
Sources and Distribution of Debris in
the Galveston Bay Estuary

Galveston Bay
National Estuary Program

GBNEP-35
September 1993



printed on recycled paper



Sources and Distribution of Debris
in the Galveston Bay Estuary

Anita M. Morgan
Wen Y. Lee

Principal Investigators

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, Texas, 78744

The Galveston Bay National Estuary Program
Publication GBNEP-35

September, 1993

111



This project has been funded in part by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency under assistance agreement # CE-006550-01 to the Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission. The contents of this document do not necessarily
represent the views of the United States Environmental Protection Agency or the
Texas Water Commission, nor do the contents of this document necessarily constitute
the views or policy of the Galveston Bay National Estuary Program Management
Conference or its members. The information presented is intended to provide
background information, including the professional opinion of the authors, for the
Management Conference deliberations in drafting of official policy in the
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP). The mention of trade
names or commercial products does not in any way constitute an endorsement or
recommendation for use.

IV



Policy Committee

The Honorable Rodney Ellis, Chair
Texas Senate

Mr. John Hall
Chair,

Texas Water Commission

Mr. James Blackburn
Founding Chairman,

Galveston Bay Foundation

Mr. Charles Miller
Past Chairman of the Board

Greater Houston Partnership

Vice-Chair
Regional Administrator, EPA Region 6

Ms. Terry Hershey
Vice-Chair,
Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission

Mr. Charles W. Jenness
Chair,
Texas Water Development Board

Local Governments Advisory Committee
The Honorable Ray Holbrook, Chair

Management Committee
Mr. Myron 0. Knudson, Chair Ms. Barbara Britton, Vice-Chair

Scientific/Technical Advisory Committee
Dr. Robert McFarlane, Chair Ms. Teresa Battenfield, Vice-Chair

Citizen's Advisory Steering Committee
Ms. Sharron Stewart, Chair Mr. Ron Embry, Vice-Chair

Galveston Bay Public Forum
Dr. Don Bass, Chair

Program Director
Dr. Frank S. Shipley



The Galveston Bay National Estuary Program

Texans increasingly express their expectations for a clean environment in terms of
entire ecosystems. Until recently, our tendency was to view environmental
problems in isolated pieces we could understand—indeed this view was
institutionalized (and seemingly immortalized) in an elaborate mosaic of
fragmented jurisdictions. The Galveston Bay National Estuary Program (GBNEP)
is a forerunner in elevating hands-on management of coastal environments to the
level of the ecosystem; and in doing so, is encouraging an integration of traditionally
disparate institutions.

The GBNEP was established under the authority of the Water Quality Act of 1987
to develop a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) for
Galveston Bay. The purpose of the CCMP is to address threats to the Bay resulting
from pollution, development, and overuse. To address these threats, five years of
work commenced in 1990, consisting of three phases: (1) Identification of the specific
problems facing the Bay; (2) A Bay-wide effort to compile data and information to
describe status, trends, and probable causes related to the identified problems; and
(3) Creation of the CCMP itself to enhance governance of the Bay at the ecosystem
level. The GBNEP is accomplishing this work through a cooperative agreement
between the U.S. EPA (Region 6) and the State of Texas (administered by the Texas
Water Commission).

The structure of the GBNEP reflects a strong commitment to consensus-building
among all Galveston Bay user groups, government agencies, and the public. The
GBNEP "Management Conference" consists of six Governor-appointed committees
with broad representation, totaling about one hundred individuals. Meetings of
these committees are also open to the public, and public participation in policy-
setting and in Bay management are considered strengths of the program. When
submitted to the Governor of Texas in late 1994, the CCMP will reflect thousands of
hours of involvement (much in the form of volunteer time) by individuals who in
various ways use, enjoy, or help govern this vital coastal resource.
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SOURCES AND DISTRIBUTION OF DEBRIS
IN THE GALVESTON BAY ESTUARY

Anita M. Morgan
Dr. Wen Y. Lee

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Debris was identified as one of the priority problems in Galveston Bay Estuary by the
Scientific and Technical Committee. The objective of this study was to characterize the
occurrence, magnitude, distribution and possible sources of debris in the Galveston Bay
Estuary.

Data gathered by volunteer citizens groups were used to characterize the shoreline
environment, while debris occurring in bag seine and trawl samples taken by Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department staff were used to characterize the shallow nearshore and deeper
submerged environments of the bay, respectively. In addition, six transects were surveyed
to characterize floating debris: two in West Bay, two in East Bay and two in the main part
of Galveston Bay.

