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The Marine Conservation Society 
 
The Marine Conservation Society (MCS) is the UK's national charity dedicated to the 
protection of the marine environment and its wildlife.  Since its formation in 1983, MCS has 
become a recognised authority on marine and coastal conservation and is regularly consulted 
by Government for its views on a range of marine issues.  Working closely with other 
environmental organisations, local authorities and statutory conservation agencies, MCS 
provides information and guidance on many aspects of marine conservation and promotes 
public participation in volunteer projects and surveys. 
 
Pollution of the marine and coastal environment from sewage, litter and hazardous 
substances has always been a major focus for MCS campaigns. In 1986, the campaign to 
‘Clean Britain’s Beaches’ first brought the then appalling state of many beaches to the public’s 
attention.  MCS has compiled the Good Beach Guide for over a decade, providing the public 
with a comprehensive and independent review of the quality of Britain’s bathing waters and 
beaches. This is now published on the Internet (www.goodbeachguide.co.uk), providing 
access to information for the widest audience possible.  Through its influence at Government 
level, MCS has successfully campaigned for significant reductions in the discharge of 
untreated sewage to UK coastal waters and the mandatory provision of port waste reception 
facilities. MCS continues to raise awareness about the need for individuals to take individual 
responsibility for their waste, both at home and on the coast. 
 
The Beachwatch campaign, launched in 1993, provides a focus for the public to express their 
concern for the environment and support an ongoing campaign to reduce marine pollution. 
The aim is to raise public awareness about marine pollution and establish records of marine 
litter in the UK, from which sources can be identified. The results gathered through the annual 
surveys are used to urge Government, industry and the public to make greater efforts to 
reduce inputs of litter from all sources. 
 
Following the success of Beachwatch, MCS launched the Adopt-a-Beach project in 1999 to 
encourage greater community level involvement in the sustainable management of the coast.  
Adopt-a-Beach organisers carry out quarterly surveys of their chosen beach, the information 
collected can be used locally to try to identify the main items of litter and to tackle this at 
source.  During 2005, the Adopt-a-Beach project was funded by the Crown Estate’s Marine 
Stewardship Fund.  The number of local organisers has risen to over 300. Local organisers 
carry out surveys, educate local communities about the impacts of litter and work with other 
local groups to encourage a greater regional focus for the projects.  Beachwatch is now the 
flagship event of the Adopt-a-Beach scheme and takes place every September.  
 
In Scotland, the MCS Marine Conservation Officer for Scotland, funded in 2005 by the 
Gordon Fraser Charitable Trust and Aberbrothock Charitable Trust, has been successfully 
promoting Adopt-a-Beach, and supporting a network of organisers with Scottish beaches 
accounting for almost a quarter of the total number in 2005. 
 
MCS also works in many other areas, including fisheries, marine protected areas, species 
protection, coral reef conservation and environmental education, to achieve its goal of cleaner 
and healthier seas for wildlife and for future generations. 
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Marine Conservation Society Beachwatch 2005 
Executive Summary 
 
Beachwatch is a nation-wide beach litter clean-up and survey, organised by the Marine 
Conservation Society (MCS). Beachwatch was launched in 1993 to raise awareness about 
marine and coastal litter, monitor levels and sources of litter on Britain's beaches and 
encourage action to reduce litter pollution at source.  Beachwatch is the flagship event of the 
MCS Adopt-a-Beach project, established in 1999, which encourages individuals, groups and 
communities to carry out regular seasonal beach litter surveys and tackle litter at the local 
level. 
 
The main aims of Beachwatch are to: 
 

• Increase awareness of marine and coastal litter, and its impacts; 
• Identify and monitor quantities and sources of litter on UK beaches; and  
• Encourage action to reduce marine and coastal litter at its source. 

 
Beachwatch 2005 
 
On the 17th and 18th September 2005, the thirteenth annual Beachwatch litter survey and 
beach clean-up took place on beaches around the UK, to coincide with the Ocean 
Conservancy’s International Coastal Cleanup covering over 80 countries worldwide.  A total of 
332 beaches, covering 170.7 km of coastline in England, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland 
and the Channel Islands were cleaned and surveyed by 3,891 volunteers.  In total, over 7,630 
volunteer hours were spent removing and recording 338,196 items of litter with a wet weight 
of 11,337 kg. 
 
 

Beachwatch 2005 Summary 
  

Volunteers 3,891 

Number of beaches surveyed 332 

Total length surveyed (km) 170.7 

Number of bags  2,723 

Weight (kg) 11,337 

% Beach visitors 35.4 

% Fishing 14.6 

% Sewage related debris 7.2 

% Shipping 2.2 

% Fly tipped 0.8 

% Medical 0.2 

% Non sourced 39.6 

Total number of items 338,196 

Total volunteer hours  7,630 

Mean items/km 1,981.0 

Note: Percentages are recorded to 1 decimal place. 

*If data from two beaches where over 11,000 cotton bud sticks were recorded is removed, the 
percentage for SRD is 3.5 % 
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Beachwatch 2005 recorded an average of 1,981 litter items for every kilometre of beach 
surveyed.  This is a 4.4% increase compared with Beachwatch 2004 (1,897/km).  Whilst this 
is a relatively small increase, there has been an overall increase of 89.6% in the density of 
beach litter on surveyed UK beaches since Beachwatch 1994 (1,045 items/km). 
 
 

Year 

Number 
beaches 
surveyed 

Total 
length 

surveyed 
(km) 

Total 
items Items/km 

1994 173 204.0 197,346 1,045 
1995 202 193.0 305,741 1,654 
1996 203 196.0 291,228 1,482 
1997 210 168.8 262,349 1,554 
1998 257 166.7 322,751 1,936 
1999 171 91.8 175,560 1,913 
2000 150 104.2 185,482 1,780 
2001 194 141.3 222,704 1,576 
2002 229 150.0 241,285 1,609 
2003 244 134.8 279,847 2,075 
2004 269 145.2 275,594 1,897 
2005 332 170.7 338,196 1,981 
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The 20 most common items found during Beachwatch 2005 comprised 79.3% of the total 
items recorded.  The top 10 items alone accounted for 59.7% of the total litter count, slightly 
lower than in 2004 (64.8%).  In Beachwatch 2005, some of the litter classifications recorded 
on the survey sheet were altered to incorporate new litter items such as disposable BBQs, 
and to allow better sourcing of litter.  This has affected the position of several litter items in the 
top 20.  
 
 

Position 
2004 

Position 
2005 Item 

% of total 
litter Items/km 

1 1 Plastic pieces > 1cm - 50cm 11.8 234.6 
6 2 Plastic pieces < 1cm 6.5 128.9 
7 3 Crisp / sweet / lolly wrappers 6.4 126.5 
4 4 Plastic caps & lids 6.1 119.9 
3 5 Cotton bud sticks 5.6 111.5 

N/A* 6 Fishing net < 50cm 5.4 107.9 
N/A* 7 Rope 5.4 107.2 

5 8 Polystyrene pieces 5.0 99.8 
8 9 Plastic drinks bottles 3.7 73.1 
9 10 Cigarette stubs 3.7 72.3 
    TOP 10 ITEMS 59.7 1181.9 

10 11 Glass pieces 2.6 51.5 
11 12 Fishing line 2.3 45.6 
16 13 Paper pieces 2.3 45.3 
20 14 Cloth pieces & string 2.3 45.3 
13 15 Plastic bags (including supermarket) 2.3 45.1 
12 16 Metal drink cans 2.1 41.9 
15 17 Plastic cutlery / trays / straws 1.9 37.3 
17 18 Wood pieces  1.4 28.2 
18 19 Foam & sponge 1.4 27.9 

N/A** 20 Fast food containers & cups 1.0 20.2 

    TOP 20 ITEMS 79.3 1570.2 

Note: Figures are recorded to 1 decimal place. 
* Prior to Beachwatch 2005, fishing net and rope were combined in one category 
** Prior to Beachwatch 2005, fast food containers and cups were in separate categories 
 
 
 
 
Plastic, the most prevalent beach litter material, has consistently accounted for over 50% of 
all litter recorded in Beachwatch surveys, and the percentage of plastic recorded in 
Beachwatch 2005 (59%) was the highest recorded for any Beachwatch survey. The 5 most 
common plastic items represent 61% (122,556 items) of the plastic recorded and are all in the 
top 10 list of items found.  These items were: plastic pieces 1- 50 cm; plastic pieces < 1 cm; 
crisp, sweet and lolly wrappers; caps and lids; and fishing net < 50cm . 
 
Four sources were identified as the main contributors to the total amount of litter on UK 
surveyed beaches: direct littering by recreational beach users (35.4%); fishing activities 
(14.6%); sewage outfalls (7.2% or 3.5% if data from two particularly badly affected beaches 
are removed); and shipping (2.2%).   
 
The density of litter attributed to beach visitors fell slightly from 733 items/km in 2004 to 701.5 
items/km in 2005, but was still the highest for any beach litter source.  Within each UK 
country, beach visitors’ litter was the most common source, varying between 30.6 and 57.0% 
of the total litter recorded.   
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Fishing debris was the second most common source in all UK countries except for Northern 
Ireland, and Scotland, where sewage related debris (SRD) made up the second highest 
proportion of litter. (However, if data from two Scottish beaches; Saltings to Bowling and East 
Bay, are excluded from the analysis, fishing debris is the second most common litter source in 
Scotland).  The density of fishing debris (289.1 items/km) had increased compared to 
Beachwatch 2004 (266.8 items/km), and was the second highest density recorded for any 
Beachwatch survey. 
 
The number of sewage related debris (SRD) items recorded per kilometre surveyed 
throughout the UK decreased for the first time since 2001, from 177.3 items/km (9.3%) in 
2004 to 143.2 items/km (7.2%) in 2005.  A large number of cotton bud sticks were found at 
two particular beaches (Saltings to Bowling, and East Bay in Scotland), and if data from these 
beaches is removed, the density of sewage related debris decreased from 103 items/km in 
2004 to 77items/km in 2005.  In all Beachwatch surveys between 1996 and 2004, cotton bud 
sticks have accounted for over 60% of the sewage related debris recorded, and in 
Beachwatch 2005 this proportion was 78%, lower that in Beachwatch 2004 (87%).  
Discounting data from East Bay, and Saltings to Bowling, the density of cotton bud sticks 
decreased by 42% from 80.5 items/km in 2004 to 46.8 items/km in 2005.  
 
Shipping waste represented 2.2% of the beach litter recorded in Beachwatch 2005, a slight 
increase from 42.5 items/km in 2004 to 44.1 items/km in 2005.  However, in certain locations, 
such as the Shetland Islands, and Kimmeridge Beach, Dorset, some items usually 
categorised as ‘non-sourced’ or as ‘beach visitors’ can be attributed with a high degree of 
confidence to shipping litter, and in these areas, shipping probably accounts for a higher 
proportion of overall litter than is reflected in the national Beachwatch 2005 results. 
 
The highest overall litter density was recorded in England, with 2,256.1 items/km, followed by 
Northern Ireland (1,877 items/km), Wales (1,753 items/km), Scotland (1747.6 items/km), and 
the Channel Islands (1,207.2 items/km).  Wales was the only country to record a decrease in 
litter density compared to 2004 results.  Within England, as in previous years, the South West 
recorded the most litter (3,936.1 items/km), followed by the South East (1,847 items/km), 
North West (1,579.1 items/km), and the North East (1,231.6 items/km). 

 
The results from Beachwatch 2005 indicate that at least one item of litter is found on almost 
every 50 cm of beach surveyed, and the quantity of litter on UK beaches continues to be a 
significant problem.  As illustrated by the continued rise in plastic found on UK beaches, even 
if inputs were to be reduced in the near future, the extensive use of non-biodegradable 
plastics over the last three decades will result in the accumulation of plastic items in the 
environment, as more persistent items are added and larger items break down into smaller 
fragments.  
 
Whilst litter continues to occur on UK beaches in such high densities, wildlife remains at risk, 
especially from persistent plastic items.  Coastal communities, many of which rely on the 
marine environment for their livelihood (through tourism, fishing and recreational water 
sports), continue to pay the price for marine and coastal litter.  Revenue is lost from spoilt fish 
catches and damage to property. Sewage related debris on beaches can have adverse 
effects on tourism, and the cost of repeated beach cleaning operations runs into millions of 
pounds annually.   
 
Determined efforts are required to reduce the pollution of our coasts at source and local 
authorities, water authorities, marine industries and government must play their part to reduce 
and clean up litter.  Each member of the public must also accept individual responsibility to 
minimise their impact on the marine and coastal environment and support national legislative 
measures and educational initiatives to reduce pollution at source.  Only then will coastal 
communities, wildlife and other beach users realise the full benefits of a clean, litter-free 
coastal and marine environment. 
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Beachwatch Campaign Progress (1993-2005) 
 
2005 marks the thirteenth year of the Beachwatch project, and the projects continued success 
raises awareness about beach and marine litter at national, regional and local levels.  
Beachwatch is effecting change by promoting the principle of individual responsibility towards 
the disposal of litter; encouraging individual, group and community involvement in local 
environmental projects; providing reference data for beach litter levels, materials and sources; 
and influencing national legislation to prevent the dumping of waste at sea and land-based 
littering.  
 
Awareness and community involvement 
 
Beachwatch 2005 was another record-breaking event, with over 3,890 volunteers taking part 
on 332 beaches.  This is the highest number of beaches, and highest number of volunteers to 
have taken part in the project’s history, illustrating that the issue of beach litter is still of great 
public concern.  Each year, Beachwatch allows thousands of committed volunteers to make a 
practical difference to their local coastal environment, clearing large amounts of beach litter, 
and raising awareness of the issues involved at a local and regional level, particularly through 
media coverage of the hundreds of events taking place.  Over 240 newspaper articles about 
Beachwatch 2005 were published, and MCS staff and local organisers gave many radio and 
television interviews.  Each Spring, the publication of the Beachwatch Report also attracts 
widespread national, regional and local media attention.  The launch of the Beachwatch 2004 
report featured in 84 newspapers, and on 90 radio and television programmes.  Media 
coverage often focuses on specific aspects of the results and also highlights the causes of 
litter, such as inappropriate disposal of cotton bud sticks down the toilet, or irresponsible 
tourists dropping litter on beaches. 
 
Following the success of Beachwatch, MCS launched the Adopt-a-Beach project in 1999 to 
promote community involvement in the sustainable management of the coast, focusing on 
quarterly beach litter surveys of which Beachwatch is the autumn survey.  This project, 
funded by The Crown Estate Marine Stewardship Fund since 2000, has established a 
network of over 300 individuals and community groups, who monitor the state of their 
coastline, raise awareness of the impacts of litter and work with others to reduce local inputs 
of marine litter. 
 
In 2005, MCS President, HRH The Prince of Wales gave his full support to the Beachwatch 
project in a statement that was sent to all Beachwatch organisers (See foreword). 
 
Beachwatch has played a lead role in highlighting the problem of sewage related debris 
(SRD), providing evidence of the number of sanitary items that reach our beaches and 
therefore the lack of awareness amongst the public of what should and should not be flushed 
down the toilet, as well as local inadequacies in parts of the UK’s sewerage system.  The 
Beachwatch results have also contributed to the Bag It and Bin It campaign which aims to 
change flushing habits and encourage labelling of sanitary products to discourage flushing.  
 
Monitoring quantities and sources of litter 
 
Beachwatch data from previous years was used in the Government’s “Charting Progress” 
report published in November 2005, which assessed the current state of UK seas.  The report 
identified beach litter as one of six factors having unacceptable impacts on our marine 
environment. The report also acknowledged that the “MCS Beachwatch survey is the best 
long-term indication of trends on UK beaches “ and “provides the only long-term dataset” for 
beach litter in the UK.  The report concluded that “litter on beaches is totally preventable”.  
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Over the past thirteen years, Beachwatch results have been used as the national benchmark 
for assessing the quantities and sources of litter on UK beaches.  The Environment Agency’s 
report on ‘The State of the Marine Environment of England and Wales’ (Environment Agency, 
2005), uses Beachwatch survey results from 1994-2004 as a baseline average for assessing 
the state of UK beaches with respect to litter.  MCS Beachwatch data was also extensively 
referred to in a section on marine litter in a report published by Scottish Natural Heritage in 
2004 Natural Heritage Trends: Seas Around Scotland.  Beachwatch 2005 data will appear in 
the updated version of this report. 
 
Following collaboration between the Environment Agency and National Aquatic Litter Group 
(NALG), of which MCS is a key partner, the Environment Agency Online Aesthetic Survey 
Information System (OASIS) database was launched in 2002.  The database aimed to collate 
results from various beach litter surveys using a protocol developed by NALG, and was 
designed so that data from Beachwatch and Adopt-a-Beach surveys could be incorporated.  
Unfortunately, due to other priorities, the Environment Agency has stopped work on the 
OASIS database, but MCS is pursuing this with the Environment Agency and Government 
departments to ensure that the valuable work that went into OASIS is not lost.  
 
At an international level, as the UK member of Seas at Risk (a European NGO umbrella 
organisation), MCS has observer status on the OSPAR Biodiversity Committee and was 
instrumental in the development of a 3-year OSPAR Pilot Project on Monitoring Marine Beach 
Litter between 2000 and 2002.  Several European countries in the North-East Atlantic region 
have worked together to develop a methodology for surveying beach litter, based mainly on 
the Beachwatch survey method.  MCS experience of co-ordinating Beachwatch surveys 
proved invaluable, and the UK contributed data from 12 beaches for 2000-2003, all of which 
are part of the MCS Adopt-a-Beach project.  In January 2003, the survey protocol for the 
project was accepted, and it was agreed that the project should continue until 2006.  The 
second phase of the project is focusing on gathering and analysing data from participating 
countries and developing proposals for an Environmental Quality Objective for marine litter.  
MCS continues to co-ordinate the litter data collection from 12 beaches on behalf of the UK 
through Adopt-a-Beach, with the support of the Maritime and Coastguard Agency.  MCS now 
contribute almost one third of all beaches from eight countries involved in the project.  Now 
entering its final year, the project has gathered a large amount of data from all countries 
involved, and a final report on the project (which MCS will assist in producing) is due to be 
published in 2007. 
 
