltter. The commission may ccoperate with other public
and semi-public agencics interested in litter and related problems,
and shall report to the governor not latey than December 15, 1956,

See. 4. The members of said commission shell receive their
reasonable and necessary expenses.

Sec. 5. There is hereby appropriated the sum of one thousand
dolars from the funds of the iguor control board for the purpose
of carrying out the provisions of this act.

See. 6. This act shall take effeet from its passage.

Approved April 20, 19335, e

AN OUTLINE OF THE PROBLEM

Litter along highwavs and other public arcas in recent vears
has become a vexing problem not only in Vermont but throughout
the United States, The guantity of such debris has kept pace with
the increased use of motor vehicles as a common {orm of transporta-
tion.

The era of everyday use of thé automobile for business and
pleasure began during second decace of the fwentieth ceniury.
Its growth was rapid and. despite the comparatively small popula-
tion of Vermont. this State in 1920 had a passenger car registration
of 28,442, Additionally, 2,865 buses and trucks were registered in
the State during that year

The total of 21l tvpes of highways and roads in Vermont at
that time was 15,000 miles, The figure remains today as it was 30
years ago, Use of these traliic arteries. however, nas vastly in-
creased. Registration figures on Cctober 30. 19006 show that 120,538
passenger automebiles and 14,538 irucks were in operation by
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livestock and to farm machinery.

involved the cost of iis removal by stat
ployees.

A move toward combating the litt
General Assembly in 1937 with the e
litter law. This gtatute was amendaced
Saession and is the law now in effect.
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ways cailing attention to the litter law

In assessing the effects

Tho carcless casual motorist, however,
t{ere in Vermont. as well as

waste material Is deliherately deposited
Tn thiz tvpe of littering.

more acute than it
! century ago because (1} the guantity of debris along highways and
and 123 the expanded mobnlity of Ver-
monters due to the automobiie brought to their attention the unsight-

ature OF

adjoining & public bighway without the consent of
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\ “p person shall not throw, dump or
\! owners of such lands or waters, or approaches of any bridge or citl-

of this growth in

increase in {he numbper of

transient and vacationing moltorists should be taken into account,

Roadside litter usually is charged to the motorist who casually
a3 ne wmoves f{rom one point on A

is not

¢ houschold trash and other
in public rondsides by resi-
those causing it have
top find a spol on or near &

highway for use as @ convenient dumping ground.

he entirely attributed te the in-
It existed to a lesser axtent than

wag half a
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domand {or State action 10
principal vietim., A majority
o contended that litter inter-

fered with farming operallons and could become a threat both to

Another economic as seot posed by the growing litter robiem
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o and municipal highway e

or problem wis taken by the
nactment of Vermont's antl
during the 1831 Legistative

This statute is entitled, “Dumo-
and reads as foilows: (VS 3772)

cause to be dumped. glass,

erockery, cansg, scrap metal, junk, paper, garbage, old auntomobiles or

any noxious thing on the
the richt-of-way, o i lands
£

the

Viglations will be subject to a
10.7

Approximately 150 signg were installed along Vermont high-

and the penalty for its viola-

g tion shortly after passage of the statute. )
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Neither the law nor iho warning signs were entirely success-
ful in the solution of the fitter probicm on the roadsides. Very fow
of those vielating this statute {iu} <o in sicht of other vohicles, There
have beon oniv a fow ary csts and convictions for littering ¢ nci prac-
tically all faw cnfovcement officers feel that the illegality of Httering
is not in itself a susicient deterrent Lo those making a mbxt of throw-
ing debris from moving vehicles.

In the minds of some. an additional approach to a possible

T solution to the Hiter firghiom involved the banning of the sale of

nonreturnable containers for ale and heer. Tie use of such eon-
tainers was a development of the late 1830% [ollowing the repeal of
Prohibition. The original non-returnables were cans, Nen-return-
able bottles for malt beverages came into the market some months
iater.

The non-returnable container for beer and ale had such a
tremendons consumer accentance in Vermont and throughout ihe
rest of the country that a large proportion of all malf beverage sales
were made in these new Packazes. Glass and ua centainers com-
pete for these non-returnabl e gales except in Vermont where non-
returnable glass containers are banned by legislation.

The first legislative sten taken c.:nnst the non-returnable beer
hottles in Vermont was taken bv No. 33 of the Acts of 1653, which
was due {o expire by its own provisions on February 1, 1433.

