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Foreword

O crANS—140 million square miles of water

surface—cover over 70 percent of the
earth, They are critical to maiuntaining the
world’s environment, contributing to the
oxygen-carbon dioxide balance in the atmos-
phere, affecting global climate, and providing
the base for the world’s hydrologic system.
Oceans are economically valuable to man,
providing, among other necessities, food and
minerals.

The coastlines of the United States are
long and diverse, ranging from the tropical
waters of Florida to the Arctic coast of
Alaska. These areas, as bilologically produc-
tive as any in the world, are the habitat for
much of our fish and wildlife. They also pro-
vide transportation, recreation, and a pleas-
ant setting for more than 60 percent of the
Nation’s Pcmpulatmn

These waters are also the final receptacle
for many of our wastes. Sewage, chemicals,
garbage, and other wastes are carried to sea
through the watercourses of the Nation from
municipal, industrial, and agricultural
sources or directly by barges, ‘ships, and
pipelines.

Industrial liquid wastes are the largest
scurce of pollution in coastal and estuarine
regions, followed by municipal liquid wastes.
Agricultural pollutants from land runoff,
animal wastes, pesticides, and fertilizers add
to the load of wastes ultimately reaching the
ocean. Sewage from vessels and spilled oil
are two highly visible sources of marine pol-
lution. And a Jarge part of air pollutants

eventually end up in the ocean, ulrectly or .

thmugh runoff from the land.
The amount of wastes transpmted and

dumped in the ocean is small in terms of the -
-total volume -of - pollutants reaching the .
oceans. But in the future the impact of ocean .
. dumping will increase significantly relative
to other sources. Although Federal laws on
oil and v ssel pallutmn and Federal;State

water quality standards for land-based dis-
charges will reduce the contribution of wastes
from these sources, uncontrolled dumping in
the ocean couid increase greatly.

Recognizing the importance of this prob-
lem, the President directed the Council on
Environmental Quality to study ocean dump-
ing. In his April 15, 1970, message to the
Congress,! he asked the Council to work with
other Federal agencies and with State and
local governments on a comprehensive study
that would result in regearch, legislative, and
administrative recommendations.

The Council is grateful to members of a
Federal Task Force and individuals from
their agencies? for preparing material for
consideration at meetings of the Task Foxce,
for their review of report drafts, and most
important of all, for providing guidance in
formulating the recommended policy. Help-
ful assistance was also received from agencies
and individuals in State and local govern-
ment and from scientists and academicians,
including the National Academy o Sciences
and the National Academy of Engineering.

The Council is also indebted to a number
of excellent studies. These include the stud-
ies on the New York Bight, one initiated
by the Corps of Engineers and another pre-
pared by an Ad Hee Committee for the Secre-
tary of the Interior; the 20-city survey of
barged wastes, prepared by the Dillingham
Corporation under contract to the Bureau of
Solid Waste Management; the study of
Waste Management Research Needs, by the

National Academy of Sciences Committee on

chanorrraphy National Academy of Engi-

* peering Committee on Ocean Engineering;

the National Estuarine Pollution Study, by -
the Federal Water Quality Administration;
and an economic study of marine solid wastes
disposal, by the Massachusetts Institute of

" 1'See Appendix A.
. #'8ee Appendix B,



iv

Technology under contract to the National
Council on Marine Resources and Engineer-
ing Development.

Sources of ocean dumping discussed in this
report deserve definition:

o Dredge spoils—the solid materials removed
from the bottom of water bodies generally
for the purpose of improving navigation:
sand, silt, clay, rock, and pollutants that
have been deposited from municipal and
industrial discharges.

e Sewage sludge—ihe solid material remain-
ing after municipal waste water treatment:
residual human wastes and other organic
and inorganic wastes.

v Solid waste—more commonly called refuse,
garbage, or trash—the material generated
by residences; commercial, agricultural,
and industrial establishments; hospitals
and other institutions; and municipal op-
erations: chiefly paper, food wastes, garden
wastes, steel and glass containers, and
other miscellaneous materials.

o Industrial wastes—acids; refinery, pesti-
cide, and paper mill wastes; and assorted
liguid wastes. -

o

o Construction and demolition debris—ma-
sonry, tile, stone, plastic, wiring, piping,
shingles, glass, cinderblock, tar, tarpaper,
plaster, vegetation, and excavation dirt.

o Radioactive wastes—the liquid and solid
wastes that result from processing of iz-
radiated fuel elements, nuclear reactor op-
erations, melical use of radioactive iso-
topes, and research activities and from
equipment and containment vessels which
become radioactive by induction.

In this report, the Council first summarizes
its findings and recommendations for action
to control ocean dumping. Chapter I inven-
tories the sites, amounts, and composition of
wastes dumped in the ocean and analyzes
trends. The effects of these waste materials
on the marine environment and man are out-
lined in Chapter II. Chapter III discusses al-
ternatives to ocean dumping in terms of costs,
availability, and effectiveness. The State and
Federal agencies and authorities that deal
with specific aspects of dumping are dis-
cussed in Chapter IV. Chapter V considers
the internationni implications of ocean
dumping.



Findings and Recommendations

\re Council on Environmental Quality
| concludes that there is a critical need for
a national policy on ocean dumping. It is not
a serious, nationwide problem now, but the
decisions made by municipalities and indus-
tries in the next few years could lead to dra-
matic increases in the level of dumping, Once
these decisions are made and ocean dumping
proceeds, it will be costly and difficult to shift
to land-based disposal at some future date.
Ocean-dumped wastes are heavily concen-
trated and contain materials that have a num-
ber of adverse effects. Many are toxic to

human and marine life, deplete oxygen neces-

sary to maintain the marine ecosystem, re-
duce populations of fish and other economic
resources, and damage esthetic values. In
some areas, the environmental conditions cre-
ated by ocean disposal of wastes are seriots.

The Council study indicates that the vol-
ume of waste materials dumped in the ocean
is growing rapidly. Because the capacity of
land-based waste dlsposal sites is becoming

exhausted in some coastal cities, communities -
‘are looking to the ocean as a dumping ground -~~~

for their wastes. Faced with. lua'her water

quality standards, industries ‘may also ook

to the ocean for dlSPQSELI The result could

- -be a massive increase in the already growing
level of ocean dumping., If. this occurs,

: ,enmronmenml (131:31101:&1;1011 'v,'
: 'l_.‘:\vldespread '

gineers anthority to regulate ocean dumping
is also largely confined to the territorial sea.
The Corps has responsibility to facilitate

navigation, chiefly by dredging navigation
channels, As such, it is in the position of reg-
ulating activities over which it also 11-15 v

operational responsibility. The Coast Guard
enforces several Federal laws regarding pol-
lution but has no direct authority to regulate

ocean dumping. The authority of the Federal
Water Quality Administration does not pro-.
vide for issuance of permits to-control ocean.

dum.puw And the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion has authority only for disposal of radio-

“active materials. The Council believes that 7

new legislative authority is necessary.
Fmally, this report recognizes the interna-
tional character of ocean dumping. Unilateral

action by the United States can deal with -

onlv a part—although an important part—
of the problem. Effective international action
will be necessary if damage to the marine

enwronment from ocean dumpmtr is to be
averted. o :

- POLICY AND REGULATORY
+ RECOMMENDATIONS. . -

rThe C‘Duncil on Env;l_.romnental Quahty reee__
ommendsa f‘@m 'rehenswe ,11&1;1011&1 polley on ..
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e Aut.ucamze the Administrator to ban oeean' '
dumping of specific materials and to

designate safe sites.

+ Establish- penaltles for vmhtlon i)f re,truha :

tions.

« Provide for enfarcement by the. Coast‘

Guard.
~ The Admlmstratar of the Enﬂronmgntal

Protection Agency would be gulded by the

following prmelples in exertmg ‘his mlthar-
ity: : . :

e Ocean dumping of . mq.tezmls clearly‘

identified as harmful to the marine en-
vironment or man should be stopped.

*» When existing mfnrmatmn on the effects
of ocean dumping are inconclusive, yet the

best indicators are that the materials could

create adverse conditions if dumped such

dumping should be Phasecl out. When fiur

ther information' conclusively proves tl \at:
such dumping does not damage-the (n-
 yivonment, including cumulative and loig-

term. daman*e, “ocean  dumping” could  be
'_j ,conduc,ted under:: regulatm:u.f

deteimmmg the urgen
d1=Pos:L1 ope ﬁlons sllould mclu lo:

" breed or slnwn. 'I‘hese bmloglcally critical
“areas should be delimited and pmtected
The Council on Euvironmental -Quality

recommends the following policies relating to
~ specific types of wastes currently .being -
-dumped in the ocean, in estuaries, and in the

Great Lakes:

~'a-Ocean dumping of unchgested sevva.ﬂ'e

- gludge shonld be stopped a8 S0ON. 88 POs-
gible and no new. sources a]lnwed o

'+ Ocean dumping -of digesied or other

- stablhzed sludge should be phased out and
“no new sources allowed. In cases in which
substantial facilities smd/or agmﬁcmﬁ
commitments  exist, ~continued - - ocean
dumping may be necessary until alterna-
tives can be developed and 1mplemented
 But- cantmued dumping - sh()uld be con-.
sidered an interim measure. c

-+ Ocean. dumping of existing St)uv*ces of sohcl

waste should be Stopl)ed a8 S00m S POS-
Amble. No new SDurceS shmlld be allowed,

i7e._'eml:'. "ygd In the :Lntarlm,-:-;;
! ecOIOgjcal o

y any munici paht.y th-lt o




- a:nd sunllar wast

radioactive wastes should be prohibited. In

a very few cases, there may be no alterna--

tive offering less harm to man or the en-

- vironment. In these ‘cases ocean disposal
- should be allowed only when the lack of
- alternatives has been demonstrated. Plan-

ning of “thlVltles which will- result in

' prﬂducmon of radioactive wastes should
‘include provisions to avoid ocean disposal.
* No ocean dumping of chemical warfare
~materials should be permitted. Biological

warfare materials have not been disposed
of at sea and should not be in the future.
Ocean disj.osal of explosive munitions
should be terminated as soon as possible.

* Ocean dumping of industrial wastes should

be stopped as soon as possible. Ocean

_ dumping of toxic industrial wastes should-
- beterminated immediately, except in those
“‘cages in which no. alternative offers less

h&rm to man or the enﬂronment

: -4 ' Ocean - dumping of unpolluted dredge
- spoils, construction and demolition debris,-
whmh are mert nnd 11011= -

{AFullToxt Provided by ERI

vil

* Broad-based ecological research is needed

to understand the pathways of waste mate-
rials in marine ecosystems. Such studies

~ should be directed to.a better understand-
ing of the food chain from microscopic
plants and animals to high predators how -

pulhitants concentrate in the food chain;
the origin and ultimate fate.of pollutants
in the oceans; and the effects of concentra-
tion on the marine env1rcnmen1: a.nd
eventuaily man.

o Marine research preserves should Le estab

lished to protect representative marine eco-

systems for research and to serve asecologi-

cal reference points—baselines by which
man-induced changes may be evaluated.

* Oceanographic studies of basic pl,,ySlc;ﬂl.
“and chemical processes should Le directed

toward ﬂmnmg a thorough understanding

of the marine. environment, with: specla.l_. e
“emphasis.on estuaries and coastal areus.
* Toxic materials shonld . e
- their :].ethal Sublethal aald ‘chronic’ long=_

gated, I

mn eﬂ' i ts on marlne hfe 111vest

'1dent1ﬁed andl,"‘ :
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methods and technology so that alterations
in - the marine environment may be

detected. But there is also a need for data
coordination so that data g.:x.thennﬂ‘ and’

ana 1y51s eﬂorts are not d phcated

SUMMARY

m—-n -
F

The Nation has an {)pportumty umqu

Q
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f'ha,vs failed to recognize problems and to take:

s 7_ .

: tt:ry—the Dppoftunlty ) act to prevent an
' which otherwise will

environmental problen
grow to 4 great magnl‘tude. In the past, we

corrective action before they. becams serious.

-The resulting signs. of environmental deg-
radation are all around us, and remedial ac-

tions  heavily: tax .our resources. “This. is
clearly the time for a conscions nartlonal deu -

sion to eant,ml ocean- dump,,,

BtrssﬁLLE TrAIN, Chairman
~ Robert Cahn-
Gomnn J. MacDonald
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CHAPTER I

Ocean Dumping: Location, Quantities,

Composition, and Trends

BoUT 48 million tons of wastes were
dumped at sea in 1968. These wastes in-
cluded dredge spoils, industrial wastes, sew-
age sludn’e, construction and demolition
debris, solid waste, explosives, chemical muni-
tions, radioactive wastes, and miscellaneous
materials, This chapter indicates rapid in-
creases in ocean dumping activity over the
last. two decades and the potential for great
increases in the future. At the same time,
ocean dumping of wastes from other sources
should decrease through implementation of
water quality standards and new Federal
laws dealing with control of sewage from ves-
sels and with oil pollution.

DISPOSAL SITE LOCATIONS

Data on disposal sites are still incomplete,
with little definitive information on sites off
Alaska and Hawaii and outside the U.S. con-
tiguous zone (more than 12 miles offshore).

There are almost 250 disposal sites off T7.S.
coasts. Fifty percent are located off the At-
lantic Coast, 28 percent off the Pacific Coast,

and 22 percent in the Gulf of Mexico. Table
1 summarizes the number of sites for each
major area and the number of permits issued
for their use, The locations of the disposal
sites are 1nd1c-,ated n F1gure 1.

TABLE 1.—Ocean Dumping: Site Location
Summzzry (22, 66)

L Number of Activs CD 5
Cosstal area sites dispns&lm
permits
122 136
Paciﬁc Cuastz T S [:1:] 7l
Total-. ... ... 246 257
i3

Not included in Table 1 are some 100 arti-
ficial reefs constructed by private concerns
under permits issued by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engi. ors. (66) These reefs, sometimes
formed of old car hulks or tires, are intended
to provide artificial shelters for fish.

QUANTITIES AND TYPES
OF WASTES

The categories of wastes covered in this re-
port are used because of the large quantities
of materials currently dumped, their poten-
tial for increase, or their special character-
istics, such as toxicity. The quantities for each
category are summarized by coastal region
in Table 2. Radioactive wastes and chemical
munitions are not included in the table be-
cause weight is not a meaningful descriptor.
Each, however, will be discussed later.