Influencing action to reduce marine litter 
 
Beachwatch has been extremely successful in raising awareness of beach and marine litter 
and, as a result, MCS has been a key player in influencing and advising on legislative 
changes that address litter pollution. 
 
In September 2005, MCS gave evidence to the Scottish Parliament Environment and Rural 
Development Committee for the first stage of the proposed Environmental Levy on Plastic 
Bags (Scotland) Bill.  The evidence presented by MCS included information about the 
quantities of plastic bags recorded on UK beaches from the Beachwatch surveys.  MCS 
supports the proposed bill, which would require retailers to charge a levy (initially 10p) for 
each plastic bag supplied to customers.  The profits raised by the levy would be spent on 
environmental projects. By the end of January 2006, the Scottish Parliament had debated the 
general principles of the Bill, and had extended the initial Stage of the Bill until 31st August 
2006, to allow unresolved questions to be examined. 
 
MCS has been invited to speak at an All Party Parliamentary Group meeting on smoking 
related litter at the House of Commons in 2006.  MCS will present evidence of cigarette litter 
found on UK beaches during Beachwatch surveys. 
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In Spring 2005, MCS in partnership with the charity Thames21 was commissioned by Defra to 
research and produce a report on all forms of aquatic litter in the UK, and propose 
recommendations for potential solutions, including legislation and educational initiatives.  The 
report incorporated the findings of the past 12 years of Beachwatch surveys, which were used 
to highlight the major types and sources of beach litter found in the UK. 
 
In 2004 Environment Minister, Elliot Morley, gave his full support to the project and made the 
following statement for the launch of the Beachwatch 2004 report: “Beachwatch 2004 was 
one of the most comprehensive beach surveys ever undertaken; I offer my congratulations to 
all concerned.  40 million people visit our beaches every year making them one of the nation's 
most prized assets. Litter left on the beach or washed up on shore is an eyesore and not only 
affects our tourist trade, but can have fatal consequences for much of our marine life. So 
please take your rubbish back home with you and ensure that on your next visit it is only sand 
that squeezes through your toes and not something else!” 
 
In June 2004, MCS Beachwatch results provided supporting evidence to assist the Maritime 
Coastguard Agency (MCA) with the successful prosecution of a shipping company for 
dumping litter at sea.  The company was fined a total of £10,000 and ordered to pay £5,258 
costs to the MCA. 
 
During 2004, the Beachwatch Report results were widely quoted in a Scottish parliament 
debate about Scottish beaches and were also quoted in the House of Lords following 
questions about a plastic bag tax and beach litter. 
 
Beachwatch and Adopt-a-Beach received international acclaim in 2002 at the Fifth North Sea 
Conference when both projects were included in the Bergen Declaration, signed by North Sea 
Ministers.  At this Conference it was agreed that marine litter could only be tackled by 
involving all sectors of the community – a principle that the Beachwatch campaign not only 
encompasses, but also puts into practice.  Subsequently, marine litter has also been identified 
in a draft European Union Marine Framework Directive as an issue on which European 
member Governments should take action.  
 
In 1999, MCS was asked to express our major concerns on litter to the Secretary of State for 
the Environment to help determine how the Government could better support initiatives aimed 
at changing public attitudes to litter disposal.  As a result, the anti-litter message was 
incorporated into the £8 million ‘Are you doing your bit?’ campaign. 
 
The Beachwatch Report was widely quoted and referred to by Government Ministers and 
MPs during the debates on the Merchant Shipping and Maritime Security Bill in February 
1997.  Beachwatch provided evidence that shipping and fishing debris continues to pollute 
our shores and seas, despite the MARPOL convention (see section 5.1.2) and highlighted the 
need for the mandatory provision of port waste reception units that are now a statutory 
requirement throughout Europe.   
  
 
In summary, the Beachwatch campaign is taking effect at every level, targeting all major 
sources of litter.  MCS hopes to continue to use the power of the public’s concern and the 
data gathered to raise awareness and change attitudes at individual, Government, industry 
and international levels. 
 
 



Key Recommendations 
 
Reduction of Land-Based Sources of Litter 
 
• Establishment of a nationwide database for collection of marine litter data from voluntary, 

government and local authority surveys. 
 
• Encouragement of “Food on the Go” code of practice for beach outlets and kiosks, and 

enforcement where necessary. 
 
• Provision of adequate rubbish disposal and recycling facilities for the public, particularly at 

beaches, supported by publicity on their location. 
 
• Incorporation of beaches in local authority waste management plans. 
 
• National guidelines for beach cleaning to minimise the environmental impact of 

mechanical methods. 
 
• Research into the effects of plastics on the marine environment, including microscopic 

plastics, and plastic degradation times. 
 
• Implementation of Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act to ensure the 

enforcement of anti-littering laws on all land including beaches. 
 
• Clear definition and inclusion of ‘aquatic environments’ in the Code of Practice on Litter 

and Refuse, setting standards and timings for clearing litter from rivers, canals and 
beaches. 

 
• Stricter enforcement of anti-littering laws to deter fly-tipping and littering by businesses 

and members of the public.  
 
• Extension in number of council employees given powers to administer on the spot 

penalties, such as beach wardens, park rangers and traffic wardens.  
 
• Increase in the number of self funded litter wardens operating on UK beaches. 
 
• Introduction of a tax on all ‘ecologically disadvantageous packaging’, for example a UK 

plastic bag tax with resulting funds used to support recycling initiatives. 
 
• A ban on all balloon releases, and their recognition as a form of littering. 
 
• Expansion by Government and industry of national recycling schemes, and infrastructure 

especially for kerbside plastics collection and research into refillables. 
 
• Encouragement of the public to reuse items such as plastic bags, recycle used items and 

buy items with less packaging. 
 
• Encouragement and support, by local authorities and relevant landowners, of voluntary 

local initiatives such as Adopt-a-Beach, Coastcare and river clean-ups. 
 
• Incorporation into school curricula of educational material on the sources and effects of 

aquatic litter and ways of reducing the problem at source. 
 
 
 
 
 



Reduction of Ocean-Based Sources of Litter 
 
• Encouragement of countries that have not ratified or implemented MARPOL through their 

own legislation to do so. 
 
• Provision of reception facilities that are readily accessible, including recycling facilities, at 

all ports, harbours and recreational marinas. 
 
• Effective implementation of comprehensive port waste management plans under the 

Merchant Shipping (Port Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations 1997, and extension of 
these requirements to recreational and commercial harbours and marinas. 

 
• Extension of port waste reception facilities regulations to cover fishing vessels. 
 
• Enforcement of ship waste management plans and inspections of Garbage Record Books 

under the Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution by Garbage) Regulations 1998. 
 
• Incorporation of waste management systems into the design of new vessels. 
 
• Further research into biodegradable fishing gear. 
 
• Introduction of higher minimum penalties for illegal dumping of wastes as a deterrent to 

polluters. 
 
• Extended powers given to Coastguards and Fisheries Officers to react to pollution 

offences. 
 
• Implementation of a public register of legal notices, offences and fines relating to pollution 

of the marine environment from shipping.  
 
• Incentives to encourage all vessels to bring back any litter found at sea, particularly 

debris likely to cause a hazard to navigation and safety, for correct disposal. Large items, 
and lost fishing gear, which cannot be removed, should be reported to the MCA. 

 
• The introduction of net markers for UK fishing gear. 
 
• Establishment of Special Area Status under MARPOL Annex V for all UK waters. 
 
• Incorporation of environmental responsibilities into the education and training of ship 

owners, ship operators, crews, port users, fishermen, recreational boat users. 
 
• Continued UK participation in the OSPAR marine litter monitoring project, with 

Government support. 
 
• UK support of the objectives to reduce marine litter as identified within the proposed 

European Marine Strategy. 
 
 
Reduction of Sewage Related Debris (SRD) 
 
• Improvement by water authorities to combined sewer overflow systems which service 

coastal towns and discharge to coastal waters. 
 
• All intermittent and continuous coastal discharges to have secondary treatment facilities 

installed as a minimum. 
 
• Improvement of all remaining unsatisfactory Combined Sewer Overflows. 
 
 



 
• Private outfalls to be identified, and adequately screened or treated to prevent the 

discharge of sewage related debris. 
 
• Implementation of strict penalties for failure to comply with discharge consents. 
 
• Full implementation of the environmental improvement programme set out under the 

Periodic Price Review. 
 
• Replacement of plastic materials used in sanitary and bathroom items (particularly cotton 

bud sticks) with biodegradable (non-plastic) materials. 
 
• Mandatory labelling of sanitary products with the correct disposal information: ‘Bag It and 

Bin It - Please Don’t Flush It’ clearly visible. 
 
• Education in schools on the issue of sanitary waste and its correct disposal. 
 
• Funding for national, community based educational campaigns to encourage the public to 

'Bag it and Bin It’.  
 
• Provision by local authorities of disposal facilities for sanitary waste in all public toilets. 
 
 
 
Individual Responsibility 
 
• Individuals should recycle as much rubbish as possible, households that are not 

connected to Kerbside collection schemes can write to their local council asking them why 
not. 

 
• Individuals must dispose of their waste responsibly and never drop litter in a public place. 
 
• Individuals can avoid purchasing over packaged goods. 
 
• Smokers can carry portable ashtrays with them to avoid disposing of cigarettes in the 

street, or on beaches. 
 
• Education and encouragement of sea anglers to ensure correct disposal of waste, 

whether at sea or on shore. 
 
• When disposing of sanitary waste, individuals should ‘Bag It and Bin It’ – NEVER flush it. 
 
• Individuals can take part in practical initiatives to reduce beach litter such as Beachwatch 

and Adopt-a-Beach. 
 
 
 

REDUCE – REUSE - RECYCLE 
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In Dundee, Broughty Ferry Community Council formed a beach sub-group and adopted 
Broughty Ferry Beach. Dundee City Council supports the community council in their drive for 
sustainable beach management and recognises that Adopt-a-Beach is “a great initiative by 
the Marine Conservation Society for getting people involved in looking after and taking a 
greater interest in the cleanliness of the local beach”. Following Beachwatch 2001, Aberdeen 
City Council recognised the management issues surrounding Nigg Bay and taken measures 
to help minimise the sanitary, shipping and fishing debris that can collect there. 
 
In April 2005, Encams published its latest Seaside Awards list and 6 new beaches received 
the award (Encams, 2005b). In the criteria for the Seaside Awards, beach cleanliness only 
contributes 12% to the overall score for a beach. This indicates that the increase in the 
number of Seaside Awards being obtained may lead the public into thinking that beaches are, 
on the whole, becoming cleaner, but this is not borne out by any studies, including the 
cleanliness criteria set by Encams.  
 
Recommendations  
• Establishment of a nationwide database for marine litter, for collection of marine 

litter data from voluntary, government and local authority surveys. 
 
• Encouragement of the “Food on the Go” code of practice for beach outlets and 

kiosks, and enforcement where necessary. 
 
• Provision of adequate rubbish disposal and recycling facilities for the public, 

particularly at beaches, supported by publicity on their location. 
 
• Incorporation of beaches in local authority waste management plans. 
 
• National guidelines for beach cleaning to minimise the environmental impact of 

mechanical methods. 
 
 
 
 

4.5.2 The Role of National Government and Industry 
 
4.5.2 (a) Reduction of Waste from Land-based Sources 
 
Government has to play the key role in providing incentives and legislation to minimise waste 
production (particularly plastics), increase the level of recycling in the UK, encourage the 
public to reduce the number of disposable items purchased and to re-use and recycle 
products wherever possible. This will only be achievable if we overcome the throw-away 
culture that has been created by the availability of cheap everyday products, mainly made of 
plastics. In the UK, it is also worth noting that methane from landfill sites contributes a quarter 
of the national total emissions, and methane is 21 times more powerful as a greenhouse gas 
than carbon dioxide (Geographical, 2005). 
 
Degradable plastics are already being used in McDonalds restaurants in Sweden and Austria. 
Biodegradable cutlery, which enables all waste to be composted without segregation, has 
been available for 3 years (Waste Online, 2004), however this cutlery is still not being used in 
the UK.. The development of the packaging industry has also led to a substantial increase in 
waste generation due to the often-unnecessary amount of packaging that products are 
supplied in. Packaging is generally made from plastic, compounding the problem further 
within a fast-growing consumer society.  
 
In December 2004 Margaret Beckett, the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs announced the launch of the Defra five year strategy. In a statement Mrs Beckett said “ 
People rightly place a high value on clean, safe and green public spaces and want to live in 
communities that aren't blighted by litter, graffiti and fly posters. 
 



 60 

This strategy sets out concrete measures to accelerate Britain's transformation from 
environmental laggard to environmental leader. The environment starts on our doorstep. Our 
Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Bill contains new powers to tackle the blight of litter, 
fly-tipping, graffiti and abandoned cars. We want to help make it easier for business and 
families to be green. Our new partnership with supermarkets will increase recycling by 
hundreds of thousands of tonnes. A high quality local environment not only reduces the fear 
of crime it contributes to our sense of well-being.” 
 
Plastic pellets occur on beaches around the world often in huge numbers. In Scotland, 
Scottish Water’s Trade Effluent Quality Team and SEPA are working with plastic companies 
by taking steps such as the installation of interceptors to prevent spilled pellets reaching 
drainage systems, the use of skip covers, and regular inspection of vehicles (Miller et al., 
2003). 
 
Recommendation 
• Research into the effects of plastics on the marine environment, including 

microscopic plastics, and plastic degradation times. 

 

4.5.2 (a) (i) Legislation  
 
The Government’s ‘Living Places: Powers, Rights and Responsibilities’ consultation 
document suggests options for legislation reforms to include extending the existing powers 
and duties for litter clearance to include beaches, rivers and canals, under Part IV of the 
Environment Protection Act 1990 (Defra, 2002a). However, after further consultation it was 
decided this would be too expensive. 
 
On 7th April 2005, the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act became law. The act 
makes it an offence to drop litter anywhere including private land, rivers, ponds and lakes 
(previously it had been an offence to drop litter in any public place including beaches but not 
aquatic environments). It permits the greater use of fixed penalty fines as an alternative to 
prosecution and allows local authorities to set their own rates along with giving parish councils 
the power to issue fixed penalty fines for litter and dog offences (also for graffiti and fly-
tipping). In addition, it confirms that cigarette ends and chewing gum are classed as litter for 
which on the spot fines up to £75 can now be given. The Clean Neighbourhoods and 
Environment Act will hopefully be an effective instrument for reducing beach litter as well as 
urban litter, but more investment will be required for enforcement measures.  
 
The Environmental Protection Act places duties on, and gives powers to, a local authority to 
keep its beaches clear of all litter according to the Code of Practice for Litter and Refuse. 
Encams are currently consulting on changes to the Code of Practice to apply to England only.  
The 2005 consultation on revisions to the Code aims to make the code simpler. The 
emphasis is not on how often an area is cleaned, but that there is “consistent and appropriate 
management of an area to keep it clean”. The current Code of Practice provides guidance on 
response times following any fall in an areas standard of cleanliness.  Cleanliness is graded 
using an A,B,C,D system, and land is zoned according to its usage. A revised set of response 
times has been proposed in the revised Code. A definition of aquatic litter has also been 
included in the consultation based on one provided by MCS. The revision, once adopted will 
apply to England only (Defra, 2005a)..In response to the consultation, MCS recommendations 
included a grading system to assess beach cleanliness, daily cleaning of amenity beaches 
from May to September, and further advice for rural beaches. 
 
In 2003, the Scottish Executive began to review the Environment Protection Act (Scotland) 
1990 as it relates to litter and fly-tipping. As part of this process, the EPA (Scotland) 'Code of 
Practice Litter and Refuse' in relation to beaches is also undergoing review. 
 
The Welsh Assembly launched their National Waste Strategy for Wales in 2002, which aims 
to instigate sustainable waste management within ten years. Key priorities are minimising 
waste production and its impact on the environment and setting higher targets for recycling.  
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A total of £79 million is available from 2002 - 2006 for local authorities and other groups to 
help them meet their targets (National Assembly for Wales, 2002). 
 
The plastics manufacturing and packaging industries have, since 1997, had a legal 
responsibility to reduce the impact of their operations on the environment, through a 
European directive on packaging waste implemented in the UK through the Producer 
Responsibility Obligations (Packaging Waste) Regulations 1997. The Regulations place 
responsibility on some 9,000 manufacturers and retailers in England and Wales (Environment 
Agency, 2002) for the recycling of 65% of packaging waste and reduction of overall packaging 
waste by 10% by 2006. In March 2002, the Government set a target of 5 million tonnes of 
packaging waste to be recycled. Businesses have been set a target to achieve 59% recovery 
and 19% materials specific recycling of packaging waste under the new packaging 
regulations (Defra, 2002b). An Advisory Panel on Packaging was set up in 2002 by the 
Government, but consists entirely of packaging and product manufacturers. There is currently 
no environmental or non-government organisation representation. It is the duty of Trading 
standards officers to investigate excess packaging, however Trading standards officers have 
many other duties, and investigations into excess packaging are of low priority.  In 2005 
thirteen of the UK’s supermarkets (including Asda, Tesco, Somerfield and Morrisons) pledged 
to support WRAP to deliver absolute reductions in packaging waste by 2010. The agreement, 
known as the Courtauld Commitment, also agreed to design out packaging waste growth by 
2008, and identify ways to tackle food waste (ENDS, 2005b). 
 