Renewal of the bottle ban was voted by the House during the
‘1855 Session in Act. No. 133 (M. 123) despife opposition to the
measure.

An unfavorable report on ¥ 123 came out of the Senzatz Com-
mitiee. The Senate later voted 15 to 13 against the measure, two
members being absent at the time of the vote on March 9. A motion
to reconsider was made on the following day by a member of the
Senate who had originally voied against the LI This motion was
carried and on April 12, after a third reading, H 125 with certain
amendments was approved by the Senate. Acceptance of the Senate
amendments was made in the House on April 14, Neither the 1933
nor the 1955 Act invelved the tin container althugh its use was
equally i not more important than botties. The provisions of the
re-enacted han were:

“It is hereby enacted by the General Assembly of the State of
Vermont:

“Section 1. Prohibitions, The sale of beer or ale in non-
returnable glass containers is hereby prohibited until March 1, 1957,

“Section 2. Penalty. Any person or corporation found cuilty
of violating this Act shail be fined not more than $25.00 for “each
offense.
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wcaction 3. The dovernor chall appoint two members of the
House, two members of the Senate and one other citizen of the state,
to constitule a commizion 1o study the probiem of hicheway litter and
especially the relationzhin ot Gisposabie buer and ale containers
thercto. The compission shali assemble all pertinent data relative Lo
{he causcs of bishway iitter and the wavs and means of eliminating
such litter. 'The comntission may cooperate with oiher public and
semi-public agenetes imlorested in litler and related probiems, and
shall report to the governor not later than December 19, 1553,

«Qeetion 4. The members of sald commission shall receive
their reasonable and necessary CXNCNSes,

“Section 5. There is herehy anpropriated the sum of one
thousand deliars [rom the funds of the Liguor Control Board for the
purposc of cnrrying out the nroviginns of this Act.

“Seetion 6. This Act shall {ake effect from ils passage.

13

STUDIES COMDUCTED BY THE COMIAISSION

This Commiszion is helieved to be the first estiabtished by any
Siate for the speciiic DUITCSE of studving the Jieer nroplem, its
causes, effects and the means hy which it might be ciiminaled

The enabling act is unigue also in that it called for an investiga-
tion of the disposabie baer and ale container as related to the prob-
lem of roadside debris. :

Because cach aspect of this Commission’s chicctive vepresented
a series of probiems wiieh conid be boli tocal and pational In SCOD2.
the members agreed that expert and general gxporiences and opin-
jons would be of value only if all reasonably available sources of
information were contracted in Vermont and outside its boiders.

Findings of the Commission that lead to it rzcommendations,
therefore, renresent MAxIMWD efforts fo obtain all available data
pertinent to the study reguested by the General Assembly.

A series of requests for information were mailed to cach of
the New England States and to five other States in ti1e northeastern
area. Purpose of these sueries was 10 tearn (1) what legisiation or
regulation had been enacied to prevent litter, (2) costs of cleaning
roadside litter to the State, and (3) moves inangurated by the State
to eut down littering other than through legislation or regulation.

Private groups dedicated to litter prevention were contacted
and a series of conversations were held with Keep America Beautiful,
Inc., the national proanization which acts as a clearing house and
information center for local movements concerned with the litier

problem.

Our principat efforts were directed toward the acquisition
of material relating directly to litter within the berders of Vermont.
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Pullic hearings appeased to the Commission as the most effective
means by which the @r at’mi number of persons coufd take an active
part in the realization of the Uommission ‘s uhjectives.

A series of five such hearings were set up in geographically
diverse cectio% of the State. All publiciy ouwl ltus were utilized to
give adeguale warnings of e ,w'a'm;i < that 2ll these }nle*ested
would have a’nmc opportunily (o altend and express their vigws

Necessary for thc sucerss of the hearings was a gathering at
each of all residents wi ‘n infort ;1 +ion of any kind on ‘he extent of
Jitter, how it is causcd and the means by which the problem might be
eliminated.

First of the public hearings wvas in Builand on ;‘o;mnber 19,
1955. It was followed on Fobruary 16, if’ao by a similar meeting in
St. Johnsbury. The third hearing was 2t Braftleboro on April 22 and
the fourth al Montpetier on June 26.

The fifth and final hearing was in Mantnalier an Oetaher 18
and was cdesignated by the Commission {for a dizcussion on the non.
returnable Geer and ale container as related to the litter problem.
This latter hearing was held in two sessions, in the afterncon and
evening. to emble ail proponents and onponents of the non-refurn-
able botile law to voice ihew opinions or Lo infroduce evidence sup-
norting their contentions.