The Bureau of Solid Waste Management ~

estimates that the data in Table 2 represent
about 90 percent of ocean dumping. However,
the data undoubtedly underestimate the size
and scope of the problem because of the time
lapse and the possibility of many small com-
munity operations or illicit operations by
private firms. Also not included in the table
are those wastes that are piped to sea.

¥ach major category of ocean dumping
sources is now discussed and the possible
chemical composition of the wastes delineated
as an aid in evaluating their present and

- potential effects on the marine environment.

Dredge Spoils

© A large perée’ntage of dredging is done di-
< rectly by the Corps. The remainder is done by
_ private  contractor under Corps permit.

Spoils are generally disposed of in open
coastal waters less than 100 feet deep.
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DREDGE SPOILS
INDUSTRIAL WASTES
SEWAGE SLUDGE
EXPLOSIVES ,
RADIOACTIVE WASTES
SOLID WASTE_
INACTIVE SITE
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TADLE 2.—0cean Dumping: Types end Amounts, 1968 (66)

(In tons)
Waste type Atlantie Gulf Eéeiﬂn Total Péiﬁetg{;pf .
total

15, 808, 000 15, 300, 000 7,320, 000 38,428,000 | 80

3,013, 200 606,000 | -~ 081,300 4,600, 600 10

Sewsga sludge_ emmemcmemmeiamnae e 4,477,000 [1} 0 4,477, 000 .9

Construction and demolition debrls-_ [, 574, DDD 0 0 574, 000 =1

Bolid waste . oo cieicenaa- 0 26, 000 26,000 . =1
02 o] [2 T o U 15 200 0 0 15, 200 =1.

YN ) I cisssssssscescmmssssssssamsssesssscscscisssna| 20y BT -gcm 15, 955,6013 8,327,300 43,..10 700 100

Dredge spoils account for 80 percent by
weight of all ocean dumping. The Corps of
Engineers estimates that about 34 percent (18
million tons) of this material is polluted.
‘Contamination occurs from deposition of pol-

" lutants from industrial, mummp&l agricul-

tural, and other sources on the bottom of

~water bodies. The quazltltles of polluted

7 dredge spoils are shown in Table 3.

s E

v\)

RIC

- Polluted dredge spmls vary at every loca-

tion accordmg to the land-based sources of

pollution. Detailed. quantltatlve analyses of
_the pollutants in drecige spculs in the c.c:astal

R A .70 rovidd by ERiC
L

Tapre 3.—Fsiimated Polluted Dredge Spoils (22)

Estimated Total
. percent of polluted
Coastal arca Total spoils | total pulluted spoils

{n tuns) . &pails! (ln tons)
Atlantic Coast........| 15808000 45 7,120, om
Qulf Coast.. ... 15, 300, 000 a 4,740, 000
- Paeific Coast__ .. _.__. 7,320,000 19 - 1,890, DDD
Total.....o..... 88,478,000 | a4 | - 13,260,000

1 Estimates of polluted- dredge spoila consider chlurlne demanﬂ
BOD; COD; volatile solids; ol and grease; concentrations of phos-
‘phorous, nitragen, and imn, silica cantem: and eolor and nc]ut of the

. spaﬂs.

14
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areas are not available. An analysis by the
Federal Water Quality Administration
(FWQA) of polluted spoils from Lake Erie
indicates that a total of 82,091 tons of spoils
created 10,500 tons of chemical oxygen de-
mand (COD). (28) These large quantities of
oxygen-demanding materials can reduce the
oxygen in the receiving waters to levels at
which certain fish and other aquatic popula-
tions cannot survive. Also present were toxic
heavy metals, Even with substantial dilution,
the levels of heavy metals in the spoils may
deleteriously affect marine life, as shown in
Table 4.

TapLE 4—Heavy Metals Concentrations in Dredge
Spoils (28, 36)

(In parts per million)

o Concentra- Natural con- Concentra-
Metal tions in centrations tions toxic to
dredge spoils in sea water marine life
130 .08 .01-10.0
150 . 60005 1.0
- 310 . 00003 .1
610 . 0054 .1

Industrial Wastes

Industrial wastes were the second largest
category of pollutants dumped at sea in 1968
(4.7 million tons, or 10 percent of the total).
(66)

Most industrial wastes are commonly

transported to sea in 1,000- to 5,000-ton-ca-
pacity barges. Sites are 4 to 125 miles off the

Atlantic Coast, from 25 to-125 miles off the

‘coast of the Gulf of Mexico, and from 5 to 75

‘miles off the Pacific Coast. Most of the sites

are at the nearshore end of the range. -
Highly toxic industrin: wastes are. some-

- times contained. in 55-gallon drums and are
jettisoned from either merchant ships or dis-

posal vessels st least 800 miles from shore,

- The containers ﬂ.rescrmetimes'weighted and -

sunk. More frequently, they are ruptured at
the surface, either manually with axes or by
small arms or rifle fire. (66)

The breakdown for disposal methods by
geographic area is shown below.

TasLe 5.—Industrial Wastes by Mcthod of
Disposal (66)

(In tons)
Constal area Number Bulk Contalner-| Total
of sitas wistes jzed wastes
Atlantie Coast_...... 10 | 3,011,000 2,200 | 3,013,200
Gulf Coast. [i} 600, 000 6, 000 696, 000
Pacific Coasto....... 981, 000 300 981, 300
Total. - _..---- 23 | 4,682,000 8, 500 | 4, 690, 500

Table 6 shows the relative quantities of

major industrial wastes found in a survey of
50 producers in 20 cities.

TaBLE 6.—Industrial Wastes by AL enufacturing
Procesa (66) —

Type of waste. Estimated Percent
tonnage
Waste elds. cccmccmcmmcommnnccam e 2,720, 500 58
Refinery wastes enens 562,900 i2
Pesticide wastes - 328, 300 7
Paper mill wastes - 140, 700 3
Other wosteS_ .oco-voccacaccsmsmanmonm=a- 938, 100 20

The types of contaminants in industrial

. wastes dumped at sea vary greatly because of
_the diversity. of industries and production

processes involved. Many of the wastes are
‘toxic—some highly toxic. For ‘example, re-
finery wastes, which are 12 percent of the
total ocean-disposed industrial wastes, cn™ in-
clude cyanides, heavy metals, mercap 'cs,
and chlorinated  hydrocarbons, Pulp and.

paper mill wastes may contain “black liquor”

and various organic constituents which are
toxic to the marine environment. Chemical

- manufacturing and laboratory wastes that
“are dumped include arsenical and ‘mereuric

* compounds and other toxie chemicals. (68)



Sewage Sludge
bewmwe sludfre is the. w'lste. Solid byp; oduct of

These solids can be further treated by dl-
gestion, a process which allows accelerated
decemposition of the sludge to control odors
and p~thogens. Most sewage sludge is dis-
posed of on land or is incinerated. Relatively
small amounts (4.5 million tons on a wet
basis) are currently dumped at sea, of which
almost 4.0 million tons are dumped off New
York harbor. (66) As of 1938, there were no
similar operations on either the Gulf or Pa-
cific Coasts, although sludge is being dis-
chfmrr:ed fmm Los Aiigeies by pipeline

form contains swmﬁclnt quantltles of heavy
metals. A study by the FWQA. indicated that
copper, zine, barium, manganese, and molyb-
denurn are present in sewage Sludﬁ‘e (9)

rials v&ry because sludcjre is the resmlual Qf

waste water treatment and contains whatever -

domestic and industrial contaminants have
entered the system. Table 7 shows the mini-
mum, average, and maximum values for three
heavy metals found in one analysis of sewage
sluu ge.

TABLE T—Hewuy AMetals G’ancentratmns in Sewagt;
Sludgc (8,9, 36‘)

(In parts per million)
Concentrations in Natural Concentra-
_ sowage slud~o conegantra- | . tions toxic
.. Matal — .| tionsinsea | "to marine.
. . R water ’ lifa .
Min. | Avg. | Max. : Lo
642 | 1,080 S.003 | o La
‘2,459 | 3,700 CL01 10.0 -
-g62 ). 790 2002 |

Sev’vagé' " élﬁdgé also contains ‘significant

. amounts of oxygen. demfxndlng materials In
1969, Sludge dumped in the New York Blght .
encnmpassmg the New York harbar and' =

t&c"

ot rodded by £

some adjacent coastal areas, had an oxygen
demand of about 70,000 tons. (15) These
wastes also include some bacteria that cause
diseases in man.

Construction and Demolition Debris

Only New York City disposes of debris at sea
in significant quantities because of the lack
of nearby available landfill. Sea disposal is
conducted with 8,000- to 5,000-ton capacity
barges that are towed some 9 miles offshore.
These materials are generally inert and non-
toxic.

Solid Waste

Solid waste, the byproducts and discards of
our society, amounts to approximately 5.0
pounds per capita per dfmy collected by munic-
ipal and private agencies. (28) Although
these wastes total approximately 190 million
tons. per year, ocean disposal accounted for
only about 26,000 tons. (66) Ocean dumping
of solid waste occurred -exclusively on the
Pacific Coast, where they were generated by
cannery operations and commercial and naval

“shipping operations. Other sources no doubt

exist, but the overall magmtude Qf the cur-
rent problem isminor.
The composﬂzmn of solid Waste, ascertained

by sampling, is shown in Table 8. It is pre:

sented here to indicate the materials that
woiild be mtrﬂduced into the marine environ-

‘ment if ocean dumpmg of 5011(1 Waste be;-a’

comes a comimon practice.) . :
" Solid waste disposed nf in the ocean in-

“teracts with the water, but the resultant chem- -

ical products are  difficult . to ‘determine.

- . Studies have been done on the. interaction be-
- tween solid waste and fresh water in sani-
tary - landfills as the water Percﬁlates through ‘

_the waste materials.- (The resultant mixture
of Water a,nd chemma,ls is" cmlled leachate.)



TABIE S—x-(;"ﬂmpasztmn of Salz(Z Waste (98)

Typo of waste Averaga

(percant)
Paper produets. .o o i 43.8
Food wastes. .- ococcoiacnan e 18,2
Metals, e mmmemmmmnn 91
Glassand ceramies. oo ooooooaoaos cmemmes 9,0
Garden wastes ..o ooao-- [ 7.9
Rock, dirt, and ash.___._._.. 3.7
Plasties, rubber, and leather. . _. a1
L 5.4 5 1 R, memmes 2.7
Waod. _.__... e e iammamimmemmmemrecEmemsemmmmemmmEe 2.5
L0 7Y 100.0

The percentage of pollutants in solid waste is
not nearly as high as in sewage sludge or
dredge spoils, but it does contain nutrients,
oxygen-demanding materials, and heavy
metals, Laboratory studies of water contami-
nated by solid waste have shown significant
quantities of heavy metals, with zine, nickel,
and magnesium present in concentrations of
18, .27, and 378 parts per million respectively.
(29) These concentrations are well ab@ve
toxic levels for marine life,

Up to 50 percent of solid waste is usually
paper, wood, plastics, and rubber, all of which
can float to the surface. Particalarly signifi-
cant are the plastics which will not become
water soaked and will not degrade for many,
perhaps even hundreds, of years. Even if
baled before ocean disposal, it is almost cer-
tain that over time the bales will disintegrate
and the floatables will rise to the surface, The
potentla.l esthetic problems of large quanti-

ties of solid ‘wastes floating to the surface and

then bemg cirried to Shore are. stftgn'ermg

Expl@swes antl C’hemwal Mumtmns

| '[Tnservmeable or obsolete shells, mmes snhd
‘rocket fuels, and chemical warfare an*ents

have been dlspused of in decp water for many:.
‘ years 11'1 1963, tlle Navy: imtlated Dperat.mn" .

“CHASE,” in which munitions were disposed
of by sinking them in obsolete hulks. Since
then, 19 gutted World War II Liberty ships
centﬁ.mmg munitions have been scuttled. In
the last six operations, the weapons were to
detonate, but the S.S. ROBERT LOUIS
STEVENSON failed to o so as planned and
is located on the continen.al shelf near Alaska
in 2,200 feet of water.

Since 1964 at least ".8,342 tons of ammuni-
tion and explosives have been dumped in this
manner. Additional cargoes of approxi-
mately 85,000 tons containing an unknown
proportion of net explosives were also scut-
tled. A detailed listing of the ships scuttled,
their cargoes, and disposition are shown in
Table 9.

Detonation of explosives can result in trace
amounts of lead, nickel, bronze, and other
metals in the water, depending on corrosion
processes and the materials used in the
munitions.

Radiaactiue Wastes

* Most nuclear waste products are liquid and

of low radioactivity. They consist mostly of
decontaminated process and cooling waters
from reactors, fuel processing, and other
operations. Small amounts of liquid wastes
are higl 1y radioactive; they result from the
reprocessing of rewctor fuel elements.
Solid radioactive wastes are produced by
contamination of equipment and other mate-

rials during nuclear power plant operations,

from medical use, and by Iesearch and devel-
opment activities. =
Solid radioactive wastes ha:ve been buried

in" carefully controlled landfill sites. Low-
level liquid nuclear wastes are treated and/or

stored to reduce - radmactlwty before - dis-
posal. High- Jevel liquid wastes are stored ex-
c:luswely in tanks at lancl based sﬂ:es., L
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TABLE Q.—FEzp Za.swes

fmd Chemni a:szzl Mumhm& 19644970 (30)

- . Tatal Nature Net . -
Year Name Cargo of cargo explosives Disposition
(in tDnE) (in tons)
1964 §.8.John F, Shafroth_. ... mmmmmimemsssmsmsma 0,709 | A&E Unknown | SDW:
5.8, V’iuaga‘-.,_,,,_,_,..,..--,., ..... 7,535 | AKE Unknown | SDW
1965 M.V. nBstnl Marlner_________‘_;.?_‘.,,E,%, 4,040 | ALE 512 Datlmﬂ'
8,715 | A&E 408 | D at 1,000
196& 7 500 A&E 1,625 | D at 4,DDQ’
6,033 | ALE 442 | D at 4,000
1067 8.8. Robt. L. Btevenson..... 6,600 | A&LE 2,327 | 8
8.8, Corpwral Eric G. Gibson. 9,005 | Chem None | 80W
8.8.Monahan . _..__._._._.._..... 833 | ALE Unknown | SDW
1968 8.8. Mormactern. - covomamae oo - 7,743 | Chem N.A. | BDW
5.8. Richardson_. 7,437 | A&C 138 | BDW
1969 8.8. Cnpe Tryan- - 7,026 | A&E 1,145 | DU
8.5, Cape Catoche. . 6,348 | ALE 1,350 | DO
: 10! 6,431 | A&LE 2,14 | DU
1970 8.8, Frederick E. Willlamson. o c.ooeomomcoaana- mmmrmimmemmenmmes 5,245 | A&E 478 | DU
8.8. Cape Comfort. . _._.. . 6,200 | A&E N.A. | DU
5.8, Walker D. Hines._ 6,500 | A&E N.A. | DU
8.8. David Hughes. _..._.. - IR, 5000 | A&E N.A. | DU
8.8. LeBaron Russell BrigEs. - o o cocc oo ooicicmicaicaas 2,664 | Chem. N.A. | BDW

Deﬁnitiens A&LE —gmmunltinu m:ui explosives; N A.=nut avaus
able; DU=Detonated unintentionally; SDW=sunk in desp water;
D=detonated; 8=sunk at less than 4,000 fect and did not detonato

Liquid and solid radioactive wastes which

have been dumped in the ocean are usually

~ in concrete-filled metal drums or containers.