The EU adopted the Environmental Liability Directive in February 2002, which aims to enforce 
the ‘polluter pays’ principle to ensure that those who damage the environment are legally and 
financially accountable (Defra, 2002c). This will be a useful tool for dealing with pollution 
offences such as persistent littering, fly-tipping and sewerage leaks, all of which can affect the 
marine environment. In the past, damage to ‘unowned’ natural resources has been paid for by 
the taxpayer, but the new directive will mean that the company responsible will pay for it, 
acting as a strong financial incentive to avoid any future damage (Birdlife & WWF, 2002). 
Methods of enforcement will need to be addressed to ensure that the directive is used to its 
full potential. 
 
On the 18th November 2003, Section 119 of the Local Government Act 2003 came into force 
in the UK. The act relates to fixed penalty notices for littering and dog fouling. The Section 
provides guidance notes on new procedures for local authorities that issue fixed penalty 
notices for littering and dog fouling offences. Local authorities can now retain any sums they 
receive from the issuing of such penalty notices. It is hoped this will encourage more local 
authorities to take a proactive approach to management of the local environment (IDea, 
2004). MCS hopes this will encourage local authorities to employ more litter wardens 
operating on UK beaches, as these positions could be self-funded. 
 
Section 88 of the Environmental Protection Act allows local authority officers and / or 
accredited persons to issue a fixed penalty notice for leaving litter (£75 in England and Wales 
and €125 in Ireland). The definition of an accredited person will often encompass litter 
wardens or environment wardens, but the powers can also be given to other employees. For 
instance, Swale Borough Council currently employ three environment wardens but have 
proposed to also train their car park attendants to be enforcement officers, therefore bringing 
the total number of persons able to administer litter fines to 14 (Defra, 2004c). This could be 
of particular use for the beach and riverside environment where there are often council car 
parks and attendants, especially in the summer months. Indeed, this could be taken further by 
giving powers to other council employees such as beach lifeguards, and dog wardens who 
are faced with the problem of massive amounts of litter left on beaches on a daily basis 
through the summer months. The response from individuals given a caution or fine may be 
aggressive in nature, and may have implications on whether any enforcer can work alone. 
New York city has overcome this problem by creating its own Environmental Police Academy. 
Launched in 2002, this environmental police force, run by the Department of Environmental 
Protection, now has over 200 officers that have undergone twenty weeks of intensive training 
in environmental law and police administration, including basic police training in laws of 
arrest, use of force, justification, firearms and defensive tactics (DEP 2004). 
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Section 91 of the Environmental Protection Act allows individuals and organisations to take 
action against those not keeping land clear of litter and refuse through the magistrate’s court. 
If the complaint is upheld the magistrates court may issue a litter abatement order requiring 
the person complained against to clear or clean the land. Local authorities can issue a litter 
abatement notice requiring clearing of land, to a duty body (such as appropriate Crown 
Authorities, or Governing bodies of designated educational institutions) failing to keep its land 
clear of litter and refuse. Failure to comply with an abatement order or notice is punishable by 
a maximum fine of £2,500, with a further £125 for each day the offence continues (Defra, 
2005e). 
 
The first plastic bags for shopping were introduced in 1977, since then it has been estimated 
that globally four trillion plastic bags are produced per year (Geographical, 2005). Plastic bag 
manufacturers are quick to state that plastic bags make up only a small proportion of the 
waste stream, but large numbers are still found on UK beaches, and the potential threat they 
pose to wildlife makes them a hazardous form of litter.  
 
Plastic bags ranked number 15 in the top 20 most common litter items recorded during 
Beachwatch 2005, accounting for 2.3% of all beach litter. 7,698 plastic bags were found 
during Beachwatch 2005, at an average density of 45.1/km surveyed, an increase of 17% 
since 2004 (38.50/km).  The density of plastic bags found has shown a general increase since 
Beachwatch 1996.  During the 2004 International Coastal Clean-up (ICC), which took place in 
88 countries worldwide, 531,085 plastic bags were found, accounting for 7.5% of all litter 
found. Plastic bags were 4th in the top 10 items list, and number 1 in the dangerous debris 
items list with 4% of all animals found dead during the survey having been entangled in 
plastic bags (Ocean Conservancy, 2005).  
 
The Irish Government introduced a plastic bag tax in March 2002, which has successfully, 
reduced plastic bag use by 90%. A charge of 15 cents (9 pence) was added to the use of any 
carrier bag and all funds obtained were channelled into environmental initiatives within the 
country (ENDS, 2002a). The plastic bag manufacturers have argued that overall plastic bag 
use has not decreased, as more black bin liners were initially purchased in Ireland after the 
tax was introduced. However Friends of the Earth Scotland have reported that although 
kitchen tidy bag sales did indeed increase, the sales were so low in comparison to plastic bag 
use that there was still a net saving of 930 million bags (Friends of the Earth Scotland, 
2005).Such a tax has also been introduced in South Africa, where industrial pressure has 
meant that the tax has been limited to those bags above a certain thickness (Planet Ark, 
2002), and Japan (Asahi Weekly, 2002). A major community awareness campaign called 
“Bag Yourself a Better Environment” was launched in Australia in 2003. The Australian 
Environment Ministers and retail industry produced a code of practice for the management of 
plastic bags. In the trial month there was a 348% increase in the sale of alternative bags and 
an 8.5% decrease in plastic bag use (Bell, 2003).  
 
A recent poll in the UK found that only 27% of people would be opposed to a plastic bag tax. 
However, in January 2004, the Economic Secretary, John Healy ruled out any move to 
introduce a plastic bag tax in England (Green Party, 2004).  However, MCS has pressed the 
issue with Environment Ministers who have confirmed that whilst “not planning to introduce a 
charge on plastic carrier bags at this time…..have an open mind on the range of measures 
that could be taken.” (Elliot Morley, June 2004 pers comm.). The Welsh Assembly 
Government have expressed support for “any move to encourage the reuse of plastic bags by 
the general public, including a plastic bag tax.” However, the Assembly does not have the 
primary legislative or tax raising powers to introduce such a tax and is reliant on legislation 
being adopted in Parliament that covers both England and Wales (WAG 2004, pers comm.). 
 
A Member of Scottish Parliament, Mike Pringle, conducted a consultation on the potential to 
introduce a plastic bag tax in Scotland in 2004 (Pringle, 2004). 54% of respondents strongly 
supported, and 16% supported the proposal.  
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On 17th June 2005 the Environmental Levy on Plastic Bags (Scotland) Bill was introduced to 
the Scottish Parliament. The first stage of the Bill involved a formal meeting of The 
Environment and Rural Development Committee at Scottish Parliament on 28th September 
2005. During the first stage, evidence from all interested parties on the general principles of 
the Bill were considered. The Committee heard from organisations including MCS, Friends of 
the Earth Scotland, Waste Aware Scotland, the Scottish Environment Protection Agency,  to 
consider the effects of the levy on the environment, and waste management. Bag 
manufacturers, retailers, and parties affected by a similar levy in Ireland gave evidence at 
later Committee meetings. By the end of January 2006, the Scottish Parliament had debated 
the general principles of the Bill, and decided to extend the initial Stage of the Bill until 31st 
August 2006, to allow unresolved questions to be examined. 
 
 
Balloon litter found on beaches during Beachwatch has shown a general increase since 1996. 
During Beachwatch 2005 the average density of balloons found was 9.9 items/km surveyed, 
an increase from Beachwatch 2004 (7.2/km). MCS has campaigned against balloon releases 
for many years, informing event organisers of the potential hazard to marine wildlife posed by 
balloon releases. Even rubber (latex) balloons marketed as “biodegradable” can take up to 
five years to break down, ample time to cause deaths to marine wildlife. In 2006, MCS will 
launch the ‘Don’t let go’ campaign to highlight the potentially lethal effects of balloon releases 
on wildlife and to encourage event organisers not to organise balloon releases.  The ‘Don’t let 
go’ pack contains factsheets, posters and postcards which can be sent to balloon release 
event organisers or used as general awareness raising tools in schools, community centres 
and other public places. 
 
It is illegal to litter under the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 1990, with fines up to £2,500 
for each offence, and releasing of balloons could be viewed as littering. South Hams District 
Council and Oxford County Council have banned balloon releases from their land. Some 
regions across the world are beginning to recognise the extent of the problem too - balloon 
releases are banned in many states of the USA (including Florida, Connecticut and 
Tennessee) and the US National Parks Services has called for a ban on releasing balloons 
within designated National Parks. Walt Disney World has discontinued mass balloon launch 
releases and in New South Wales, the Australian Government cancelled the planned release 
for the Sydney Olympics for environmental reasons. 
 
The Government voted on 14th Feb 2006, to ban smoking in all enclosed spaces in England 
from Summer 2007 (BBC News, 2006a). A smoking ban is due to enter into force in Scotland 
in 2006, and in Northern Ireland in 2007. This could have implications for cigarette litter as 
smokers could potentially increase smoking outside. An estimated 122 tonnes of cigarette 
litter is dropped every day across the UK (Eastleigh council, 2005). In Beachwatch 2005, 
12,351 cigarette ends were found at a density of 72.3/km, a 27% increase from 2004 figures 
(56.81/km). Cigarette litter has been the number 1 item found during the International Coastal 
Clean up for the past 15 years, and in 2004 over 1.29 million cigarette ends were found on 
beaches around the world (Ocean Conservancy, 2005). Fines for dropping cigarette litter 
have been issued by many UK councils including Calderdale, Gelding, Larne and Leicester. 
MCS believe that a smoking ban should be accompanied by adequate provision of cigarette 
bins not only in beachfront areas, but also outside retail and food outlets, as cigarette ends 
can travel via sewerage systems out to sea. Educational campaigns and distribution of 
portable ashtrays should encourage smokers not to drop their cigarette ends on the ground, 
or on the beach.  
 
In some cities entire beaches and parks are smoke-free. At Hanauma Bay, Oahu smoking 
was banned in 1994, because cigarette litter was believed to have caused damage to marine 
turtles and other local wildlife through their ingestion (Earth resource, 2006). 
 
In the USA a new Marine Debris Research Prevention and Reduction Bill is being considered 
This Bill proposes to establish a Marine Debris Prevention and Removal Program within 
NOAA to reduce and prevent adverse impacts of marine debris on the marine environment 
and navigational safety.  
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The bill would also establish a marine debris grants program to States or other eligible groups 
to encourage cooperative approaches to address marine debris problems. In addition, the bill 
would direct the United States Coast Guard to improve its enforcement of MARPOL Annex V 
and the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships, which are designed to prevent ship-based 
pollution from plastics and other garbage (Library of Congress, 2005). Only a limited amount 
of litter reaching the UK’s shoreline originates from the USA, however any improvements to 
USA marine debris production could have some benefits for UK beaches. Improvements to 
shipping waste practices onboard US vessels could reduce ocean-based sources of litter 
appearing on UK beaches. 
 
 
Recommendations 
• Implementation of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act to ensure the 

enforcement of anti-littering laws on all land including beaches. 
 
• Clear definition and inclusion of ‘aquatic environments’ in the Code of Practice on 

Litter and Refuse, setting standards and timings for clearing litter from rivers, 
canals and beaches. 

 
• Stricter enforcement of anti-littering laws to deter fly-tipping and littering by 

businesses and members of the public.  
 
• An increase in the number of council employees given powers to administer on the 

spot penalties, such as beach wardens, park rangers and traffic wardens.  
 
• Increase in the number of self funded litter wardens operating on UK beaches. 
 
• Introduction of a tax on all ‘ecologically disadvantageous packaging’, for example 

a UK plastic bag tax with resulting funds used to support recycling initiatives. 
 
• A ban on all balloon releases, and their recognition as a form of littering. 
 
 

4.5.2 (a) (ii) Recycling  

 
During 2003/04 English local authorities handled 29.1 million tonnes of waste. Household 
waste decreased by 1.5%, but still stood at 25.4 million tonnes. Household waste recycling 
reached 17.7% in 2003/04, achieving the 15% target set by the Government. Figures 
published by Defra in September 2005 showed that English households recycled almost 23% 
of their waste in 2004/05. This figure is double the household recycling rate of four years ago. 
However England is still trailing far behind other European countries such as Germany, where 
57% of waste is recycled, and the Netherlands, which recycles 64% (Defra, 2005f). In Wales 
the amount of household waste produced in 2003/04 rose by 2% to 1.5 million tonnes, 16.5% 
of which was recycled (Environment Agency, 2005d). In 2003/04 Scotland recycled 12.8% of 
household waste, and 12.1% of municipal waste (Lets recycle.com, 2005. In the second 
quarter of 2005/06 Scotland the amount of municipal waste recycled had increased to 25.1% 
(ENDS, 2006).  The proportion of municipal waste being disposed of in landfill decreased 
from 75% in 2002/03 to 72% in 2003/04 (Defra, 2005g.   
 
The Government sets recycling targets for each local authority, but each county council draws 
up its own plans to match recycling and reprocessing facilities available in that region, which 
according to Friends of the Earth, has led to a “confused system” which needs to be “more 
joined up” (BBC, 2004). The manufacturer’s association EEF have produced a report that also 
criticises the government’s waste management policy as confused and fragmented (EEF, 
2005). The report urged Government to take a wider, more strategic view of UK waste 
management, including provision of incentives to encourage companies to improve waste 
management including grants, new market opportunities and cheaper fees.  
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The report also argues that revenue from the landfill tax should contribute towards improving 
waste disposal infrastructure (EEF, 2005). 
 
As part of the Government’s Waste Strategy 2000, the Recycling Fund was introduced in 
March 2002, to help local authorities meet their 25% recycling targets by 2005/6. The 
Government aims to have 55% of waste recycled by 2008. The Fund was provided for 
projects promoting partnerships, community initiatives, best practice and increasing recycling 
performances. In February 2004, the Government announced that a total of £43.3 million had 
been allocated to local authorities from the fund, bringing the total allocated since 2002/03 to 
local authorities outside of London to £223.8 million (Defra, 2004a). 
 
In November 2002, the Strategy Unit published the ‘Waste Not Want Not’ report, investigating 
how England could tackle waste. In response to the report, Government has taken several 
actions including increasing landfill tax by £3 per tonne in 2005/06, and at least £3 a tonne 
thereafter to a medium to long term rate of £35 per tonne; reforming the landfill tax credit 
scheme; and helping local authorities to meet their recycling and composting targets through 
funding of £90 million a year for 2004/05, 2005/06, and setting up a local authorities task force 
(Defra, 2003b). In 2005, the government confirmed landfill tax will rise to £21 in 2006/07 
(ENDS, 2005c). In November 2004, Defra announced a further £8 million funding for 10 local 
authorities to implement sustainable waste management projects. The total funding awarded 
to local authorities through the National Waste Minimisation and Recycling Fund (NWMRF) 
has risen to £223.8 million since 2002 (Defra, 2004d). A £284 million 5-year programme 
known as the Business Resource Efficiency and Waste (BREW) programme will help 
businesses become more efficient with their resources using money from landfill tax. The 
BREW fund provided £2 million for the Environment Agency to help businesses tackle fly 
tipping, and to provide support for businesses attempting to dispose of waste legally (Defra, 
2006a). The 2005 programme made £43 million available for support to business that targets 
waste minimisation, diversion of waste from landfill, and resource efficiency improvements 
(Defra, 2004e). 
 
However it still remains cheaper to bury or burn waste than to recycle it. In 2003 a report by 
the Select Committee on Environment, Food and Rural Affairs stated, “The current fiscal and 
economic regime has failed to promote sustainable waste management”(Geographical, 2005) 
 
The Government is planning to consult local authorities on plans to reward householders that 
recycle their waste, possibly through variable charging or rebates for recycling (ENDS, 2004). 
Scotland could consult on direct variable charging for household waste. In February 2005, the 
Scottish Executive and SEPA issued a consultation on proposals to reduce waste. One of the 
options is a “pay as you throw” scheme, which would charge householders varying amounts 
for waste collection dependant on the amount of waste a household produces. The 
consultation notes that arguments against such a scheme include the possible increase in fly-
tipping as people try to dodge paying extra, and the need for rebates for low income 
households( ENDS, 2006). 
 
During Beachwatch 2005, 12,485 plastic drinks bottles were found. Since Beachwatch 1997, 
the density of plastic bottles found on UK beaches has increased by 74%. In the 2004 
International Coastal Clean up, plastic bottles were the 5th most common item found, 
comprising 7% of all litter (ICC, 2005). Studies of remote island shores in the Scotia Arc 
mountain chain found the two most common types of marine debris found were plastic bottles 
and fishing floats/polystyrene fragments (Convey et al, 2002). In 2001, more than 4 million 
tonnes of plastics were produced in the UK (RECOUP, 2001), and two thirds of this was 
packaging material. In March 2005 an estimated 48,397 tonnes of plastic bottles per year 
were recycled in the UK compared to 24,300 per year in 2003. In 2005, the recycling rate for 
plastic bottles from household sources was only 10.5% per year, but this is double the 
quantity recycled in 2003 (WRAP, 2005). In 2003, 4.1 million households were served by 
multi-material kerbside collections that include plastic bottles (Waste Watch, 2003), and by 
2005 this had increased to 8.4 million households, equal to 34% of all UK homes. The 
Government sets weight based targets for recycling, so plastic bottles, which are light weight, 
are not a key driver for local authorities for their recycling strategy (WRAP, 2005).  
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Research by Encams suggests that the public would increase recycling if there was a 
recycling collection facility, and in areas where this was available, the public would increase 
recycling if the service was more reliable (Encams, 2003b). Plastic recycling schemes are 
imperative as a tool to reduce the growing amount of plastic litter, but more support is needed 
for research and development of recycling initiatives that the public will be attracted to use. 
 