Every effort was made throt 1<*'1 letters. telephone conv C*sﬂhon
and pemomi contacls hy each member of {he Commission to ail
organizations, which had C‘!d“‘“C“d interest during the 1853 and
1955 legisiative hearings on the no-depost it bottle 10\‘. to send one or
more representatives to that final he‘.rmff of ive Vermont Litt
Commission.

1

To tha best of cur knowiedze the oninions volest ot each hear
ing constituted each facet of the litter problem, mztheds by which
it might be corrected md the relationship oE the non-refurnable con-
tainers to roadside litter.

FINDINGS
1. Highway Litter and ifs Causes

The Commission has stucdied reports made by the Department of
Highways in which it was ewmaua that, 'mor to 1935 and initial
passage of legislation banning the non-reiurna hlc-becr and ale bottle.
about 20 pelcont of the litier on roadside of the State was made up
of various tvpes of beer containers.

Estimates made by the same depariment indicate that the
actual number of beer contziners — principaily cans — thrown 1o
the roadsides has not depreciated during the nearly four vears of
the no-deposit bottle ban.
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Yrom its survevs cver the past year and through guestioning
district conmumissionars throughout the State, the Commission has
come Lo the conchusion that mzhway litter is composed of the follow-
ing categories of objocts, listed in the order of their quantity:

Paper and paper products, (nCwspapers, magazines, cuns, plates,
cleaning tissues, Carlons, cigaretie packages, six-pack beer car-
tons, efc.),
Household trash {usugily in paper hags or hoxes). :
Metal containers (principally beer cans but including a large
_ pumber of oil cans and some {cod containers).
. Luncheon remnants,
Junked auntomcbiles and parts.
Lawn clippings, leaves. limbs and other vard debris. .
Glass containers fsoda buitles. miti: botiles, a smatl number of
deposit-lype boer holties and some no-deposit botties on roads
near the Massachuseits and ~New Hampshive hordersh.

It appears that highway lilfer results srom the careless actions
of a malority of motorists in ‘he case of the vast quaniiy of paper
and paper products dumped annually from noving automobiles.

In the case of other Litter components, there seems little doubt
that it results from deliberate violations of the law. More than
150 motal signs warning agninst dumuing along the pichwavs of {hn
State have been in place Jor many vears. T annears that most aduit
residents of Vermont chould be aware of the illegality of placing oY
throwing debris on or aiong highways.

s made for such viplations has been
<t 20 vears since {he anti-litter law hax

The numbor of arvest
negligible throuch tho almo
heen in cficel This carlol be bilamDd on @ lnck of intercst in it
enforcement by either local or State police.

The difficulty in enforcing ihis law rests on the fact that the
deliberate viclator does not commit Lils act unless he can do o with-
out being seen. Most of the few arrests made of those who have
flaunted this statule cesulted from an examination of a pile of debris
in which there were letlers oF oiher writings containing a name and
address.

Tt appears {rom evidence presented to the Commission that
the use of roadsides as dumping grounds for garbage, household
trash, oid cars and parts. vard debris. dead animals and other items
may be due in a large measure to a lack of public dumning grounds.

A lack of such areas was sivessed by several who appeared
at the public hearings of the Commission. Cited as examuples were
those recreational areas 1o which hundreds of familles move for
periods of from one weok to the entire stmmer. Cotiagers quickiy
discover that theve are no jocal provisions either for pirkup service
or for dumping in many of these vacation spots. Road patrolmen
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have informed us {hat one of their most serious Liter problems exists
during the summer months on 1oads and highways near ponds and
lakes. -

There have been otatements made {hat this form of Hitering
is commitied by put-oi-state visiters who have celected Vermont for
their vacations. 1t appears Hkely hat residenis of the State must
share an cauii, of arpatel, bimme due to the iact they represent a
large proporticn of those making usc of Vermont's yacation arcas.