Table 10 summarizes the amounts of thesa
wastes disposed of at sea.

of land

ArL Adviiie

disposal.

1946—1970 (70)

a5 platmed A&G —ammunition and cylinders cuntaminated with
residues of (3B norve gas.

are phasing out sea disposal of radioactive
wastes in favor

TaBLE 10.—Radivactive Wastes: Historical Trends,

7 The quantities of r*tdloaciﬁlve materials dis-
posed of at sea have decreased dramatically
for several reasons. Fixst, in 1960 the Atomic

Energy Commission placed a moratorinm on
new licenses for disposal of radioactive wastes
in the ocean. Only one commerciai organiza‘. .
tion (Whlch has never conducted any sea dis- :
passﬂ), two Government agencies, and one " 19
unjversity are still authorized to dispose of
-radioactive wastes in the ocean. Second, the
- major contractors of the' AEC have not dis-
_posed. of any. Wastes at sea since 1962. And

. ) Estimated
Number of -activity at
containers | timse of disposal

 (in curles)

78,201 93, 690

4,087 275

6,120 478

129 9

114 20

24 &

43 105

12 62

[1] 0

2 3

286, 758 04,673

for economic reasons, those firms with licenses

Emcal 9‘71-3

B i o -

s



Two sites have been used for disposal of  between the 1959-1963 period and the 1964—
most of the wastes in the Pacific Ocean. These ~ 1968 pelmd is largely attributable to dra-
sites are approximately 48 nautical miles west matie increases in industrial wastes and
of the Golden Gate Bridge. One commereial  sewage sludge disposal. In 1959, indv ial
firm has disposed of wastes in the Pacific wastes dlsposed of at sea approximat . 2.2
Ocean farther than 150 miles from the U.S.  million tons. By 1968, the amount had in-
coast; these disposals, 11 in number, were at creased to over 4.7 IT11111011 tons, a 114 percent
depths greater than 6,000 feet. In the Atlantic increase in 9 years. The aﬁiaunt of sewage
Ocean, the major sites for disposal were in sludge disposed of at sea increased by 61 per-
the area of Massachusetts Bay, approximately ~ cent in the same period, from 2.8 million tons
12 to 15 miles from the coast; approximately — to.5 million tons. (66)

150 miles southeast of S"Lndy’ Hook, N.J.;
and approximately 105 miles from C‘LPE
Henry, Va. With the exception of the Mas- FUTURE TRENDS
sachusetts Bay site, disposal was at depths
greater than 6,000 feet. The Massachusetts g ssessing future trends in ocean dumping re-
Bay site was in 300 feet of water. quires analysis of basic population trends.
Population growth is accompanied not only
by increased amounts of wastes but also by
PAST TRENDS decreased space available for their disposal.
Between 1930 and 1960 the coastal popula-
- 5 shows significant increases in ¢ tion increased by 78 percent, compared with
igure 2 shows significant increases I 0CBALL o 48" pepcent increase nationwide. (36) The
dumping activities during the years 1951- figures below (25) indicate the lati
population
1968. These data do not include dredge spoils crm‘wth in the coastal region tod
projecte
or explosives because historical data could thmugh the year 2000
not be readily reconstructed. Radioactive ' =

wastes are ulso excluded because of theirneg- 1960 - U— - (AL
ligible weight contribution. 1970 oo e mm e 0%, 397, 000
Table 11, on which Figure 2 is based, shows 1980 o mem e emmmm= 16, 607, 000
a fourfold increase in tonnage dumped at e 1990 oo mmeemmemam 92, 940, 000
from 1949 to 1968, The 28 percent increase 2000 _——___ e mme e 106,900, 000
TABLE 11 —Qcean Dumpmg Historical Trends, 1949—1968 (66)
o 1949—1953 L " 195491953 e 1050-1963 - 1964-1968
- Coastal area — I _ _ | i —
Total | AvgJ¥r.. | in,tal, | Ave. IYr Tatalh  AvgJyr. Total Avg./Yr.
Atlantie Coast_........ 8,000,000 | - 1,600,000 | 2 16, 000, 000 3,200,00@ 927,270,000 5,454,«30@ 31,100,000 | . 6,200,000
e el 440,000 8,000 |~ 283,000 56, 000 860,000 | . 172,000 | 2,600,000 | - 520,000
Pacific Coast. .. -o--eee- 487,000 [ 67,000 850,000 170, 000 940,000 | 188,000 | 8,410,000 | 652,000
Totaloonnensoenne.|- 8,622,000 | 1,705,000 | 17,133,000 | 3425,000 . 20,070,000 | 6,814,000 37,110,000 7,422,000
1 Figﬂms do not ;nclude dredge spuﬂs radiuactive wastes, and mill- 2 Estimateﬂ by ﬂtting alinear trend lme betwaen data far precadlng
_tm-y axpmsives » » » .. perled &nd data lor succegding period.

3 Diapasal nparatinns m tha Gulf q! ngicu began m 1952
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Figure 2.—Average Annual Tonnage Dumped at Sea—
by Coastal Area (66)
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Solid Waste

erated annually in the coastal region. Based
on a conservative estimate of 8 pounds of
waste generated per person per day in the
year 2000—the generation rate which will be
reached by 1980—over 150 millien tons will
need to be disposed of for that one year. (28)
Tf 10 pounds per peﬂon pel c'iay are gen-

About 65 million tons of solid waste are gen-

close to EOO million tons more th*m trlple

current levels. The pressure to use the ocean
for waste disposal will increase as land dis-
posal sites become more scarce, costs increass,
and metropolitan areas face political prob-
lems in obtaining new land disposal sites.
Several cities are currently exploring the use
of the ocean as a solid waste disposal site,
and this interest is expected to increase. In
some cases operations may begin within a
year. If even a small pementftge of the solid
waste annually generated in the coastal area

were disposed of at sea, the quantities enter-

ing the marine environment would be many
orders of magnitude greater than all solid
waste disposed of at sea to date.

Sewage Siu'dge

Based on an average Gf .119 pounds of sludge
generated per person per day, potential

, sludge disposal quantities for the coastal
region can be roughly estimated. (37 ) In
1970, approximately 1.4 million tons of sludge

~will be disposed of in the coastal areas, and
in the year 2000, apprczunately 2.1 million- " -
~ tons will be generated, an increase of 50 per- -
rc:.ent n 30. years: 1f anything, these figures -
may underestimate  futare quantities of-
- sludge For example, between 1960 and
1980, 20-year - period, the: sludge. generated""
xby the Balt1morv=Wash1ngton ‘area is ex- .
~ pected to increase irom 70,000 tons to 166 000 -
o tcms or a,’bc)ut a 140 percent increase. Ne.wf o

York City’s sludge barged to sea is expected
to inerease from 99,000 tons in 1960 to about
220,000 tons in 1980, a 120 percent increase
in 20 years. (66)

Industrial Wastes

The volume of industrial production, which
gives rise to waste production, is increasing at
a rate of 4.5 percent annually, or three times
the population growth rate. Additionally,
the FWQA estimates that the manufacturing
industry is responsible for three times as
much waste as that produced by the Nation’s
population. And about 40 percent of the Na-
tion’s industrial activity is concentrated in
the estuarine economic region. (86) Given in-
creasingly stringent water quality standards
and the ever expanding level of industrial
waste generation in the coastal zone, the po-
tential for increased industrial waste dump-
ing at sea is great.

Radiaacfibe Wastes

wastes will rise with pmjected increases in
nnclear power generation. The amount of

high-level liquid radioactive wastes. will in-. -
crease from 100,000 gallons in 1 1970 to 6,000,-

000 gallons by the year 2000 and radioactive

solid Wastes, from approximately 1 million"
~cubic feet in 1970 to 3 million cubic feet by

1980. (70) As mentioned earlier, however,

 ocean dumping has been virtually nonemstent

since the early 1960’s because of the AEC -

moratorium and the economic adv&ntage of
_land dlsposal :

“Large radioactive structures, an a,ddlt.lonal

';saurce of radiation, are not yet a significant.

" problem. In the past, the few that became ob-- - -

- solete have been decﬂntamlnated dlsmantleﬂ,ﬁ S
“and kept under surveillance on land—with
the exceptlon of pa,rts of one 11uc].eal" sub—f S




marine, which were disposed of in the ocean.
Currently, however, there are 16 nuclear
power plants in operation, 55 under construc-
tion, and 25 for which construction permit
applications are pending with the Atomic
Energy Commission. (70) If current fore-
casts are realized, by the year 2000, the equiv-
alent of up to 1,000 nuclear power units,
each with a capacity of some 1,000 mega-
watts, may be operating. In addition, the
Navy has about 90 nuclear-powered sub-
marines and surface ships, and many more
may be built in the next 30 years as a large
portion of the current naval fieet is replaced.
Commercial nuclear ships—currently the
N.5. SAVANNAH is the only one—may
become economically feasible in the future.

A lifetime of 10 to 30 years for the power
plants’ and ships’ reactor vessels is reasonable
in terms of physical or technological obsoles-
cense, Their radiation levels vary considera-
bly, up to 50,000 curies of induced radiation
in each structure. (70)

Individually none of these sources adds
significant amounts of radioactivity to the
ocean. Taken together, however, the increases
could be of significant concern.

Dredge Spoils

In the long run, the reduction of polluted
discharge from municipal and industrial
sources, brought about by water quality
standards, will lessen the problem from
dredge spoils. However, they will remain a
problem for at least the next 5 to 10 years.
During this period, there will be pressures
for more dredging to deal with increasing
marine commerce, to meet the desire of cities

11

for new deep-water harbors, and to provide
draft for larger vessels (including the supez-
tankers used to transport oil). These needs
wiil all increase total dredging and hence
dredge spoils.

Explosives and Chemical Muiitions

The following are Department of Defense
estimates of conventional munitions planned
for disposal: in 1970, 108,777 tons; in 1971,
88,835 tons; and in 1972, 80,000 tons. (26)
These quantities are several times larger than
the total volume of these wastes disposed of
at sea in the last two decades. They indicate
the quantities which would enter the marine
environment if no other disposal technique
were employed.

Chemical munitions have also been dis-
posed of at sea in three deep-water disposal
operations, but actual quantities involved are
not known. No future ocean disposal opera-
tions are planned. Biological agents have not
previously been disposed of at sea, and no
future disposal is projected.

SUMMARY

The data indicate that the volume of wastes
dumped in the ocean is increasing rapidly.
Many are harmful or toxic to marine life,
hazardous to human health, and esthetically
unattractive, In all likelihood, the volume of
ocean-dumped wastes will increase greatly
due to decreasing capacity of existing dis-
posal facilities, lack of nearby land sites,
higher costs, and political problems in ac-
quiring new sites.
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CHAPTER I

HAPTER IT deals with the effects of ocean

( dumping in terms of the broader prob-
lem of ocean pollution. This view is necessary
because wastes affect marine ecosystems no
matter where or how the pollutants originate
and because pollutants tend to interact, some-
times 'synerfristief’lﬂyf, in the e’nviroznnent
the emmonment and endmﬂ'el ed humans in
some areas. Shellfish have been found to con-
tain hepatitis, polio virus, and other patho-
gens; pollution has closed at least one-fifth
of the Nation’s commercial shellfish beds;
beaches and bays have heen closed to swim-
ming and other recreational use; lifeless
zones have been created in the marine envir-
onment; there have been heavy kills of fish
and other organisms; and identifiable por-
tions of the marine ecosystem have been pro-
foundly changed.

THE PATHWAYS OF POLLUTION

In order to understand the effects of poliu-
tants on marine ecosystems, one needs to un-
derstand how pollutants are dispersed and
concentrated. The dispersal of wastes de-
pends on the material involved. Most wastes,
but far from all, sink to the bottom. Others,
such as solid waste, oil, and garbage, contain
many floatable materials. Floating wastes can
be transported great distances by current and
wind. Early in 1970, the Heyerdahl expedi-
tion encountered wastes over large areas of
water in mid-ocean, reporting that the ocean
was “visibly polluted by human activity.”
(55)

Suspended materials, such as fine particles,
are also transported by currants over great
distances. For example, horizontal currents
flush the 500 square miles of the New York
Bight, completely exchanging the water in
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Ocean Pollution

less than 1 week. (42) Vertical movement is
considerably slower, and pollutants may re-
main in layers of water for quite some time.
Pollutants enter living systems through
biological concentration. Billions of tiny
phytoplankton organisms act as a great bio-
logical blotter, picking up nutrients, trace
metals, and other materials. Organisms feed
on the phytoplankton and successwely pass
the pollutants on tohigher organisms. As this
process moves through the food chain, con-
centrations reach t;hei r highest levels in pred-
ators such as marine mammals, birds, and
man. An example of the food chain may be
scen in the North Atlantic—1,000 pounds of

phytoplankton produces:
100 pounds of zooplankton or she.llﬁsh

50 pounds of anchovies and other small
fish

10 pounds of the smaller carnivores

1 pound of the carnivores harvested by
man. (41)

The concentration of chemicals by phyto-
plankton and subsequent further concentra-
tion within the food chain have lethal and
sublethal effects on organisms.