There are many positive examples around Europe and the world where refilling of drinks 
bottles has created jobs, and saved money for taxpayers. By taking drinks containers out of 
the municipal waste stream, refilling greatly reduces the public costs of waste management. 
Finland has a container levy on one-way beverage containers, which has proven very 
effective. In 2000, 98% of packaged soft drinks consumed in Finland were from refillable 
plastic containers. The tax exemption for refillables requires a return rate of 75% in the first 
year, and 85%, 90%, and 95% consecutively in the following 3 years (ECOTEC, 2001). 
 
By December 2008, EU countries must recycle 22.5% of plastic packaging. Defra announced 
in 2005 that it believes packaging waste will reach 10.75 million tonnes in 2008, and 11 
million in 2010. Defra has reduced overall packaging recovery targets for businesses by 0.5% 
to 68% for 2008, and 69% for 2009. Defra also announced that the Government will be able 
to grant conditional approval to compliance schemes that failed to meet their targets in the 
previous year for reasons that are “just acceptable”, and compliance schemes will not have to 
reapply annually for Government approval (ENDS, 2005c). In 2005, the Government declared 
that a longer term outlook by those affected by the packaging waste targets was needed if the 
UK was to meet the 2008 targets, and organised a packaging waste conference to address 
what steps need to be taken (Defra, 2006a). Packaging represents the single largest sector of 
plastics use in the UK economy. Over 40% of waste produced in England is retail packaging, 
an estimated 4.5 million tonnes (Defra, 2005h). In the UK the recycling of plastic packaging 
waste showed a dramatic increase from 2001 to 2002, and 2002 to 2003, prompting Defra to 
investigate allegations of inappropriate issuing of Packaging Waste Recovery Notes (PRNs) 
and Packaging Waste Export Recovery Notes (PERNs) (PRNs and PERNS are issued in 
relation to tonnage of UK packaging waste delivered for reprocessing (Defra, 2004b). A 
Government investigation revealed that some UK reprocessors and exporters had been 
incorrectly issuing PRNs and PERNs to make it appear that they had recycled more plastic 
then they actually had during 2002 and 2003. This has reduced the amount of plastic recycled 
to 360,418 tonnes (20.7% of plastic packaging) in 2002, and 321,205 tonnes (17.9%) in 2003 
(Recoup, 2004b; Defra,2004c). In June 2005, Defra announced that it would continue its 
investigations into inappropriate issuing of PRNs and PERNs for paper packaging waste 
(Defra, 2005h).  
 
In 2003, 250,000 tonnes of Poly(ethylene terephthalate) (PET) was used in the UK. The 
Waste Resources and Action Programme (WRAP) are currently working with companies such 
as Coca-Cola Enterprises Ltd, Marks and Spencer and Boots in the UK to try and increase 
the amount of recycled PET plastic used in UK packaging. Marks and Spencer has 
incorporated recycled PET into packaging for its “Food to Go” range, with the recycled 
content ranging from 30 – 50% (WRAP,2006). 

The Scottish Executive has invested £321 million to 2007/08 and £986 million to 2020 to help 
Local Authorities meet their target of recycling 25% of household waste by 2006 (Lets 
recycle.com, 2005). Environment groups believe that the Scottish Executive must initiate 
kerb-side recycling and invest in recycling jobs to meet this figure (Friends of the Earth, 
Scotland). 

Recommendations 
• Expansion by Government and industry of national recycling schemes, and 

infrastructure especially for kerbside plastics collection and research into 
refillables. 

 
• Individuals should recycle as much rubbish as possible, households which are not 

connected to Kerbside collection schemes can write to their local council asking 
them why not. 
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4.5.2 (a) (iii) Public Education 
 
The UK Government has taken a number of steps to encourage and promote a sustainable 
approach to waste management including the publication of the Waste Strategy for England 
and Wales (Defra, 2000). The Government's ‘Are You Doing Your Bit?’ campaign was 
launched in 1999 and focused on the issue of waste reduction in the year 2000, encouraging 
people to reduce, reuse and recycle as well as to buy recycled products (DETR, 1999). The 
campaign included a series of posters and TV adverts featuring well-known celebrities and 
was aimed at a very broad public audience. These initiatives, taken together with regulations, 
are a welcome step, but changing public attitudes remains a major challenge, which requires 
an ongoing high profile campaign.  
 
Recycle Now was launched by Defra in September 2004 with a £10 million pound advertising 
campaign for the first two years of the campaign. The campaign aims to deliver a positive 
message appealing to people that recycle a little but can do more. Friends of the Earth 
believe this is not the answer, and it would be better to make recycling more viable by 
increasing landfill tax and extending it to other forms of waste disposal (BBC News, 2004). A 
national recycling week, known as the BIG recycle was launched by the Government in 
October 2004. During the BIG Recycle, activities were held across the country to improve 
recycling awareness (Defra, 2004f). 
 
The Scottish Executive have adopted the SEPA National Waste Strategy and raised 
awareness about waste issues, in their ‘Do a little, Change a lot’ campaign. In September 
2002, TV advertising was launched as part of this campaign to encourage the public to reuse 
and recycle waste (SEPA, 2002). The SEPA National Waste Strategy is closely linked with 
the Scottish Waste Awareness Group (SWAG), a Scotland-wide group whose aim is to deliver 
a National Campaign called “WASTE AWARE SCOTLAND” to raise public awareness of 
waste issues with emphasis on the domestic environment. The National Waste Plan was 
published in 2003, and outlines how the National Waste Strategy in Scotland will be achieved 
(Waste Aware Scotland, 2005). 
 
Consumers in Kassel, Germany, are reported to be highly aware of biodegradable packaging 
and keen to use this when the price is competitive with conventional packaging. However, 
biodegradable packaging currently has negligible sales in Europe despite several attempts to 
introduce it (ENDS, 2001). The Co-op supermarket became the first UK supermarket chain to 
introduce biodegradable plastic bags in all its branches in 2002. These bags are made from a 
new material that starts to degrade within 18 months, and in three years degrade almost 
completely to carbon dioxide and water (Co-op, 2002). Many UK supermarkets and stores sell 
“Bags for life”, whereby the customer buys a thicker plastic bag from the supermarket which 
will be re-used and then replaced by the supermarket when the bag is no longer usable.. The 
Superquinn group found this scheme only reduced plastic bag consumption by 2% in Ireland 
(Pringle, 2004). Currently research is being conducted by the Waste and Resources Action 
Programme to investigate ways of increasing public take up of the scheme. 
 
A study in 1997 (Radford et al, 1997). concluded that to reduce the input of plastic pellets into 
the environment, plastic industry employees should be educated in more careful handling and 
transportation, combined with better housekeeping practices, packaging, and cargo handling. 
 
 
Recommendation 
• Encouragement of the public to reuse items such as plastic bags, recycle used 

items and buy items with less packaging. 
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4.5.2 (b) Reduction of Waste Input at Sea 
 
Beachwatch, and other beach litter surveys provide evidence that illegal dumping of waste at 
sea from ships, fishing vessels, and offshore installations continues despite the preventative 
measures currently in place. The International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from 
Shipping MARPOL (73/78) was implemented in the UK in 1988, through the Merchant 
Shipping Regulations 1988 (see Section 5.1), but such legislation has not as yet been 
effective in significantly reducing marine pollution from marine based sources. This has also 
been noted in other parts of the world and is not a problem exclusively associated with the UK 
(Donkers, 1996).  
 
 
Recommendation 
• Encouragement of countries that have not ratified or implemented MARPOL 

through their own legislation to do so. 
 
 
4.5.2 (b) (i) Port and Ship Waste Management Plans 
 
The provision and use of port reception facilities has often been targeted as a vital component 
of the solution to marine litter. Recently introduced national and European measures, 
including legal requirements for shipboard and port waste management, which MCS lobbied 
for, will hopefully have a direct influence on reducing the amount of vessel-generated litter 
being illegally disposed of at sea (Section 6.1). Government agencies responsible for 
regulating waste from specific sectors of industry, such as the shipping and fishing industries 
should also monitor the inputs from these sectors to ensure effective targeting of regulatory 
controls. 
 
The Merchant Shipping (Port Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations 1997 now require all of 
the UK’s 400 ports and 160 marinas to prepare and submit a port waste management plan to 
the Secretary of State. Each port has many variables such as ownership, vessel traffic and 
usage so it is important that port waste reception facilities are adequate and easy to use in 
order to limit the potential for deliberate disposal to sea. These plans are to be revised every 
two years and key organisations, such as Defra and Keep Wales Tidy have written guidance 
documents and advisory manuals for all types of operations that need to provide a plan. 
 
A survey of port waste reception facilities carried out in 2000 for the Maritime and Coastguard 
Agency (MCA) concluded that the provision of garbage facilities was adequate and few 
problems were identified with this type of waste, highlighting a significant improvement in the 
provision of reception facilities since the implementation of the Port Waste Reception 
Facilities Regulations (WRC, 2000). 
 
More recently, the EU Directive on Port Reception Units has been implemented requiring 
mandatory provision of reception facilities throughout European ports. This came into force in 
December 2000, and set minimum standards for waste disposal facilities used by ships 
visiting EU ports, with the deadline for national legislation compliance of December 2002. 
However, the directive was not transposed into national law in the UK until 16th July 2003.  
The UK’s Port Waste Reception Facilities Regulations now make provision for: ships to 
provide prior notification of the amount (type and quantity) of waste for disposal before they 
enter the port; ships to deliver their waste to port reception facilities before leaving and 
administration of a mandatory fee to be collected from ships to cover the costs of these 
facilities. A consultation process was used to assess how best the new requirements could be 
implemented in the UK (Assoc. of Shore Reception Facilities, 2002; DFT, 2002). MCA are 
currently reviewing the impacts of the new regulations. Reports so far suggest that ships are 
landing more than they report hence there is more litter being disposed of legally. 
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The European Commission carried out a review of this Directive, which has been carried out 
in four parts: 
• Waste reception and handling plans 
• Exemptions 
• Allegations of inadequate Port Waste Reception Facilities 
• Status reports from each Member State outlining their implementation of the Directive. 
 
 
On 12th October 2005, the European Commission sent reasoned opinions (the last step 
before a formal complaint is lodged to the Court of Justice) to Ireland, Belgium, France, Italy, 
Finland, Portugal and Slovenia for failing to adequately implement the EU Directive (Europa, 
2005a). 
 
MCS welcomes the new regulations, but recommends that fishing vessels, presently 
excluded, should be included in the requirement to give prior notification of garbage and 
compulsory discharge of waste whilst at port.  
 
In a survey of fishermen in North Shields, 70% of respondents admitted to disposing of waste 
at sea (Mackaness, 2003). With fishing vessels currently exempt from paying mandatory port 
waste reception facilities fees, the vessels either have to pay a fee included in their harbour 
dues, or pay a private contractor for collection and disposal.  MCS believes that this 
encourages the continued disposal of litter at sea and recommends that mandatory fees for 
port waste reception facilities be set for all fishing vessels operating within UK waters, and 
that in addition to having to maintain a waste log, all vessels should be encouraged to return 
all litter, including netting, back to port for appropriate disposal.  
 
Two surveys looking at the provision of port reception facilities were undertaken, during the 
summer of 2001, and the autumn of 2002 by A. Carpenter and S. Macgill (2003). The surveys 
looked at ports in the UK, Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, Germany and Norway. Relatively 
few of the ports that took part in the surveys were found to provide the full spectrum of 
reception facilities. In 2001, 39.12% of vessels used Annex V (garbage) facilities, this had 
declined slightly to 36.69% in 2002. In 2002, the UK uptake of port waste reception facilities 
was 61.46 % of vessels.  
 
Annex IV (sewage) of MARPOL prohibits the discharge of sewerage within 4 nautical miles of 
land, unless the ship has an approved treatment plant in operation. Between 4 and 12 miles 
from land, sewerage must be comminuted (reduced to minute particles) and disinfected 
before discharge. A revised Annex was adopted on 1 April 2004, with an entry into force date 
of 1 August 2005.  The Department for Transport is currently consulting on how to implement 
the revised Annex IV through UK legislation (DFT, 2005). The requirement will not apply to 
ships built before 27th September 2003 until 27th September 2008. In 2001, only 1% of 
vessels visiting the ports surveyed used Annex IV (sewage) facilities, and this had risen only 
slightly in 2002 to 1.94%. Carpenter (2002) noted that as ships are allowed to discharge 
sewerage waste outside the 12-mile limit, they might choose not to make use of the facilities 
even when they are provided. Whilst comparisons between the two years are difficult because 
the same ports were not surveyed, the results do however give a general indication of the 
uptake of waste reception facilities at the ports surveyed. Further monitoring of availability and 
take-up rates of facilities, and comparison with marine pollution levels are needed to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the EU directive (Carpenter and Macgill, 2001,2003, Carpenter, 2004). 
 
Depending upon their usage, soft bottom nets have an estimated working lifespan of 
approximately 4-5 years, and nets used over hard ground, a lifespan of 1-2 years. The current 
European fishing fleet comprises of 89,000 vessels using pelagic gear, beam trawls, lines and 
nets, fixed and mobile shellfish equipment (Defra, 2004g). At present unusable nets are either 
disposed of as landfill, incinerated or end up as marine litter. Nets are estimated to remain in 
the environment for up to 450 years (Packforsk, 1989). It would appear logical to encourage 
research into alternative biodegradable materials for net production which would ensure that 
any gear lost accidentally at sea would biodegrade within a reasonable length of time, and 
would reduce the negative impacts of lost fishing gear on marine wildlife.  
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However, biodegradable fishing net has not yet been investigated, so efforts should be 
directed into reuse, return and recycling. The durability of fishing nets made from natural 
fibres should also be investigated. 
 
  
Recommendations 
• Provision of reception facilities that are readily accessible, including recycling 

facilities, at all ports, harbours and recreational marinas. 
 
• Effective implementation of comprehensive port waste management plans under 

the Merchant Shipping (Port Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations 1997, and 
extension of these requirements to recreational and commercial harbours and 
marinas. 

 
• Extension of the Port Waste Reception Facilities Regulations to cover fishing 

vessels. 
 
• Enforcement of ship waste management plans and inspections of Garbage Record 

Books under the Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution by Garbage) 
Regulations 1998. 

 
• Incorporation of waste management systems into the design of new vessels. 
 
• Further research into biodegradable fishing gear. 
 

 

4.5.2 (b) (ii) Prosecution for Offences 
 
Where clear evidence of illegal disposal of litter is available, alleged offenders can be 
prosecuted under The Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution by Garbage) Regulations 
1998. The maximum fine was increased in 1997 from £5,000 to £25,000 in a Magistrate’s 
Court and is unlimited on conviction before the Crown Court, but there have been very few 
successful prosecutions in the UK for illegal dumping of litter at sea, especially when 
compared with those for oil spills, due to the difficulty in obtaining enough evidence to 
undertake a successful prosecution.  The main difficulty with enforcement, and hence 
prosecution of MARPOL offences, is acceptability of evidence - photographs or video footage 
are rarely available but are the best way of securing a conviction.  
 
In November 2005 the owners of the Lynden II fishing vessel were found guilty of 
contravening the Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution by Garbage) Regulations 1998. 
In September 2004, a crewmember was observed dumping garbage, which included 
polystyrene, plastic bags, and sleeping bags into the sea and a penalty of £2,000 was 
imposed (MCA, 2005). 
 
The Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) successfully prosecuted a shipping company for 
illegal disposal of waste at sea in June 2004, when MCS provided supporting evidence to 
assist with the prosecution.  The company was fined a total of £10,000 and ordered to pay 
£5,258 costs to the MCA.  The other most recent prosecution for litter dumping was made in 
1997, and resulted in a fine of £1,100 (MCA, 2000). In a US case in 2003, the Captain of the 
Muskegon Clipper was sentenced to two years in prison as the “person responsible” for 
dumping trash bags full of asbestos and renovation debris (Grasso & Fennell, 2004) Such 
sentences suggest that the UK’s record of prosecution for marine litter offences may be 
considered lenient, and that prosecution is not being employed with much vigour in the UK.  
 
Substantial fines have been applied to offences of oil pollution including, in July 1998, the 
maximum fine of £250,000 for illegal discharge of oil by a Danish container ship off Land’s 
End (though this was reduced to £25,000 on appeal).  
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Additional evidence may now be available with the introduction of mandatory ships’ waste 
management plans and garbage record books, required under the Merchant Shipping 
(Prevention of Pollution from Garbage) Regulations 1998. Inspection of garbage record books 
should reveal anomalies in the amount of waste present on ships, as compared with 
benchmark surveys of the predicted amounts of waste, which should be on board. 
Unfortunately, this will always be compounded by limited resources and pressing schedules. 
 
MCS recommends that maximum fines be applied to act as a sufficient deterrent to illegal 
discharges of any nature and that details of offences and fines relating to pollution of the 
marine environment by shipping should be kept on a public register, as well as on the MCA 
website (www.mcga.gov.uk). This could then be subject to public scrutiny, and secure greater 
use of port reception facilities for oil and rubbish by visiting ships, bringing the shipping 
industry in line with terrestrial industries in terms of access to environmental information. In 
addition, powers should be given to Coastguard and Fisheries Officers to enforce maritime 
pollution laws.   

 
Recommendations 
• Introduction of higher minimum penalties for illegal dumping of wastes as a 

deterrent to polluters. 
 
• Extended powers given to Coastguards and Fisheries Officers to react to pollution 

offences. 
 
