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Dear Fishermen and Seafood Processors:

Marine intertidal and nearshore areas require special attention as they are
very productive and supply habitat essential to the life cycles of many impor-
tant species. Herring and salmon are among the many species where the inter-
tidal and nearshore regions play an important vrole in their productivity.
This habitat is extremely sensitive and easily damaged by oil spills and
improper waste disposal, particularly in areas where spawning takes place.
The State of Alaska has implemented regulations to protect these resources
from various forms of pollution.

The most common pollution incidents in the fishing grounds have been the dis-
charging of bilge oils and fuel spills, the dumping of solid waste overboard
and on beaches, and the discharging of untreated sewage and processing wastes.
These incidents can significantly impact the future fisheries of the area.

This fishing season, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation will
be in the field working with other agencies in an effort to reduce the pollution
incidents associated with the harvest of fishery resources. This work will
entail routine patrols amongst the fishing fleet, boarding vessels to alert
the vessel master to pollution prevention, and responding to pollution inci-
dents as they are reported.

State law requires prompt reporting of oil spills and other serious pollution
incidents. This reporting helps to facilitate quick cleanups thereby reducing
environmental impacts and damage to fishing equipment. During the upcoming
fishing seasons you should be able to contact this Department in the field
through the Alaska Fish and Wildlife Protection Service or the Alaska State
Troopers or in Anchorage dial 274-2533. If you cannot contact this Oepartr.ent,
contact the U.S. Coast Guard, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, or the
local police.

We enlist your support in our efforts to prevent pollution which may affect
fishing resources.

Sincerely
\Y
Bob Martin
Regional Supervisor
BM/SZ/msm
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska
437 "E' Street, Suite 200 Anchorage, Alaska Q01

ro. Bill Lamoreaux OATE: Auqust 2, 1982
District Office
Supervisor FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO: 274-2833

from: J™mes C. Allen SUBJECT: aH.g+nl H?if g/~-M

AnchorageA'estern ‘ofaste Disposal Drebloms
District SuDervisor

For a number of years complaints have been made to the Department
regarding solid waste 1n Bristol Bay. This can be divided Into tw
different problems. These are fish heads and intestines from shore
and floating salmon processors and solid waste generated hy the
floating processors. The fish heads and Intestines are more of a
problem along the beaches where they foul the set nets and prevent
netting of salmon. A considerable amount of timeand frustration 1s
spent 1n removing the waste. Intestines are more ofa problem from
the floating processors as the heads, having weight, generally sink
to the bottom. Floating processors near the shore are a greater
problem than those In the center of the bay.

Many of the processors burn combustible solid waste on the stern
and thev win tell you that the non-combustlbles are taken to a shore
duno, but this 1s highly questioned as being accurate, which was
confirmed hy Informal conversation with crew members. Ships that
don't burn refuse and those with non-combustlbles dump them over thp
side causing accumulation of waste on the bottom and the beach.

Fish and (lame reoulres all operators to file an Intent to operate for
the next year. The form can be used to determine who 1s going to
process what seafood and where. | have reauestcd a copy of this
report be mailed to me 1n December 1982. o

Contact was made on my Dillingham trip ofJuly 26-29, 1982 with John
Campbell and Ron Klnleclk3 Flsh \ Wildlife Protection. Both express
their concern for the solid waste oroblems of the realon both on land
and at sea. They have requested a memo from our neoartnent statino
section of the statutes and AAC to cite 1n issuing a citation.

Observation of waste discharge nlpes 1n Kodiak and Dillingham revealed
a discrepancy on our part on not requiring desinn and const-trctinn
reauirements on the outfalls. Processors use elastic that 1s too
fraaile for either an anchor or wave action, we should require Class
50 ductile iron, with ioint.s which will ta”e a 5° defection without

leaking. To orot.ect this plnsi it should be renuired to be buried to
a deoth of 5 feet until 1t can he exnosed at a dentb 10 feet helcw

minimum low lov/ tide. A dlffusser would he Ideal, but not necessarv.

02-001 A(Rtv. 10/79)



B ill Lanoreaux
Page 2
August 2, 19B2

The discharge pipe should he reouired to be anchored with * foot
spacing were exoosed nn the botto"*.

Pecowiendations:
1. ve notify all land processors that:

a. Grind to less than 0.5 fnch souare and discharae as described
above.

b. To discontinue processing when grinder or dlscheme pipe is
broken. This should motivate back-up grinder in oarallel.
This should also anoly to floating processors however, no
discharge line would be reouired.

2. Coiebustlble solid waste on floating processors should be renulred
to he burned or compacted with non-conbustlbles and transported
to local dunos. noats from the nrocessor are running back and
forth all day. Any processor or boat observed to discharae solid
wastes into the waters of the State will be cited.

3. A specification for the discharge outfall should be a part of e
pemit.

In siinjnary, we should infort all processors of our season
maulregents and olan to hav* oec personnel in Sristol Pay 1n 19b?
for at least the first three weeks of duly.

JCA/ccs
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Dear Dan and Patty:

Attached is a White Paper on Ocean Dumping and Marine
Debris prepared at my request by the Alaska House
Research Agency.

My interest in this subject has primarily stemmed from
a reoccurring problem with marine debris and garbage
dumping in my district. In addition to our local
fleets, we have had an influx of international and
out-of-state boats in the waters of District 26.

These large fleets comprise of floating processors,
tenders, and at the very least approximately 1700
gillnst fishing vessels in the Bristol Bay area.

The problem waste takes two forms? one being the
disposed unground fish waste (intestines, etc.)
attributed to the processors not using grinders, and
the other consists of refuse thrown overboard from
floating processors, tenders, and gillnet fishing
vessels.

In addition to the general complaints of refuse
dumping, fishermen complained of catching the unground
fish waste in their nets. This generated additional
concerns; resulting in extra work for crews to clear
the nets, the offensive odor of the decomposing waste,
concerns of possible health hazzard associated with
frequent handling of so much decomposing fish waste,
and the mere nuisance of the fish waste.

Athough we have seen improvements, this is an ongoing
concern within my district. For example, a proposal
to contract barges for the purpose of transporting



refuse from the bays to the nearest onshore dump
sites gained much support but, did not receive
approval in the administrations budget.

On the other hand, there has been increased usage of
waste grinders and incinerators on floating
processors, which was basically a result of citizens
voicing their concerns.

I hope the Western Legislative Conference will find

this paper very helpful. | would like to emphasize nmy
concern with regard to this issue. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Adelheid Herrmann
Alaska State Representative
District 26

AH/rs
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P 0. BoxY. SiaieCapitol
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March 10, 1987
IVEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Adelheid Herrmann
;. TTN:  Rona Sorensen

FROM Karen Oakley”
Legislative Analyst

RE: White Paper on Ocean Dumping and Marine Debris
Research Request 87.154

You requested that we prepare a draft white paper on ocean dumping for dis-
cussion by the Pacific States/ Territories Ocean Resource Group (ORG) of the
Western Legislative Conference .(\WLC) of the Council of State Governments.
The ORG was formed in 1985 to study, share information, analyze, discuss,
and act upon major policy issues affecting the ocean and coastal resources
of the member states and territories. A number of marine issues were
selected for study, and lead states/territories were designated for prepar-
ing papers on each issue. Papers were to be 6 to 7 double-spaced pages in
length and contain: 1) a succinct statement of the issue; 2) background
information; 3) an analysis of major policy issues and events; 4) a descrip-
tion of alternatives for resolving the issue; and 5) recommendations. Guam
was originally designated to prepare the paper on ocean dumping. When they
were unable to complete the project, you volunteered. Draft papers are due
to the WL.C office in Sacramento in mid-March 1987.

The draft white paper attached addresses both ocean dumping and marine
debris. "Ocean dumping” refers to the regulated disposal of materials,
primarily dredged materials and sewage sludge, in the ocean. "Marine
debris” generally refers to refuse discarded at sea from vessels. While
the marine debris -Issue was not initially selected for discussion, this
issue has received national attention during the last few months, and
several pieces of legislation addressing marine debris are currently being
considered by Congress. Therefore, | have addressed both issues in the

paper.

Alaska, Amercian Samoa, California, Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, Guam, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington are participating
in the Ocean Resources Group.



Representative Herrmann
March 10, 1987

Page 2

As you know, our agency does not make recommendations. The draft paper
therefore includes a discussion of the various alternatives but makes no
recommendations.

Attached are most of the documents | referred to in drafting this paper,
including the documents you transmitted to us. These reference documents
are organized by topic in several attachments.

I hope you find this draft paper useful. Please let me know if you need
any fturther information.

Attachments



OCEAN DUMPING AND MARINE DEBRIS

Prepared by the State of Alaska for the Ocean Resources Group of the

Western Legislative Conference of the Council of State Governments.

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE

The ocean serves many societal functions, including waste disposal. While
the assimilative capacity of the ocean is great, it is not infinite, and
other uses of the ocean may be adversely affected by the unregulated
disposal of wastes in the ocean. Two marine waste disposal issues are of
concern here: 1) ocean dumping; and 2) marine debris. "Ocean dumping,"
which has been regulated in the United States for 15 years, refers gen-
erally to the disposal of materials, primarily sewage sludges, dredged
materials, and industrial wastes, which are transported to the ocean for
the specific purpose of disposal. "Marine debris™ refers generally to
man-made objects that are intentionally or accidentally discarded at sea

from vessels or that enter the sea from the land.

Regulation of the use of the ocean for waste disposal is in the realm of
international and national law, and the role that coastal states may play
in regulating the use of their offshore waters for waste disposal is cir-

cumscribed by federal rules. Both ocean dumping and marine debris are



issues of current high interest at the national level, and regulatory
changes are imminent. Such changes could affect waste disposal and manage-
ment practices, and, coastal states, which have interests in both waste
disposal and protection of the coastal environment, will necessarily be
affected. This- white paper addresses the role that Pacific states and
territories may play in preventing the degradation of the ocean and its

living resources from ocean dumping and marine disposal.

BACKGROUND

Ocean dumping. Host industrialized nations, including the United States,
have long used the oceans as a convenient dumping ground for all kinds of
waste. While some wastescan be safely assimilated, other wastes, particu-
larly heavy metals, pathogenic microorganisms, organohalogens, chlorinated
hydrocarbons, petroleum hydrocarbons and radioactive wastes, can adversely
affect the marine environment and pose a threat to human health.  The
United States wasone of the first countries to recognize that coastal
waters could be degraded by the unregulated disposal of wastes in the
ocean, and, in 1972, Congress enacted the Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA), commonly called the Ocean Dumping Act (ODA).

