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HOUSE No. 6652

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

STATE HOUSE . BOSTON 02133

EDWARD J KING
COVE

July 20, 1979

TO THE HONORABLE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I am returning, herewith, without my approval House Bill No. 6459
entitled, "AN ACT PROVIDING ECONOMIC INCENTIVES FOR
CONSUMERS TO RETURN USED BEVERAGE CONTAINERS AND TO
ENCOURAGE THE CONSERVATION OF MATERIALS AND ENERGY
THROUGH THE RECYCLING AND REFUSE THEREOF."
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This legislation would require consumers to pay a five or ten cent
deposit on all beer and soft drink containers. I have sought the advice of
members of my administration, environmentalists, legislators,
representatives of labor and industry, beverage wholesalers and retailers,
and other individuals concerned about the quality of our environment and
the health of our economy. I consulted with the Governors of other states
which already or soon will have bottle or anti-litter bills and with persons
with first-hand experience with mandatory deposit programs. I have
reached the conclusion that this legislation should not become law.

Experts predict that the days ahead will be economically troubled and
uncertain. If I were to sign this measure, our state could lose as many as
900 already existing jobs. While it is suggested that this bill would create
jobs, the accuracy of this forecast, as well as the number and type of job
that would be created, is subject to considerable differences of opinion.
We do know the jobs we would sacrifice are real (not an economist’s
prediction) jobs filled by real men and women, with families and needs.
There can be no guarantee that this legislation will generate new jobs.

I do support one of this bill's goals. I recognize that a litter-free
environment is healthier and enhances the quality of life here inMassachusetts. But a mandatory deposit program is not the best or only
way to stop the littering which mars our state's natural beauty. I believe
that private initiative is better than public intervention. I can state thatan industry sponsored non-profit corporation will be established with two
goals: funding of youth corps to systematically pick-up all litter, not just
cans and bottles, from our state's roadways, beaches and parks; and
creating recycling facilities to permit the re-use of materials in the
manufacture of cans and bottles. This approach is, I believe the best way
to solve the litter problem.

The Cabinet-level Task Force I initially created to analyze this bill,
will continue its work. They will closely watch the progress made by the
non-profit corporation and will suggest other approaches to help solve the
problems this legislation deals with.
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Some say the bill would save enough energy and natural resources to
justify the loss of jobs it would cause. In the final analysis, lam convinced
that there would be no savings in our state sufficient enough for me to sign
this legislation.

In addition, the bill in its present form raises difficult problems of
enforceability. The bill exempts from its provisions cities and towns that
are located five miles or less from a sister state, that has not enacted
similar legislation. This so-called "buffer zone" has been criticized in the
Boston Globe as being unworkable and probably unconstitutional. This
exemption would apply to approximately sixty communities and at least
800,000 citizens. Thus, if the provision survived a court test practically
fifteen per cent of our population would be exempt. Such an exemption, in
my opinion, could not work and would create an administrative nightmare.
It is true that some have suggested that the "buffer zone" provision of the
law is unconstitutional and that I should sign the law and let the courts
decide the issue. Such a course would, in my opinion, be an abdication of
my responsibility since I question if the law would have passed without the
buffer zone amendment. Furthermore, such a course ignores the possibility
that the law could survive a court test with its "buffer zone" and all the
problems inherent in such a provision.

For these reasons I cannot sign B
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