• Implementation of a public register of legal notices, offences and fines relating to 

pollution of the marine environment from shipping.  
 

 

4.5.2 (b) (iii) Incentives for Return of Waste to Shore 
 
In parallel with measures to deter vessels from discharging on shore, there is also scope for 
the development of incentives for the reporting and removal of debris. This could be a 
successful factor in reducing marine litter, as seamen would be able to see a direct benefit 
from returning their waste to shore. A pilot project has been established in Hawaii to tackle 
fishing debris to protect the endangered Hawaiian Monk Seal, which is threatened by 
entanglement in lost and discarded fishing gear (Center for Marine Conservation, 1999a; 
Center for Marine Conservation 1999b). The Center for Marine Conservation (now the Ocean 
Conservancy) has teamed up with commercial and recreational fishermen to identify and 
report derelict nets at sea, and commercial fishermen receive cash awards per weight of nets 
and gear reported as abandoned. Fishermen are asked only to report the location of the 
debris, which is removed by trained volunteers due to the potential danger in removing fishing 
gear. In 2000, twenty-five tonnes of net were removed in just under a month, bringing the total 
removed over the three-year project to 75 tonnes (Center for Marine Conservation, 2001). 
Although this initiative is more difficult to implement in the darker waters around the UK, 
incentives for reporting sinks of waste at sea could be developed. 
 
A “Save the North Sea” campaign called ‘Fishing for Litter’ has involved fishermen from 
Sweden, Denmark, Holland and the UK, who were asked to return all litter caught in their nets 
to shore. In return for bringing litter back to shore the project pays their harbour fees. The 
project was launched in June 2003 and by December 2004 the scheme had collected 500 
tonnes of litter from 60 boats from the Netherlands, Denmark, Shetland, UK and Sweden. 
This project demonstrates that fishermen are willing to take part in returning litter to shore, if 
provided with an incentive and educational resources. (Save the North Sea, 2004). Currently 
Lerwick, Scalloway, Peterhead, Fraserburgh and Aberdeen are participating in the scheme, 
but there are hopes that eventually 10 harbours will take part (KIMO, 2005). 
 
A pilot scheme run by Skagen Education Centre, and the Save the North Sea project has 
been established at Skagen harbour, Denmark to encourage fishermen to bring back their old 
fishing equipment for recycling.  
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A machine has been developed which can shred old trawls, plastic crates, barrels and pallets 
that can then be melted and turned into new plastic products. Some of the plastic material is 
sent to China for the manufacture of boots. By the end of 2004 the machine had recycled over 
340 tonnes of plastic material (Save the North Sea, 2004). 
 
In Hong Kong, the Marine Department has 69 vessels, which they use to scavenge and 
collect marine litter. In 2000, over 11,300 tons of litter were collected by the vessels (Yung, 
2001). 
 
The Individual Blue flag award, run by FEE is a project that allows leisure craft sign a 
voluntary environmental code of conduct. The participants are awarded a blue flag for their 
vessel. The code includes pledges such as not throwing litter into the sea or along the coast, 
not releasing poisonous or toxic waste and protecting animals and plants in the sea. Since the 
scheme’s inception, 1,200 Individual Blue Flags have been awarded. 
 
Several schemes for the identification of fishing gear are currently available: tags, tracers in 
webbing, coded wire tag and “rogue’s yarn”. A scheme involving all new nets being colour 
coded by their twine has also been recommended by SEAFISH. Regulations in New Zealand 
require nets to be marked with the fisherman’s name and contact details. The net marking 
scheme has been opposed by some fishermen, due to potential changes in ownership during 
the lifespan of a net (although with an average lifespan of a net estimated at 5 years, there 
may be few changes of ownership). MCS recommends that any vessel, which loses a net 
through unforeseen circumstances, such as snagging on the seabed floor, should be required 
to report the loss to MCA, who could then take any appropriate action. Any net found washed 
ashore would then be identifiable and the owner could be prosecuted under MARPOL (unless 
the gear had been reported lost to MCA).  Such a scheme could be run in conjunction with a 
Europe wide net marking system.   
 
In the US, a partnership of scientists directed by NOAA has been working together since 2003 
to detect ghost-fishing nets in the open ocean. The Ghost Net project uses satellite 
information to locate regions of the North Pacific Ocean where currents could cause floating 
debris to accumulate. Once areas were identified, aerial surveys were used to search the 
areas. Suites of sensors on the aircraft used for the surveys were linked to detect objects 
floating at the surface and sub-surface of the water. This allows for much more effective 
search and removal of marine debris. It is hoped the technology can be used to survey the 
North Pacific Convergence Zone north of Hawaii (NOAA, 2006; ETL, 2004). 
 
Large litter items can be hazardous to vessels. Where large-scale items of litter are located 
their position should be noted and the MCA informed, in order that salvage operation might be 
undertaken. There are two anonymous reporting schemes in operation in the UK; The 
Confidential Hazardous Incident Reporting Programme (CHIRP) and the Marine Accident 
Reporting Scheme (MARS). CHIRP is a charity funded by the Department of Transport and is 
an independent confidential (but not anonymous) and voluntary reporting programme for 
people that are either employed or have an interest in the aviation and maritime industries. 
The main objective is to promote safety in the aviation and maritime sector by obtaining, 
disseminating and analysing safety-related reports whilst keeping the identity of the reporter 
confidential. CHIRP calls itself an awareness raising resource and not a whistle-blowing 
programme. MARS is a confidential reporting system run by The Nautical Institute to allow full 
reporting of accidents and near misses without fear of litigation. 
 
Recommendations 
• Incentives to encourage all vessels to bring back any litter found at sea, 

particularly debris likely to cause a hazard to navigation and safety, for correct 
disposal. Large items, and lost fishing gear, which cannot be removed, should be 
reported to the MCA. 

 
• The introduction of net markers for UK fishing gear. 
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4.5.2 (b) (iv) Designation of Special Areas 
 
The designation of all of the UK's waters as a Special Area under MARPOL Annex V has 
been considered as a means of discouraging disposal of waste at sea within UK waters. 
Currently, the North Sea and English Channel have Special Area status in which it is 
prohibited to discharge materials of any type whether plastic, glass, metal, cloth, rubber or 
wood, whilst outside these Special Areas, wastes made of materials other than plastic may 
still be discharged. The extension of Special Area status to all UK waters would act to simplify 
the task of policing and eliminate confusion amongst seafarers about the legal restrictions. 
However, the process of putting a proposal to the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) 
responsible for international shipping law is slow and demands extensive research and 
evidence. This is currently being pursued by the OSPAR Marine Litter Monitoring Project 
Steering Group of which MCS is a member.  
 
Recommendation 
• Establishment of Special Area Status under MARPOL Annex V for all UK waters 

 

4.5.2 (b) (v) Environmental Education and Training of Seafarers 
 
Education of boat owners and crews about the issue of marine litter and the legislation 
concerning disposal of garbage is very important. The Government has awarded a grant of 
£400,000 over 3 years to the British Marine Federation (BMF) in partnership with the Royal 
Yachting Association (RYA), for the Green Blue Project to raise awareness and promote good 
environmental practice within coastal and inland waters by industry and boating public alike, 
highlighting practical projects (RYA, 2004). The project involves research, practical projects 
and information provision. The Green Blue website contains information for how recreational 
vessels can reduce their waste impacts, and a downloadable code of practice. 
 
The Royal Yachting Association published a leaflet on dealing with wastes: ‘Tide Lines: 
Environmental Guidance for Boat Users’, which is included in the syllabus of the RYA shore-
based training schemes for yachts people.  
 
Surveys carried out between 2002 and 2004 as part of the Save the North Sea project, 
involved almost 3,000 interviews with representatives from the fishing, shipping and offshore 
industry as well as leisure craft owners in the North Sea. The results revealed that the main 
reason for littering is based on laziness, rather than practical issues and the greatest 
hindrance was a lack of concern for a joint responsibility for the North Sea region as well as 
non-awareness (Save the North Sea, 2004). 
 
MCS recommends that the training of all seafarers should include education on environmental 
issues concerning vessels, and training in correct shipboard waste management and disposal 
practices. In helping to ensure this, MCS has advised and assisted with the development of 
an environmental module within the NVQ system for fishermen, which will include raising 
awareness about the impacts of litter on wildlife and fisheries and the legislation in place to 
prevent disposal at sea. As part of the Save the North Sea project, KIMO and the Prosea 
Foundation developed an international marine awareness course for students and 
professionals in the maritime sector. Five courses were organised involving 400 participants 
from countries bordering the North Sea. In November 2002, the German Environment Agency 
launched the first green ‘Ecolabel’ for cargo ships and oil tankers, under the Blue Angel 
scheme. To be eligible ships must meet certain environmental criteria concerning emissions 
and waste management systems. This also includes an award scheme to promote best 
practice (ENDS, 2002b) and therefore will include training for those working on ships under 
the eco label. 
 
MCS produced a 'Clean Seas' poster for fishermen and anglers in 2000, highlighting their 
individual responsibilities for maintaining a clean marine environment. The poster, funded by 
The Meteorological Office and Seafish, incorporates information that is relevant to the 
everyday operation of a vessel and has been widely distributed to fishermen’s organisations 
and harbour authorities. 
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Recommendation 
• Incorporation of environmental responsibilities into the education and training of 

ship owners, ship operators, crews, port users, fishermen, and recreational boat 
users. 

 
 

4.5.2 (b) (vi) National and International Collaboration 
 
In March 2002, North Sea Ministers met in Bergen, Norway at the Fifth International 
Conference on the Protection of the North Sea (the North Sea Conference) to state their 
commitment to protect the North Sea from impacts such as pollution, fisheries, and 
development (www.northseaconference.no).  
 
In the resulting Bergen Declaration, Ministers expressed their:  
 
“serious concern about the fact that despite the wide range of measures taken in recent 
years, marine litter is still causing serious environmental, safety and economic problems to 
the marine and coastal environments as well as to coastal communities in the North Sea 
countries”.  
 
Ministers agreed that marine litter can only be tackled by involving all sectors of the 
community, including industry, and the Bergen Declaration makes specific mention of 
Beachwatch and Adopt-a-Beach as examples of successful campaigns that clean up beaches 
whilst raising awareness of the issues. In addition, the Ministers also made a commitment 
within their national litter programmes to address the problems of marine litter and also to 
implement the EU Directive on Port Waste Reception Facilities (Fifth International Conference 
for the Protection of the North Sea, 2002). 
 
In 1996, the Marine Pollution Advisory Group (MPAG) was set up by the Shipping Policy 
Division of DETR (now Defra) to bring together representatives of all users of the sea, local 
authorities, waste management authorities and environmental organisations including MCS. 
The role of this group was to advise the Government on legislation and initiatives for the 
prevention of operational pollution from sea-going vessels. The Group worked to develop 
more effective port reception facilities, marine pollution legislation, enforcement measures 
and educational initiatives, but unfortunately has not been active since 2003. 
 
The 1992 Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-east Atlantic – 
the OSPAR Convention – entered into force in 1998, replacing the 1972 Oslo Convention 
(pollution by dumping) and the 1974 Paris Convention (pollution from land-based sources). 
The Sintra Statement was adopted by the OSPAR Commission in 1998 setting out the 
political impetus for future action by the Commission, promoting international co-operation 
and including a section related to environmental impacts of shipping and solutions (OSPAR 
Commission, 1999). This identified the need for better port waste reception facilities and their 
more effective use to eliminate marine litter by removing economic, administrative or 
organisational incentives for ships not to use them (Swedish EPA and UNEP GPA, 2001). 
 
As the UK member of Seas at Risk (a European NGO umbrella organisation), MCS has 
observer status on the OSPAR Biodiversity Committee and was involved with the 
development of a 3 year Pilot Project in Monitoring Marine Beach Litter initiated in 2000. The 
pilot’s objective was to develop a comprehensive methodology for surveying marine and 
beach litter in the OSPAR region. MCS’ experience of co-ordinating Beachwatch and Adopt-
a-Beach litter surveys in the last decade proved invaluable and significantly influenced the 
methodology that has been developed. Litter surveys were carried out in Sweden, Belgium, 
Holland, Germany, Portugal and Spain and the UK’s contribution was from 12 reference 
beaches, which were all part of the Adopt-a-Beach project. The final report of this pilot project 
was submitted at the OSPAR Biodiversity Committee Meeting in January 2003, where the 
survey protocol was accepted. The data generated by the pilot project was not sufficient to 
make any statistically solid scientific assessment, but the pilot project concluded there are no 
indications that the situation has improved in recent years with regard to marine litter in the 
OSPAR region.  
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It was evident from the pilot project that significant amounts of marine litter are transported 
from the Western parts of the OSPAR maritime area, and deposited on beaches in the UK, 
Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany. In 2004, the project was extended for a further 
period up to 2006, with a written report to be produced in 2007,and MCS will be 
recommending that the surveys continue beyond 2007 to allow a marine litter timeline to be 
established, and to monitor the effectiveness of new legislation. MCS now contributes data 
from 13 beaches, almost one third of all beaches being surveyed from the eight countries 
involved in the project. In 2005 representatives from France joined the project’s steering 
group, and will contribute litter data from French beaches. 
 
The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (Swedish EPA) and the United Nations Global 
Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-based Activities 
(UNEP GPA) have produced a brochure including details of types of marine litter, impacts on 
wildlife and economic and ecological clean-up costs associated with marine litter (Swedish 
EPA and UNEP GPA, 2001). 
 
In 2002, the EU proposed fourteen objectives within a draft Marine Thematic Strategy to 
conserve and protect the marine environment (EC, 2002; ENDS, 2002c). One of the original 
objectives in the draft strategy was  ‘the elimination of marine litter arising from illegal disposal 
at sea by 2010’.  
 
However, more recent drafts have excluded specific mention of marine litter with the vague 
inclusion of Strategic Goal B: ‘To phase out pollution in the marine environment so as to 
ensure that there are no significant impacts or risk to human and/or on ecosystem health 
and/or on uses of the sea. The OSPAR litter-monitoring project Steering Group has 
recommended the following text is considered for inclusion in the final strategy:  
‘Strategic goal: To have reached levels of close to zero for litter in the marine environment by 
the year 2015.  
Operational objective: To progressively reduce discharge releases and losses of litter to the 
marine environment with the ultimate aim to reach levels as close to zero of man made items.’ 
 
In October 2005, the EU Marine Strategy package was published. The Strategy package 
consists of a Communication, a proposal for a Marine Framework Directive, and the analysis 
underpinning the development of the strategy contained an accompanying Impact 
Assessment. The proposed Directive aims to build upon existing conventions (e.g. the 
OSPAR convention) and will also be a key component of the future Maritime Policy Directive 
which will be proposed by the Commission in 2006.  The communication and Directive both 
mention litter as a principal threat to the marine environment, and the Impact Assessment 
recognises litter pollution as a general problem in all European seas (Europa, 2005b, c, d &e).   
 
Recommendation 
• Continued UK participation in the OSPAR marine litter monitoring project, with 

Government support 
 
• UK support of the objectives to reduce marine litter as identified within the 

proposed European Marine Strategy. 
 

4.5.2 (c) Reduction of Sewage Related Debris (SRD) 
 
Research into the public perception of visible beach litter has found sewage related debris to 
be the most offensive type of coastal pollution to beach users (Tudor and Williams, 2003). 
 
Discharges of sewerage and floodwater to rivers and coastal waters are largely controlled by 
the water and sewerage industry (excluding private outfalls). The treatment of these 
discharges is regulated by European Directives established to protect public health from 
pathogens carried in human sewerage (Section 5.2).  The removal of sewage related debris 
(SRD) is one of the basic treatments that can be applied, consisting of a mesh screen to trap 
solids prior to discharge or further treatment to remove bacteria and viruses.  
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The situation has improved greatly in recent years, with only a small proportion (0.8%) of 
sewerage discharged without treatment via coastal outfalls in England and Wales. A further 
1.5% of sewerage only receives preliminary treatment ie. screens to remove the larger debris 
items (OFWAT, 2003 pers comm.).  
 
On January 18th 2006, the European Parliament voted to adopt a revised Bathing Water 
Directive. The new Directive lays down improved statutory standards for bathing water quality 
on Europe's beaches, based on levels of just two types of bacteria which better reflect the 
health risks associated with bathing. The current 'Mandatory' and 'Guideline' water quality 
standards carry a risk of contracting a gastro-intestinal illness, as a result of swimming in 
polluted water, of about 14% and 5% per swim, respectively. The new statutory minimum 
standard will be 'Sufficient', and the European Parliament states that this standard will lessen 
the risk of contracting a gastro-intestinal illness to about 8% per swim. The World Health 
Organisation has concluded that the proposed 'Good' and 'Excellent' standards present a risk 
of about 5% and 3% per swim, respectively. 
 
The new Directive will be transposed into UK law by January 2008, and the Government has 
until 2013 to ensure that all officially designated beaches are compliant (Defra, 2006b; BBC 
News, 2006b; ENDS, 2005d). 
 