Heavy metals have been found in toxic
concentrations in plankton, seaweed, and
shellfish, although levels of concentration in
the surrounding water were not high. The
ability of Dbiota to concentrate materials
varies from a few hundred to several hundred
thousand times the concentrations in the sur-
rounding environment. (8§, 42, 48) Table 1
shows phytoplankton concentration factors
for selected metals.

EFFECTS ON MARINE LIFE

Pollution affects marine life directly through
toxicity, oxygen depletion, biostimulation,
and habitat changes.
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TasLeE 1.—Phytoplaniton Concentration of Some
Heavy Metals. (45)

Matal Concentration
faetor

Aluminum ) P cmes 100, 000
Cobalt......__. cmemes R 1, 500
Capper_..._.... 30, 000
Tron.._._...... 45, 000
Load. ___. 40,000
Radium. . - - 12,000
Zine. ... .. .___. eemeemmmmmmimaanas 26, 000

Toxicity

Although plants and animals are sometimes
killed by toxic wastes, organisms may be af-
fected by concentrations far below the lethal
level. Sublethal effects include reduced vital-
ity or growth, reproductive failure, and in-
tmference with sensory functions.

Copper was found in the waters of the
New York Bight in concentrations greater
than 0.120 milligrams per liter. (8) These
concentrations, found throughout the water
column, indicate widespread copper con-
tamination.,

With even lower concentrations of copper,
laboratory experiments have shown that:

s Concentrations of 0.1 milligrams per liter
killed soft clams in 10-12 days. (62)

* Concentrations of 0.05 milligrams per liter
killed polychaete worms in 4 days. (683)

* Concentrations of 0.1 milligrams per liter
inhibited photosynthesis in kelp 70 percent
in 9 days. (16,17)

Pesticides and other toxic materials are a
major cause of fish kills in fresh water. Al-
though there are few recorded fish kills in the
ocean resulting from pesticides, pesticide con-
centrations are rising every year. They re-
duce the size and Stre;ngth of mollusk shells.

- Reduced growth rate and reproductive ac-
tivity in fishes exposed to sublethal doses of
pesticides and copper have also been shown.

(54)
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Pesticides endanger higher predators be-
cause of biological concentration. For ex-
ample, pesticides amplified through the food
chain damage birds’ reproductive capability
and in some cases seriously reduce their pop-
ulations. The peregrine falcon is the most
dramatic example; pesticide accumulation
through the food chain has led to drastic
reduction and projected extinction in the co-
terminous United States,

Oil introduced into the marine environ-
ment produces several adverse effects: Repro-
duction and other behavior is altered. Direct
contact with respiratory organs weakens or
kills animals. And oil clogs their filtering
mechanisms. (67) Experiments with oysters
have shown that when water-soluble frac-
tions of oil were introduced into water, the
amount of water filtered by the oysters de-
creased from between 207 and 810 liters per
day to between 2.9 and 1.0 liters after 8 to
14 days. (13)

Cancer in fishes is very likely a result of
contact with certain waste products. Cancer-
ous growths on the lips of croakers have been
found in areas of the Pacific Ocean polluted
by oil refinery wastes. (65) Growths on sev-
eral species including White Seabass and
Dover Sole eaught in oil polluted areas have
been reported. (72) Oysters and barnacles
are also known to concentrate cancer-produc-
ing agents.

Laboratory tests with “black liquor” from
a paper mill showed that 0.05 grams per liter
affected photosynthesis and 1 gram per liter
killed the four species of phytoplankton
tested. (66)

In laboratory experiments with polluted
sediments from the New York Bight disposal
area, the following sublethal effects were
shown:

e Serious mfectians were found in na,tlve
species.
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» Bottom waters inhibited phytoplankton

cell growth and division. (34)

Lethal and sublethal effects from toxic
wastes are complex and not well understood.
But evidence is mounting that these effects
may be Wldesple'xd and very harmiful to the
marine environment. Their potential for de-
ferred and long-range ecological damage
must be taken into account in any program
to control ocean dumping.

Oxygen Depletion

Oxygen supports marine and aquatic life and
s necessary to the biological degradation of
organic materials. Organic wastes dumped
or discharged into water bodies demand oxy-
gen to decomp@se If waste loads are too
heavy, the oxygen levels become ﬂepleted and
‘the diversity of marine organisms is altered.

Many of the Nation’s rivers, estuaries, and
harbors are in this condition. In the Potomac
estuary, severely polluted by municipal
wastes, dissolved oxygen levels approach
zero in some reaches during low flov/ periods
of warm summer months. (33)

When all the oxygen is depleted, organisms
die, and anaerobic bacteria produce hydrogen
sulfide and methane gas, which are malodor-
ous. Large amounts of oxygen are required
to dec@mlmse some materials. The dissolved
oxygen in 320,000 gallons of air-satirated sea
water is required to oxidize 1 gallon of crude
o1l completely. (64) If the oxygen level is
already low, damage from oil spills may
increase. ,

Dumping undigested sewage sludgein the
ocean can create a significant demand on the
dissolved oxygen. And oxygen depletion can
develop rapidly. In the New York Bight
waste disposal area, where sludge has been
duraped for 40 years, the oxygen concentra-
tion as a percent of saturation declined from

61 percent in 1949 to 59 percent in 1964. It

then dropped to 29 percent in 1969 and was
as low as 10 percent in the center of the
dump. (42) This may indicate that a thresh-
old was reached and that the water quality
then deteriorated rapidly.

Oxygen levels fell below thoss necessary
to sustain life in species of lobster and crab
normally found in the area. Researchers have
noted that:

the most striking effect observed was the
extreme depletion of dissolved oxygen in
the bottom waters over the disposal areas
during the summer months. Levels fre-
quen‘tly fell below 2 parts per million

' during the period from July to mid-
September . . . This condition is un-
doubtedly caused by the heavy-oxygen
demand of the organic-rich waste mate-
rials coupled with the reduced mixing
rates normally found during the sum-
mer. (43)

Oxygen deficit in a waste disposal area may
be self-perpetuating. The accumulation of
organic matter, sulfides, and some metals can
act as a reservoir of future oxygen demand.
Even after the disposal of the organic matter
is stopped, it may be a long time before the
area recovers. _

Riostimulation

SOme, Wastes such as sewage Shi&ge are par-
am‘l nitvates. These 11111;1.;3111;5 can cause bio-
stimulation—the accelerated fertilization of
plant life. When the plants dle, OXygen neces-
sary to support marine life is used in their
decomposition. And when dead algae are
carried to beaches, they rot and produce
unpleasant odors.

By creating excessive blooms of algae, bio-

‘stimulation indirectly changes the nature of

bottom sediments and thus whole communi-
ties of bottom organisms. For example, areas
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which formerly supported surf clams in sand
may become covered with an algal mud to
which the surf clams cannot adapt. Sedi-
ments adjacent to disposal areas show greatly
increased concentrations of organic matter.
Some come directly from the wastes, but
other material filters down from algal
blooms. (2)

In the past, biostimulation has been rec-
ognized as a major problem of fresh waters,
but not of the oceans. Increasingly, however,
biostimulation is affecting estuaries and bays
and even some portions of the continental
shelf.

Shock

IExplosions from dumping of munitions cause
death in marine organisms surrounding the
explosion point. The Department of Defense
caleulates that detonation of 1,000 tons of ex-
plosives-—the approximate amount contained
in the September 4, 1970, “Deep Water
Dump” off Washington State—generates a
shock wave that will kill most marine ani-
mals within 1 mile of the explosion and will
probably kill those fish with swim bladders *
out to 4 miles from the explosion.

Habitat Changes

Evidence indicates that waste dISPQS‘L]. pra&
tices draStlcally alter certain marine com-
munities. Habitat changes are the most com-
mon change that can affect entire ecosystems.

The most pronounced ecological changes,
caused by dumping sewage sludge and pol-

" luted dredge spoils, have been found in the

T[\TEW Yﬁﬂt Bight The cansistency uf bnt-
mucl to muddy ooze. Nematode - Wmms, nor-
mally tolerant of pollution, were cqmplete.ly

1A ]m-ge group of fish wwith respirator}’ organs that
adjust to different depths. .

Q w7191 0-7r-4
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absent from the center of the dredge spoil
dump and were found in very low numbers
in the center of the sewage sludge dump. (2)

Changes in the kinds and quantities of
sediments deposited may alter ecosystems.
The plague of starfish in the Pacific may be an
example of this effect. In recent years, the
numbers of Crown of Thorns starfish have
multiplied. This coral-eating starfish has dev-
astated large areas of the cor al reefs off many

Pacific 1Sla,11ds and the Great Barrier Reef
of Australia. The population explosion may
be linked to sediment protecting 'the larval
starfish from their preﬂa,tars, which normally
keep the population in balence. The sediment
results from blasting, dredging, and
dumping.

Significant changes in the benthic ecology
of the Southern California coast have been
caused by wastes from several municipalities.
(11) These wastes brought about a shift in
the marine population. Large numbers of sea
urchins replaced other organisms and grazed
off most of the giant kelp beds near the sewer
outfalls. Because of the commercial value of
giant kelp and the habitat it provides for
many marine animals, the changes were an
economic and an ecologic loss.
 Habitat changes may be quite subtle. Near
a sewer outfall off San Diego, species variety
declined an average of 30 percent. Popula-
tions of remaining species sometimes over-
ran their food supply. The loss of species
diversity made the ecosystem less stable. (71)

HUMAN IMPACTS

Public health problems are created by toxic
agents and pathogens that find their way into
the human food chain through seafood. Float-
ing refuse and surface films reduce recreation
opportunities and damage esthetic values.
Tconomic losses are incurred when seafood
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species are killed or are rendered inedible by
pollution.

Public Health

The standard method for determining the
potential public health hazard of fish is the
coliform bacteria count. (These harmless
bacteria are rough indicators of pathogens.)
If the count exceeds Food and Drug Admin-
istration (FDA.) standards, shellfish beds are
closed to harvesting. ’

Effluents from land-based sewage outfalls
are the major source of coliform bacteria, but
ocean dumping of sewage sludge is also sig-
nificant. The FDA found that ocean bottom

- sediments up to 6 miles from the New York
Bight sludge dump contained coliform
counts that exceeded permissible levels. On
May 1, 1970, this area, 12 miles in diameter,
and a similar area off Delaware Bay were
closed to shellfishing. Clams harvested for
sale in the New York Bight contained coli-
form bacteria 50 to 80 times higher than the
standards set by FDA. (2)

Hepatitis virus are carried by shellfish. A
1961. outbreak of infectious hepatitis was
traced to raw shellfish taken from Raritan
Bay, N.J. (36) Shellfish have been collected
with polio virus concentrated to at least 60
times that of surrcunding waters. (52)

~ White perch have become actively infected

with human pathogens by exposure to human
wastes, and they may transmit these patho-
gens over considerable distances. Exposure
is sufficient tor them to develop antibodies
to such human diseases as pseudo-tubercu-
losis, paratyphoid fever, bacillary dysentery,
and a variety of chronic infections. (40).

Aquatic and marine organisms are capable
of concentrating radioactivity to high levels
(45). In a study near Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, dead embryos and abnormalities
appeéared in irradiated broods of killifish.

Wy

This is the only example of a natural marine

. or aquatic population subjected to high-level

irradiation over many generations. (68)
Hydrocarbons of the type known to cause
cancer in man and animals are concentrated

These substances remain invisible and odor-
less in seafood tissues, even after frying. (28)
Cancer in humans has not yet been traced
to consumption of carcinogens from seafood,
but public health officials do not discount
the possibility.

Between 1953 and 1960, 111 persons were
reported to have been killed or to have suf-
fered serious neurological damage near Mina-
mata, Japan, as a result of eating fish and
shellfish caught in areas contaminated by
mercury. Among these were 19 congenitally
defective babies whose mothers had eaten the
fish and shellfish. Subsequently, at Niigata
26 more cases of mercury poisoning wers
noted. (1) The fish eaten by the affected Jap-
anese contained from 5 to 20 parts per million
of inethyl mercury.

Mercury pollution recently discovered in
33 States and in Canada caused many fishing
areas to be closed. Concentrations of as high
as 5 parts per million have been found in fish
in the Great Lakes. (1)

Loss of Amenities

The coastal zones provide recreation and
beauty for the 60 percent of the Nation’s peo-
ple dwelling there. Oceans afford swimming,
boating, water skiing, sport fishing, and wild-
life viewing opportunities,® and they are some
of the most scenic areas of the United States.

‘Many beaches have been closed to swim-
ming because of the high coliform content of
the water. Most closed beaches are near large

2 The Biuireau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife estimates
that as many as 100 million people observe the wildlife
of the U.8, estuarine zones.
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metropolitan areas, such as San Francisco
and New York. Floating materials, such as
solid waste and oil, pose a major threat to
amenity values. Rotting algae and anaerobic
waters cause unpleasant odors and visual pol-
lution. And debris are often a hazard to small
boats. :

Fconomic Loss

Significant economic losses result from ocean
pollution. A major loss is the commercially
valuable fish or other seafood species killed
directly or indirectly or rendered inedible.
They represent serious social and financial
losses because of the near subsistence level of
many fishermen.

In 1969, the total catch of crabs, lobsters,
shrimp, oysters, clams, and scallops was 729
million pounds. Because one-fifth of the Na-
tion’s 10 million acres of shellfish beds are
closed due to contamination, it can be esti-
mated that the total catch would have been
181 million pounds higher. This estimate is
probably low, since the closed areas are paxr-
ticijlaﬂy productive—in lush estuarine sys-
tems in close proximity to large cities where
they would have been harvested intensively.
Figure 1 indicates the financial impact as-
suming a loss of one-fifth the potential catch.