Only a very fow communities in the Siate nave a public pickup

gervice for garbisl and trash, Private eollection services are availi-
able in somoe ciiies And towns but the majority oI our residents MUt
do their dumping cither on thelr own property or at dumps man-
fained by their COMIMUNILISS,

The matter of public dumps is a seripus one due to the fact
that a greal miny cormmunities have none. nor are thelr residents
permiﬂ_ed tp use the facilities of a pearby town O village. We have
observed that Litter along the roaasies 1§ 1ar more serious i and
near communities where no public dumps exist.
2. Litter Removal and its Costs -

Most removal of dehris from roads and highways of the State
is done by repair and maintenance erews of the Department ot
Highways. : 7
¢ single pericd devoted

A Spring cleanup represents the higgest
to dehris removal and. in many districts, ¥eg

cull crews and all equinment.

ires an entire week of

The Department of Highways has ectimated that litter removal
each vear requires an expendiiure of $100,000 in man hours cnd B2
use of trucks and other equipment.

-~

Total cost of such work {hroughout the nation by the various
States has beenl ectimated at more than $30,600,000 yearly by the
U. 8. Bureau of Public Roads. :

Eleven States in the northeast were contacted to determine
cost factors of litter removal. The result of this surveyv indicales
fhat accurate figures on such costs are not kent hut the cost-per-miie.
per vear, reported to {he Commission as cotimated ranged from 329
to $50.

L)

3. Effects of the Ne-Deposit Beer fottte Ban on Lifter

Testimony was heard by the Commission on whether the law
hanning the use of the son-returnabie bottie {or beer and ale in th's
State had been nelpiul in decreasing the guantity of lilter on road-
sides since 118 inception four years ago.
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Much of this festimony volated to a possible deercase in the
cost of litter removal as a result of this legisiation.

The following report was made by the late Paut . Gates. then
Commissioner of [Midhways, on \larch 8, 1055, and was entiticd.
Gfects of the Nen-loturnable Boltle Law on State Highway bepart
ment Defuse Cotlection Costs™.

“Fetimated savings to ilighway Department. based unon in-
formation from sovorel districts, will run from $12.000 to 815.000 a
year over the State, One of 12 districts even believes the saving
in that district w1

t he over $2.000 a vear. not to mention almoes
complete lack of [iags hottics and broken glass experienced before

PO

the law was passed.
“Al districts renort collection of wottles now is only from 1072

to 20¢ of the amount collectod before the law went into aifect.
Several districts report decrease in trash cellection last year

“Very little evidence of broken glass believed to he due to
fact that voungsters colieeling coturnable bottles do not smash them
as they used to smash non-returnabies.

“«Districts estimate that about 207z of trash collection is bottles
and cans.

“On ten selected sections of the State Highiwwav System. cover-
ing 123.05 miles, wnere Costs of roadsice cieanuyp were Kept acsuraie
ly for several vears, {he 1052 costs were 818.712.40 or 8133 per
mile. While fraffic inercased ahout $%¢ & vear. |
dropped several rundred dollars in -
$132 per mile, Tazod on rafiie INCreas: ;
1654 on these ceciions cunld nave hesn &1 i
On the 1,850-0dd miles of the State Mighway Systzm thi
have been $27,800. :

“I¢ is impossible to ascertain exactly what the cost of collection

of cans and botties 1s as all refuse is cotlected at one time.”

Mr. Walter W. Merrill 2 Certifed Accounfant and Director
of Management Advisory Service in the Doston o:fce of Price Warer-
house & Co., a leading national accounting frm, appeared belore

the Commission at its fnal public hearing.
o

Mr. Merrill said he had made a careful examination of the
records of all files in the offices of the State Department of Hizhwavs

and was unable to dizcover any ngures whiich would indicate that

savings of $12 000 to $13.009. or ol anv real substantial ameunt.

would result because of the non-returnable bottle 1aw.

He stated that there was nothing in those files 1o shiee that
accurate figures on the Cosis of roadside cleanup had been kent cn
any sections of {he State Highway System. He was unable to &nd
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any dafa which indicated a study of 123.05 miles or a cost of $135
per mile.

Mr, Merrill concluded:

“Based on this prior survey which showed a variation of from
$4.76 a mile o £30 a mile, it would seem that cven though tho:e
figures mav not be accurate that thorve is variation of a considerabie
amount. This 1‘3?.03 nies [ don’t knew where thoy are. but based
on the data I have here 1 can't ¢ee the justification for extending the
cost of this 123 miles to tho entive 1,850 miles.