Intermittent discharges from combined sewer overflows (CSOs) contribute significant 
quantities of SRD to beaches during periods of heavy rainfall. Each year approximately 
10,000 tonnes of sewerage solids (sanitary pads, faecal matter, condoms etc) are discharged 
into the Thames alone via 57 CSOs (Environment Agency, 2004c). In 1998, the Environment, 
Transport and Regional Affairs Select Committee published its report on Sewerage Treatment 
and Disposal (House of Commons, 1998), in which it was recommended that: all CSOs 
should be designed to operate on a frequency of once in every twenty years; overflow tanks 
to store and redirect storm water to treatment works should be installed; and no new housing 
should be connected to combined sewers. Although the Government did not support the need 
for CSOs to operate once in every twenty years, they have called for the acceleration in the 
rate of improvement of CSOs so that at least 85% of the unsatisfactory CSOs are brought up 
to standard by 2005 (DETR, 1998). The Office of Water Services’ (OFWAT) report 2004/05 
stated that overall; companies have completed the number of expected intermittent discharge 
improvement schemes. The percentage of unsatisfactory combined sewer overflows 
decreased from 18% to 13%.  In the North West some United Utilities intermittent discharge 
schemes have been delivered that do not fully meet the Environment Agency’s requirements, 
and United Utilities still had not delivered 25% of its planned improvements (OFWAT, 2005a).  
Some water companies still have a large percentage of Unsatisfactory CSOs to improve - 
Northumbrian Water (33% unsatisfactory CSOs) Dwr Cymru (21%) and United Utilities (17%)  
(OFWAT, 2005b).  
 
A newly emerging problem for the sewerage system is modern high strength toilet tissues and 
wet wipes. High strength tissue takes much longer to disintegrate than standard toilet tissue. 
Normal brands can take 3 minutes to degrade, whilst wet wipes can stay intact for 5 days. 
The high strength tissues are now costing UK customers an estimated £3 million in blocked 
drains (Smye Holland Associates, 2004), and could potentially be adding to the number of 
CSO discharges. Wet wipes, were added to the Beachwatch survey list in 2005, and 1,167 
wet wipes were recorded during Beachwatch 2005. 
 
Recommendations  
• Improvement by water authorities to combined sewer overflow systems which 

service coastal towns and discharge to coastal waters. 
 
• All intermittent and continuous coastal discharges to have secondary treatment 

facilities installed as a minimum. 
 
• Improvement of all remaining unsatisfactory Combined Sewer Overflows 
 
• Private outfalls to be identified, and adequately screened or treated to prevent the 

discharge of sewage related debris. 
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• Implementation of strict penalties for failure to comply with discharge consents. 

 

4.5.2 (c) (i) Periodic Price Review 
 
 
During 2000-2005, UK water companies spent an estimated £1.2 billion on projects to 
investigate and implement Unsatisfactory Intermittent Discharges (UIDs).  
 
The 2005-2010 Periodic Price Review in which the water regulator - OFWAT - set price limits 
for the water and sewerage industry, has predicted £8.8 billion will be spent on sewerage 
capital investment over the next 5 years (OFWAT, 2004c). Included in this programme are a 
number of targets for improving sewerage service including the improvement of effluent from 
1,043 sewerage treatment works, and improvements to 2,005 intermittent discharges. 
OFWAT believes water companies will be able to deliver 3,389 sewerage improvement 
projects at a cost of £3.4 billion including the upgrading of 1,657 unsatisfactory intermittent 
discharges at an estimated cost of £558 million. However, many proposed infrastructure 
improvements by water companies were not approved by the Periodic Price Review. Most 
widely reported was the delay to the proposed interceptor sewer, which would prevent the 
regular storm water overflows in the tidal Thames. These overflows, which number about 60 a 
year in London, make a significant contribution to the amount of aquatic litter in the Thames 
and ultimately the North Sea.  
 
In 2004/05 the cost operating profit for all water and sewerage companies in England and 
Wales was £1,996.6 million. Capital investment in 2004/05 totalled £2 billion on sewerage, a 
decrease from 2003/04. Water companies completed refurbishment of 157 sewerage 
treatment works, and 171 sewerage pumping stations (OFWAT, 2005a) 
 
 
Recommendation 
• Full implementation of the environmental improvement programme set out under 

the Periodic Price Review. 
 

4.5.2 (c) (ii) The Role of Sanitary Protection Manufacturers 
 
7.2% of all litter found during Beachwatch 2005 was SRD. This included 19,036 cotton bud 
sticks, 452 tampon applicators and 1,913 sanitary towels. The majority of SRD recorded 
during Beachwatch is made of plastic, one of the most persistent materials. Cotton bud sticks 
and tampon applicators could be made from paper or cotton based materials, yet 
manufacturers are increasingly using plastics and often emphasise the ‘flushability’ of their 
products. For example, Tampax states their tampons are biodegradable, and can be flushed 
down the toilet (Tampax, 2006). Playtex state their applicators are cardboard, and so can be 
flushed down the toilet for added convenience (Playtex, 2004). Sanitary items, regardless of 
whether or not they contain plastic, should not be advertised as flushable and the UK should 
follow other countries’ examples where the public readily accepts that they have to dispose of 
these items in the bin. 51% of the general public are reported as being interested in 
information on the correct disposal of sanitary waste (National Bag It and Bin It Group, 1997). 
Studies have shown that community based educational campaigns which raise public 
awareness about sanitary waste disposal can significantly reduce sanitary waste being 
flushed down toilets. Public awareness campaigns are also cost effective for water companies 
and wastewater system operators in terms of benefits (Ashely et al, 1999; Souter, 1998; 
Souter et al 1998). In December 2004, Scottish Water launched a Bag It and Bin It campaign 
in Argyll and Bute. However due to a lack of funding UKCEED, the charity which runs the Bag 
It and Bin It campaign nationally, have not been able to run any independent campaigns, but  
the Bag It and Bin It website was relaunched in 2006. 
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As a result of previous ‘Bag It and Bin It’ campaigns, several manufacturers and retailers have 
already agreed to phase in the ‘Bag It and Bin It’ logo on their product packaging, but others 
are still refusing to change the image of their products. Suppliers of syringes must also make 
clear to users that sewerage treatment works seldom have the facilities to screen out such 
medical waste and that a sharps container should be used.  
 
Over half of the SRD recorded during the Beachwatch surveys since 1993 has been cotton 
bud sticks. Blockage of sewerage screens by cotton bud sticks cost water companies money 
every year in clearance, reduce the efficiency of the sewerage system and can lead to 
sewerage spills into rivers, and flooding of property. When flushed down the toilet these 
products can create blockages in pipes that normally only measure 15 cm in diameter. 
 
Sanitary product manufacturers have been urged by MCS and the ‘Bag It and Bin It’ group to 
return to the paper-based cotton buds used until the late 1980s, and to label their cotton bud 
packaging with a message asking consumers not to flush them down the toilet. Johnson and 
Johnson argue that cotton bud sticks  need to be flexible and the cotton itself securely affixed 
to the bud stick, and claim that paper sticks are not sufficiently flexible, and the cotton itself is 
less reliably affixed to a paper-based stick (Parsons, 1997 pers.comm). The Body Shop claim 
that the reason they stopped using card sticks was because they were more receptive to 
bacteria (Paisley, 2003 pers. comm.). However paper sticks are currently on sale in Britain. 
Some companies such as ‘Simply Gentle Organic’ do produce cotton bud sticks that use 
paper-based sticks and do not contain plastic. There are also other paper-based sticks on 
sale around the world, for example Q-Tips cotton swabs are owned by Unilever, and 
manufactured cotton bud sticks with wooden and paper sticks are on sale in America. 
Cederroth manufacture paper sticks, which are sold in Sweden’s Government-owned 
pharmacies. The technology does exist to make cotton bud sticks from cornstarch, but there 
is little incentive to do so because of the increased cost involved (Parliament, 1999).  
 
Recommendations 
• Replacement of plastic materials used in sanitary and bathroom items (particularly 

cotton bud sticks) with biodegradable (non-plastic) materials. 
 
• Mandatory labelling of sanitary products with the correct disposal information: 

‘Bag It and Bin It - Please Don’t Flush It’ clearly visible. 

 

4.5.3 The Role of Voluntary Groups and Partnerships 
 
As the problem of marine litter becomes more widely recognised, in addition to local and 
national Government initiatives and legislation, there have been a number of independent 
organisations and collaborative initiatives that have developed to address the problem. This 
has been possible through various funding sources, and most aim to promote community 
involvement and sustainability.  
 
Monitoring beach litter levels is a time and resource-intensive task. The length and breadth of 
the UK, volunteers clean beaches and many actively get involved with litter monitoring 
projects such as MCS’ Beachwatch and Adopt-a-Beach. Beachwatch data from previous 
years was used in the Government’s “Charting Progress” report published in November 2005, 
which assessed the current state of UK seas.  The report identified beach litter as one of six 
factors having unacceptable impacts on our marine environment. The report also 
acknowledged that the “MCS Beachwatch survey is the best long-term indication of trends on 
UK beaches “ and “provides the only long-term dataset” for beach litter in the UK. (Defra 
,2005b). 
 
Those dedicated groups that conduct Beachwatch have often heard about the project through 
local or national press, radio or TV and even word-of-mouth. However, a huge potential 
audience remains beyond the reach of the traditional media. 
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Increasingly, voluntary Estuary and Firth partnerships have an invaluable role to play in acting 
as a local interface with members of the public that may not have heard of Beachwatch 
through the traditional media. These partnerships often have close ties with local 
conservation, recycling and community networks and have extensive mailing lists. 
Furthermore, raising awareness of and reducing levels of marine litter feature prominently in 
the management action plans for many of the partnerships.  
  
An example of best practice has been the Forth Estuary Forum (FEF). A dedicated Coastal 
Litter Campaign Projects Officer co-ordinated community involvement in beach litter 
monitoring between 2001 and 2004 and encouraged participation in Beachwatch and Adopt-
a-Beach, including organisation of five Adopt-a-Beach workshops run by MCS Scotland. The 
FEF Coastal Litter Campaign Projects Officer helped increase the number of beaches 
adopted in the Forth from eight to 18. Litter data collected were used at a local level for the 
Forth Coastal Litter Campaign and at a UK level contributed to the MCS litter database.  
 
Building on the success of the FEF Coastal Litter Campaign, FEF launched the ‘Friends of the 
Forth’ project at an MCS Adopt-a-Beach event at Cramond, Edinburgh in early 2006. 
Although this will have a broader community remit, encompassing biodiversity, there is still 
capacity to help promote MCS projects.  
  
Learning from the example set by FEF with their Coastal Litter Campaign, the Group for 
Recycling in Argyll and Bute (GRAB) Trust appointed a Beaches and Marine Litter Project 
Officer in early 2005 and the Moray Firth Partnership (encompassing the Cromarty Firth 
Liason Group) appointed Rowan Tree Consultants to oversee their exciting 'Beach Guardians' 
initiative (www.morayfirth-partnership.org/). The remit of both roles includes encouraging 
community involvement in MCS litter projects and has already led to new beaches 
participating in Beachwatch.  
 
The Solway Firth Partnership (SFP), Firth of Clyde Forum and Tay Estuary Forum (TEF) have 
also recognised the value of promoting Beachwatch. A Beach Management Forum was 
organised by TEF in 2004, in part to support local co-ordination of Adopt-a-Beach and 
Beachwatch successfully being carried out by Tayside Friends of the Earth. In late 2005, SFP 
appointed a Community Project Officer who may have some capacity to help raise awareness 
of MCS projects in 2006. 
 
In 2005, the East Grampian Coastal Partnership (EGCP) was launched covering the stretch 
of east coast between Fraserburgh and the River North Esk, plugging the gap between the 
Moray and Tay partnerships. EGCP secured funding to help increase the number of beaches 
in the area taking part in MCS litter projects (www.egcp.org.uk). A high-profile launch with 
local kayak clubs, an MCS Adopt-a-Beach workshop and novel ideas such as a prize raffle for 
all beach clean participants, has already helped increase the number of beaches taking part 
in Beachwatch on this stretch of coast from five in 2004 to 10 in 2005.  
 
CCS has recognised the value of Adopt-a-Beach and Beachwatch as tools for initiating public 
engagement with coastal conservation issues, most notably at Broughty Ferry beach in 
Dundee and at Kinghorn in Fife. The former beach has subsequently gone on to attain Blue 
Flag status and become a designated European Bathing Water, whilst at the latter, the local 
Adopt-a-Beach group evolved into the Kinghorn Harbour Residents Environment Group 
(KHREG) who helped the town win Fife in Bloom twice and are campaigning against 
proposed ship-to-ship oil transfers in the Firth of Forth. 
 The Keep Wales Tidy Clean Coasts project has been successful in working within Wales to 
promote clean coasts under the project Coastcare, assisting small ports to comply with the 
new port waste regulations, and promoting their ‘Tidy Tackle’ campaign launched in 2002. 
The Tidy Tackle campaign raises awareness of the damage caused to the marine 
environment by lost angling gear and fishing tackle (Keep Wales Tidy, 2004). As part of Clean 
Coasts, 54 local Coastcare groups have been established to undertake coastal clean-ups and 
raise awareness of the problems of litter. A number of the Coastcare groups take the clean-
ups one step further and participate in Beachwatch and Adopt-a-Beach on 75 beaches, with 
2,315 volunteers (NALG, 2005). Clean Coasts provide the local groups (and all who ask) with 
free advice, resources and have a good reference library (Keep Wales Tidy, 2004).  
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The Freshwater East Coastcare Group produced a charity CD to raise public awareness of 
the Coastcare project. Over 1,225 schools in Wales are also registered for the Eco-schools 
project, which require pupils to take an active role in actions such as recycling and waste 
minimization (Keep Wales Tidy, 2005). 
 

The Save the North Sea project which ran from May 2002 to December 2004, aimed to 
reduce litter in the North Sea by changing attitudes and behaviour. The project aimed to 
involve all user groups, such as fishing, recreational, oil and shipping industries in determining 
why marine litter is still a problem despite EU directives, and was partly funded by a grant 
from the European Union’s Interreg IIIB North Sea Programme of 2.8 million Euros and 
partners include organisations from UK, Sweden, Denmark, Norway and the Netherlands, 
including KIMO (Keep Scotland Beautiful, 2002).  
 
On a wider scale, Encams, (previously the Tidy Britain Group), focuses on litter deposition, 
rubbish disposal and improving and maintaining local environments. In doing so it helps to 
develop campaigns and initiatives to help reduce the occurrence, and therefore problems 
created by litter and assist in developing national policy and best practice. During August 
2005 Encams ran a four-week coastal anti-litter campaign. The campaign involved posters 
being placed around coastal resorts, and on the radio. In February 2006 Encams will launch a 
campaign aimed at reducing cigarette butt litter. Encams will be working with 11 councils 
thatwill increase enforcement of litter laws, increase cigarette bin provision, distribute 
personal ashtrays, and run media campaigns (Encams, 2006). 
 
Inland waterways and river clean ups are equally important, as rivers are likely to be a 
significant source of beach litter. Thames 21 and River Care projects in Wales (organised by 
Keep Wales Tidy) have generated significant public and media interest. Effort and resources 
are needed to extend these projects nationally and co-ordinate them with beach surveys, to 
measure the effect that inland clean ups have on the quantities and sources of litter deposited 
on beaches. 
 
With a ban on smoking in most public places looking likely for the UK, local councils, retailers, 
and other groups must work together to educate the public, and ensure cigarette litter does 
not increase in our environment.  Butts Out is an international company that works to educate 
the public about the environmental consequences of dropping cigarette butts, encourage the 
use of portable ashtrays, and find sustainable recycling opportunities for cigarette butts (Butts 
Out, 2003). During 2004 Butts Out provided 1,000 free portable ashtrays to MCS and Surfers 
Against Sewage for the “No Butts on the Beach” campaign. 
 
Many of these community based volunteer projects, which work on beach litter, are now 
facing funding problems. The values of these projects are well documented, and it will be a 
huge step back for marine conservation if these projects are allowed to disappear. 
 
Recommendation 
• Encouragement and support, by local authorities and relevant landowners, of 

voluntary local initiatives such as Adopt-a-Beach, Coastcare and river clean-ups. 

 

 

4.5.4 The Role of the Public  
 
Determined efforts are required to reduce the pollution of our coasts at source. Whilst local 
authorities, water authorities and Government must play their part to reduce and clean up 
litter, every member of the public must also accept individual responsibility to minimise their 
impact on the marine and coastal environment and support national legislative measures and 
educational initiatives to reduce pollution at source. Only then will coastal communities, 
wildlife and other beach users realise the full benefits of a clean, litter-free coast. 
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Recommendations 
• Individuals must dispose of their waste responsibly and never drop litter in a public 

place. 
 
• Individuals can avoid purchasing over packaged goods 
 
4.5.4 (a) General Litter 
 
There is no doubt that the general public and local authorities are concerned about and object 
to the quantity of litter on streets and beaches. A Clean Coast Scotland Community Council 
Questionnaire (Roberts, 2002) sent to 72 coastal Community Councils reported that 60% of 
respondents cited beach litter as their major concern, followed by sewage pollution and 
shipping waste. A survey of beach users, recently conducted by Encams, found that a clean 
beach was the biggest factor influencing a visit to the beach, and beach litter was the biggest 
cause of offence to beach goers (Encams, 2003a). 
 
Despite laws and fines for littering offences, individuals continue to intentionally drop and 
dump their litter. Research by the Tidy Britain Group (now Encams) found that 83% of people 
surveyed realised it was an offence to drop litter, so this suggests that they know there is little 
chance of prosecution due to a lack of hard evidence (Tidy Britain Group, 2002). On 
November 18th 2003, Section 119 of the Local Government Act came into force. This new 
power means that local authorities will now keep all the money raised from littering fines 
instead of having to pass it on to the Treasury. It is hoped this will provide Local Authorities 
with an extra incentive to enforce fixed penalty prosecutions for littering. From April 2003 to 
November 2003, local authorities issued a total of 2,877 fixed penalty notices for littering. 
1,641 (57%) of these were paid, 1,187 (41%) were not paid, and 125 (4%) were taken to 
court. After Section 119 came into force, the number of fixed penalty notices issued from 
November 2003 to March 2004 increased to 4,688. 2,230 (48%) of these were paid, 1,969 
(42%) were not paid, and 141 (3%) were taken to court. From April 2004 to March 2005 a 
total of 17,428 fixed penalty notices for littering were issued, an increase of almost 10,000 
from 2003-04. 9,407 (54%) of these were paid, 8,021 (46%) were not paid, and 738 (4%) 
were taken to court (R, Taylor pers.comm.). Although a slightly lower percentage of fines 
were paid after November 2003, the total number of fines issued and paid increased 
dramatically. 
 