The loss is well documented in San Fran-
cisco Bay. (36) Prior to 1935, the annual

commercial harvest of soft shell clams was

between 100,000 and 300,000 pounds. Today

. clam-digging is virtually nonexistent be-

cause of pollution. The annual commercial

‘landings of the shrimp fichery prior to 1936
were as high as 6.5 million. pounds; landings

in 1965 were only 10,000 pounds.
Contamiration by pestlc ides or mercury

- has rendered nine species of fish unfit for

consumption by humans. Many States have
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Figure 1. '
Potential Value of U.S. Shellfish Catch, 1969
$320 million

Loss

from
Pollution

$63 million

Actual value
$257 million

banned fishing and impounded fish because
of mercury poisoning, and the FDA im-
pounded coho salmon due to high levels of
DDT.

Even where contaminant levels do not pre-
vent safe consumption, the food may be dis-
colored or tainted. Sludge decay can result in
the production of hydrogen sulfide, which
blackens the shells of clams and oysters and
affects their taste and odor. (36) In even very
small amounts, oil can taint the flesh of fish.
The discharge residue from burning 2.6 gal-

lons of a gasoline-oil mixture in an outboard

motor was sufficient to taint fish in 1 acre-foot
of water. (67)

A further ocean dumpmg cost is that of
c]eamng up or rehabilitating polluted beaches

and other shores. If projected increases in

‘solid waste sre dumped at sea, continuous

and expensive clean.-up operations will be
required.

o8
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SUMMARY

The information presented in this chapter is
necessarily incomplete. Knowledge of ocean
poiiution is rudimentary, and generally it has
not been possible to separate the effects of
ocean dumping from the broader issue of

ocean pollution. Yet one general conclusion
is apparent: There is reason for sigmificant
concern. Dealing with ocean pollution re-
quires that all sources be greatly reduced. 1f
no action is taken and ocean dumping con-
tinues to increase, the long-term damage to
the marine environment will be great.
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CHAPTER IIT

T uE critical or potentially critical sources
£ ocean Imllution and t.heir eﬁects on the

ters I and IL Based on these i’inqus? a
strong national policy has been recommended
to stop or limit ocean dumping substantially.
The extent to which the recommended policy
can now be implemented depends cn existing
alternatives for handling wastes.

This chapter sets forth alternatives, both
interim and longer term. The interim alter-
natives discussed are practical, available dis-
posal techniques which can be used now to
reduce or prevent damage to the marine en-
vironment without shifting the problem to
another part of the environment. Long-term
alternatives look toward recycling, resource
conservation, and more economic and envi-
ronmentally safe techniques of waste man-
agement. Costs and capacity are estimated to
indicate the impact of the alternatives.

The types of wastes for which alternatives
are presented include: solid waste, sewage
sludge, dredge spoils, industrial wastes, con-
struction and demolition debris, radicactive
wastes, and explosive and chemical muni-
tions.

Although dredge spoils and industrial
Wa.stes are the two largest sources of ocean

cause the alternatlves are largely apphcable
to the other Wastes dumped in the ocean.

SOLID WASTE*

The amount of solid waste dumped in the

ocean is not yet significant, less than 1 percent
of all wastes disposed of in the ocean. Only
about 26,000 tons were dumped in the ocean -

in 1968, ( 66) compared to the 190 million tons

1 Includes resiﬂentini cominereial, 1ndustrlnl institu
tional, and agricultural solid wastes, .

€i§
S

af- 'munieipal solid waste collected and dis-

Alternatives to Ocean Dumping

posed of on land. (28) However, many com-
munities are beginning to look to the ocean
asa place to dispose of solid waste in light of
increasing population; increasing per capita
rates of solid waste generation; and the de-
clining capacity, increasing costs, and lack
of nearby land disposal Sites. If many coastal
cities were to dump solid waste in the ocean,
many millions of tons would be introduced
annually into the marine environment. Al-
though little research has been done on how
solid waste affects marine ecology, it is known
that improper disposal of solid waste on land
seriously contaminates ground water. Fur-
ther, floating materials from the solid waste
dumped in the ocean would be unattractive,
especially when carried to shore. Accord-
ingly, the policy recommended would pro-
hibit new sources of solid waste in the ocean
and call for phasing out existing sources.

Natlonwide, landfiil capacity is frenarally ade-
quate. The average time remaining for cur-
rently used landfills in all metropolitan areas
is 16 years, although some large metropolitan
areas will soon esh‘lust their current sites.
(28) Only 10 percent of land disposal opera-
tions are sanitary landfills, in which the

wastes are covered daily by soil. The other
90 percent are open dumps, which create

‘many health and esthetic problems. Rodents

and insects breed and carry infectious dis-
eases, and ground water often becomes pol-
luted. Esthetically, open dumps are
unattractive and malodrous. Converting open
dumps to sanitary landfills can be accom-

plished relatively quickly and inexpensively.

There are two alternatives to ocean dump-
ing of solid waste. New sites can be developed,
but often at a considerably increased dis-
tance. Or incinerators can be constructed.
By reducing the volume, possibly up to 90

19
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percent, they can prolong the use of existing
sites by many years.

The barriers to acquiring new sites are
political and financial. Communities are
reluctant to be the dumping ground for the
wastes of large metropolitan areas, and trans-
port to distant sites increases costs. Transfer
stations and rail or transfer truck operations
make these longer hauls more costly than
to the disposal area. But they provide more
flexibility in site selection. The barriers to the

finanecial. They are expensive to build and to
operate. More stringent air ;ollution stand-
ards will add to both capital and operating
costs.

Comparative costs for various alternative
methods of disposal are shown in Table 1.
of rail haul and land disposal instead of
ocean dumping are not so high when the dis-
tances are comparable, For example, when the
wastes are transported 50 or 100 miles by
either method, the costs of land disposal are
less than 10 percent higher.

If conducted correctly, ra’ haul and land
disposal offer an economically attractive
method of disposing of solid waste. However,
the political problems are a significant bar-

[On a cost-per-ton basls]

rier to a good economic and environmental
solution. A stronger regional approach to
waste management, better disposal opera-
tions, and adequate payment for the use of
land could well overcome these barriers.

One possible alternative deals with the
problems of both solid waste disposal and
abandoned strip mines. Because of the small
incremental costs involved in rail haul, large
coastal cities could haul their wastes to these
mines economically.

A vailable acreage within range of the three
coastal areas has been estimaied. In the mid-
Atlantic States of Ohio, Pennsylvania, West
Virginia, Virginia, New York, and New Jer-
sey, over 660,000 acres of unreclaimed sur-
face-mined land are available. Over 300,000
additional unreclaimed acres are available in
the Gulf Coast States, Texas, Alabama, Mis-
sissippi, Louisiana, and Florida. On the West
Coast, California and Nevada have approxi-
mately 150,000 acres of available, unre-
claimed surface-mined land.

Nationwide, surface mining has disturbed
over 8.2 million acres of land. The Depart-
ment of the Interior estimates that over two-
thirds of this acreage is completely unre-
claimed. This 2 million acres represents 3,300
square miles of potential solid waste disposal
sites. (81)

manre 1.—Comparison of Hstimated Solid Waste Disposal Costs (28, 47)

o Rall haul and Baling and ocean
. _Banlitary Incineration landfill dumping
Unit process landfill at | at central _ i — _ | Ineineration
nearby site city site ~ . ] i ship-based
50 100 150 0 . 50 100
mi. mi. mi. mli. mi. mi.
COlleCtiOn 1 e o_ o oeocraccmamccamemo oo $15.00 $14.00 | $14.00 | $14.00 | $14.00 | $14.00 | $14.00 | $14.00 $14.00
Transfer operation 2 0 o 405| 4.05| 405 420 4.20| 420 0
Haul ...ocomeeam-.e 0 1} 2.65 3.00 3.45| .60 1.30 2.25 0
Disposald. . o .. iciaicicicacszecomcoosas - 1.25 10.50 | - .65 .85 . 66 0 -0 0 10. 89
Potal el 16. 25 24,50 | 21.35( 21.70 | 22,15 | 18.80 | 19.50 | 20.45 24,89

t Higher cost of collectlon for nearby landfill due to lack of i;antrél
clty site. - :

e

2 Higher cost of ocean baling due to higher density requirements.
7 Lower cost of landfill operation due to baling.
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These figures do not consider suitability of
terrain, amount of cover material, volume in
need of fill, or other limiting factors, Never-
theless, there are access roads and rail lines
to almost all this land, and if legal and social
barriers can be removed, the problems both
of providing large disposal areas and of re-
claiming the land would be solved.

Containerizing wastes—that is, enclosing
them in plastic or other material to prevent
interaction with the sea—raises a number of
potential problems. First, any containment
system will still allow leaching of the wastes,
some of which are toxic. Second, containment
systems will probably not isolate the wastes
from the ocean environment indefinitely.
Plasties and other floatables ave likely to be
released eventually. As indicated in Table 1,
the economics of containerizing wastes are
not significantly better than for land dis-
to be dumped some distance from shore.

Ship-based incineration has also been sug-
gested as an alternative disposal technique.
It appears, however, to have little economic
or environmental advantage. As Table 1 in-
dicates, the costs are higher than for rail haul
or land-based incineration. And difficulties of
systematically locating and using sea dump
sites may be a problem compounded by the
difficulties of operating during bad weather.

Further, many of the materials are noncom- -

bustible, and the effects of large amounts of
ash residue on the ocean environment are not.
clearly known.

Longer-Term Alternatives
- Although ship-based incineration Iﬁay not be

practical, other advances in incineration may
have long-term benefits for solid waste man-

e

i,

e
et
R

CPU—400, is being developed under a Burean
of Solid Waste Management contract. Shred-
ded and dried refuse is burned in a fluidized
bed reactor to produce gas for turboelectric
power generation. A 400-ton-per-day modu-
lar unit will produce up to 15,000 kilowatts
of electric power. Total annual cost is pro-
jected at between $4.27 per ton for a munic-
ipal utility and $5.99 per ton for private
ownership; the difference is a function of the
interest rate. (18) (Current incineration
costs are $10.50 per ton.) Depending on reve-
nues from the sale of electricity and residue
byproducts, the net cost could be reduced.
Soon in the pilot plant stage, this incinerator
may provide a low-cost, environmentally
sound method of dealing with solid waste.
Recycling may also become general prac-
tice. Technology exists to recycle many types
of paper, glass, aluminum, and ferrous met-
als,among others. Currently, 19 percent of the
materials nsed to manufacture paper products
in the United States are recycled rather than
virgin materials. (28) Eighty-five percent
ot all automobiles taken out of service are
recycled and used in steelmaking, and tires
and aluminium cans are beginning to be re-
cycled. (28) The problems and associated
costs of separation ; transportation ; poor sec-
ondary marvkets; and other legal, economic,
and social barriers have limited recycling.
However, with new approaches to these bar-
riers, new technology, and the need to con-
serve resources, recycling may become prac-
tical on a broad scale in the future. And as
more materials are reused, disposal needs
will lessen. It is important to note that
inexpensive but environmentally unsound

“practices such as ocean dumping discourage

waste reuse and recycling, which are desir-.
ablein the long term.
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SEWAGE SLUDGE

In 1968, about 200,000 tons of sewage sludge
on a dry basis were disposed of at sea, com-
pared to about 3 million tons disposed of by
other means. Increasing population and the
higher levels of treatment required to meet
water quality standards will generate even
more sludge. Given the difficulties of sludge
disposal and the high costs involved, pres-
sures to use the oceans will necessarily in-
crease. The environmental problems from
sludge disposal in the ocean are significant,
in terms both of volume and of the toxic and
sometimes P'vthan'enic nmteriﬂ% involved

phase out ocean dlSPQa‘ll of Sewage sludge
and prevent new sources.

Alternatives (Interim and Longer Term)

Sewage sludge is primarily disposed of by
using it as a soil conditioner or landfill and,
to a much lesser degree, by incineration. The
costs of present ocean disposal operations are
generally far below costs for land-based dis-
posal. Ocean disposal a few miles from shore
costs an average $1 per ton. (66) Table 2
contains more detailed data on the per-ton-
mile costs for longer hauls.

TABLE EgBaf'ge Haul Costs for Sewage Sludgs
Dlspasal (37)

City Distance | Cost per- | Cost per
‘| (miles) ton-mile ton
New York City....... heema- 25 $0.30 | %7. 50
- Elizabeth, Md. 30 .23 6,00
Baltimore, Md. 230 .08 |- 18. 40
Philadelphia, Pa_ . _o........ 300 W04 12,00

Depending on dlstance, actual barge haul
costs range from $1 to $12 per tou. Thlckena
ing, a process preparatory to bar;ing, can
add $2 to $6. Digestion can raise total ocean

disposal costs by $5 to $18 per ton. Total
ocean dumping costs can range from $3 for
undigested sludge deposited nearshore to
perhaps $40 per ton for digested sludge
dumped several hundred miles offshore. The
currcent average is low because most com-
munities that use the ocean for disposal dump
undigested sludge nearshore. Table 38 sum-
marizes costs for land and ocean disposal of
sewage sludge.

TABLE 3.—FEsti d-Based Sewage
Sludge Disposal (87, 50)

Location Method Cost,
per ton
Land.__._...| Digestion and lagoon storage (Chicago).... $45
Digestion and land disposal 1. 3 22
Composting. ..o oo o 35-45
Procesaslng into granular fertilizer (net
(1727213 1 35-50
High tsmparatura inciuaratiun; [ 35-60 -
QOcean.......| Barging undigested sludge- [ 3-18
Barging digested sludge. ceems 8-36
Piping disposal .. .......... iimeem—nn 12-30

1 At Chicago, with a 7-mile pipeline to the land disposal site.

These data indicate that land-based sewage
sludge disposal is more expensive than near-
shore ocean disposal. But when sewage is
digested and barged a distance from shore,
tha costs become comparable, and land-based
dlsposal may even be cheaper. As indicated
111 the dlscussmn on sclld Waste cllsposal al-
more sewage sludﬁfe. But current land- based
operations are often not adequate to protect
the environment.