The act declared that it was the policy of the United States to:



regulate the dumping of all types of materials into ocean waters and
to prevent or strictly limit the dumping into ocean waters of any
material which would adversely affect human health, welfare, or
amenities, or the marine environment, ecological systems, or

economic potentialities.

While Congress recognized that the oceans had a role to play in waste
disposal, they rejected the idea that the ocean's great capacity to
assimilate waste made it the optimal disposal medium. The CDA expressly
prohibited the ocean dumping of radiological, chemical and biological
warfare agents and high-level radioactive waste and prohibited the disposal
of all other materials except as authorized by permit. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE) were
directed to establish and implement a regulatory program for ocean
dumping. The EPA was to serve as the lead agency, and because the CE
already had jurisdiction over dredging activities under the Clean Water
Act, the Cii was delegated the authority to review and issue permits for the

1
disposal of dredged materials.

At the time that the ODA was enacted, the United States was working
actively with other nations to conclude an international treaty to regulate
ocean dumping. This treaty, titled the Convention on the Prevention of
Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter and known commonly
as the London Dumping Convention (LDC), was initially signed by 27 nations

in 1972 and went into force in 1975. The LDC requires each nation to adopt



domestic implementing legislation, and the ODA was modified in 1974 to make

it fully consonant with the treaty.

Although the United States took the lead in enacting its owmn law to
regulate ocean dumping and in pushing for an international treaty, imple-
mentation within the U. S. has been slow. Since enactment of the OOA over
15 years ago, the quantity of wastes dumped in the ocean has hardly abated,
and in some cases, has increased. This situation is largely the result of
EPA's use of "interim permits™ to authorize continued dumping: In 1977,
EPA designated 140 historically used ocean dump sites on an interim basis
pending completion of baseline studies necessary for final site designation
determinations. EPA's policy was to "dump now, study later.” The use of
interim permits made sense during the early years of ODA implementation as
existing dumpers needed an opportunity to comply with the environmental
criteria required for a special permit or to develop land-based alterna-
tives. The EPA has been slow in completing the required studies of the
interim sites, however, and only a few sites have received final approval.
r
The EPA and the CE have been taken to court several times over their imple-
mentation of the ODA. All of the disputes have involved disposal sites on
the East Coast, where the lack of land for waste disposal has increased
pressure on the use of ocean for waste disposal. Two cases are of particu-
lar importance because the rulings in these cases require that EPA change

their regulations governing the evaluation of ocean dumping permit applica-



In National W ildlife Federation v. Costle. a case over the use of different
criteria for evaluating dredged and non-dredged material disposal sites,
the court ruled that the EPA may set different standards for review of
dredged materials disposal sites. The courts also ruled, however, that the
standards are invalid unless and until the EPA explains their rationale for
the use of different criteria. Dredged materials are often innocuous, but
in harbors that receive sediments from industrialized areas, the sea floor
may contain heavy metals and other harmful compounds. The National Wild-
life Federation had argued that the criteria for evaluating applications
for the disposal of dredged material should be the same as for other

industrial materials.

In City of New York v. EPA. a dispute over the banning of sewage sludge
disposal in Long Island Sound, the. court held that the EPA was required to
evaluate the need for the ocean dumping of sludge, the effects of the dump-
ing on the specific dump site and the costs of land-based alternatives in
reviewing the City of New York's application to continue dumping sewage
sludge. This decision requires EPA to balance the costs and impacts of
land-based disposal against the marine environmental sensitivity criteria.
Before the decision, EPA could reject an application if their analysis of
the material to be dumped showed that the ocean would be "unreasonably
degraded” by its disposal. The City of New York decision essentially
requires EPA to perform a cost-benefit analysis; since the true costs of
ocean disposal are unknown and largely unquantifiable, the ocean will often

appear to be the most cost-effective location for disposal.



Although both cases were decided in the early 1980s, EPA is only now about
to publish their proposed regulation changes in the Federal Register.
While it is generally understood that the revisionswill bringthe BEPA
regulations into compliance with Costle and Citv of New York decisions, the
specific content of the new regulations is not knownat this time. Any
changes in the regulations for reviewing ocean dumping permit applications
will be important to the western states and territories because most of the
sites in the Pacific Ocean have not yet received finalapproval, and
because most of the sites in the Pacific are for the disposal of dredged
m aterials. There are currently 35 ocean dumping sites with interim
approval and eight sites with final approval within the waters of the
western states and territories. All but one of the interim sites are for
the disposal of materials dredged from harbors and ports; the other interim
site, located in American Samoa, is for the disposal of fish cannery
wastes. Of the approved sites, there are five in Hawaii and one in
California for dredged material disposal, one in California for the
disposal of drilling muds and cuttings, and one near the South Pacific

island of Kwajalein for the disposal of wastes from a missile range.

In addition to these Interim and approvedocean dumping sites, several
proposals for new sites are apparently under consideration. The U. S. Navy
has recently proposed to dump 100 decommissioned nuclear submarines and
thousands of tons of radium and uranium contaminated soil from the VW Il

Manhattan Project at a site near America.; Samoa. While an Environmental



Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared for this proposal, no decision has
yet been made. Several major West Coast cities are also considering the
ocean disposal of sewage sludge, a practice heretofore conducted in the

United States only on the East Coast.

Thus, for the western states and territories, final designation of ocean
dumping sites is pending, and states still have the opportunity to be
involved in the decision-making process. While courts have held that EPA
and the CE are not required to write an Environmental Impact Statement for
each dumping site, it is the policy of both agencies to prepare them. Some
of the interim sites for the disposal of dredged materials are in terri-
torial waters within three miles of shore, and final designation of these
sites will require a finding of consistency with the state's coastal
management program.  Through the EIS process and the coastal management
consistency process, states are afforded an opportunity to comment on final
site designation of interim sites and on proposed new sites. Changes in the
way that the EPA makes decisions about site approval are imminent, however,
and these changes are expected to generally weaken the criteria, making it

more difficult to deny permits.

Marine Debris. Man-made objects that one way or another end up in the
ocean are currently the focus of another ocean waste disposal issue termed
"marine debris". For centuries, shipboard practice has been to discard

refuse at sea; overboard disposal was convenient, andthe need to maintain



hygienic conditions in confined quarters necessitated prompt waste dis-
posal. Until the recent past, this practice did not appear to present any
major problem as most materials were easily degraded. With the advent of
modern plastics, however, wastes dumped overboard now contain quantities of
material that do not readily degrade and that float. Now, much of the
refuse that is discarded at sea does not disappear, but persists, accumu-

lates and is transported far from the disposal site.

Great quantities of plastics are disposed at sea from merchant ships,
navies, recreational fisherman and boaters, commercial fisherman and beach
goers. Another major source of plastic in the ocean is from the land via
rivers and municipal sewage outfalls. Fishing nets, lines and pots, now
made almost exclusively of plastics and nyTon, are another component of
marine debris.. Worn fishing gear may be intentionally discarded, but is

more often simply lost.

Much of the debris that is disposed of at sea ends up back on shore. While
beach litter is unsightly and degrades the recreational use of our nation's
shores, the major problems created by marine debris occur at sea. Marine
birds, mammals, and turtles become entangled in discarded nets, lines and
strapping bands, and they are also known to ingest plastic beads, bags and
other synthetic materials which they apparently mistake for food. From
the number and distribution of species that have been documented to be
affected by entanglement or ingestion of plastics, it can be concluded that
plastics are pervasive in the marine environment and are a factor in the

lives of most marine animals. While the impact on marine populations is



not yet well understood, plastic pollution has been implicated in declines
of several species, including the northern fur seal on the Pribilof Islands

in the Bering Sea and the endangered Hawaiian monk seal.

Derelict fishing gear is also a problem for marine animals, as the gear
continues to fish, catching non-target birds and mammals and target fishes
for long periods of time, even years, after the gear is lost. Derelict
gear therefore contributes to the impact on marine bird and mamma popula-
tions from plastic pollution and results in loss of economically important

target species as well.

In addition to the problems caused for marine animals, marine debris pre-
sents a safety hazard to vessels due to such occurrences as entanglement of
propellers or blockage of intakes. The loss of living resources, the
degradation of beaches, and the loss of vessel working time together com-
prise the costs of using the ocean as a depository for nondegradable
wastes.

Currently, there are no laws prohibiting the disposal of plastics at sea.
The Protocol of 1978--Relatlng to the International Convention for the
Prevention of Pollution from Ships--1973, which is referred to as MARPOL
contains an addendum, Annex V, which would prohibit the disposal of
plastics at sea. While the United States is a signatory of MARPOL, the
United States has yet to sign Annex V. Recent awareness of the problems
created by marine debris has renewed pressure on the United States to sign
Annex V. In February 1987, the National Security Council recommended

approval, and ratification by the Senate is expected.



As for the London Dumping Convention, each signatory will need to pass
domestic legislation to implement Annex V. Several bills are already
before Congress that would implement Annex V. One such bill, HR 940,
introduced by Congressman Studds, is entitled the Plastic Pollution
Research and Control Act and would instruct the Coast Guard, which cur-
rently enforces the provisions of MARPOL in the UnitedStates, to admin-
ister and enforce Annex V. This bill would also require the study of
derelict nets and discarded plastics on marine life and inventories of port

capabilities to handle wastes previously discarded at sea.

POLICY ISSUES AND EVENTS

The traditional legal principle raverning human use of the ocean has been
that no nation has sovereignty over the high seas, and the use of the
oceans for waste disposal provides a classic example of the "tragedy of the
commons.” Heretofore, all nations have boen able to enjoy the convenience
of ocean disposal without responsibility for the costs. Only recently have

the costs of unregulated disposal of wastes in the ocean been recognized.

Environmental laws are partitioned by the medium receiving the waste, and
this medium-based approach to waste disposal regulation results in the

shifting of wastes to the least regulated medium. Regulatioffc?of disposal



on land, in the air, and in surface waters preceded any regulation of dis-
posal in the ocean, and use of the ocean as a disposal medium accelerated
as regulation of disposal in the other mediums tightened. The LDC and
MARPOL provide a legal force to encourage proper stewardship of the ocean
and balance the political and economic forces that have heretofore made

waste disposal in the ocean so financially appealing.

Enactment and implementation of these laws was a necessary first step. The
crux of the ocean waste disposal problem, however, lies in what can be done
with the mountains of waste that our society produces. Prohibiting ocean
disposal of sewage sludge or of plastics does not solve the problem of what
to do with sewage sludge or with shipboard garbage. As New York City Mayor
Edward Koch rhetorically asked the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee when they were considering a ban on sewage sludge disposal in the
New York bight: "What am | going to do with this sludge, take it home and
keep it in my apartment? | can unequivocally state that no land sites are
available in the New York area for storing these materials in the volumes
in which they are produced.” The recognition that the ocean cannot provide
an "easy answer" to the question of what to do with our wastes has made the

problem more complex.