Anyone confronting an individual who has knowingly dropped an item of packaging or a drink 
can has no powers of authority and is likely to be faced with abuse. Local authorities have 
powers to employ authorised officers who can issue £75 fixed penalties for dropping litter.  In 
2005, a man that dropped litter at Llanelli beach car park was fined, and taken to court, 
resulting in £150 payment, just one of dozens fined for dropping litter in Carmarthenshire, with 
a number being taken to court and ordered to pay fines and costs at around £200 each 
(Morgan, 2005).  
 
After strengthening their anti-litter laws, Hong Kong authorities found that they had to train 
their officers in martial arts in order to enforce the HK$600 (£48) fine due to violent attacks by 
angry offenders (BBC, 2002b). Due to the problems of enforcing anti-litter laws, changing 
public attitudes towards the use of packaging, recycling and disposal is therefore of 
paramount importance. There needs to be a collective change in public attitude and 
acceptance of individual responsibility for disposal of our own litter. A city dweller may 
unknowingly be responsible for marine litter - whether dropping litter in the city centre which 
can then be carried by rivers to the coast or even dumping cars on the beach - it is important 
to recognise the need for responsible disposal of waste whether at home, in the office, inland 
or at the coast. 
 
Community campaigns that promote public involvement in finding solutions to the problem 
can be an effective means of getting the message across to a wider audience. Local 
community involvement in manual beach and river cleaning operations can provide a focus 
for local action groups, and create a better sense of responsibility for the local environment 
amongst local residents and businesses.  
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Sadly, it is generally agreed that younger individuals are often those that drop their litter and 
younger people have been shown to be less likely to recycle their rubbish regularly 
(Environment Post, 2001; Encams, 2004).  However educational campaigns targeted at 
schools, which aim to prevent disposal of sanitary items down toilets have proven very 
effective at not only changing the pupil’s attitude, but also that of the parent (Souter, 1998). 
 
Coastal users such as sea anglers, as well as tourists, are responsible for some of the debris 
left on beaches and a Conservation Code for Sea Anglers has been produced by MCS, the 
National Federation for Sea Anglers, Countryside Council for Wales, English Nature and 
others to help anglers reduce their impact on the coast including guidance on preventing 
accidental loss of fishing line and tackle and taking responsibility for their litter. In Florida a 
state-wide Monofilament Recovery & Recycling Program (MRRP) encourages monofilament 
line recycling through a network of line recycling bins and drop-off locations. The project also 
conducts volunteer monofilament line cleanup events. Through the scheme, recycling bins for 
monofilament line have been placed on piers, harbours, and in bait shops. The monofilament 
is collected from recycling bins and cleaned of hooks, leaders, weights, and trash by 
volunteers. It is then shipped to the Berkley Pure Fishing Company in Iowa. Berkley melts the 
line down into raw plastic pellets that can be made into other plastic products including tackle 
boxes, spools for line, fish habitats, and toys. It is not made into more monofilament line 
(FFWCC, 2005). 
 
Recommendations 
• Incorporation into school curricula of educational material on the sources and 

effects of aquatic litter and ways of reducing the problem at source. 
 
• Use of portable ashtrays by smokers to avoid cigarette littering in the street, or on 

beaches. 
 
• Education and encouragement of sea anglers to ensure correct disposal of waste, 

whether at sea or on shore. 
 
• Increased community involvement in practical initiatives to reduce beach litter 

such as Beachwatch and Adopt-a-Beach. 

 

4.5.4 (b) Sanitary Waste 
 
A 1995 opinion poll found that 94% of people believed that responsibility for sanitary waste 
rests with the individual (MORI Research, 1995), but often the public do not realise that they 
are responsible for part of the problem. It is estimated that 61-100 million condoms and up to 
2 billion tampons and sanitary towels are flushed into the sewerage system every year (Bag It 
and Bin It Group, 1997). 300 million items of sanitary waste are flushed down Scottish toilets 
alone every year (Scottish Water, 2004). This is unnecessary and not in line with other 
European countries, where sanitary waste is largely disposed of in bins and where SRD on 
beaches is not widespread (Ribic, 1998). At present, even with the most modern screening 
techniques, a great many smaller items (such as cotton bud sticks and backing strips) still 
pass through sewerage screens. Therefore, it is essential that every member of the public 
takes individual responsibility for the pollution caused by flushing sanitary waste and other 
plastic bathroom items down the toilet. 
 
The Bag It & Bin It group (a consortium of environmental organisations, including MCS, water 
authorities, Government agencies and sanitary protection manufacturers) launched the 
national 'Bag It and Bin It' campaign in 1995, to promote a reduction in personal items, such 
as sanitary protection and cotton buds, being flushed down the toilet instead of disposed of 
responsibly in household rubbish to prevent these items reaching the UK’s beaches and 
rivers. This is achieved through promotion, including leaflets, stickers, posters and media 
coverage, and education. Partnerships play an essential part in the Bag It and Bin It 
campaign.  
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In 2002, a number of partnerships were initiated with organisations including retailers, waste 
collection companies and water companies to include the Bag It and Bin It logo and website 
address on their products to promote the ‘Think Before You Flush' message. Local Bag It and 
Bin It blitzes in the South West, undertaken in 1998, indicated that by targeting local residents 
with ‘Bag It and Bin It’ stickers, leaflets and disposal bags, measurable results can be 
achieved in reducing the levels of sanitary waste flushed (South West Water, 1998). The blitz 
also indicated that influxes of tourists to an area can add a significant amount of SRD to the 
system, so this seasonal sector of the community (including those that provide services for 
tourists) must be targeted directly.  
 
Scottish Water Authorities commissioned a study by Abertay University to assess the 
attitudes of residents in Scotland to the disposal of sanitary waste via the toilet (Souter et al., 
1998), and promote the ‘Think before you flush’ message. This study showed that increasing 
public awareness via campaigns can significantly reduce sanitary waste inputs to wastewater 
systems, and that the majority of people would be willing to change their use of the toilet for 
disposal of sanitary items.  In February 2003, the Scottish Executive granted £50,000 to 
Clean Coast Scotland to work in collaboration with Scottish Water and other members of the 
CCS Steering Group, including MCS, to promote the ‘Bag it and Bin it’ campaign, building on 
the success of the ‘Think Before You Flush’ initiative. It was felt that promoting the ‘Bag it and 
Bin it’ campaign in Scotland would add value by synchronising the campaigning slogan and 
branding across the UK. Bag It and Bin It was launched in Scotland in September 2003 at 
Cramond beach, MCS's adopted beach in Scotland, and, following the launch, a TV public 
information advert was run for 2 weeks on Scottish Television. Scottish Water and Clean 
Coast Scotland also produced dedicated Bag It and Bin It leaflets.  
  
These studies emphasise the importance of raising awareness, but in order to be fully 
effective adequate facilities must be provided in all public places. Local authorities, hoteliers 
and all bodies that provide public toilet facilities need to supply the appropriate bins and bags 
for disposal of sanitary waste. Individuals also have the option of using alternatives to 
disposable sanitary towels and tampons such as the mooncup, or washable pads, the latest 
of which are made from fleece. 
 
Recommendation 
• Education in schools on the issue of sanitary waste and its correct disposal. 
 
• Funding for national, community based educational campaigns to encourage the 

public to 'Bag it and Bin It’.  
 
• Provision by local authorities of disposal facilities for sanitary waste in all public 

toilets. 
 
• Adoption by all individuals of good practice when disposing of sanitary waste i.e.  

‘Bag It and Bin It’ – NEVER flush it 
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4.5.5 The Role of the Marine Conservation Society  
 
The Marine Conservation Society uses the results obtained by the annual Beachwatch survey 
to highlight the issue of marine litter, effect change through lobbying for more effective 
legislation and increased industry responsibility, and campaign against the main sources and 
types of beach litter. The Beachwatch campaign aims to promote better facilities and 
educational initiatives for the prevention of pollution from litter from all the major sources, and 
to change society’s attitudes towards the amount of waste generated and discarded on a daily 
basis. 
 
Each year, as a summary to the findings of the Beachwatch survey, MCS makes key 
recommendations that are necessary to combat the problems caused by beach and marine 
litter. These recommendations are categorised according to source (land-based, sanitary 
waste and ocean-based), covering all aspects of the issue and involve all parties including 
manufacturers – the ultimate source of beach litter found. 
 
The results of the Beachwatch campaign are featured on national TV and radio news, in 
major national broadsheets, and in many regional and local newspapers, spreading the 
message that users of the coast continue to be the major cause of litter on our beaches.  
 
Many of the individuals and community groups who have taken part in Beachwatch are now 
part of the MCS’s Adopt-a-Beach scheme, currently funded by The Crown Estate, cleaning 
and surveying their local beaches on a regular basis. All organisers are sent feedback sheets 
from MCS with a short synopsis of the results of their surveys to help identify the major 
sources of pollution in their local area. MCS provides advice on local action to be taken to 
bring together all parties to discuss and implement plans for solutions to local inputs.  
 
In 2005, MCS held eight regional training workshops for new and existing Adopt-a-Beach 
organisers in England and Northern Ireland, and one in Scotland. The workshops were 
designed to give organisers an opportunity to better understand how their surveys can be 
used to raise awareness, and campaign against local beach litter issues, and to ensure 
organisers fully understand the Adopt-a-Beach survey protocol. They also provide an 
opportunity for local organisers to get to know one another, and discuss local issues.  
 
Part of the litter projects remit is to raise awareness of the impacts of coastal and marine litter 
and in 2005 MCS staff gave presentations at 3 events around England and Wales and 2 in 
Scotland.  The litter projects team and MCS Scottish Officer also attended 13 litter 
conferences and national level meetings to raise the issue of litter as a serious threat. During 
2005 the Adopt-a-Beach and Beachwatch website was completely renovated, and the new 
site was launched in February 2006. The Strandline, the quarterly Adopt-a-Beach newsletter, 
provides updates and news articles on coastal litter issues for Adopt-a-Beach participants and 
other interested individuals and has proved very popular, with a circulation of 2,000.  
 
At the national level in 2005, MCS contributed, along with Clean Coast Scotland (CCS) and 
others, to a dedicated Scottish Coastal Forum beach management-training event for Firths 
Project Officers. The CCS partnership itself continues to actively engage coastal community 
groups in local beach management initiatives, including promotion of MCS litter projects.  
 
MCS is working with other member organisations of the National Aquatic Litter Group (NALG) 
to develop methodologies for monitoring aquatic litter and influence policies and practices that 
reduce litter at source and improve prevention and control measures. MCS sits on the 
steering groups for Clean Coast Scotland and Clean Coasts Wales, which promote 
partnership between all coastal interest groups (NGOs, local councils, harbour authorities 
etc.) to reduce coastal and marine litter and to encourage community involvement in coastal 
conservation and local beach management.   
MCS has been working with the commercial and recreational fishing industry to discourage 
disposal of waste at sea. The National Federation of Fishermen’s Organisations published a 
Code of Practice for Clean Seas, which was written by MCS for their 1998 yearbook. In 2000, 
MCS produced a Clean Seas poster, which was distributed to all harbour authorities, 
promoting the safe and responsible disposal of waste.  
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A poster and Code for recreational anglers were also produced, to highlight their responsibility 
to take their litter home. MCS has also provided advice to the Sea Fish Industry Authority on 
the content of their training programmes for fishermen to include information on pollution 
prevention and environmental responsibility. 
 
MCS has influenced the development of Government policy on litter legislation by responding 
to a Government consultation – “Living Places: Powers, Rights and Responsibilities” (Defra 
2002a). This consultation sought views on the extension of a litter duty to aquatic 
environments such as rivers and canals, which can carry and deposit significant quantities of 
litter onto beaches. MCS recommended that a clear definition of aquatic environments was 
needed, and that a statutory duty to keep aquatic environments clear of large accumulations 
of litter was necessary, rather than reliance on voluntary agreements. Consequently, in 2004 
MCS was consulted regarding the proposed changes to the Code of Practice for Litter and 
Refuse. The Marine Conservation Society has also been among those in Scotland consulted 
regarding the Environment Protection Act (Scotland) 1990 as it relates to litter and fly-tipping. 
One welcome outcome of this process has been a review of the EPA 'Code of Practice Litter 
and Refuse' in relation to beaches in Scotland. 
 
In September 2005, MCS gave evidence to the Scottish Parliament Environment and Rural 
Development Committee for the first stage of the proposed Environmental Levy on Plastic 
Bags (Scotland) Bill.  The evidence presented by MCS included information about the 
quantities of plastic bags recorded on UK beaches from the Beachwatch surveys.  MCS 
supports the proposed bill, which would require retailers to charge a levy (initially 10p) for 
each plastic bag supplied to customers.  The profits raised by the levy would be spent on 
environmental projects. 
 
In Spring 2005, MCS in partnership with the charity Thames21, was commissioned by Defra 
to research and produce a report on all forms of aquatic litter in the UK, and propose 
recommendations for potential solutions, including legislation and educational initiatives. The 
report incorporated the findings of the past 12 years of Beachwatch surveys, which were used 
to highlight the major types and sources of beach litter found in the UK. 
 
MCS has campaigned against balloon releases for many years and will launch the “Don’t let 
go” campaign in 2006 to raise awareness of the potentially lethal effects of balloon releases 
on wildlife.  The ‘Don’t let go’ pack includes factsheets, posters and postcards, which can be 
sent to balloon release event organisers or used as general awareness raising tools in 
schools, community centres and other public places.  
 
In summer 2004, MCS joined Surfers Against Sewage (SAS) for the launch of the 2004 “No 
Butts on the Beach” campaign. The campaign highlighted the increasing numbers of cigarette 
ends being found on UK beaches. Campaigners from both charities visited four beaches in 
Cornwall, and handed out free portable ashtrays. The issue of cigarette litter on beaches 
received much media attention including live TV interviews of MCS staff on BBC Breakfast 
and the Channel 4 News, helping to spread the educational message to a wide audience.  
 
MCS has provided information and advice on litter in the marine environment to the Taskforce 
on Packaging Essential Requirements and the Absorbent Hygiene Product Manufacturers 
Association. In June 2006, MCS will speak at an All Parties Parliamentary Group meeting in 
the House of Commons on the issue of cigarette litter in the marine environment. The 
Beachwatch report has been referenced in debates on litter in both the Scottish Parliament 
and the House of Lords.  
 
Overall, MCS’s role as a national environmental charity is to inform as wide an audience as 
possible of the impacts of litter on the marine and coastal environment and involve them in 
taking action to prevent litter at source, through participation in Adopt-a-Beach and individual 
responsibility.  In addition, MCS utilises the results from the Beachwatch surveys to influence 
Government and industry to introduce effective measures which prevent littering and promote 
responsible production and disposal practices, both on land and at sea.  
More information about the Adopt-a-Beach project can be found on the website - 
www.adoptabeach.org.uk. 
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5. LEGISLATION 

 

5.1 Legislation to Prevent Garbage Pollution from Ocean-Based Sources  
 

5.1.1 London Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by 
Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter, 1972 (London Convention) 
  
The London Convention came into force in 1975 and was further strengthened by the 1996 
Protocol. There are presently 75 parties to the London Convention, the secretariat for which is 
based at the International Maritime Organisation in London. The London Convention is a 
global convention controlling the dumping of wastes at sea by licensing. 
 
Annex I of the London Convention prohibits signatories from dumping persistent plastics and 
other non-biodegradable materials as well as other compounds into the sea from ships and 
other man-made structures. 
 
5.1.2 International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships 
1973 (MARPOL 73/78) Annex V     
 
The International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships 1973 was laid down 
as international law in 1973 by the International Maritime Organisation and modified by the 
Protocol of 1978, generally known as MARPOL 73/78. MARPOL 73/78 has five annexes 
covering different types of pollution (Table 23). 
 
Table 23: Pollution types covered by MARPOL Annexes I-VI 
 
Annex I Oil 
Annex II Noxious liquid substances by bulk 
Annex III Harmful substances carried by sea in packaged form or freight 

containers, portable tanks, or road and rail tank wagons 
Annex IV Sewage (See section 5.2.3) 
Annex V Garbage 
Annex VI Air pollution 

 
 
Annex V sets minimum specific distances from land within which certain wastes, e.g. glass, 
food and metals cannot be disposed. The disposal of all plastics is prohibited throughout the 
world's oceans by any member country. The UK ratified Annex V in December 1988. In 
October 2003, 115 states in total had ratified Annex V.  
  
It is up to national governments to implement MARPOL through their own legislation. The 
UK's interpretation of MARPOL Annex V is via The Merchant Shipping (Prevention of 
Pollution by Garbage) Regulations 1998 and the Merchant Shipping (Port Waste Reception 
Facilities) Regulations 1997. 
No overall assessment of the effectiveness of Annex V has, as yet, been made.  
 

5.1.3 The Merchant Shipping and Maritime Security Act 1997 
 
The Merchant Shipping and Maritime Security Act 1997, which amended The Merchant 
Shipping Act 1995, brought in enabling powers for the Secretary of State for Environment, 
Transport and the Regions to require mandatory provision and use of port waste reception 
facilities, port waste management plans and garbage record books. These enabling powers 
are to be exercised through The Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution from Garbage) 
Regulations 1998 and The Merchant Shipping (Port Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations 
1997. 
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5.1.4 The Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution by Garbage) 
Regulations 1998 
 
The Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution by Garbage) Regulations 1998 replaced the 
1988 regulations of the same name in July 1998 and apply to UK ships wherever they may 
be, and to foreign ships in UK waters. The Regulations apply to small craft and yachts, fishing 
vessels, passenger ferries, cargo ferries, offshore platforms and Royal Fleet Auxiliaries; they 
prohibit the disposal of plastics and oily wastes anywhere in UK waters and prohibit the 
disposal of other types of pollutant within specific distances from nearest land. 
 