Pipeline disposal of treatecl sewage sludge,

used by Los Angeles, has been proposed for
‘other areas. Because piped and barged sludge

materials are the same, the samev_pahcy is.
recommended. Further, the ]_:)c’)teiTtE al savings
for piping are not significant in 11trht. of the
potential environmental impact. '

Piping digested sewage sludge 7 miles
from Los Ahﬁ‘eles costs an estlmatad $1.55



costs 9;1 the E'IS‘E C‘oflst would double the
net cost—a function of both increasing costs
since the Los Angeles pipeline was con-
structed and the higher construction costs
.on the East Coast. Costs for longer pipelines
to ]imit environmental ﬂamaﬁ'e would in=
f‘lStEI‘ as the 'ilStiLIlCB mcreqsed because o;E
construction and pumping difficulties, A 30-
mile pipeline might raise the cost to $12 per
ton and a 50-mile pipeline to perhaps $20 to
$30 per ton.

More promising is the use of digested
sludge for land and strip mine reclamation
and for a supplemental crop fertilizer. As
discussed earlier, many strip mines arce in
need of reclamation. Sewage sludge is high
in nutrient value and can be used to improve
lands low in organic matter.,

The Metropolitan Sanitation District of
Chicago has intensively researched the envi-
rcsnmental impact and potential of using
chgested sewage sludge as a crop fertlhzez.
and in land reclamation, Their studies docu-
ment the nutrient value, iack of odor, and
sa,fety when used on all types of land, inelud-
ing clay, sand, and acid strip mine tailings.

Depending on crops and soil condition, other :

nutrients may he needed, but the sludﬁe can
supply much of the neeﬂed imtrients and
moisture. Chicago now spends over $20 mil-
lion annually to dispose of 900 tons (on a
dry Weaght basis) of sewage sludge per day,
using incineration, lagoon storage, and other
methods. (50) The District is prepared to
initiate a program of rail or barge haul for
sludge disposal and land reclamation within
a year. The program should cost approxi-
mately the same amount as current operations
and has potential for large savings if pipe
transport becomes feasible. Use of sludge for
land reclamation looks promising, but it
must be carefully controlled and monitored
to assure no environmental harm.

sludfre dISPOS‘Il ‘the altamatlves to ocean
dumPing do not involve significantly greater
costs. However, a phase-out period is re-
quired because of substantial commitments
by some communities and the lead time nec-
essary to develop the alternatives,

DREDGE SPOILS

Disposal ¢f dredge spoils—38 million tons—
represents 80 percent of all ocean dumping
in 1968. (66) Removed primarily to improve
navigation, spoils arve nusually redeposited
only a few miles away. About one-third is
highly polluted from industrial and munie-
ipal wastes deposited on the bottom. (22)
Their disposal at sea can be a serious source
of ocean pollution. The recommended policy
to phase out ocean disposal of polluted
dredge spoils recognizes that the speed of
1n=1plementfttmﬂ depends almost entively on

Interim Alternatives

Disjosing of 111 dredge spoils on land is not
possible simply because of the vast tonnage.
The Corps of Fngineers estimates that of the
total dredge spoils removed from each coastal
region, 45 percent, or approximately 7,120,-
000 tons, on the Atlantic Coast are polluted;
31 percent, or 4,740,000 tons, on the Gulf
Coast, are polluted ; and 19 percent, or 1,390,-
000 tons, on the Pacific Coast are polluted.
Until land-based disposal facilities can
handle these quantities, the following interim
operational techniques are recommended:
First, the pollutant level of dredge spoils
should be determined by sampling and analy-
sis for such key factors as BOD and concen-
tration of heavy metals. If the spoils are not
polluted, they can be disposed of in the ocean.



However, care must be tuken in the location
of disposal sites and in the method of dis-
posal in order to minimize turbidity and to
protect marine life.

For polluted dredge spoils, current dis-
posal practices are not adequate, but mitiga-
tion of damage to the environment is possible
without recourse to sophisticated and/or ex-
pensive processing techniques. The estimated
cost increases for hauling polluted spoils
farther from the dredging site are presented
in Table 4.

TasLE 4.—Estimated Dredging Costs Per Cubic
Yard (24)

Method 1 mile | 3 miles

10 miles|20 miles|50 miles

Hydraulic pipeline
dredging. - <---ameman-

Dipper dredging and
dump SCOWS.aunaoenm-=

Hopper dredging..... .

£0,05 | $L.30| (O M O]

§3.60
1.66

1, 50
0,54

$L. 80
0.81

1,25
0.34

1.10
0.28

1 Pipeline dredging operations beyond 3 miles are usually mot
practical because of probloms in handling long floating pipelines
and the extra pumping equipment involved.

Most spoils are now deposited within a
fow miles from shore in less than 100 feet of
water. Table 5 summarizes the additional
costs for disposing of polluted dredge spoils
farther out to sea using a hopper dredge.

As the table indicates, the additional cost
for dumping polluted dredge spoils 10 miles
rather than 8 miles out is $2.7 million an-
nually. For 20 miles, the additional cost is
$6.2 million; for 50 miles, it is $17.5 million.

Diking is another interim alternative for

disposing of polluted dredge spoils. Briefly, a

TanLe 5.—Bstimated Costs for Disposal of Polluted Spoils Using Hopper

dike is constructed to hold the dredge spoils
nearshore or at the shoreline, Its effective-
ness depends on the prevention of contami-
nated spoils’ interaction with surrounding
wators, At Cleveland, diking was successful
in containing over 99 percent of the con-
taminants in dredge spoils removed from
Lake Erie. (23)

Estimates for 35 dike projects on the Great
Lakes indicated that the costs of diking and
depositing dredge spoils vary greatly—from
$0.35 to over $6 per cubic yard. (23) The
increased cost for disposal by diking over
open-lake disposal ranged from $0.03 to al-
most $5.50 per cubic yard, with an average in-
crease of $1.50 per cubic yard.

Diking is not without environmental prob-
lems. Dredge spoils would not, provide fill of
sufficient strength to allow use of the diked
a_en for many years. Hence, areas of the
constal zone, already in high demand, would
be unusable. Further, diking is unattractive
and may cause greater environmental prob-
lems than controlied dispersal of pollutants.

Longer-Term Alternatives

Reduction in the volume of sediments re-
quiring dredging and higher levels of treat-
ment of wastes will both lessen the problem
of polluted dredge spoils. Erosion control
through improved construction, highway,
fozest, and farm planning and management
will reduce future dredging needs. One ex-
ample is the recently completed stream bank
stabilization project on the Buffalo River,

Dredge

Coastal area

10 miles

Tons 20 miles

50 miles

3 miles

Atlantic Const. .o oiocmmcmcmiaimeaoaa-

7,120, 000
4,740, 000
1, 300, 000

$2, 421,000
1,612,000
473,000

$3, 845, 000
2, 560, 000
751, 000

$5, 767, 000
3, 839, 000
1,126, 000

$11, 819,000
7,868, 000
2,307,000

13, 250, 000

4, 506, 000

7,156, 000

10, 732,700

21,994, 000

iy
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which reduced maintenance dredging re-
quirements 40 percent. (23) The level of pol-
lution in dredge spoils will be reduced by the
higher levels of treatment of municipal and
industrial wastes required by Federal-State
water quality standards within a few years.
High-temperature incineration of contam-
inated dredge spoils is a longer-term alterna-
tive requiring further development and test-
ing. Such incineration can render spoils an
inert ash, safe for land disposal, Processing
costs are a funetion of the size of the plant,
the percent of total solids, and the percent
of volatile solids, Figure 1 illustrates dis-
posal costs per cubic yard for incinerating

[
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ANMNUAL COST PER CUBIC YARD IN DOLLARS -
]

dredge spoils whose total solid content ranges
between 30 percent and 45 percent (a normal
range) and volatile solids between 10 percent
and 20 percent (a normal range). Also shown
are costs for aerobic stabilization, a process
similar to that used for sewage treatment,
These costs can range from $2 to $12 per
cubic yard or roughly 4 to 24 times current
ocean disposal costs, Compared to disposal
20 miles out to sea, however, incineration is
3 to 15 times as costly. But compared to dis-
posal at 50 miles, incineration may cost the
same or 1t may be as much as 8 times more
costly.

0 T 05

10 15

ANNUAL DREDGINGS IN MILLION CUBIC YARDS
Figure 1.—Tctal Annual Cost Per Cubic Yard for Complete Treatment Using Incineration and
Aerabic Stabilization (23) _ o
T.S.=TOTAL SOLIDS

V.8.=VOLATILE SOLIDS
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Special treatment to remove toxic mate-
rials so that the sludge may be used as a fet-
tilizer either on arid lards or for ocean farm-
ing is possible. An approach similar to that
discussed for use of digested sewage sludge
as a fertilizer may be feasible.

INDUSTRIAL WASTES

Industrial wastes vary widely, but they usu-

ally contain nutrients, heavy metals, and/or
other substances toxic to marine biota. Al-
though the volume of industrial wastes is
10 percent of all wastes disposed of in the
ocean, it is minor compared to the qufmtltles
of 111&1151:1111 wastes treated at land-based
facilities. _

The policy recommended would call for
termination of ocean dumping of industrial
Wastes as soon '15 pc»sssib]e Ocean dumping
n,mted Hnmedla.tely, except in those cases in
which no alternative offers less harm to man
or the environment,.

Interim Alternatives

Many industries utilize ocean disposal be-

cause it 1s cheaper and easier than other dis-
posal processes. Table 6 shows costs for bulk
and containerized wastes.

Taste 6.—Industrial Wastcs Disposal Costs (G6)

Method Average Range of

mst/t.nn costfton
Bulk wastes........ mcmesesscmemmresnen $L.70 }  $0.60-39, 50
Contalnerized wastes-,- mtmmmmeemaanas 24.00 $5-5130

The costs of discharging bulk wastes di-

rectly into the sea are significantly lower

than for other disposal techniques. Contain-

erization, used mainly for toxic materials, is
much more costly than duraping bulk wastes.

Industrial wastes can be treated and dis-
posed of on land, or they can be incinerated.
‘Whichever technique is used, it is necessary
to assure that the environment is protected.
Treatment of wastes should not add to stream
lmliution and incineration should not add to
Mr pollutmn Deep-well disposal of ‘toxic
wastes is generally undesirable because of the
danger of ground water pollution.

Unlike the other categories discussed, in-
dustrial wastes are not homogeneous. Hence,
interim disposal methods will vary not only
among the different types of wastes but also
according to process, location, local Practlces,
and other factors. The costs of using some

“alternatives will be significantly hlgher than

for ocean dumping, but as a portion of total
production costs, generally they will not be
great. Total 111dust1m1 pollution control
costs, as o percentage of gross sales, are well
under 1 percent, although costs fcu some
industries are much higher.

Longer-Term Alternatives

In the long term, changes in industrial pro-
duction processes and recycling offer great
promise for reducing or reusing industrial
wastes. For emmPl% the average waste from
modern sulfate paper piants is only 7 percent
of wastes in the older sulfite process. In some
cases, recycling will be an alternative to ocean
disposal. Two West Coast refineries are now
recycling oil wastes instead of disposing of
them at sea.

Toxic wastes present a more difficult prob-
lem. They cannot be stored indefinitely, but
allowing ocean disposal is a disincentive to
development of adequate detoxification and
recyoling techniques'and of production proc-
esses with fewer toxic byproducts, But highly
toxic wastes will continue to be produced,
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and many will not be -’unena,ble to land
disposal.

One alternative worthy of further study is
the establishment of regional disposal, treat-
ment, and control facilities. Federally or pri-
vately operated, the facilities could conduct
research on and provide for waste detoxifica-
tion and storage. Complicated disposal proe-
esses that are too expensive or complex for a
single company could be used jointly to dis-

pose of wastes. Fees would need to be suffici-

ently high to encourage development of pri-
vate solutions, except in the most troublesome
cases or when significant economies would
result from shared use of facilities.

CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION
DEBRIS

Construction and demolition debris, less than

1 percent of all wastes dumped in the ocean,
(66) are composed mainly of dense and inert
materials. Because of the small amounts
dumped and their character, these wastes are
not a threat to.the marine envirénment.
T\IDI‘EOVEL‘S amcmnts dumped i11 the ocean are

Df then 11,1«:?11 v'llue as lanclﬁll 'I‘he recom-

mended policy assumes continued ocean

- dumping, but with care to prevent damage
to the marine ecosystem.

RADIOACTIVE WASTES

Since 1962, no significant quantities of radio-
active wastes have been dumped at sea.
Rather, they have been stored at several sites
operated or regulated by the Atomic Energy
Commission or at sites regulated by the
States. Increasing demands for electricity and
for use of nuclear power portend a dramatic

Q

increase in the amounts and kinds of nuclear
wastes produced. Hence, it is important to
develop policy to prevent contamination of
the ocean,

The policy recommended would continue
the practice of prohibiting high-level radio-
active wastes in the ocean. Dumping other

radioactive materials would he prohibited,

except in a very few cases for which no
practical alternative offers less risk to man
and his environment.

Alternatives (Interim and Longer Term)

The quantity of nuclear wastes is not large,
and the technology for storing and treating

-them is well developed. However, the AEC

estimates that the amount of high-level hquld
radioactive wastes will increase approxi-
mately sixtyfold between 1970 and the year
2000. High-level wastes, usually liquid, are
now stored on an interim basis in large, well-
shielded tanks. In the long run, the wastes
will be solidified, reducing their volume by a
factor of ten, for eventual storage in special
geological formations, such as salt mines. As
new nuclear facilities are constructed, provi-
sion is being madc for parallel construction
of storage tanks and treatment facilities to
handle the wastes.

Solid radioactive wastes have been buried
in carefully controlled landfill sites. In 1970,

" about 40,000 cubic yards of solid radioactive

wastes will be buried in “lppl‘OXl 1ately 15
acres. (70) The increase in the amount of
these wastes in the next decade will require .
about 800 acres. This figure could be reduced
with compaction and incineration, which are
currently being used or planned.

Low-level liquid wastes from nuclear power:
generation, medical facilities, ete. are treated
and/or stored to reduce radioactivity. A small

amount is eventually released to the environ-

ment under controlled conditions.
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Large radioactive structures, chiefly reactor
vessels and associated parts, have heretofore
not presented a significant problem. With the
exception of ocean disposal of the SEA-
WOLF submarine reactor vessel, obsolete re-
actor vessels and associated parts have been
decontaminated, dismantled, and stored on

-land. Sixteen nuclear power plants are now

opemtma, and 80 are either under construc-
tion or -permit applications are pending.
There may be as many as 1,000 plants by the
year 2000, When reactor vessels are taken out
of service, each used structure is a source of
high-level induced radiation.