“There is nothing in the files to indicale that they have obtained
accurate ﬁgmcs Such i ures gs are thewe p pea“ 10 be in some
cases simply estimatos without anviiu ng to back them uyp and in other
cases they are small samules of 30 or 40 miles by the District “1”'
neer which he. in turn. has extended to the entive mileage of I
diStl‘iCt I ain f'—}!d ﬁ!.T.k{l)x'!fii f.'l!u"r ek '1“*;\"1 H'*n an \1::'-!/\«\“* :
accounting records, that thev had not snlit the time of their main-
tennance crews between roadside clean-up and other maintenanca
jobs, I do not know that for a fagt becausse 1 did not examine their
books, but I am inforimed that that is the case and. if that is the case.
there can be no real accounting basis for arriving at the cost of road-
side cleanup”

—t

Read to the Commission. during one of its hearings.
copy of a lelter written by L. W. Brovwnell, Maintenance Enginger of
{he State Highway Department, to a Maine legistator, E c: 1cttcz wWas
written February 4, 1555, in resvonse (o a reguest for ind **0’1 on
whether the ne- r’mmit sotile lzv had accomniished ; “'“. mnyove-
ment in the litter problem, Mr, Erownell in his ie‘-ﬁ
the totzl litter piciod up in (ruck loads in 1454 was

to or greater than 1§32.”

was 2

n ithe Commission on this aspect of the

From the evidence on
1earings, it appears that:

o
studies through its public

v
h

1. The ban on nen-returnabie boitles for bheer and ale has
resulted in an zimost compieie abzence of such containers from

highway litter. with the cxception of those sections of the State ad-
joining Massachusetis and New Hampshire.

2. Tin cans are thrown in quantities equal fo or greater than

the number of non-returnable betiles formerly found aiong road-

sides.

3. The ban has not helped to decrease the over-all quantit\'
of litter along the highways of Vermont, to any appreciable extent.

4. It is questionable that anv appreciable savings in litter
removal costs has resulied from the ban on nomeuumb‘e beor
bottles.
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d 4. Damage fo Tractor Tires and Farm Equipment by Glass
. A major confention of those favoring a continuation of the
law hanning non-returnable beer and ate bottles in Vermont has been
3 that such hoiies, when thrown and broken on roadsides and in
; pasturcs and hay ticlus, cause oxtensive damage to farm equipment

and tracior tres.

Every possible effort was made by the Commission lo secure
1. accurate information relating Lo this phase of the litler problem.
Stelemyonis on the subject were heara from farmoers. vepresentatives
of farmer organizations, dealers in rarm aquipment and tractor tives,
road patrolmen and others.

Tl

, Mr. Paul Stevens, District Highway Fnginecr of the St. Johns-
4 bury District, appeared at a pubiic hearing and siated that broken
¥ flagss was o thical Sola o $eos of Zrading equipmont and L0 Wuri-

B men in his unit. who are required to clean up roadside debris. My
i Stevens cited the case of cne tire on grading equinment which. he

stated, was ruined after it had rup over a hottle. He was unable 10
: identify the bottle as being sither the returnable or the no-deposit
i, type.

Testimony which indicates that the problem of tire damage
might be less serious than indicated by Mr. Stevens was given. at
another hearing. by Mr. Havold Muzzy, Jr.. Road Commissioner for 12

‘ years in Berlin.  Ar. Miuzzy stated that he has never suifered tive
{4 damage, through broken bottles. in the use of a grader and two
trucks used in his maintenance WOrK,

L Voia

During the final public hearing of the Commission at AMont-

§ pelier, when the issue of the non-refwmable glass container was the
b theme, Mr. Allan McPherson. Jr.. Sales Manager of the Aarsh Allen
: ‘ Co. of Barre. asserted that he had never heard a customer compiam
A of broken glass as a cause of tire damage. Nr. McPherson said he
g had been in the tractor sales business for the past eight years.
3 Evidence presented to the Commission indicates that farm
4 equipment damage. as a resuit of broken glags, is lavgely confined to

mowing blades.  Testimony also indicates that tin cans, stones,

: . ' hottle caps, stumps, large saplings and other hard objects can and do
I cause simitar damage to these blades.

3 It is apparent to the Commission that broken glass. as a hazard
N to tractor tires and farm equipment, must be considered very limited
4 in extent.

5 Broken Glass and Hardware Disease

" ; 0 . - .

11 We are informed that charges were made during legislalive
5 heavings, prior to passagfe of the non-returnabie beer bottle law, thot
i i broken glass frequently is ingested by dairy cattle and this was said
4 10
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to result in hardware diseaze (iraumeatic gastritis) to cows which
swallowed glass fvagments.

Every possible effor! was made by the Commission {o determine
whether or not such chavgos were based on accurate infermation.