5.1.4 (a) Atlantic Ocean and Irish Sea 
 
The dumping of the following waste types is prohibited within specific distances (Table 24). 
 
Table 24: Restriction on dumping waste at sea, from Merchant Shipping Regulations 
1998 
 
Outside 25 
nautical miles 
nearest land 

12 to 25 nautical 
miles from land 

3 to 12 nautical 
miles from land 

0 to 3 nautical miles 
from nearest land 

Plastics Plastics, lining & 
packaging 
materials that float 

Plastics, lining & 
packaging materials 
that float 

No waste or rubbish of 
any kind may be 
thrown overboard  

Oily wastes Oily wastes Oily wastes  
 

 
 

 
 Garbage if not ground 

to less than 25 mm 
 
 

 

5.1.4 (b) North Sea and English Channel 
 
The North Sea and the English Channel are declared Special Areas under the Regulations, 
and dumping of any waste is prohibited within 12 nautical miles of land. Beyond this limit, it is 
illegal to dispose of any waste other than food wastes. 
 
Under the Regulations there is a requirement for all ships of 400 tonnes gross tonnage or 
more and ships certified to carry 15 persons or more to: 
� Prepare a garbage management plan.  
� Display placards notifying crew and passengers of the disposal requirements for ships’ 

waste.  
� Maintain a Garbage Record Book, logging all waste discharge or incineration operations.  
 
Garbage record books should: 
� Record each day the volume, description and type of garbage arising from the normal 

operation of the ship. 
� Record the date, time, volume, description and type of garbage placed into reception 

facilities at named UK ports. 
� Record the date, volume and method of disposal of any garbage from the ship by 

whatever means. 
 
Garbage Record Books must be available for inspection and port state control inspectors 
have powers to take copies of entries, and detain vessels for the purposes of discharging 
their litter to reception facilities. 
 
Where clear evidence of illegal disposal of litter is available, alleged offenders can be 
prosecuted under The Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution by Garbage) Regulations 
1988. The maximum fine was increased in 1998 from £5,000 to £25,000 in a Magistrate’s 
Court and unlimited on conviction before the Crown Court, and applies within all UK controlled 
waters out to 200 nautical miles.  



 88 

5.1.5 The Merchant Shipping (Port Waste Reception Facilities) 
Regulations 1997 
 
These Regulations replaced The Merchant Shipping (Reception Facilities for Garbage) 
Regulations 1988 in January 1998 and require all ports and terminals in the UK to: 
• provide adequate reception facilities for waste, including dry waste and oil. 
• prepare a waste management plan to be approved by the Secretary of State.  
 
Any harbour authority or terminal operator failing to comply can be fined up to £2,000 under 
the Merchant Shipping Notice M. 1389.  
 

5.1.6 EU Directive on port reception facilities for ship-generated waste 
and cargo residues (EC2000/59) 
 
The aim of this directive is to reduce the illicit discharge of waste and other pollutants to a 
minimum, in order to protect the marine environment. Key points of the directive are: 
 
• Ports must set up waste reception and handling plants and make available adequate 

reception facilities. 
• Every ship is required to deliver all ship-generated waste and cargo residues to ports. 
• All ships are to pay a set fee for waste disposal, irrespective of their actual use of the 

facilities. 
• Member states must ensure proper monitoring of compliance with the directive, by means 

of spot checks and the exchange of information between ports.  Ships that do not deliver 
waste in one port will be reported to their next port of call for a more detailed inspection. 
 

The Port Waste Reception Facilities Regulations entered into force on 16th July 2003.  
 
There are three significant changes under the new regulations: 
 

• All ships must provide notification before entering into the port or terminal of the 
waste they will discharge, including information on types and quantities, 

• All ships must deliver their waste to the port reception facilities before leaving the 
port or terminal, unless they have sufficient dedicated storage capacity to store the 
waste until the next port of call, 

• All ships must pay a mandatory charge to make a significant contribution to the cost 
of the port reception facilities for ship generated waste, whether they use them or not. 

 
Ports are required to cover the costs of the post waste reception facilities including costs of 
treatment and disposal.  How the port recovered its costs were left open so they vary from 
port to port with some charging on a ship by ship basis, others incorporated in harbour/port 
dues.  However the charge is calculated, the port must make clear the amount of the charge, 
and the way in which it has been calculated.  
 
Additional requirements under the new regulations require charging and prior notification for 
any vessels authorised to carry more than 12 passengers. 

5.1.7 Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution) (Limits) Regulations 
1996 
 
New regulations came into force in 1996, extending the UK’s powers to prosecute for pollution 
offences. The Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Pollution) (Limits) Regulations 1996, created 
a ‘pollution zone’ extending out to 200 nautical miles from the UK coast. Any foreign ship 
suspected of committing a pollution offence within the ‘pollution zone’ will be liable to 
prosecution if it calls at a UK port. 
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5.1.8 European Marine Strategy 
 
In the first proposal and outline of a European Marine Strategy (COM(2002)539), marine litter 
was listed as one of the main objectives: 
 
Objective 8: Litter: ‘The objective is to eliminate marine litter arising from illegal disposal at 
sea by 2010’ 
 
Action 13: Litter: ‘Where the implementation of the previously mentioned directive is also 
relevant in reducing litter, the commission will, in addition by 2004 and in collaboration with all 
relevant organisations, prepare a report on the extent and sources of marine litter and 
consider possible remedial measures’ 
 
However, since the original strategy marine litter no longer is listed as a separate objective or 
has a defined action plan.  It has been included under Strategic Goal B: To phase out 
pollution in the marine environment so as to ensure that there are no significant impacts or 
risk to human and/or on ecosystem health and/or on uses of the sea.  
 
The text had been included in the revised policy document to serve as a basis for the 
discussions at the Stakeholder Conference at Rotterdam, on 10-12 November, 2004. The text 
on related objectives for marine litter reads as follows:  
"To progressively reduce discharges, releases and losses of marine debris to the marine 
environment by improving enforcement of waste legislation and to developing a more 
effective waste management, including campaigns to increase public awareness about the 
environmental problem of litter and ship generated waste or cargo residues". 
 
In October 2005 a proposal for a Marine Strategy Directive was published by the European 
Commission, accompanied by a Communication, and Impact Assessment. Marine litter is 
identified as a principle threat to the marine environment, but is not specifically referred to in 
any action points (Europa, 2005b, c, d & e). 

5.2 Legislation to Prevent Pollution from Sewage 
 

5.2.1 EC Bathing Water Directive (76/160/EEC) 
 
The EC Bathing Water Directive came into force in 1976 and sets mandatory minimum 
standards for the quality of sea water (including levels of coliform and faecal coliform bacteria) 
at designated bathing sites.  EC member states are obliged to identify all bathing sites where 
bathing is explicitly authorised by the authorities, or where bathing is not prohibited and is 
traditionally practised by large numbers of bathers. In 2005, nine of the UK’s 559 beaches 
failed to reach mandatory bathing water standards 
These 'designated' bathing waters are monitored for 19 different parameters, including water 
quality, from May to September - the official bathing season. To comply with the Directive, 
designated bathing waters must achieve a Mandatory Standard for the amount of bacteria in 
samples of sea water, as monitored by the Environment Agency in England and Wales, 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) in Scotland and the Heritage Service, 
Department of the Environment in Northern Ireland. Member states are also obliged to strive 
to achieve a Guideline Standard which is about twenty times stricter and includes standards 
for faecal streptococci (Table 25).  A revised Bathing Water Directive will come into force in 
2008. The revised standards will monitor two microbiological parameters, and bathing waters 
will be classified into one of four categories: excellent, good, sufficient or poor (Table 26). 
Waters that repeatedly fail will be subject to a bathing ban, but waters that consistently reach 
good or excellent categories will be subject to reduced monitoring frequencies. 
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Table 25: Current maximum levels of bacteria permitted per 100 ml sample of seawater 
 

 Mandatory Guideline 
Total Coliforms <10,000 <500 
Faecal Coliforms <2,000 <100 
Faecal Streptococci n/a <100 

 
Table 26: Revised microbiological standards for bathing water (levels permitted per 
100ml sample of seawater  
 
Coastal waters Excellent Good Sufficient 
Intestinal Enterococci 100* 200* 185** 
E.coli 250* 500* 500** 
* 95 percentile compliance 
** 90 percentile compliance 
 
 
 
 
 

5.2.2 EC Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (97/27/EEC) 1991 
 
The EC Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (91/27/EEC) requires that, by 31st 
December 2005, all sewerage discharges serving populations over 10,000 in coastal areas 
and 2,000 in estuarine areas must receive secondary (biological) treatment prior to discharge. 
Discharges to waters that are 'sensitive' were required to have tertiary treatment including 
nutrient removal by the end of 1998. Following the 2000-2005 Periodic Price Review, the UK 
Government has committed water companies to exceed the requirements of the EC Directive, 
requiring that all sewerage discharges serving more than 2,000 people receive secondary 
treatment by 2005.  As a result, the only areas where raw sewerage containing solids and 
used sanitary protection may still be discharged from coastal and estuarine outfalls will be 
those serving populations of less than 2,000.  
 

5.2.3 International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships 1973 
(MARPOL 73/78) Annex IV 
 
Annex IV was ratified at the end of September 2002.  The Annex was due to enter into force 
on 27th September 2003.  However provisions were made for the ongoing delay of the 
ratification of Annex IV, so the implementation of the directive was suspended until 12 months 
after its entry into force. 
 
Specifically Annex IV prohibits the discharge of sewage within 4 nautical miles of land, unless 
the ship has an approved treatment plant in operation, and between 4 and 12 miles from land, 
sewerage must be comminuted and disinfected before discharge.  This must be met by new 
ships of 400 gross tonnage and above or certified to carry more than 15 passengers once the 
Annex enters into force, but not until 2008 for ships that are already in service. 
 
In addition, the Annex requires ports to provide reception facilities for sewage.  This will have 
little effect in the EU due to the provisions already laid down in the EC Directive on Port 
Waste Reception Facilities 2000. 
 
One of the main factors delaying ratification of this Annex was the requirement to provide 
sewerage reception facilities, which has been overcome by requiring that all ships have one 
of three approved sewerage systems installed. Either a sewerage treatment plant, a 
sewerage comminuting and disinfecting system for the temporary storage of sewerage when 
the ship is less than three nautical miles from the nearest land or a holding tank for the 
retention of all sewerage, taking account of the operation of the ship and number of persons 
aboard (IMO, 2002). 
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5.2.4 The 2004 (April) amendments to Annex IV 
 
The following amendments were adopted on 1st April 2004 and entered into force on 1st 
August 2005: 
 
The discharge of sewerage into the sea will be prohibited, except when the ship has in 
operation an approved sewerage treatment plant and is discharging comminuted and 
disinfected sewerage using an approved system at a distance of more than three nautical 
miles from the nearest land; or is discharging sewerage which is not comminuted or 
disinfected at a distance of more than twelve nautical miles from the nearest land. Existing 
ships will be required to comply with the provisions of the revised annex IV five years after 
this entry into force (IMO, 2004).  
 
In addition, the April 2004 amendments include amendments to Annex V on Prevention of 
pollution by garbage from ships – this relates to the recording of the disposal of cargo 
residues in the Garbage Record Book. 

 

5.3 Legislation to Prevent Beach Pollution from Land-Based Sources 
 

5.3.1 The EU Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) 
The directive entered into force on 22nd December 2000. The directive requires all inland and 
coastal waters to reach at least “good status” by 2015. This will be done by establishing a 
river basin district structure within which environmental objectives will be set. The key 
components of good status are chemical quality and ecological quality (classified by biological 
elements and physio-chemical elements). On 11th December 2003 the Regulations which 
transpose the Directive were laid before Parliament and subsequently came into force in 
December 2003. 

 

5.3.2 Environmental Protection Act (1990) 
 
Under Section 87 of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 1990, it is an offence to drop 
litter in any public place, including beaches.  Section 88 allows local authority officers and / or 
accredited persons to issue a fixed penalty notice for leaving litter (£75 in England and Wales, 
and €125 in Ireland). i.e. no proceedings will be taken if the fixed penalty is paid within 14 
days.  The maximum fine for littering is £2,500, but unless the offence is caught on film or by 
a person of authority, enforcement is difficult.  The average fine is around £100 plus costs. 
 
The EPA also places duties on, and gives powers to, the local authority to keep its beaches 
clear of litter according to the Code of Practice. In 2000, a revised Code of Practice extended 
the requirements from amenity beaches only to all beaches.  Individual local authorities must 
decide the level of cleanliness that they are able to give to any non-amenity beaches in their 
area. However, where practicable, beaches which are relevant land of a duty body must be 
inspected by that body from time to time and cleaned as necessary.  Duty bodies are advised 
that they may find it helpful to encourage voluntary groups to assist in cleaning up beaches. 
The Code of Practice is currently under review. 
 
5.3.2 (a) Fly-tipping 
 
Under Section 33 of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 1990, it is an offence if a person 
has deposited or knowingly permitted the deposit of controlled waste on land without a waste 
management license. 
 
Local authorities can prosecute fly-tippers with fines of up to £20,000 and, or prison for two 
years (five if the waste is special/hazardous). 
See also Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 
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5.3.3 The Dogs (Fouling of Land) Act 1996 
 
The Dogs (Fouling of Land) Act allows local authorities to designate land upon which it is an 
offence not to clean up after your dog.  The maximum fine for an offence is £1,000 and 
councils have the power to issue a £50 fixed penalty fine.  Under the Clean Neighbourhoods 
and Environment Act (2005), byelaws can be made by local authorities to impose dog bans, 
make dog fouling an offence and insist that dogs be kept on leads.  
 
5.3.4 The Anti Social Behaviour Act (2003) 

The Act received Royal Assent on 20 November 2003. The powers in the Act will come into 
force gradually, with the first group of provisions commencing on 20 January 2004 and 27 
February 2004. The Act extends the range of powers available to local authorities in England 
and Wales and gives waste collection authorities in England and Wales the powers to stop, 
search and seize a vehicle they suspect of being used for the unlawful deposit of waste. It 
gives waste collection authorities the power to investigate incidents of unlawfully deposited 
waste, and removes the barrier which currently prevents local authorities from entering 
relevant land (Crown and or land owned by a Statutory Undertaker), clearing that land of litter, 
and recovering its costs through the courts. 

5.3.5 Local Government Act 2003 
 
On the 18th November 2003, Section 119 of the Local Government Act 2003 came into force 
in the UK.  The act relates to fixed penalty notices for littering and dog fouling.  Section 
119(m) provides guidance notes on new procedures for local authorities that issue fixed 
penalty notices for littering and dog fouling offences.  This change means that Section 
88(6)(a) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and section 4(2) of the Dogs (Fouling of 
Land) Act 1996 cease to have effect. Local authorities can now retain any sums they receive 
from the issuing of such penalty notices.  It is hoped this will encourage more local authorities 
to take a proactive approach to management of the local environment (Improvement and 
Development Agency, 2004). This provides local authorities with more incentive to impose 
fines, and also to create positions such as litter wardens as they can be self-funding from the 
revenue gained from fines. 
 
 
5.3.6 Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 

The Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act, to tackle environmental crime and anti-
social behaviour came into force in June 2005, and plays a key part in the Governments 
agenda to create cleaner, safer and greener communities. It applies to England and Wales 
only and makes it an offence to drop litter anywhere, including private land, rivers, ponds and 
lakes. It permits the greater use of fixed penalty fines as an alternative to prosecution and 
allows local authorities to set their own rates along with giving parish councils the power to 
issue fixed penalty fines for litter and dog offences, graffiti and fly-tipping. Under the Act fly 
tipping will become an arrestable offence, with the most serious cases resulting in a maximum 
£50,000 fine or five years imprisonment. 

In addition, it confirms that cigarette butts and chewing gum are litter. The Government issued 
guidance notes for the Act in October 2005. 

 

5.3.7 The Packaging (Essential Requirements) Regulation 2003. 
Statutory Instrument 2002 Number 1941. 
 
These requirements are specific to the manufacturing and composition of packaging. They 
state that packaging must be designed in such a way so as to permit its reuse or recovery, 
and to minimize its impact on the environment when packaging waste or residues from 
packaging waste are disposed of. 
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5.3.8 Environmental Liability Directive (2004/35/CE)  
 
This Directive came into force in April 2004 and it’s aim is to prevent environmental damage 
by forcing industrial operators (or polluters) to pay both prevention and remediation costs – 
the  “Polluter Pays Principle”. Accordingly, under the Directive, a preventative framework will 
be established with the aim of stopping (or rectifying) “significant environmental damage”. The 
definition of significant environmental damage is dependent on: 

• The protected status of biodiversity effected (EU or National). 
• Whether a water area is covered by the Water Framework Directive (see below). 
• Reference to human health. 

The Directive contains specific criteria to determine when damage is “significant”. Member 
states have until 30th April 2007 to incorporate the Directive’s provisions into national law. 
This means that under this new Directive, an operator carrying out activities that are 
potentially hazardous will be strictly liable and will not have to show fault or negligence. 
Additionally, operators carrying out non-hazardous activities but that cause danger to 
protected species or habitat will be liable in the same way – unless emissions are within 
permitted levels or best practice was being employed. 
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