There are three alternative ways to dis-
~ pose of these vessels and associated parts:

ocean disposal; entombment in place, with
final disposition after radioactive decay; and
dismantling and burial. Ocean disposal is the
cheapest method when the facility is on the
coast or when waterborne transportation is
available. Entombment provides an oppor-
tunity to monitor disposal operations care-
fully but occupies valuable land during the
period of radioactive demy Dismantling and
burial is the most expensive of the alterna-
tives: : :
Because of the need to keep all sources of
radioactivity at the lowest possible level,
ocean disposal of the wastes should be
avoided except when no alternative offers less
harm to man or the environment. These cases
should be carefully examined to assure that
no safe and prfmticil alternatives do exist.
If ocean disposal is necessary, it should be
carefully controlled

EXPLOSIVES AND CHEMICAL
MUNITIONS

Large quantities of explosives and some chem-
ical warfare agents have been disposed of at
sea. No biological warfare agents have been

disposed of at sea. The policy recommended
would prohibit ocean disposal of chemical
and biological warfare agents and phase out
disposal of explosive munitions,

, Alternatives (Interim and Longer Term)

Ocean disposal of munitions was developed as
an alternative to burning them in the open.
That practice is often hazardous, is noisy, and

creates air pollution. -

Other alternatives to ocean dumping are
available and should be used. In some cases
weapons can be dismantled and critical com-

‘ponents, such as gunpowder, lead, etc., either

disposed of safely or sold for reuse. C‘entrq,hz—
ing the disposal of obsolete munitions may be
deswable to provide efficient dismantling. Al-

~ ternatively, portable disposal facilities, under

develcpment by the Department of Defense,
offer promise. When salvage value is signifi-
cant, commercial c@ntr’acting for disposal
services may be possible. Mass underground

 burial or detonation is another alternative.

‘The alternatives used for disposal of muni-

tions will depend on ability to. train people
for disposal cperations, relative costs, avail-

able sites, and their environmental impact.

Dismantling and reeycling the materials is
the preferable alternative from an enviroxn-
mental point of view, but facility and man-
power constraints may dictate the use of
other alternatives to ocean dumping.

For ‘chemical warfare agents and muni-
tions, the alternatives to ocean disposal are

neutralization and incineration. Toxic chem-

ical warfare agents can be separated from
munitions or containers and then treated.
Facilities are currently being modified at the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal near Denver, Colo.,
for disposal of toxins. Similar facilities for
treatment of chemical warfare agents are

- needed elsewhere. (26)
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SUMMARY

Interim alternatives exist to mitigate the en-
vironmental damage of ocean dumping. Land
capacity can be expanded by use of rail haul,
and strip mines and other lands can be re-
claimed. In the long run, technological ad:

vances and new methods of recycling should
help reduce pressures for ocean disposal. The
major conclusion is that a pragﬁam of phas-
ing out all harmful forms of ocean dumping
and prohibiting new sources is feasible with-
out greatly increased costs,



CHAPTER IV

fE previous chapters indicate the need

for a national policy to control ocean
dumping. This chapter examines the ade-
quacy of State and Federal regulatory au-
thorities to implement that policy.

STATE CONTROL ACTIVITIES

Although by tradition and Federal law the
. States have primary responsibility for water
pollution control, the response of the coastal
States to ocean dumpmﬂ’ has not been ex-
tensive. Where the Federal Govsrnmet has
assumed authority over ocean dumping—in
New York, Baltimore, Boston, and Hampton
Roads, Va.—States.have subordinated their
activities to Federal control.

In some circumstances States exercise reg-
ulatory authority. California, for example,
through State and regional agencies, has pro-
vided the leading role in control of ocean
dumping of such materials as municipal gar-
bage and industrial chemicals and solid
waste. In the San Francisco Bay area and
in the San Diego area, regional water quality
control boards regulate ocean dumping oper-
ations and provide for monitoring and sur-
veillance to enforce the regulations. Disposal
operators are required to file detailed trip re-
ports and a monthly summary of the volume
and types of wastes dumped. In the San
Diego area, prior notification of ocean dump-
ing is required so that a board staff member
can accompany the dumping vessel. In the
Los Angeles area, the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Game is the lead agency.
In Oregon, the State Board of Health reg-
ulates ocean dumping, with special emphasis
on chemicals. No other States regulate ocean
dumping to o greater extent than California
and Oregon,

State regulation has not established a ba-
sis for an extensive and comprehensive meth-
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Leg: ative Control of Ocean Dumping

od of controlling ocean dumping. Besides
general lack of authority and programs,
State jurisdiction would generally be limited
to the 3-mile territorial sea.

FEDERAL CONTROL ACTIVITIES

TFour Federal agencies have some responsi-
bilities for ocean dumping: the Corps of En-
gineers, the Ifederal Water Quality Admin-

istration, the Atomic Energy Commission, .

and the Coast Guard.

Corps of Engineers

The Corps of Engineers is the only agency
with regulatory authority to control dump-
ing of a broad class of materials. This au-
thority stems from Corps responsibility for
maintaining navigation in U.S. territorial
waters. In creneml the Corps has no power
other than in internal navigable waters and
in the territorial sea..

Special authority for the port areas of
New York, B altlmol e, and Hampton Roads,
Va., was given to the Corps of Engineers
u,nder the Supenlsm y Harbors Act of 1888
(83 U.S.C. 441451b). Under that Act, the
Corps exerts jurisdiction over ocean dump-
ing beyond the territorial sea by controlling
transit through the territorial sea. The Act
provides for the appointment of a harbor
supervisor to control ocean dumping, author-
izing him to issue permits for the transporta-
tion and dumping of materials into the ocean.
For ocean dumping in territorial seas, the
Corps relies on both section 4 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of 1905 (33 U.S.C. 419)
and section 13 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 407). Through the regu-
latory and permit authority conferred by
the Supervisory Act, logs and fathometer
charts are required of tugboat operators
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transporting material for dumping to pro-
vide surveillance of their operations. Infre-
quent ship and aireraft patrols are made for
the same purpose. The permit operation has
three steps: application by the prospective
dumper according to the type of waste, issu-
ance or rejection of a permit by the Corps
after review, and monitoring of operations
by the Corps as waste materials are trans-
ported to the designated dumping grounds.
power under the 1899 and 1905 Acts. Its pol-
icy on enforcing these authorities can be at-
tributed largely to emphasis on navigation
was considerable doubt whether the Corps
could deny a permit to a prospective waste
disposal applicant for any reason other than
obstruction to navigation. These doubts were
dispelled only on July 16, 1970, when, in
Zabel v. Tabb, —— F. 2d — (bth Cir.), a
Federal circuit court reversed a district court
ruling. The district court disputed Corps au-
thority to consider environmental as well as
navigational factors in denying a permit and
directed that the permit be granted. The cir-

cuit court, relying on the Fish and Wildlife

Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-666c) and -

the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4381-4347), held that the

Corps does have this authority and could -

deny the permit.

~Despite jurisdictional limitations, the
Corps has occasionally concurred in ocean
dumping outside the terr’ ‘urial seas when its
direction was requested. For example, dump-
ing areas have been established off Boston
Harbor by the Corps, but with full recogni-
ticn that authority was lacking. In such in-
stances the action is taken at the request of
the user. Often when the Corps receives a
request to dump in areas beyond the terri-
torial sea, it simply issues a Jetter of no ob-

Jection. Prior to issuing such a letter, the
Corps consults other governmental agencies

such as the Fish and Wildlife Service of the
Department of the Interior and the fish and

In the New York Bight area, the Corps
has designated areas for the deposit of rock,
dredged material other than rock, cellar dirt,
sewage sludge, chemicals, and other sub-
stances. Specific regulations define the areas
in which dumping can take place. Special
permits, usually of 3 months’ duration, are
issued for the transit of material to the
dumping areas.

Criminal penalties are authorized to
punish violations of the various Corps au-
thorities. Fines of up to $2,500 may be levied,
or imprisonment up to 1 year may be im-
posed. Under the Supervisory Harbors Act,
when dredged matter is illegally dumped,
a fine of 5 per cubic yard of material can
be preseribed.

Corps authority over ocean dumping has
several limitations: First, with the exception
of three harbors, it is restricted to the 8-mile
territorial sea; yet most waste disposal sites
lie outside the territorial sea. Second, its au-
thority originates from responsibility for the
navigability of waterways, not for their
ecology. Third, while operational authority
is lodged in an agency with responsibility to
promote navigation, the water quality agency
has no direct control over actions of the oper-
ating agency. In fact, the Corps could con-
ceivably issue permits for activities that
FWQA believes damage the quality of
marine waters, Fourth, to a large extent the
Corps regulates itself because it is a major
producer of dredge spoils, the material most
commonly dumped at sea. This is the type
of conflict of interest that the creation of
the Environmental Protection Agency was
designed to prevent, Nonethless, the Corps
has capabilities which could be effectively
used to implement the recommended policy

organization strategically located in areas
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where ocean dumping regulatory action is
important.

Federal Water Quality Administration

The Federal Water Quality Administration
(FWQA), in the Department of the Inte-
rior, administers section 10 of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended (33

U.S.C. 466g). Under this section, States de--

velop water quality standards for interstate
and coastal waters within their jurisdiction.
The standards require Federal approval, thus
becoming joint Federal-State standards.

- These standards consist of water quality
criteria (e.g., 5 parts per million of dissolved
oxygen) to meet designated water uses {e.g.,
water supply, recreation, etc.). The stand-
ards must also include an enforcement and
implementation plan in which remedial
measures are to be taken in accordance with
a schedule for achieving the water quality
levels established. The Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act provides procedures for
abating pollution which violates water qual-
or interferes with the marketing of shellfish
in interstate commerce.

The Administration has proposed amend-
ments to the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (8. 3471) that would authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to establish water
quality standards for the contiguous zone

when pollution in these waters is likely to
cause pollution in the territorial sea and to
set standards for discharge beyond the con-
tiguous zone of substances transported from
territory under U.S. jurisdiction, The legisla-
tion would also call for specific effluent dis-
charge requirements for all discharges into
waters covered under the Act.

The authority of FWQA under the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act, even with

the proposed new amendments, would not be
adequate to control ocean dumping. First,
there is no authority for requiring permits
to dump wastes in the oceans—authority es-
sential to enforcement of any effective control
program. Second, the Act’s general thrust
is control of continuous discharges that
clearly violate the water quality standards,

rather than control of intermittent dumping.

Other sections of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act deal with ocean disposal
of specific materials or classes of materials.
Section 11 of the Act prohibits discharge of
harmful quantities of oil into the navigable
waters of the United States and the con-
tiguous zone, but it deals only with oil and
is aimed chiefly at spills, rather than at
purposeful dumping.

Section 12 of the Act provides authority
for Federal agencies to clean up and to pre-
vent discharge of hazardous substances into
the navigable waters of the United States and
the contiguous zone. Hazardous substances
are those that present an imminent and sub-
stantial danger to the public health and wel-

oceans could be ciassified as hazardous: solid
waste containing heavy metals, DDT, or other
persistent pesticides and sewage sludge from
limited-treatment facilities. But regulating
intentional ocean disposal of materials is
beyond the scope of section 12.

Section 13 of the Act provides for control
of sewage from vessels, chiefly by requiring
the installation of marine sanitation devices.

Although FWQA lacks authority for is-
suing permits to control ocean dumping, it
has several related responsibilities. These
include approval, and in some circumstances
establishment, of water quality standards in
interstate and coastal waters; enforcement;
research; technical assistance; monitoring;
and other water quality functions.
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Atomic Energy Commission

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 authorizes
the AEC to regulate the receipt, transfer,
and possession of nuclear source, hyproduct,
and special materials (42 U.S.C. 2077, 2092,
2111) ; these include most radioactive sub-

to regulate and control contractually the use
of radioactive materials for its own activities,
such as AEC-supported research and de-
velopment programs, These authorities cover
ocean disposal of radioactive materials but
not other wastes.

Coast Guard

The Coast Guard is the principal maritime
sists in the enforcement of all Federal laws
on the high seas and waters subject. to the
jurisdiction of the United States and has
authority to make inspections, searches, sei-
zures, and arrests. In addition, the Coast
Guard can assist other Federal agencies and
State and local governments in carrying out
their responsibilities. The Coast Guard’s law
enforcement capability can be an effective
means of enforcing controls and standards
set by other agencies, but it has no inde-
pendent authority to control ocean dumping.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Authority to control ocean dumping is cur-
rently dispersed among several agencies.
Jurisdiction is generally confined to the terri-
torial sea, where most material is currently
not dumped. Authority that is now used for
control is not lodged in agencies responsible

for environmental control. Conflicts of in-
terest exist in that some regulatory powers
are exercised by agencies with operational
responsibilities in the same area.

These problems must be resolved before
a national policy on ocean dumping can be
implemented. Full regulatory responsibil-
ity—involving both setting standards and
issuing permits—should be placed in one
organization. The Council recommends that
this agency be the Environmental Protection
Agency. '

The organization charged with implemen-
tation of the national policy should have as
its chief purpose the protection of the en-
vironment. It should also command sufiicient
research and monitoring resources for eval-
uating the environmental effects of the broad
spectrum of materials currently dumped in
the oceans.
be tied closely to efforts to abate other sources
of pollution in the marine environment.
Municipal and industrial discharge in rivers
and harbors, urban and rural runoff, and
other sources are important components of
marine pollution. A regulatory program for
ocean dumping should be defined to comple-
ment the efforts in these other areas.

Most of the wastes now dumped in the
oceans originate in the United States and

Bl

are transported to sea for dumping. Ac-
cordingly, primary jurisdictional emphasis
should shift from a territorial basis to regu-
lation of the transportation of materials
from the United States for dumping.

The Tnvironmental Protection Agency
will have the broad responsibility as well as
the necessary supporting programs to pro-
tect the marine environment. To give it the
power to regulate ocean dumping, legisla-
tion is required.
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HAPTER V

\tre oceans of the world are a truly
Tinternationa’l resource, forining a vast
environmental system through which its
components circulate or are dispersed by
currents and the migrations of organisms.
They are critical to maintaining the world’s
environment, contributing to the oxygen-car-
bon dioxide balance in the atmosphere, affect-
ing global climate, and providing the base for
the world’s hydrologic system.