Coastal states have a vital interest in protecting the productivity of
their coastal waters which provide for the livelihoods, recreation, and,
indeed, the identities of their peoples. States, as the operators, funders
and regulators of landfills, also have a vital interest in waste disposal.
The banning or regulation of waste disposal in the ocean shifts the burden
for receiving wastes back to the land, and coastal states will be required

to take some responsibility for the proper disposal of these wastes.



The time for greater coastal state involvement in Pacific Ocean waste
disposal issues is at hand. Most of the ocean dumping sites in the western
states and territories will be considered for final site designation in the
next two to three years. Decisions about final site designation will be
made using criteria that require the EPA to consider the costs of
land-based disposal alternatives in determining whether the ocean will be
unreasonably degraded by use of a particular dump site. States still have
an opportunity to comment on these regulation changes and to be involved in
decisions to approve both interim and new dumping sites. Regarding marine
debris, international and national laws will soon end the common practice
of dumping all wastes overboard. Ratification of Annex V is pending, and
coastal states can speed its implementation in the United States by deter-
mining how wastes which were r-nce disposed of at sea can best be handled

onshore.

ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Ocean dumping. While international and federal laws are in place for
regulation of ocean dumping, states still have a responsibility to deter-
mine whether approval of each proposed dump site is acceptable. There are
several steps that states can take which will help determine the future of

ocean dumping in their regions:



Review proposed changes in EPA regulations on ocean dumping.
Proposed changes in EPA ocean dumping regulations to bring the regu-
lations into conformance with court rulings will be published in the
Federal Register in the spring or summer of 1987. States could indi-
vidually or collectively review and comment on those regulations to
assess their impact on the process of receiving final site designa-
tion for sites in their states. States could also consider the
effect of the proposed changes on the decision-making process for
approval of new sites for disposal of wastes which heretofore have
not been disposed of on the west coast, such as sewage sludge and

low-level radioactive wastes.

Be vigilant in review of all old and new proposed dump sites.
States should not assume that because a dump site has been in use
for many years that no environmental harm is occurring. Interim
dumping sites were designated solely on the basis of their histori-
cal use, so states should review the Environmental Impact Statement
for final designation of Interim sites as carefully as they would
review an EIS for a proposed new site. In Oregon, study of the
long-used Tillamook Bay dumping site revealed that the area is one

of the most productive on the entire Oregon coast.

Express support of continued funding of the CDA research provi-
sions. In addition to providing for a regulatory program for ocean

dumping, the Ocean Dumping Act instructed the EPA and the National



Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to conduct research
into the effects of ocean dumping and on alternative methods of
waste disposal. Under the current administration, funding of this
part of the ODA has lagged. States need to actively support the
funding of this type of research, especially in light of the changes
expected in the EPA regulations due to the City of New York deci-

sion.

Marine Debris. International and national laws are not yet in place to
regulate man-made debris in the ocean, but enactment is expected soon.
States may speed implementation by anticipating the effects that enactment
will have in their regions. States may take a variety of actions,
individually or collectively, that would help end pollution of the oceans

from marine debris:

Express support for ratification and Implementation of Annex V.
While the Senate is expected to ratify Annex V at any time,
expressions of support could st'm be important. Also, once
ratified, implementing legislation will have to be enacted, and even
though several bills are currently under consideration that would
implement Annex V, there is no certainty that implementing
legislation will pass this session or that such legislation would be
adequately funded. Strong support of Annex V implementation by
coastal states could speed action by Congress. Congress is likely

to be concerned about the burden on land-based disposal sites that



will be placed by Annex V, and states could show their willingness

to accommodate these wastes onshore.

Sponsor beach cleanup projects. To solve the problem of marine
debris will require changes in attitudes and behavior. People are
not likely to change their habits of throwing refuse overboard until
they understand the problems that are caused by this practice.
Beach cleanups, where the public is given the opportunity to work
together to pick up all litter on selected beaches, are a proven
method of increasing public awareness of the fate of plastics and
other man-made debris in the ocean. While the ™"clean up" provides
only temporary relief of the litter on the beaches, the cleanups are
a useful tool for educating the public. Beach cleanups have been
used successfully on the East Coast, in Texas and in Oregon. When
held simultaneously by several states, beach cleanups may magnify

public awareness.

T all debris collected during'cleanups is inventoried, beach
cleanups can also provide data on the types and sources of debris
most common 1n a particular region. States may then target their
actions to abate the specific sources of debris that are a problem

in their region.
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Sponsor education of involved groups. In addition to beach
cleanups as a method of reaching the public, states could sponsor
the preparation and implementation of educational talks to groups
that have an interest in protecting the coastal environment or that
will otherwise be affected by implementation of Annex V. Education
and resultant changes in public opinion are probably the key to
implementation of Annex V becausestrict enforcement of Annex V is
logistically impossible. People must decideto do something with
their trash other than throw it overboard, and people must be pro-
vided with reasonable alternatives for disposal. Probably the only
thing that will cause them to decide to change their habits is an
understanding of the consequences of that action and the availabil-

ity of a convenient alternative.

The NOPA has already embarked on some educational work of this
type. A presentation on marine debris has been prepared and given
to fishermen's groups all along the West Coast and was received with
great interest. This kind of educational effort is a necessary
predecessor to getting acceptance of any new rules about disposal of

shipboard wastes.

Promote use of limited lifetime plastics and plastics recycling.
The technology exists to create plastic containers with limited
lifetimes. In California, Oregon and Alaska, nonbiodegradable

six-pack holders have been banned, and holders made of short-lived



plastics are used. For these types of plastic products to come into
wider use, consumers will have to demand them. Inventory of the
types of plastic products showing up on beaches may provide clues of
other types of products that do not need to be long lasting, and

states may wish to consider also banning these products.

States may also playa role in the promotion of the recycling and
reuse of plastic wastes. California and Oregon are considering
legislation that would subsidize the development of plastics recycl-
ing industries. People have learned that paper, glass, tin, alumi-
num, and newspaper can be recycled, and states may be able to encour-

age people to also recycle plastics.

Help ports determine the best way to handle garbage from ships.
Because the immediate result of Annex V is to ban at-sea disposal of
wastes, ports must be prepared to handle the wastes that were pre-
viously dumped at sea. Most ports are probably totally unequipped
to handle great increases in the quantities of refuse, and upgrading
of refuse handling facilities will undoubtedly be required. States
may bear or share in the costs of upgrading. States may need to
determine the amounts, types and seasonality of wastes that will be
generated in each port to see where nearby landfills can accommodate

the additional wastes.



NOAA, through the National Marine Fisheries Service, has recently
helped fund a one-year cooperative study with the Port of Newport,
Oregon, to develop a system for the receipt and disposal of
vessel-generated and nonbiodegradable refuse. Pilot projects sur'f.
as this will provide information vital to implementation of Annex

V.

Designate sanctuaries. In every coastal state, there are some
areas that are deserving of a higher standard of environmental
care. States may have the ability to designate such areas as
sanctuaries wherein special rules apply. Some of the Annex V
implementation bills would designate an area around the Aleutian
Islands as a seabird conservation zone. Sanctuary designation by
states may help call attention to locally important areas and help

prevent waste disposal in them.

Sponsor research on net loss. Derelict fishing nets and pots
represent lost fishing time, lost capital investments for fisherman,
and they have the potential to harm both target and nontarget
resources. While some fisherman do discard old nets at sea, fisher-
men generally do nott try to lose their nets. A study of the condi-
tions under which gear is lost would be important to determining if
anything could be cone to prevent such losses. This information
would benefit fishermen and would help solve the problems of

derelict nets.



Increase enforcement of existing state litter laws within the
three-mile lim it. Most states have litter laws that prevent the
disposal of wastes in the state's land and waters, including its
marine waters, except as provided by permit. The current practice
of disposing of wastes overboard probably violates the litter laws
of most states. As for Annex V, enforcement of litter laws in
marine waters would be logistically difficult. States may be able
to use existing enforcement personnel of related laws for this
purpose to some extent. In Alaska, seafood inspectors have
attempted to educate seafood processors and others in the seafood

industry that wastes should not be disposed of overboard.



BOROUGH MANAGER N*JESFI9Vr

Box 189 e Naknek ,Alaska 99633

March 18, 1988

Representative Adelheid Herrmann
Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

RE: HB 493, HB 494 & HJR 61

Dear Adelheid:

There is a critical need to solve the marine garbage problems

Bristol Bay and in other areas of Alaska. Further, there

is

in
a

critical need for financial support from the State of Alaska and
the United States Congress to allow coastal communities to join
in preventing marine pollution. We support HB 493 and 494 and
request the State Legislature to enact both bills to help us
solve a problem that 1is harmful to Bristol Bay and the entire

State of Alaska.

Sincerely,

Jim D. Clark
Borough Manager



99th COXFIRE>>
-i" Session .

To require the Administrator of tbt Environmental Protection Agency to cond,:t
a study of the adverse e'fects that the pollution of the environment caused hy
discarding or dumping of plastics on land and in the waters have on the
environment, including the effects on fish and wildlife, to m<ute recommenda-
tions for eliminating or lessening such adverse effects, and to require the
Administrator of the Environmtntal Protection Agenc\ to control the pollu-
tion of the environment caused b\ the discarding of plastics on the land and
in water,

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

June 25 (legislative day, June 23), 1986

Mr'Chaeee (for himself, Mr. Staftobd, Mr. Baucus, Mr. Pet1, Mr. Simon,
and Mr. Laltenbebg) introduced the following bill: which was read twice
and referred to the Committee on Environment and Public Works

A B ILL

To require the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to conduct a study of the adverse effects that the
pollution of the environment caused by discarding or dump-
ing of plastics on land and in the waters have on the
environment, including the effects on fish and wildlife, to
make recommendations for eliminating or lessening euch
adverse effects, and to require the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency to control the pollution of
the environment caused by the discarding of plastics on the

land and in water.
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be it enacted by the Senate and Hou*i of Heorcser ta-
tins  Ih* United States of America in Conqrts» assembled.

Section 1. (a) This Act may be cited as the “ Piastii
Wast”™ Reduction Act of 1986”.

() The Congress finds and declares that—

(1) when plastic rings and derices, which are in-
creasingly being used to store, carry, and transport a
variety of containers, are disposed in the environment,
they persist for extended periods of time and have seri-
ous adverse impacts on fish and wildlife species and
the environment; and

(2) although certain States, which require such
rings and devices to break down upon exposure to nat-
ural elements, have been largely successful in reducing
those impacts, other States have not enacted or en-
forced such laws.