As a vesult of the pubiic hearings and througa qw"fmnm"
farmers, vetevinarians, and eothers, the Commission was unable to
discover a single verifiod instance where hardware discase was
caused by the inZestion of glass. '

Mr. Leland Beebe, Viee President and Organizational Director
of the Vermont Farm Bureau. fold the Commizsion, &t Hs inal public
hearing, thal his ovgenizaten bad nessed a 1esolutzm1 in MNovember of
1855, supnorting the bottle ban.  He sxid the reso! uuon cailed for
inclusion of soff drink Lettles of the nen-returnable type in the ban

Mr. Beebe described broken glass as a menace to dziry cattle
in his opiwior1 He did nof szt ferth any anecifip incianere of in
‘e resulted to ecws in the State from broken glass,
but mmcatﬂd that broken #iass had been a scurce of danger to the
feet and hooves of dairy cattle.

Dr. Clarence Jordan, a2 Newport veterinarian, stated that he
has never found particles of ¢lass in the rumen of any of avproxi-
mately 8070 dairy cows on which he has performed surgery for hard-
ware discase over a pericd of 15 vears.

He estimated that 60 vercent of the rumenctoemics he has per-
formed fo correct hardware diseass led to the discovervy of small
sections of n}mr* or fence wire. Thirtv-five npercs m" of the victims
had swr Iov od nails, Dr. Jordan csserted. and the remaining §ve pers
cent were stricken after soalinwing nordias, pins, nife hindes or
ethey sharp-poinwd meia: gaieces. e found no gioss i any o dhiem.

A second exvert on hzrdware disense who o avpeared hafore the
Commission, was Dr. Donald Delahaniv, Professor of Lavge Animal
Surgery at the New York State Veterinary College at Cornell. D
Delahanty said he has performed meve than 500 rumenotomies at
Cornell’'s Veterinarv }Ewsi'_ . In addition. he has conducied an
equal number of autopsizs on dairy cows fatally stricken by hardware
disease. Wire. nails and mis conpnce‘.zs metal chiects invariabiv
were found in the victims, acw’ ling to Dr. Delananty, but he stated
that he has never known of glass {ragments to be recovered frem a
COW'S ruren.

The only national survev on havdware discase and its causes,
of which the Commission has anv information. was conducted two
years ago by the American Veterinavy Madical Association, A re-
port of this survev was published in the Associalion’s Journal in
October, 1054, It was intvoduced in evidence at the hearings.

Twelve clinics of the leading State veterinary colleges in this
country replicd to a questionnaive.  Their responses involved a total
of 1,406 animal victims of the ailment.
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R The published report of the survey includes this paragraph:

i “The penciraling {oreign body was identified as a wire in about
58 percent of the cases, some variety of nail in 36 percent, and as
miscellancous metal in 6 pereent.”

Dr. W. A. Aillon. Bditer-in-Chief of the Journal of the American
Veterinary Medical Association, was queried by letter regarding
3 glass as a cause of hardware discase.

" In his reply, introduced in evidence before the Commission,
] ' written on September 15, 1936, Dr. Aitien said:

“Glass injury is probably a negligible factor.”
4. Two witnesses, including 2Mr. Beebe of the Vermont Farm
Bureau, charged that hoof injuries were caused by broken “losgs.

Dr. Delahanty testified that such injuries were frequently the
result from stepping on stumas, nzils, frozen earth. sharp stoncs
and other ohiects, and said he had never found glass in a cow’s heol,

The Commission believes. from all evidence it has hoard, that
broken glass is not a sericus threat to Vermont's dairy industry.

. i

6. The Legisiative Ban as Viewed by Business, Farm Groups, etc.

Support of a continuance of the ban on no-deposit boitics wos

voiced to the Commission by several higshryay patrolmen. the Ver-

' © mont Farm Bureau and a total of i1 incividuais, at the various
public hearings.

ey Former Governor iavold Arthur. Master of the State Grange,

q° . appeared and stated that. aithough the Grange had net taken anw

: official position, he individualiy theught that beer cans caused most

of the present difiicully, Governor Arthur aiso praised the work of

Keep Vermont Beautiful -

The highway patrohmen contended that broken glass is difficult

to pick up from roadsides; that it is a hazard to the tires of their

¥ grading equipment and that it represents another element in the
litter problem.

P Y A S Y
.