Within the oceans, fish may travel great
distances during their lifetimes. Althoun-h
the oceans are important to all nations, they
are particularly significant for many develop-
ing countries, which increasingly depend on
fisheries for essential protein. A disturbance
in the chemistry of the oceans which could be
multiplied in the food chains would have a
major impact on food-deficient nations.
Hence, pollutants from one country may ul-
timately affect the interests of many other
nations.

WGRLDWIDE CHEMISTRY

Of the materials entering the oceans through
natural processes, the amounts of two, mer-
cury and lead, have probably been doubled
by man’s activities. In addition, man has
introduced new chemical compounds, such as
chlorinated hydrocarbons (including DDT),
gasoline, dry cleaning solvents, and other
organic materials, whose biological signifi-
cance is unknown.

The rate of transfer of mercury from land
to oceans by natural weathering is estimaied

at 5,000 tons per day. (38) This amount,

about one-half the total world production of
mercury, is used by agriculture and industry
in such a way that it' eventually enters the
oceans. As yet, this approximate doubhng
has not been chemically measured, but it is
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thought responsible for the 10 to 20 times'in-
crease in mercury found in sea birds off
Sweden between prewar years and the 1950’s
(5) and for additions to the high mercury
content of fish off Japan.

Natural weathering introduces into the
oceans about 150,000 tons of lead :zach year.
Man introduces about 250,000 tous in the
Northern Hemisphere alone (69). Most of
this lead is derived from the washout into
the oceans of atmospheric lead produced by
burning gasoline enriched with tetraethyl
lead. Industl ial waste products further con-
tribute lead. Over the ]ast 45 years these ad-
ditions have raised the average lead content
of ocean surface waters from 0.01-0.02 to
0.07 micrograms per kilogram of sea weater.
(19) Slow mixing within the oceans keeps
the lead within the upper layers, the region
whers biological productivity is greatest and
the chances of biological enrichment highest.
However, the biological effects of this chang-
ing lead concentration remain unknown.

Industrial wastes and sewage sludge also
introduce large quantities of such metals as
vanadium, cadmium, zinc, and arsenic. Man’s
contribution relative to nature’s is not known,
but civilization may well be close to match-
ing nature’s contribution of these materials
to the cceans.

The fact that man is changing the chemical
composition: of the oceans focuses attention
on the need for international action to con-
troi the introduction of wastes into the ocean.

INTERNATIONAL LAW ON
WASTE DISPOSAL

In an environmental sense there are iio sub-
divisions within the oceans. The highly pro-
ductive coastal waters are continuous with
and contribute to the biologic activity of the
deepest trenches. Legally, the oceans are di-
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vided into the seabed and the superjacent
waters, and further subdivided into distinet
zones with particular legal characteristics.
International law governing ocean waste dis-
posal must take into account these legal char-
acteristics and the material to be dumped.

Four conventions, referred to as The Law
of the Sea Conventions, were adopted at
Geneva in 1958 codifying existing interna-
tional law and establishing new rules gov-
erning the law of the sea, The Con’ventlon
on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous
Zone sets out three zones—the territorial sea,
the high seas, and the contiguous zone be-
tween them.

Narrow bays, estuaries, and other semi-
enclosed areas are classed as internal waters,
Seaward of the internal waters and of the
low-water line along uninterrupted coasts is
the territorial sen, extending for 3 miles, Be-
tween 3 and 12 miles from the shore is the
contiguous zone. The contiguous zoiwe, to-
gether with the waters lying seaward of it,
comprise the high seas. Each has distinet le-
gal characteristics affecting rights to dispose
of materials in it and to control such disposal.

A eaastal stﬂte ( nqtion) hqs exclusivc con-
sea. In theae g-reas, the coasta] state has ex-
clusive power to determine dumping sites
and to enact necessary sanitary and pollution
laws to protect its citizens and their property.
These laws can be enforced against ships of
both the coastal state and of foreign registry.
In addition, a coastal state may control the
transp-irt of waste products from its ports.
However, in its territorial seq, the coastal
state must permit the innoecent passage of
foreign vessels that do not prejudice its
peace, good order, or security. As discussed in
Chapter XV, Congress has enacted legislation
that covers ocean disposal of oil and sewage
wastes from vessels.

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Within the contiguous zone, 3 to 12 miles
out to sea, he coastal state may exercise some
control necessary to prevent ljoiiution The
right to exercise these controls in the con-
tiguous zone, however, does not change the
high seas status of those waters. Under the
terms of the Convention on the Territorial
Sea and the Contiguous Zone, a coastal state
cannot act to prevent dumplng in the con-
tiguous zone unless such action is necessary
to prevent infringement of sanitary regula-
tions within its territorial sea.

The international law governing the high
seas, the largest jurisdictional zone, is codi-
fied in the 1958 Geneva Convention on the
Higte Seas. This Convention provides for
freeiiom of navigation and of fishing, free-
dom to lay submarine eables and pipelines,
freedom to fly over the high seas, and other
freedoms recognized by international law,
such as dumping.

The Convention sets forth two fundamen-
tal concepts: It declares the high seas as an
area not subject to sovereignty, and it states
that the freedoms of the seas which are rec-
ognized i international law must be exer-
cised by states with reasonable regard to the
interests of all other states in their exercise
of freedom of the high seas. Inasmuch as one
use may interfere with another current or
J-otential use of the high seas, the reasonable
regard standard holds that there must be an
accommodation of the various and possioly
conflicting uses of the high seas.

The right to dispose of waste materials in
the high seas is a traditional freedom of the
seas. However, under the standards set out
in the Geneva Convention on the High Seas,
this freedom—Ilike all other freedoms of the
seas—must be exercised with reasonable re-
gard to other states’ use of the oceans. It is
not possible to say that any particular waste
disposal or dumping project will meet the
requirements of international law. Only after
carefu! consideration can it be determined
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that a particular ocean dumping proposal
weets the reasonable regard standard set out
in the Convention. For example, a project for
disposal of unpolluted dredge spoil may be
suitable for an area of the high seas in which
disposal of chemical waste would neither be
suitable nor legal.

Unfortunately, the law of the sea conven-
tions do not establish a hierarchy of ocean
uses. However, international law places para-
mount importance on the protection of human
life. It allows destruction of property to save
human life or to prevent greater property
damage. Clearly, any dumping activity that
threatens life or directly damages property
violates international law.

It is important to recognize that the law of

other agreements which were concluded prior,

to current understanding of the actual and
potential impacts of dumping on the marine
environment. Consequently, preseat interna-
tional law appears inadequate to deal with
possible long-term environmental effects of
various actions,

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES

Many international organizations engage in
activities related in some way to marine pol-
lution. Most of these activities ave designed
to exchange ideas and/or to coordinate na-
tional efforts. It is important to recognize,
however, that in most cases, their concern
with ocean pollution and particularly with
ocean dumping is only incidental or pe-
ripheral. Although efforts such as the In-
ternational Decade of Ocean Exploration
will provide useful data, the IDOE does not
give the highest priority to ocean pollution.
Combined annual expenditures on activities
designed to improve environmental quality,
of which ocean waste disposal problems con-

stitute but a smull part, probably do not ex-
ceed $5 million, a small sum compared with
the $100 million of the FWQA in fiscal
year 1970 for water pollution contral and
research alone.

Research concerned with ocean pellution
and establishment of controls on waste dis-
posal is undertaken mainly through national
efforts, rather than by the intergovernmental
agencies. Even national efforts are limited.
Basic studies of the character of the oceans

ographic research. There has been little or
no emphasis on such questions as the capacity

Several countries have begun to search for
solutions. Canada is developing regulations
governing the disposal of garbage and sew-
age from vessels. As now drafted, the regu-
iations would apply to non-pleasure craft
within the territorial sea and inland waters
of Canada and would require new vessels
in Canadian inland waters to carry sewage
treatment equipment. The regulation would
also prohibit discharge of garbage in all
Canadian waters. Isracli scientists have been
studying pollution of the Mediterranean
coast off Tel Aviv since 1963. All new vessels
constructed for the Argentine Merchant Ma-
rine are required to meet international stand-
ards on waste disposal, including holding
tanks and oil-water separation tanks. Argen-
tinian law also requires all foreign ships to

ports will be denied. Similar legislation is
contemplated for pleasure craft.

NEED FOR INTERNATIONAL
ACTION

International cooperation is essential to pres-
ervation of the oceans. The quantities of
wastes dumped in the oceans are increasing
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ternationally as other countries experience
similar waste disposal pressures. Conse-
quently, control of ocean dumping neces-
sitates action.

Recognition of the need for international
cooperation is an initia! step toward reaching
worldwide agreements to control ocean pol-
lution. There will be obstacles. Nations’ in-
terests in the oceans vary, as do their ideas
on the controls that may be required.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The United States should assist in finding
a solution to the international problem of

ocean dumping through a twofold approach.
First, it must systematically attack its own
problems. As & significant polluter of the
ocean and at the same time a technologi-
cally advanced nation, the United States
must show its sericus intention to meet its
responsibility as a matter of urgent national
priority. In demonstrating determination to
preserve the rmarine environment, the Nation
will develop valuable information on costs,
effects, and technology associated with ocean
dumping and its alternatives.

Second, the U.S. should take the initiative
to achieve international cooperation on ocean

dumping. The Council on Environmental
Quality recommends that at the outset the
Federal Government develop proposals to
control ocean dumping for consideration at
international forums such as the 1. /2 U.N.
Conference on the Human Environment at
Stockholm. U.S. initiative should suggest a
basis for international control over ocean
dumping similar to the policy recommended
in this report. Provision should be made for:
* Couperative research on the marine envi-
ronment and on the impacts of ocean
dumping of materials;

' Development of a worldwide monitoring

capability to provide continuing informa-

tion on the state of the world’s marine

environment;

* Development of technological and eco-
nomic data on alternatives to ocean
disposal.

Domestic and international action is neces-
sary if ocean dumping is to be controlied.
The United States must show its concern by
strong domestic action through implementa-
tion of recommended policy. But unilateral
action alone will not solve a global problem.
International controls, supported by global
monitoring and coordinated research, will be
necessary to deal effectively and compre-
hensively with pollution caused by ocean
dumping.
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APPENDIX A

The President’s Message on Waste Disposal

Tao the Congress of the United States:
The first of the Great Lakes to e discovered by the seventeenth century French
explorers was Lake Huron. So amazed were these brave men by the extent and beauty of

.that lake, they named it “The Sweet Sea”.

Today there are enormous sections of the Great Lalkes (including almost all of Liake
Erie) that make such a title ironie. The by-produets of modern technology and large popula-
tion increases have polluted the lakes to a degree inconceivable to the world of the seven-
teenth century explorers.

In order to contribute to the restoration of these magnificent waters, this Administra-
tion will transmit legislation to the Congress which would stop the dumping of polluted
dredged spoil into the Great Lakes, This bill wounld:

—Discontinue disposal of polluted dredged materials inte the Great Lakes by the
Corps of Engineers and private interests as soon as land disposal sites are available.

—TRequire the disposal of polluted dredged spoil in containment areas located ai sites
established by the Corps of Engineers and approved by the Seeretary of the Interior.

—Require States and other non-Federal interests to provide one-half the cost of con-
structing containment areas and also provide needed lands and other rights.

—Require the Secretary of the Army, after one year, to suspend dredging if loeal
interests were not making reasonable progress in attaining disposal sites.

I am directing the Secretary of the Army to make periodie reports of progress 1111(121
this program to the Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality.

This bill represents a major step fortvard in cleaning up the Great Lakes. On the other
hand, it underlines the need to begin the task of deahng with the broader problem of dummng
in the oceans,

About 48 million tons of dredging, sludge and other materials are annually ﬂumped
off the coastlands of the United States. In the New York area alone, the amount of annual
dumping would cover all of Manhattan Island to a depth of one foot in t+o years. Disposal
problems of municipalities are becoming worse with increased population, higher per capita
wastes, and limited disposal sites.

We are only beginning to find out the ecological effects of ocean dumping and curvent
disposal technology is not adequate to handle wastes of the volume now being produced.
Comprehensive new approaches are necessary if we are to manage this problem expeditiously
and wisely.

I have therefore directed the Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality to
work willi the Departments of the Interior; the Army, other Federal agencies, nnd State
and local governments on a comprehensive study of ocean dumping to be submitted to me
by September 1, 1970. That study will recommend further research needs and appropriate
legislation and administrative actions,

Specifically, it will study the following areas:

—Effects of ocean dumping on the environment, 1ne1udmg rates of spread and decom-
position of the waste materin’s, effects on animai and plant life, and long-term ecological
impacts.

—Adequacy of all existing legislative authorities to control ocean dumping, with recom-
mendations for changes where needed.

—Amounts and areas of dﬂmpmg of toxic wastes and theu: eﬁeets on the marine environ-
ment.

—Availability of suitable sites for disposal on land.

—Alternative methods of disposal such as incineration and re-use.

—Ideas such as creation of ».:rtificial islands, incineration at =24, transporting material
to fill in strip mines or to create artificial mountmns, and ]mlmg wastes for possible safe
disposal in the oceans.

—The institutional problems in controlling ocean dumping.
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Onee this study is completed, we will be able to take action on the problem of ocean
dumping. :

damages that we have inflicted on our lands and inland waters.
RicEARD NIXON

The White House,
April 15, 1970
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APPENDIX B Task Force Membership

Council on Environmental Quality

Atomic Energy Commission .
Division of Waste and Serap Management

Department of the Army
Office of Chief of Engineers

Department of Commerce )
Environmental Science Services Administration
Coast and Geodetic Survey

Department of Defense
Office of the Assistant Seecretary for
Health and Environment

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Public Health Service

Environmental Control Administration
Bureau of Solid Waste Management

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
Department of the Interior

Federal Water Quality Administration

Department of State

Bureau of International Scientific
and Technological Affairs

Office of Environmental Affairs

Department of Transportation
U.8. Coast Guard

Executive Office of the President
Office of Management and Budg:t

Lixecutive Office of the President
Office of Science and Technology

National Council on Marine Resources
and Engineering L'evelopment

National Scienre Foundation
Office of the Director

Smithsonian Institution
Oceanography and Limnology Program
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