TITLE I— STUDY OF PLASTIC POLLUTION

Sec. 101. (@) The Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency (hereinafter referred to in this title as the
“Administrator”) shall undertake a study for the purpose of
determining the adverse effects that the discarding and
dumping of millions of pounds of plastics each year have on
the environment, including fish and wildlife, within the
United States and the oceans, and to enable the Administra-

tor to make recommendations to the Congress as to what
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action? migh he take k- eiimimr.p or ii-.-n-i. such adver.**
effects.

(b) Such study shall be carried out with a view to deter-
mining the impact on the environment, including fish and
wildlife, as a result of the discarding or dumping of such plas-
tic, including—

(1) plastic debris discarded or dumped on land and
in all water bodies, including streams, rivers, lakes,
bays, estuaries, and oceans;

(2) the discarding or dumping of raw plastic pel-
lets on land and in all water bodies, including streams,
rivers, lakes, bays, estuaries, and oceans; and

(3) the discarding or dumping of plastic finished
products, including, but not limited to, plastic holders
for multi-package beverages, plastic packing bands,
fishing nets, or fishing gear, on land and in all water
bodies, including streams, rivers, lakes, bays, estuaries,
and oceans.

(¢) In carrying out the study required by this title, the
Administrator shall—

(1) consult with the United States Fish and Wild-
life Sendee, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and
all other departments and agencies of the United
States engaged in research, investigation, or studies in-

volving, directly or indirectly, the impact of such plas-
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1
tic? de.ori? on the environment, including fish a:.d wild-
life, and such departments and agencies shall fully co-
operate with the Administrator; and

(2) solicit and consider views and recommenda-
tions from representative members of the fishing indus-
try, the beverage industry the plastic industry, con-
sumer interest groups, and other interested and affecr-
ed individuals and businesses.

(d)(1) In making such recommendations as to actions
which might be taken to eliminate or lessen the impact of the
discarding or dumping of such plastics on the environment,
including fish and wildlife (including recommendations to re-
quire the use of biodegradable or photodegradable plastics, or
recycling), the Administrator shall consider and include in the
report & statement as to the environmental, public health,
and economic impacts of each such action so recommended.

Sec. 102. On or before the expiration of the eighteen-
month period following the date of the enactment of this title,
the Administrator shall report to the Congress the results of
the study conducted pursuant to this title, together with rec-
ommendations in connection therewith. The Administrator
shall identify those recommendations as to which the Admin-
istrator believes there is existing authority to implement, and
those recommendations which will require legislative action

by the Congress if they are to be implemented.
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Sec. 103. T>re is authorized to be appropriated such
sum as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this
title

TITLE Il—m REGULATION TO CONTROL PLASTIC
POLLUTION

eSec.201. As used in this title, the term—

(1) “Administrator” means tht Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency;

(2) “regulated item” means any device which is
made, used, or designed for the purpose of packaging,
transporting, or carrying multi-packaged cans, bottles,
or other containers, and which is of a size, shape,
design, or type capable, when discarded, of becoming
entangled with fish or wildlife; and

(3) “naturally degradable material” means a ma-
terial which, when discarded, will be reduced to envi-
ronmentally benign subunits under the action of normal
environmental forces, such as, among others, biological
decomposition, photodegradation, and hydrolysis.

Sec. 202. within eighteen months after the date of the
enactment of this title, the Administrator shall require, by
regulation, any regulated item to be made of a naturally de-

gradable material w'hich decomposes within a period estab-

sition must occur shall be the shortest period of time consist-
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ent wvviiii the physical integrity of the item for i?= intended
U'e.

Se”. 203. Nothing in this Act shall preclude or deny
any right of any State or political subdivision thereof to adopt
or enforce any regulation, requirement, or standard of per-
formance respecting a regulated item that is more stringent
than regulations promulgated pursuant to this Act.

Sec. 204. (a) Any regulation promulgated by the Ad-
ministrator pursuant to this title shall contain provisions suffi-
cient to assure that adequate recordkeeping and testing re-
quirements for implementing and enforcing such regulation
will be carried out.

(b) Any violation of a regulation promulgated by the Ad-
ministrator pursuant to this title shall be punishable by a fine
of not to exceed $25,000, or imprisonment for not more than

12 months, or both.
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Major Fisheries and Coast Guard Bills Move Through Congress

Driftnet, Plastics Pollution Restrictions Signed Into Law -

Congress has approved and the President has signed into
law an omnibus paclage of legislation that | sponsored which
affects the fishing industry in Alaska. Included in the bill
are provisions which authorize the Governing International
Fisheries Agreement (GIFA) between the U.S. and Japan,
implement the Convention on Prevention of Pollution at Sea,
reauthorize the Sea Grant Program, and implement controls
on the use of high seas driftnets.

The Governing International Fisheries Agreement with
Japan will run for two years, and will extend a number of
joint ventures in the Kodiak area between Alaska fishermen
and Japanese companies.

The bill combats the growing problem of ocean dump-
ing of plastics. It implements Annex V of the International
Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships.
Annex V prohibits the disposal of plastic garbage from ships
anywhere in the sea. and establishes the distance from shore
where the disposal of other types of garbage, such as glass,
paper, and organic garbage, is prohibited.

The Sea Grant Program is also reauthorized under the
legislation. This program has been in effect since the 1970's
and has been responsible for important marine research
activities. The University of Alaska is a Sea Grant Univer-
sity and receives funds under the program for research and
academic instruction. The Alaska Marine Advisory Program
is also funded under the Sea Grants.

The driftnet provisions in the bill require the Secretary
of Commerce, acting through the Secretary of State, to
enter into negotiations with those nations that allow their ves-
sels to engage in driftnet fishing on the high seas in order
to establish monitoring of those fisheries. The Secretary is
also required to negotiate enforcement agreements with these
nations. If these agreements are not negotiated and imple-

REFLAGGING BAN

SIGNED

mented, the U.S. can embargo imports of fish from that
nation.

| agree with many Alaska fishermen that this bill does
not go far enough. In order to get any agreement, and the
negotiations process started, however, we need the approval
of many diverse interests. It is my personal intent to con-
tinue to seek ways to more closely control driftnet fishing
on the high seas. | do not consider this bill to be the final
chapter, but rather one more step in my effort to stop this
tremendous waste of our marine resources, and eliminate the
high seas interception of salmon.

The House also approved and sent to the Senate separate
legislation which authorizes S2.6 billion for the Coast Guard
to carry out its fisheries enforcement, search and rescue, and
drug interdiction missions.

The legislation includes two provisions which were added
at my request. The first would authorize relocation assis-
tance, similar to that extended to Department of Defense
personnel, to Coast Guard employees in Alaska, and in
particular Juneau, who were affected by the reorganization
of support and logistics functions to Alameda, California.
The Authorization also includes an extension of local hire
provisions on Coast Guard contracts.

This Authorization should provide the funding levels
necessary for the Coast Guard to carry out its critical missions
in Alaska. The local hire and relocation assistance programs
are very important to Alaska, and | will continue to work
with Senators Stevens and Murkowski to see that they are
included in the Senate version of the authorization.

This entire package of bills are important to a maritime
state like Alaska. The plastics provisions will protect our
coastline and marine mammals. The Sea Grant Program
funds important research in the state, and the GIFA provides
continued employment to a number of Alaska fishermen.

INTO LAW

The last bill approved by the first session of the 100th Congress was legislation which | sponsored along with
three other members of Congress from the Pacific Northwest that will ban the further reflagging of fish processing
vessels retroactive to July 28. 1987. This effort is in keeping with the original intent of the 200-mile fishing zone,
which was to Americanize our fishery.

The legislation requires that vessels newly licensed after July 28, 1987 have a majority of voting stock owned by
U.S. citizens. In addition, the bill requires vessel builds and rebuilds to be performed in U.S. shipyards, and it
requires that fishing industry vessels and U.S. merchant vessels be manned by U.S. crewmen.

As | told you in my last newsletter, the reflagging issue has been extremely controversial in Alaska. It has been
my intent all through this process to protect the interests of Alaska fishermen and Alaska communities, and | believe
that this bill carries out that desire.

It is important to remember that the U.S. fishing industry is composed of a number of diverse interests. A Congressman
from the Northeast may have a different perspective on an issue than one from the Gulf Coast or the Pacific Northwest
and Alaska. This bill is a compromise between those interests. The important thing is that a reflagging ban has been
passed, and we can move forward with building an Alaska-based bottom fish processing industry.

In conjunction with this bill, and in line with my efforts to promote Alaska shore based processing facilities, |
have introduced legislation which would impose a fee on the activities of commercial and recreational fishermen and
offshore processors outside of State waters in the 200-mile zone. It imposes no new fees on near-shore fishermen
or shore-based processors. The revenues raised from these fees would be divided between the Regional Fishery Manage-

ment Councils, coastal states through the Marine Fisheries Commissions, and the National Marine Fisheries Service,
Iy I* i - » . AP TR TR o N I 7 S O O ok



REPRESENTATIVE ADELHEID HERRMANN®S
QUESTIONS TO
mSENATOR TED STEVENS

March 8, 1988 - Joint Session

REPRESENTATIVE HERRMANN;
Thank you, Madam President.
Senator, two 1issues:

First, 1 appreciate your comments and point of view on Navy
homeporting. I do have some concerns, though, and as you know I
have Adak Naval Air Station in my district and | appreciate all
the capital improvements projects you have put 1in there
regarding education. But 1 want to just mention that we had a
meeting in Anchorage and your office was involved - Marie
Matsuno Nash - we had Bill Sherrill(?) from Murkowski®s office
and so on - and we had the Adak School Board there.

And - you know we wanted to find out who the one person in
the Navy was responsible for education that the people on the
island could talk to in the Navy. We never could find out who
that one person was that"s responsible. Like you say, the
commander-in-chief of the Pacific is in Honolulu, and | think
the hierarchy and the bureaucracy of the Navy is so great that
we could not find one person that people in Adak could go talk
to - to find out some of their education concerns.

I realize that homeporting is good for the economy of the
state and we really need that, but 1°d suggest that people look
at Adak as the Navy station in the state and look at some of the
problems that they"re having - because it seems like with the
school foundation funding problem that we"re having, Adak is 1in
limbo between the state and the federal government - nobody
really wanting to take responsibility for that. And | think
that when you®re talking turkey, as you say, | think that people
have to look at that and really say - What does the state of
Alaska have to offer the Navy?