] The Vermont Farm Bureau has adopted a resolution, calling for
2 continuance of the ban on these bottles, tofether with a similar re-

striction on the sale of nen-returnable soft drink botties. The Surezu
contends that broken glass is a threat to {arm eguipment tires and
to dairy cattle.

The individual proponents of the ban, in their conuments, voliced
at the public hearines, siressed the litter aspects of ciass and the

PO TR Lo 2 ]

4 fact that, in banning non-returnable beer and ale bottles, the State
i has made a forward step toward climinating the debris on our roac-
& . sides.
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A number of officials of business firms cnd business associations
operating in Vermont annc cared betore the Commission. All strong-
ly opposed retention of the ban on no-deposit bottles.

Mr. Jemes R Mereness, Executive Secretary of Associated
Industrics of Vermeni. contended that restriclive diseriminaiory
legisiation of this tvpe might adversely alfect plans for industrial
development of Vermont..

Mr. John Motris, Treasurer of Fonda Container Company at
St. Albans, declaved lhiat all manufaciurers are disturbed when legis-
Jation prohibits the use of a particuiar item which Is othenwise lawiul
and Ieﬂmmmc even when such an item is not manufactured by any
of ihese companies. e further stz ated that manufaciurers should
not be penali lized beeause an item they produce might eventually be
thrown to a roadside, Hestirictive ‘uw'swizav‘ of thiz ivyie was seen
by BMr. ‘\1011"15 as one thm hing a precadent which might some day
d.iiLLL ctll Hﬁ\lUbLac' ctHU L{)Lﬂu pulllul)b. LALL‘JL SUiLe umnuiuuiuxux
from locating in Vermont.

A spokesman for Owens-Illinois Piywood Company. with plants
located at Hancock and North Troy, told the Commission that the
parent organization was a maker of f‘lﬁfs containers.

He said the firm considers the le ecisiative act banning non-
returnable boitles as one diserd mimmi a:nrst one of its nroducts
Tocal emplovment of the two Owens-illinois plants was ziven as 373,
with a 1955 1;3\1011 of 51,175,000, State '>“d n mw bal tﬁ\Ca naid by
the Company in Vermont were reported as tetaiing about §70,000.

My Geovde Cummings, Viee Pres 'izr of the Vermont Tletail
Grocers Assoc ation, sald the leginative bun d resiied in o loss
of thousands of dellars in beer tax ravenue to \.'erman‘z, His opinion
was shared by Frank Napolitano of White River Junction. Vice Prosi-
dent of the Twin State Fruit Corporotion. who sald this revenue has
been picked up by the State of New Hampshire.

L

Both men declared that many Velmcx rs. who prefer te pur-
chase beer in nen-returnable glass containe s go tc New Hampshire
to make their purchase of beer and ale,

Support for the ban was voiced by Donald Osborne, Executive
Secretary of the Citizen Temperance League, who charged that non-
returnable bottles encourage greater consumption of beer and ale.

7 Public Education and the Litter Problem

An important resull of the Commission's studies and its public
hearings was the discovery that many Vermonter citizens believe
that an cffective inroad on the liter problem can be nccom')m‘wcd
only through a sense of individual respomxbx ity, cuitivated thiOU
public education.
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# . The neced for pubiic cdueation to correet the litter sifuation

4. is generally acgented thyovphout the Uniled States by siate and

R ’ pational leaders in Government,  The Governors Conference in

% 1654, and again in 1155, s the adoption of a resolution caiiing for
support of pubiic cducation campalgns 1o combaot litter. Governor

] ‘ Johnson of Vermoul and Governor Hevler of Jassachusells swere

among the first State leaders to acilvate State programs.

A The Vermont program was ipetituted in 1953, throuch the

E creation by Governor dohnson of a Citizens Commitice calind Keep
Vermoni Beautiful, This Jroup was constituted with the Governor's

; approval in Slarch of 1956 as & non-profit crganizalich with head-

i quarters in Montpelier.

k Tt has been a source of great satisfaction to the members of

i this Commission 10 report that Keep Cermont Beautiful, Inc and

the Vermant Tittey (ammission have warled fnepthor very cinzeiv
§ in recent months in an eftort to determine possible resuits ol 2
campaign to lessen jitter.

FY

1 ' It was readily discernihle to the Commission. after its first
{i public hearing. that one reacon for the amecunt of casual iitier strewn
' on roadsides was a tack of proper disposal facilities.

A remedy for this was seed by ihe Cornmission in placing irash
receptacles along the highway. Tois was cugnested 1o Theodore I

Kane, Executive Director of neep Vermont Seautiful, Inc.