And the other concern is on marine debris. I"ve been doing
quite a bit of work on that and | think that there®"s federal
requirements now that the ship garbage, or the garbage coming
off the ships - that has to be disposed of on shore - and a lot
of our smaller communities don"t have the facilities available
there to take all this garbage on shore. And | know that the
state is working with the federal government on that, 1 believe,
but that is something that is a concern of mine.

Thank you.



SENATOR STEVENS;
Well, thank you."

That last issue is going to be very difficult. We"ll have
a transition, there®s no question about that, but our country
took the lead in the disposal of waste at sea and now iIt"s
taking the lead in the whole concept of dealing with plastic
pollution. And | think we"re going to have to face up to it 1in
our communities, that really it"s part of the trash collection.
Every community has some kind of trash disposal and we®"ve had
our problems with EPA in Anchorage and a lot of other places 1in
terms of how you bring that about.

But it makes no sense for these vessels to be dropping off
garbage that includes all these plastic things, whether theyT"re
vessels that are not going to touch our shores or whether
they"re our vessels. I think some of the worst things 1"ve seen
is the pictures they"ve got of little fishes are trying togrow
up with the plastic topof a six-pack around them, or when they
open up some of these shellfish they find inside of them,
anything from the metal part of the top of a can of beer or coke
or something else - and those things are going to ruin our

number 2 industry if we"re not careful. And | think we"ve been
very much involved with it - if there"s anything we can do to
try and help in the transition- | can"t promise money anymore,

anymore than you can, unfortunately- but we"ll try to work out
to see if we can"t get some Kkind of ajoint plan to assure that
a state that"s got half the coastline of the United States is
going to be able to take that transition and not get a bunch of
orders from some federal agency to put us all behind the
eight-ball and back in court again as some of our communities
were at the time of the sewage disposal legislation. But- and |
hear you on that.

On the first one, 1°d like for you to just think out loud
with me on that one. Adak is not a normal base. As a matter of
fact, Adak is one island, has no civilian community, has 3 major
naval bases, 3 separate commanders, one of which is highly
classified.

The primary school there is named after Ann. I"ve been out
there many times - she loved the place and liked to go out there
and visit the people out there - and they named that school
after Ann, after she was killed. And we"re trying to work out
getting a school 1in there, as you know, now - but there"s no
place in the United States where the Navy keeps that kind of

school. They do - they have a group overseas that handles
education overseas - but I"ve insisted that they can"t treat our
people as being overseas. So those base commanders out there

are the people they®"ve got to talk to - and unfortunately, the
communications sometimes between the civilians involved in the
school operation- and they are civilian employees of the Navy
and of the state--State employees, some of them- are unwilling



to go through the normal Navy procedure to deal with their
problems.

I think they"re very good people, I1°ve worked with those
education people, it"s a great place to send kids to school -
you really have got to see it to understand - they work hard
with their children out there. 3ut we can"t expect the Navy to
create a special position to deal with one school. Now that"s
our problem. Rather, 1 would hope that you"d realize they"re
Alaskan kids and you"d create a special position to deal with
that school - because 1 insist they"re our kids, not overseas -
and yet the state won"t put up the money to build a school.
We"re getting federal money to build that school - which- you
know, they pay taxes, by the way- they pay taxes to the state -
when you charge them, by the way- I"m not going to get into that

one today - But believe me, they are Alaskan residents and
they"re not being treated as Alaskan residents with regard to
the school system. You don"t treat them the same as you do the

children that are going to school on Elmendorf, or Richardson,
or Eielson, or Wainwright.

That gives us in Washington a real tough time. Now, so far
we"ve won. I think you"d agree. We"re going to get the money
to build that school - we®"ve got federal money to build the Ann
Stevens school - we®"ve got federal money for the middle school
coming - and I think that we"ll be able to finance it. But I™'m
not going to be able to get the money to finance the
administration of one school. You"ve got to help us solve that
- and 1 think if you don"t, we won"t get money if they expand -
and that base - from what you®ve been hearing, | hope you
realize that Adak®s going to continue to expand.

I"m taking a lot of time on it, but let me tell you - 1 saw
the briefing yesterday on where the Soviets are in the North
Pacific, and it was a classified one, but 1 urge you to - we can
arrange for you to get a briefing of what"s out there if you
want to get it. There®"s more Soviet Navy now in the Pacific
than we have worldwide. And if you want to look at it, the most
modern vessels they have are in the Pacific - they"re new ones -
they"re new submarines - they"re new missile carriers - and some
of you - and Max, | don"t mean this personally - but you're
coming up now with on this home porting the question of what
about nuclear accidents and should this be a nuclear-free zone -
Those are nuclear-carrying vessels out there the Soviets have

got.

I can™t get you a nuclear-free zone - if you can"t
understand this- these are not nuclear vessels that are coming
in here right now, by the way - let me hasten to add that - but
I can®"t say they won"t be here, and if those guys start playing
games with us, | hope to God we have some here - because
deterrence 1is the only thing those people understand. And if
you don"t recognize the passage of history now that"s got us
this INF Agreement, |1 urge you to study it.



They walked away from us 3 times - it wasn"t until we built
up our strength - we"d indicated that we were going to the new
SDI - that the Soviets came back to the table, have stayed at
the table, got the first agreement - they"re demanding we stay -
do you know we"re working around the clock now in Geneva on the
second agreement? No one believes we can get it, but they“re
insisting on going ahead with another agreement. We have the
capability of responding that they do not have in their system,
and 1 believe that we have the capability of providing the
defense that the country needs here.

But the nuclear issue ought not to be part of homeporting -
and that the whole question of this Navy base out there ought to
be recognized - Did you know that Adak today- let me just tell
you this- is the fifth largest community in Alaska - the fifth
largest community. There®"s no civilian community there, but if
you had one, it would be the fifth largest city in Alaska - and
I think that it oughta be treated- the Alaskans out there oughta
be treated as though they were 1in our state.



N UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, USDA &SEA GRANT COOPERATING

Mmminu Auvisumt Pmouham, PO Bva 10040, Dillinuham, ALASKA 98076
March 24, 1908

Representative Adelheid Herrmann
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Representative Herrmann,

I*m writing to you on behalf of the University of Alaska ™% Marine
Advisory Program in support of House Bill 493, "An Act relating to
Marine Garbage Collection.”

A6 you are aware, the U. S, Congress recently passed a new marine
pollution law that prohibits the dumping of any plastics in the
oceans au any Lime and allows tne dumping oi other kinds of trash

outside of 12 miles from shore. For the vast majority of fisher—
man in TUaeka, fchic moans that to abide by the law, Ilhey must bring

all of their trash back to port beginning December 1, 1988 when
the law goes into effect.

Another requirement of the law is that ports that are authorized

and charge to moor vessels must have facilities to dispose of all
thia now trash coming- aahac«. Recently, | attended a National Sea

Grant sponsored conference in Portland concerning the new law.

Gary Daily, the harbormaster from Dutch Harbor was also in attend—
ance. He and Doug Insley, president of the Alaska Association of
Harbormasters spoke quite convincingly about how many Alaskan ports
will be faced with a major problem of disposal of this newly
generated trash from the fishing and tourism industries, Dutch
Harbor, for example, has over 4,000 port calls a year. It also

has a very limited landfill which is scheduled to overflow in two
years, and no incineration or other facilities to dispose of waste.

It bacame clear throughout the conference that those who wrote the
new law had not considered the solid waste disposal problem that
municipalities are obligated to absorb,

Savoral etcpo arc being made LcwaxCl Leyxnnlng to address tftlS problem.
The National Marine Fisheries Service has given the Alaska Department
of Environmental Conservation $25,000 to estimate the amount of trash
anticipated to be produced by vessel size class. NMFS is also con-
sidering funding the Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference toward a
small study of possible solutions to Unalaska ™ particular disposal
problems, such as increasing landfill sizes, incineration, recycling
etc. It is intended that the information gathered would be specific
enough to help Unalaska, vat general, enough to be transferable to other
comminities in the State.

lkuilonnnia auio_uu 'oji oqg.st ool uuw



House Bill 493 is a timely and much needed next step in addressing
this problem. It will allow a source of seed funds for communities
to bogin implomonting the moat applicable means or collection and

disposal of marine trash.

The Marine Advisory Program will be involved in educating marine
users about the bill, promoting the return of marine trash to shore,
as well as providing technical assistance to coastal communities

in meeting waste disposal needs. We are not, however, a source of
funds to municipalities.

I enthusiastically support HB 493 and hope to see it pass this
session.

Sineerelv.

Paula Cullenbenj, Agent
Marine Advisory Program

PC/ejn



CITY OF KING COVE
P.O. Box 37 . King Cove, Alaska 99612 . (907)497-2340

March 21, 1988

The Honorable Adelheid Herrmann
Alaska State Representative
P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: House Bill 493

Dear Representative Herrmann:

The City of King Cove applauds your action to introduce HB
493, an act which begins to address the serious marine
garbage problem which is confronting coastal communities. We
believe the bill is a first step which the State must take to
assist its coastal communities to handle the solid waste
which 1inundates communities from processing and fishing
activities.

The City would also like the intent of the bill expanded to
include monites to plan, construct and implement solid waste
collection systems that will be needed to respond to new
federal requirements which prohibit ocean dumping. HJR 61,
which you introduced, identifies the problems which coastal
communities will face in providing the facilities needed to
handle this garbage.

The City supports the intent of HB 493 and hopes the
legislature can assist coastal communities in meeting solid
waste disposal needs associated with the fishing industry.

Wayi”~e Marshall

City Manager

1007 W. 3rd, Suite 201
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
274-7555
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March 25, 1988

Position Paper
RE: House Bill 493
SPONSOR: Representative Herrmann
Program Effects:

This bill would establish in this department a grants program
for municipalities and unincorporated communities to be used
for the collection of marine garbage in state water.

Comments:

The problems this bill 1is designed to address are serious ones,
particularly in the Bristol Bay region. The intent is
apparently to provide easier access for fishing boats and
processors to waste disposal systems in coastal communities to
encourage lawful disposal of marine garbage, rather than
unlawful dumping. The method adopted by this bill 1is to give
grants to municipalities which may be expected to provide
directly, or contract for, floating collection barges, which
may then transport the garbage to an appropriate waste disposal
site.

This department has Jless expertise 1in the areas of waste
disposal and environmental quality that are essential to the
solution of this problem than, for 1instance, the Department of

Environmental Conservation. However, that department does not
currently administer operating grants programs of this nature
and 1is not prepared to go into the grants area. The nature of

the proposed program will vrequire a close coordination of
effort with DEC, as this department does not have the resources
to independently evaluate some of the criteria listed in the
bill for consideration in making the grants.



HB 493
March 25, 1988
Page Two- e

The department has one technical concern that should be

addressed. While the bill would make unincorporated
communities eligible to receive grants, an unincorporated
community by 1its .nature 1is unable to receive a grant. The -«

department would recommend specifying eligible entities within
such a community to receive funds under the program and would
propose the approach taken in the State Revenue Sharing Program
at A0 29 .40.16"ft as a model.

AS 29-too. 10
The 1impacts of marine garbage collection on communities will
become even greater with the recent adoption of federal law

dealing with the disposal of marine garbage. This bill
provides a means to assist municipalities deal with those
impacts. However, while the department is sympathetic to these

goals-,, because of the current revenue situation, it is unable
to support the bill.



W hen Norwegian explorer
Thor Heyerdahl crossed
the Pacific on the raft
Kon-Tiki in 1947, he

marveled at how much of the vast ex-

panse of the ocean showed no sign of

human presence. When he completed a

similar voyage across the Atlantic in

1970, Heyerdahl found hardly a kilome-

terof his voyage that was free of litter.’

It has long been widely recognized
that plastic debris in the marine environ-
ment is unsightly and threatens tourism
at many of the world's beaches. But
only recently has there been widespread
recognition that plastic debris can be
deadly as well. According to an estimate

by the Entanglement Network, a coali-

tion of 18 environmental groups in
Washington, D.C., lost or discarded
plastic is causing the deaths o f perhaps 2
million sea birds and 100,000 marine
mammals every year.1

Heyerdahl was able to view an un-
spoiled expanse of ocean in 1947 pri-
marily because production of inexpen-
sive synthetic plastics had only recently
been perfected and the materials were
not yet commonly used. But times have
changed, and plastics in the marine envi-
ronment-including everything from
fishing nets to tampon apglicators to
household wastes—have become in-
escapable. According to a 1975 U.S.
National Academy of Sciences estimate,
commercial fishermen alone purposely
dump 52 million pounds of plastic pack-
aging into the ocean every year and lose
an additional 298 million pounds of
plastic nets, lines, and buoys.1This
figure does not include household
wastes, the quantities of which are far
greater.

Plastics are manufactured for dura-
bility, an important aspect of their per-
sistence in the marine environment. In
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fact, even if plastic waste disposal into
the ocean should stop tomorrow, its
blight would persist far into the future
because of the resistance of existing
waste to degradation. Beverage six-pack
holders, for example, an extremely
common form of plastic waste, are re-
ported to have a life expectancy of 450
years in seawater.4 Consequently, 11 of
the 23 U.S. coastal states have prohib-
ited the use of nondegradable beverage

rin

1ghe U.S. Congress has called the pro-
liferation of plastic debris in the ocean a
crisis and has appropriated money to
study the problem since fiscal year 1985.
On April2,1986,30 U.S. senators senta
letter to President Ronald Reagan urg-
ing that he give special attention to find-
ing a solution. The letter called for "a
coordinated strategy to resolve the in-
creasingly serious and complex prob-
lems resulting from the presence of plas-
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tic debris in the marine environment.” 6

A consensus has been building that
the time has come for action. At this
writing Congress has just passed a bill
that proposes to reduce the plastics
burden on the marine environment (see
Robert Livemash, * The Shrinking En-
vironmental Dollar: A Congressional
Wrap-Up,” page 6).

Proliferation of Plastics

Inexpensive and durable polymer
plastics were perfected during World
War Il and came into widespread use
thereafter. By 1960 some 6 billion
pounds of plastic resins were produced
In the United States; today the figure
stands at almost 50 biltion pounds.7
According to industry figures, the vol-
ume of U.S. plastics production has
overtaken the combined production of
metal, glass, paper, and leather." The

!
on

acceleration has been helped by lower
manufacturing costs and elimination of
Food and Drug Administration restric-
tions on the use o plastics in food pack-
aging.

At an early stage of manufacturing,
raw plastic takes the form of pellets
about the size of match heads. Much of
the raw plastic escapes into the water-
shed during manufacturing and trans-
port.” Deteriorating pellets create a
plastic "sand” that contaminates many
beaches around the world. Although

DANIEOL KEmt CONNER isan auomey lin-
re ecialising in_marine r
rce aw. QF% B%]sp %allzji g raciices law |en
BI|OXI Mississippl. This publlc tlon has been
produced In cooperation ‘with the |55|53|pp|-
Ala bamaS(eJaGran Consortlum unggra nis-
tra ion of Gtam N Tom
3 National ceam and Atmos heric
A ministration's Off |ceo Sea Grant n the
Depar mgrp]to { Commerce. The aut ?
|ews ex ressed herein do not necessarily reflect
those of their Sea Grant sponsors.
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long-lived plastic granules will never
displace sand grains from the world’s
beaches entirely, the proportion of
plastic to sand is growing in some
places.

In addition to the raw plastic, plastic
packaging also enters the marine envi-
ronment in enormous quantities. One
1982 estimate found ihat merchant ships
alone dump some 639,000 plastic con-
tainers into the ocean every day.Most
plastics are buoyant, eventually washing
up on shore where they slowly disinte-
grate into small pieces. A 1985 study de-
termined that 86 percent of the synthetic
debris found on North Pacific beaches
was plastic." A 1979 study of the Medi-
terranean found 60 to 70 percent of the
waste was plastic.2Near Auckland,
New Zealand, concentrations of 100,000
plastic pieces for every meter of beach
have been counted.20ne U.S. National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) study
of the accumulation of plastic debris cn
the beaches of the uninhabited Am-
chitka Island, in the Aleutian Islands off
southwest Alaska, found that during a
single year more than 550 pounds of
plastic litter had accumulated on a
beach less than a mile | >ng.UThe tally in
two subsequent years i:. aweo 3250 per-

1B

nglenent in netsand ingestion o f
plastic westes can be deadlyfor marine
animals. Fromleft to right; a northern sea
lionisentangledina trawl net; rawplastic
pellets (measuredhere incentiyreters)
escape nto thewatershedauring
nmenufacturingand transportandareeaten
bP/ many birdSpecies; although data.on
plastics Ingestion are prellmrg%/_, Iitis
known thatanimelsthateatplasticsma
starvebecauseo f blockeddiggstivetracts.
XPhotos: C. Fowler, Robert Day;
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cent increase in hoth the number and
weight o f plastic items.

Effects on Marine Life

In the 1970s biologists first reported a
surprising observation: sea birds were
voraciously eating plastic. Certain spe-
cies of birds appear to seek out plastic
pellets, ﬁerhaps mistaking them for the
small, shrimplike crustaceans they nor-
mally eat;Bin all, about 50 species o f sea
birds are known to consume plastics.1
Reports of plastics ingestion bK other
animals— fish, turtles, even whales—
have also, been turning up. Although
data on the effects of plastics ingestion
remain preliminary, it is known that
plastics-eating animals may die of star-
vation as their digestive tracts become
blocked or ulcerated. Toxic chemicals in
some plastics may cause death, and
thinning o f eggshells from toxic sub-

stances is also suspected.I'The deaths of
large numbers of end mgered green
turtles off Costa Rica >ave been con-
vincingly attributed to consumption of
banana ba?s.ﬂPIastic bags and sheeting
have been found in the stomachsof dol-
phins, and minke whales have been ob-
served feeding on plastic debris thrown
from commercial fishing vessels.9Fish-
ermen have repotted seeing humpback,
fin, and right whales trailing plastic fish-
ing gear from their mouths. In 1984 two
pygmy sperm whales died from compli-
cations arising from plastics ingestion.3/
In 1985 two endangered Florida mana-
tees died from ingestion of synthetic
debris; one of them had eaten a large
piece of plastic sheeting.2

Before the development o f monofila-
ment plastic, nets were made of cotton,
flax, or hemp. Diving birds and mam-
mals easily avoided entrapment because
the size of the net fibers made them eas-
ily detectable, visually and acoustically.
A lost net would sink quickly to the bot-
tom and decompose within months. Af-
ter World War I, the Food and Agricul-
ture Organization of the United Nations
underwrote the development o f modem
driftnet technology to help provide ad-
ditional sources of protein for develop-
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ing countries. By the mid-1970s, mono-
filament driftnets had come into wide-
spread use, and today, except for a few
subsistence fisheries scattered around
the world, the use of plastic nets has
become nearly universal.

Driftnets vary from 6 to 30 miles in
length according to the nationality of
the vessel and the nature of the fishery,
and are 26 feet deep with two-inch
mesh. Attached are weights at the bot-
tom and floats at the top. By adjusting
buoyancy, the net can be suspended like
acurtain at any desired depth. It is typi-
cally set at dusk and retrieved at dawn,
every day during the 40- to 70-day fish-
ing season.

Ofall forms of plastics pollution, the
*ghost fishery” o flost or discarded nets
may be the most damaging to marine
life. A derelict net may continue to en-
tangle victims for two years before it
sinks under the weight of its catch. Set-
tled on the seafioor, it continues to en-
trap benthic life such as crabs and lob-
sters. Although most derelict nets are
inadvertently lost, U.S. government
surveillance officers have occasionally
witnessed the abandonment of an entire
net by a fleeing vessel that was caught
fishing illegally.2 Abandoned nets as
long as 9 miles have been retrieved.2

High-seas driftnets exact a large toll
in incidental catch o f marine life. In the
Nonh Pacific, a miIe-Iong piece of dere-
lict netting was recovered with 99 dead
sea birds and more than 200 dead sal-
mon entangled in it.24According to
NMFS estimates, some 30,000 northern
fur seals are dying annually as a result of
entanglement in lost or discarded fishing
gear.3

During the 1981-1984 commercial
seal harvests on the Pribilof Islands, o ff
southwest Alaska in the Bering Sea, 403
fur seals were observed to be entangled
in plastic. Sixty-six percent o f them were
entangled in net fragments, 21 percent
in plastic packing bands, and 13 percent
in other debris that included lawn-chair
strapping and a metal headlight ring.%
A 410 8 percent annual decline in north-
ern fur seal populations on the Pribilof
Islands has been observed since the mid-
1970s,Z7and the animals are now in the
process o f being classified as “ depleted”
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under U.S. law.B1In the past 20 years the
sea lion population of the eastern Aleu-
tian Islands has dropped from 50,000 to
about 10,000." Concurrent declines in
seal populations have been observed
elsewhere in the North Pacific, particu-
larly among Hawaiian monk seals.d)

The East Asian Driftnet Fisheries

High-seas driftnet fishing is now
dominated by the Japanese. During and
after World War 1, as they lost access to
traditional fishing grounds off Siberia
and Alaska, the Japanese invested heav-
ily in their driftnet fleet. It has been esti-
mated that the Japanese squid fishery in
the North Pacific causes an annual inci-
dental mortality of between 7,000 and
14,000 Dali's porpoise,dand that the
Japanese high-seas salmon fishery Kills
between 250,000 and 750,000 sea birds
every year,2especially puffins, shear-
waters, murres, and auklets on the Aleu-
tian Islands, and pelicans elsewhere.