. Mr. Kane discussed this point with the Deparvtment of High-
ways and. as a recult, 33-7alion drwmns were insialied af convenient

spots — uspally turpout areas and nicnie grouncs —— thoovghout L

State., A tofel of 5 750 such recoplalt i

ginning of the summer of 1856.

3 osveve i1 usa with the be-

Stencils were furnished to the Hizhway Department by Keen
Vermont Beautiful, Inc., so that the diums were readilv identifizble
to motorists, The drums were painted a pright orange or Z:2en.
"The stencilled lettering on the cans reag, “Travel Trash™ and “kecp
Vermont Beautiful”.

The educational program of Keen Vermont Beautiful. Inc. has
kR a comparatively heief history but we feel it has been an effective

B beginning tgward creating an interest on the part of a vast majority
g of Vermonters in the Litter problem and ifs correction.

i At the first public hearing of the Commission. the members
e urged that a prograin to cducate the pubic pecin with school-age
) residents. Kecp Termont Beautiful, Inc. acted upon this suggosiion
RS T and such a program g under way inomany of the primary scnonts
E throughout the state. We are informed that this wili be extended
a3 to secondary and parochial sehoois in 1957,

Ky It is interesting to note that a national erganization is in action

‘:l to combat littering. This group is lweep America Beautifui, Inc.,
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with headguarters in New York City. It is designed to act as “the
co-ordinating center of sState and local litter prevention argups’
Keep Amcrica Deantitul, 1ac., is financed by husinees organizations.
inchiding all firms angaoed inthe manuiacture and distribution of ail
- forms of containers apnd wackaging materials. frs Advisory Council
consisis of such orzanizaiions as Gitl and Bov Scouts. the UL S Junior
Chamber of Commeree, Guldoor Writers of America, the Federailon

‘ of Women's Clubs. the Garden Clubs of America, Audubon Society.
Nationat Tducation Acsociation, Farm Dureay, “ational Grange and
similar groups.
¢ The Commission is convinced that roadsides of Vermont, during : i
the past Summer. appeared more free of litter than in previcus .
. years, due to nublic cooperation with the efforts of the litter pre- '
vention campaign
CONCLUSIONS
The Vermont Litter Commission. over a period of approximately
one year, has made every effort to secure all possible gvidence re-
lating to the litier nrobiem and to pon-returnable malt beverage
containers so far as such containers concern tire liiter problem.
‘ It is the opinion of the Commnission that the throwing and/or
dumping of debris on roadsides and other public areasy sresents a
problem of some magnitude.
Our studies have made it 2] parent that highway litter, its causes
i and possible mewnods b is ciiminaiion arg mntiers 6o which cone
| siderable theught and action are being devoted in virteally every )
State in the Country. _ t
The {ollowing conclusions have heen reached by the Commissicn :
after careful censideration and all available evidence has been
studied: i
That the highways of Vermont are public facilities whose }
; usage has resulted in an increasing litter problem. due 10 !
T the unawareness or irresponsibility of resicents and non- i
residents.
That public education offers the source through which the
g bad habit of littering can be solved, so far as the majority H
! _ of highway users is concerned. 4
That a program of public educalion. as conducted in recent
prog P
months by Keep Vermont Beautiful, with the cooperation {
of the Depariment of flighwavs apd otlwer State agencies, L
has resulted in the frst inroads against Litter.
That the ban on non-returnable glass containers has not
i lessened the guantity of roadside Litter.
15 ]
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That much of {he litter along hichway
arcas is due 10 2 tack of dumping facitities

State.
RE COMMEND ATIONS

The Commission reconnmends:

That the program slarted by Ket
the cooperation nr o the Department of Highw
agencies be continued, with the cooperalion o
civic organizations {nroughout e State.

That stricter enforcement
the comparatively fow motoris
persuasion.

That legisiation be enacted,
are U
atong the
during such

That legistation he enacted. e
tion of adioining 10

That the ban o
be re-cnacted. However,

against pon-refurnaiBie
the Ytier probien, {hen il non-retuinable
banned, rather (han a smail portion ihervol.

highwavs, si
{ronsportation.

i the Legisiature

Respectinlly submitted,
/js/ Milford K.
/s/ Graham S.
Je/ Hugh

/s/ Herman L.

/g/ Cliften C.
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Jitfer Cormmission

16

[

e A LT