The government of Australia last year
banned the use ofJ)eIagic driftnets
longer than a mile and a half in its exclu-
sive economic zone (EEZ). The ban was
a reaction to incidental catch by Taiwan-
ese netters of some 3,000 cetaceans—

Most plastics are buoyant, eventually
washing up on shore where they
disintegrateslowly. Thisstretctiof beach
on Padre Island0ffthe Texescoast.
illustrates the state'sserious beach litter
problem. (Phato: Centerfor
Environmental Education)

mostly bottle-nosed dophins— each year.
As a result of the ban, the Taiwanese
shark, mackerel, and tuna fisheries—
about 40 vessels in all—ceased operation.

East Asian fishermen are not neces-
sarily more careless about incidental
catch than are fishermen of other na-
tionalities. Indeed, available reports
suggest the contrary. For example, Ko-
rean skippers must pass an examination
in plastics disposal before they are com-
missioned, and Korean law requires
them to keep a daily log to ensure that all
plastic trash has been kept aboard. And
by all reports, the Japanese, Taiwanese,
and Koreans make every effort to re-
trieve net fragments for recycling.3The
Froblem arises not so much from care-
essness or insensitivity as from the in-
evitable loss o fsome o the thousands of
miles of netting used each day.
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If the quantities of nets used by the
more than 1,600 Japanese, Korean, and
Taiwanese vessels active in the North
Pacific driftnet fishery are totaled, more
than 20,000 miles of these invisible n%-
lon curtains may be set out every night
—almost enough to circle the globe.1
According to Japanese government esti-
mates, 0.05 percent o f the nets set every
night by Japanese vessels are not recov-
ered” (NMFS estimates 0.06 percent).6
The conservative Japanese estimate
means that 10 miles of nettln? are lost
each night from Asian vessels alone. For
a 70-day fishing season, this means 700
miles of netting roatmg in the North
Pacific each year.

Driftnets need not be derelict to inflict
incidental mortality. According to one
NMFS report, a single Japanese squid
vessel over a 30day period caused the
incidental deaths of 72 marine mam-
mals, including 14 northern fur seals, by
entanglement in its nets.I7If this degree
of incidental mortality was typical for
the entire squid fleet, more than 125,000
marine mammals would die annually in
the driftnets of the squid fishery alone.”

The Politics of Protection

Current U.S. law offers numerous
mechanisms for protecting the marine
environment. But existing provisions
have been criticized as ineffective and
narrow in scope—a piecemeal approach
to an enormous problem.

U.S. Treatiesand Statutes

In 1952 the United States, Canada,
and Japan concluded the International
Convention for the High Seas Fisheries
of the North Pacific Ocean.” Important
though this treaty is, its terms do not
adequately address the problem of drift-
net incidental mortality. (The treaty is
also not sufficiently inclusive: vessels of

20

nonparty nations— principally Taiwan
—have been observed harvesting large
numbers of salmon on the high seas.)4
In fact, despite the many miles of net-
ting deployed in the North Pacific for
squid, salmon, and billfish, only the
Japanese salmon fishery is currently
subject to direct regulation by treaty and
impartial observation.4

The Japanese salmon fishery that op-
eratesinthe U.S. EEZ (yielding an aver-
age of 68 percent of Japan’s yearly sal-
mon catch)4Lis subject to monitoring
under the U.S. Marine Mammal Protec-
tion Act,ALwhich requires the salmon
fleet to obtain permits for incidental kill
of Dali's porpoise, seals, and sea lions.
To be eligible to renew the permits,
Japan must satisfy the secretary of com-
merce that its vessels have adopted gear
and techniques that "offer the most
practicable and effective opportunity
for reducing Porpoise mortality.” 4

Two U.S. laws pertain to the disposal
of plastics at sea: the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Art (as amended by the
Clean Water Actof 1977)6and the
Marine Protection, Research, and Sanc-
tuaries Art of 1972 (commonly referred
to as the Ocean Dumping Act).46The

Clean Water Act does not directly ad-
dress the problem of plastic wastes, but
it does set limits on the discharge o f solid
matter and require significant polluters
of U.S. waterways to secure federal per-
mits. The Ocean Dumping Act prohibits
deliberate dumping of significant quan-
tities o f plastics at sea.

Enforcement of both laws has been
problematic with regard to plastic
wastes, most o f which come from small
and mobile sources. Small-scale dump-
ing of plastics remains unregulated, and
large-scale dumping is hard to detect. In
addition, neither law addresses “ un-
intentional" loss of large quantities of
plastics.

Fundingfor Research and Education

Congressional funding for enforce-
ment of existing laws on marine plastics
pollution hasnot kept pace with funding
for research and education regarding
the problem. In fiscal year 1985 Con-
gress appropriated $1 million to NMFS
and private organizations for the study
of marine debris and required NMFS to
devise a plan for its reduction. Appro-
priations for 1986 and 1987 amounted

(continuedon page 33

January Youary 1983



Marine Plastics Pollution

(continued Aompage 20)

to 5750,000 per year. Virtually all of the
money has been spent on research, with
some also for education to dissuade
fishing and shipping fleets from litter-
ing. The Center for Environmental
Education in Washington, D.C., forex-
ample, was awarded a $65,000 contract,
to help inform the public o f the danaetx-
of plastics pollution.*7 1n contrast, only
55,000 of the 51 million appropriated in
1985 was earmarked for improving en-
forcement of existing prohibitions on
disposal of plastic wastes at sea.

The MARPOL Convention

Education is, of course, an important
first step. But it should be accompanied
with enactment o f appropriate law. One
such law is the 1973 International Con-
vention for the Prevention of Pollution
from Ships, often called the Marine Pol-
lution or MARPOL Convention.** An-
nex 5, an “optional” part of the treaty,
was offered for ratification in 1978, It
prohibits * the disposal into the sea of all
plastics, including but not limited to
synthetic ropes, synthetic fishing nets
and plastic garbage bags.” 91t further
forbids disposal of all nonplastic waste,
such as glass and metal, within 12 miles
of land. Certain shallow and enclosed
basins (such as the Mediterranean, Red,
and Baltic seas) where shipping traffic is
heavy are designated as "special areas,’
off-limits to garbage dumping. Annex 5
also requires ports of signatory nations
to provide adequate garbage disposal
facilities.

On November 5, 1987, the U.S. Sen-
ate unanimously ratified Annex 5. Even
so, the annex has no current effect.
Problems of implementation, such as
determining who has authority to en-
force the treaty in the U.S. EEZ (the
host stale or the flag state o f a vessel), re-
main unresolved. The annex will enter
into force only when nations represent-
ing 50 percent of the world's shipping
tonnage have ratified it. Currently, 28
nations—with about 46 percent of the
world's tonnage— have ratified.
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Current Legislation

During 1987 eight bills designed both
to implement Annex 5 ofthe MARPOL
treaty and to regulate waste disposal do-
mestically were introduced into the
100th Congress. Features ofsome ofthe
bills passed both houses of Congress in
the last days of the 1987 session and
were signed by President Ronald Rea-
gan on December 29. Title 2 of the
omnibus bill, H.R. 3674, implements
the MARPOL Convention annex by
prohibiting disposal of all plastic waste
within 200 miles of the U.S. coast.3)
(Dumping of all other unprocessed gar-
bage would be prohibited within 12
miles.) The ban would apply to mer-
chant ships, recreational and commer-
cial fishing vessels, offshore oil rigs, and
vessels of the Navy and Coast Guard.
The bill provides a maximum penalty of
525,000, and the Coast Guard is desig-
nated the primary enforcement agency.
It further directs both the U.S. National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion and the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to continue studying the
sources and effects of plastics pollution
and to report on methods o f reduction.

Title 4 of the bill, signed by the presi-
dent, requires the secretary of com-
merce to enter into negotiations with

Of the more than 20000milesof retting
that are set out by , Korean, and
Taivarese vessels in the North Pacific

Qcean each night, about 10miles may be
lost. (Photo: Centerfor Environme
Education)

nations that allow high-seas driftnet
fishing, in order to conclude agreements
on monitoring and enforcement of
driftnet regulations. The bill authorizes
an embargo on fish imports from na-
tions failing to reach agreement.d

Recommendations for the Future

U.S. ratification of the MARPOL
Convention Annex 5 is an important
first step in dealing with the proglem of
persistent plastics in the marine environ-
ment. The federal government has
taken action on several fronts. Yet even
if all proposed legislation were enacted,
the problem would still elude ready solu-
tion. The laws and treaties discussed
ahove, while essential steps in the right
direction, are by themselves inadequate
to cope with the enormity of the chal-
lenge. A comprehensive and long-term
solution will require an imaginative
combination of remedies. The following
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suggestions are offered as steps toward
such a solution, and they will be dis-
cussed in ascending order of difficulty
of implementation.

+ TYacking and retrieval bounties.
For all vessels fishing in the U.S. EEZ
(and elsewhere as permitted by treaty or
by reciprocal fishing agreement), a sys-
tem o f mandatory net identification and
record keeping is needed. Plastic fishing
nets beyond a certain size should be
treated in a manner similar to hazardous
waste materials with regard to identifi-
cation, monitoring, and disposal re-
quirements.

Manufacturers should be required to
tag plastic nets with indelible identifica-
tion numbers and sellers to report sales
to an appropriate government agency.
Commercial fishing vessels should be re-
quired to log the loss or disposition of
nets and net fragments and should be
penalized for failure to report (but not
necessarily for 1oss). The desirability of
holding fishermen strictly liable for
damage caused by net “ spills” should
be investigated.-

A bounty system could be structured
to discourage negligent loss or purpose-
ful discard of nets and to encourage
their retrieval. It would require estab-
lishment of apool of funds for that pur-
pose, perhaps supplemented by penal-
ties paid by vessels that lose nets or fail
to report the loss. Many fishermen
could be persuaded to support this kind
of regulation if it could be shown that
they would benefit from a reduction in
competition, from ghost nets.

+ Incentivesfor proper disposal.
Only when routine disposal of plastic
waste in the ocean is prohibited can we
effectively begin to clean up what al-
ready exists. Even when appropriate
prohibitions are in place, how could a
cleanup of plastics in the ocean be
accomplished? So much plastic trash is
now floating in the ocean or is washed

[ up on shore that any generalized bounty

More than halfof the trash retrigved in
the Texas coastal cleanup drive of fall 1986
wasplastic. (Photo: Centterfor
Ervironnental Education)

A

system for all plastics would be pro-
hibitively expensive.

Public education programs and vol-
untary cleanup drives can do much to
alleviate the problem of plastic trash in
the marine environment. Nineteen of
the 23 U.S. coastal states now organize
an annual fall cleanup drive staffed en-
tirely by unpaid volunteers. Texas vol-
unteers, for example, collected a ton of
trash for every mile of coastline in fall
1986—more than half of it plastic.

For a volunteer approach to be effec-
tive, existing disincentives to proper dis-
posal and cleanup must be eliminated or
reduced. In a competitive industrp like
fishing, taking time for proper trash dis-
posal may put the most conscientious
fishermen at a competitive disadvantage
unless the law requires it o f all.

Under current law foreign vessels face
a different kind of disincentive. Any
vessel that entersa U.S. port from a for-
eign destination becomessubjectto U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) reg-
ulations if it seeks to dispose of its gar-
bage in port. The regulations require the
waste to be incinerated or steam-steril-
ized and conveyed to USDA-approved
landfills.22The intent of these regula-
tions is, o f course, to prevent landing of
harmful insects and microbes. But an
unintended side effect is to encourage
the disposal of shipboard wastes into the
water, especially since few U.S. ports

have adequate disposal facilities. O f the
73,000 ships that docked in U.S. ports in
1986, only 3 percent disposed of their
garbage in port.d

Federal law should require adequate
disposal facilities in every port. Fisher-
men, recreationists, and public-spirited
volunteers can effectively remove waste
only when they have somewhere to put
it. Since recreationists and fishermen
would be among the primary benefici-
aries of cleanup, construction of port
facilities could be financed by a tour-
ism tax, a landing or wharfage sur-
charge, or other means. State law could
grant bonding authority to ports for
construction funds, and user fees could
be collected to retire the bonds.

Fmally, the federal government should
enacta " bottle bill" in order to provide
economic incentives for proper disposal
and recycling of plastic containers. A
federal bottle bill might be similar to
bottle bills already enacted in a number
of states, except that a pominal deposit
would be required on all nondegradable
plastic containers beyond a certain size
and weight. As with state bottle bills,
containers would be returnable to retail-
ers for deposit refunds, and disposal or
recycling arrangements would be the
joint responsibility of the manufacturer
and the retailer. -

+ Mandatory degradability stan-
dards. Next, the federal government
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should establish mandatory degradabil-
ity standards for plastic consumer items
that commonly wind up in the ocean,
such as six-pack retainers or plastic tam-
pon inserters. Standards may require
biodegradability or photodegradability
asappropriate.

The impact o f these standards on the
plastics industry need not be large. De-
gradable plastics have in many instances
already been found to be price-competi-
tive with nondegradable plastics. Manu-
facturers now possess the technology to
build into modem plastics whatever life
expectancy is desired. In states that
require it, six-pack rings are now manu-
factured with photodegradable polyeth-
ylene resins (see “ Spectrum," ENVIrON-
Ment, June 1987). Phased-in regulations
that require timed degradability for con-
sumer items and packaging when ex-
posed to seawater or light should suffice
to ensure industry conversion without se-
rious dislocation. Care must be taken,
however, to requin: that the end products
of naturally degraded plastics are them-
selves environmentally inoffensive.

Regulation by requiring degradabilitr
standards in plastic consumer items will
probably meet little resistance. On the
other hand, special consideration will be
required for plastic fishing nets, which
by their nature must be manufactured
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for strength and durability. For this
reason fishermen can be counted upon
to oppose vigorously degradabiiity stan-
dards placed on fishing nets. Fortu-
nately, adoption ofa bounty and track-
ing system may make strict degradability
standards for fishing nets unnecessary.
It may be desirable, however, to require
that floats and lead lines be constructed
from tear-away or degradable materi-
als, so that nets will sink if not retrieved
within a certain period of time,

+ Controls on manufacturing. The
time is ripe for a re-examination of the
need for disposable plastics in general.
Plastics are currently cheap and arc
manufactured for disposability primar-
ily because of the low market cost o f the
petroleum from which they are derived.
But their hidden costs— which include
diminution of the Earth's protective
stratospheric ozone layer—are levied
upon the environment and upon future
generations.

Government can influence the manu-
facturing of disposable plastics in two
ways: either it can impose direct regula-
tion or it can modify economic policies.
The latter can be accomplished by, for
example, withdrawing subsidies for pe-
troleum extraction and development, or
instituting new taxes on consumption of
petroleum products. When economic

Trackingand retriewd bounties, incentives

for proper disposal, and mandatory
rackhility requirenrents will go & long

hidy toward reducing ocean durping and

elimnatingplasticsfrom the marire

environnent. (Photo: Doris Alcorn)

policies are modified to allow the price
of petroleum to reflect its actual replace-
ment value (rather than the cost of ex-
traction and development subsidized by
a government with an interest in cheap
ener?y for consumers), its price will rise
to a level (hat better reflects the realities
of nature. As a stopgap, higher federal
taxes on petroleum products are needed
to encourage conservation. Until the
price of petroleum and the costs of plas-
tics manufacturing rise, few incentives
for conservation or recycling will exist.

The long-term health of the marine
environment demands greater control
of manufacturing and disposal of plas-
tics. Sooner or later the federal govern-
ment will have to intervene in manufac-
turing, as it is now doing in disposal.
Political realities will probably demand
phased adoption of regulations that
cause the least dislocation to consumers,
the plastics industry, and the petroleum
industry, on which the plastics industry
is based.

The first step in reducing plastics pol-
|ution of the marine environment should
include enactment of regulations that
require a tracking and bounty system
for plastic fishing nets, mandatory dis-
posal facilities in all ports, and degrada-
bility standards for all plastics intended
for disposal or where risk of loss is high.
Second, the government should provide
incentives for conservation by adopting
economic policies that allow energy and
manufacturing costs to rise to a level
that reflects replacement value. And
finally, if government intervention is
still needed, controls on the manufac-
turing of plastics should be adopted,
either directly by regulation or indirectly
by taxation. The health of populations
0 f marine animals and of the fishing and
coastal tourist industries will continue to
suffer until these steps are taken.
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IN THE HOUSE BY HERRMANN AND SUND

HOUSE BILL NO. 493

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to marine garbage collection; and

providing for an effective date."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 44.47 is amended by adding a new section to read:
ARTICLE 12A. MARINE GARBAGE COLLECTION GRANTS.

Sec. 44.47.750. MARINE GARBAGE COLLECTION FUND. (a) There is
established in the department the marine garbage collection fund as an
account in the general fund. The fund consists of money appropriated
to it. Money in the fund may be used to make grants to municipalities
and unincorporated communities for the collection of marine garbage in
state water.

(b) The department shall adopt regulations for the determination
of entitlement to marine garbage collection grants, application and
approval of grants, and administration of grants.

(c) In making grants under this section, the department shall
consider

(€D) the number of vessels engaged in commercial fishing or
related activities, including processing, in water adjacent to or
within the applicant®s jurisdiction;

(2) the volume of garbage that is dumped by vessels in the
area or that drifts into the area after being dumped by vessels oper-
ating outside state water;

3) the effect of marine garbage on the environment in the

area;

HBO0493A -1- HB 493



(4) other resources available to the applicant; and

(5) other factors that the department establishes by regu-
lation that are relevant toa determination of the applicant®s need
for financial assistance toalleviate the locality"s marine garbage
problem.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

HB 493 -2 - HBO493A
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Offered: 3/28/88

Referred: Finance 5-19668B

Original sponsors: Herrmann and Sund

BY TKE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
IN THE HOUSE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 493 (C&RA)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Ac?: entitled: ~An Act relating to marine garbage collection! and
providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 44_.4? is amended by adding a new section to read:
ARTICLE 1?A. MARINE GARBAGE COLLECTION GRANTS.

Sec. 44.47.750. MARINE GARBAGE COLLECTION FUND. (&) There is
established in the department the marine garbage collection fund as an
account In the general fund. The fund consists of money appropriated
to it. Money in the fund may be used to make grants to municipalities
and unincorporated communities as provided for in AS 29.60.140, for
the collection of marine garbage in state water.

(b) The department shall adopt regulations for the determination
of entitlement to marine garbage collection grants, application and
approval of grants, and administration of grants.

(© In making grants under this section, the department shall
consider

(1) the number of vessels engaged in commercial
related activities, 1including processing, in water adjacent to or
within the applicant®s jurisdiction;

(2) the volume of garbage that is dumped by vessels 1in the
area or that drifts into the area after being dumped by vessels oper—

ating outside state V7ater;

(3) the effect of marine garbage on the environment in the

area,
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(4) other resources available to the applicant; and

(5) other factors that the department establishes by regu—
lation that arc relevant to a determination of the applicant™s need
for financial assistance to alleviate the locality®s marine garbage
problem,

* Sec. This Act takes effect innnediate.lv under AS 01 .10.070(c).
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Offered: 3/23/88
Re ferrod: Finarice 5-1966B

Original sponsors* Herrmann and Sund

BY THE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
IN THE HOUSE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CS FOR HQUSE BILL NO* 493 (C&P.A)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to marine garbage collection; and
providing for an effective date.””
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 44.47 1Is amended by adding a new section to read:
ARTICLE 12A. MARINE GARBAGE COLLECTION GRANTS.

Sec. 44.47.750. MARINE GARBAGE COLLECTION FUND. (@) Thei-e is
established in the department the marine garbage collection fund as an
account in the general fund. The fund consists of money appropriated
to 1t. Money in the fund may be used to make grants to municipalities
and unincorporated communities as provided for in AS 29.60.140, for
the collection of marine garbage in state water.

(b) The department shall adopt regulations for the determination
of entitlement to marine garbage collection grants, application and
approval of grants, and administration of grants.

(¢) In making grants under this section, the department shall
consider

(1) the number of vessels engaged in commercial fishing or
related activities, 1including processing, 1in water adjacent to or
within the applicant*3 jurisdiction;

(2) the volume of garbage that 13 dumped by vessels in the
area or that drifts into the area after being dumped by vessels oper—

ating outside state water;

(3) the effect of marine garbage on the environment in the

area,
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(4) other resources available to the applicant; and

(5) other factors that the department establishes by regu—
lation that are relevant to a determination of the applicant™ need
for financial assistance to alleviate the locality"s marine garbage
problem.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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