Debris items were classified by major category and analyzed. Major categories included
plastics, styrofoam, glass, rubber, metal, paper, wood, cloth and construction/industrial. The
construction/industrial category was not contained on the beach cleanup sheets, but was
added during compilation because items such as shingles, tar, bricks, etc. were commonly
found.

Spatially, most debris items were found along the shore, suggesting that material does not
remain in the water long but is washed up on the shoreline or is quickly buried. While only
37 shoreline samples were taken, 3,855 items were collected from these samples. This
compares with 28 and 27 items collected from the 80 nearshore and 104 submerged samples
taken in the bay, respectively.

Debris items were less numerous in the East Bay area along the shore than in other
shoreline areas in the estuary. This is probably due to the small amount of development in
the area and prevailing southeasterly winds driving debris to other areas. However, a
statement that debris is less numerous in all of East Bay is somewhat misleading. SamplesO
were not taken along the shore in the intracoastal waterway in the East Bay area and
anecdotal observations suggest that the shoreline along the intracoastal waterway may have
a higher amount of debris than areas in East Bay which were sampled. This would be in
agreement with results in submerged areas of the bay where the intracoastal waterway was
shown to contain much more debris than other areas of the bay.



The majority of items collected in all environments were plastic. Plastics accounted for over
50% of the debris items in both the shoreline and submerged areas. They accounted for
25% of the items in the nearshore environment, with another 25% classified in the
industrial/construction category.

There were no sightings of drums with toxic chemicals during the sampling period.
However, one five gallon plastic container containing chemicals was found during a test of
sampling procedures. Similarly, hospital waste was not prevalent but was present in one
sample.

The debris problem is more than an aesthetic problem. It has consequences both
economically and environmentally. Economically, tourism is a major revenue producer in
Texas and most people avoid littered or polluted areas. Cleaning up debris also costs Texas
coastal cities millions of dollars annually.

Debris is also a potential navigation problem. Large debris items can be costly in terms of
damage to vessels and injuries suffered by boaters. Smaller items may wrap around
propellers or clog intake ports also causing damage.

Environmentally, the effects on fish and wildlife populations are not known. However,
effects on individuals are readily apparent. Plastic was the major component in the area
and plastic items have been shown to cause death in organisms due to entanglement and
ingestion. Animals may have their abilities to feed or avoid predators impaired by debris.
Ingested plastic items may also cause blocked digestive tracts, damaged stomach linings,
lessened feeding drives or may provide a source of toxic chemicals which impair or kill
wildlife.

While there were no reported sightings of animals either dead or entangled in debris, we can
not rule out this problem in the Galveston Bay Estuary. Sightings can be rare due to the
fact that animals interact with debris over large areas which are difficult to sample. Most
dead or disabled organisms are probably eaten by predators or decompose before an
observation is made. In addition, when a dead animal is observed it may not be obvious
what killed it unless a necropsy is performed.

People who discard used manufactured goods are the primary source of debris in the
estuary. Many of the most numerous items, such as plastic bags, plastic pieces and metal
beverage containers probably come from upland litter, shoreline recreationalists or
recreational and commercial boaters. The prevalence of debris in the ICWW would suggest
that shipping is a major contributor to the debris problem.
Stopping debris from entering Galveston Bay is the key to solving the debris problem.
Removing debris once it has entered the system is costly and, while certainly necessary, does
not solve the fundamental problem. Public education is probably the best solution.
Television could be used to make people aware of the effects debris has both ecologically
and economically. Proper disposal and recycling should be stressed. Encouraging the use



of reusable materials as opposed to disposable items is not only effective for keeping wastes
out of the estuary but has the additional benefits of decreasing the need for additional
landfills and reducing costs of cleanup and disposal.

Sufficient trash cans, recycling bins and disposal facilities should be provided at beaches,
marinas and ports. Containers should have lids so that trash is not inadvertently entered
into the system. Obviously, effective trash pick-up and disposal are critical. Incineration
facilities may need to be added to ports to deal with shipping wastes. Problems in areas,
such as parking lots, where debris collects, could be corrected by installing baffled drainage
systems to control runoff. The most efficient way of eliminating the problem is to stop
debris at its source.



INTRODUCTION

One of the priority problems identified by the Galveston Bay National Estuary Program is
the abundance and impact of floating, submerged and shoreline debris on the Galveston Bay
Estuary. The purpose of this study was to compile debris data to determine the magnitude
and distribution of debris and to evaluate the possible sources and effects of these materials
in the Galveston Estuary.

No previous surveys of debris have been done for the whole Galveston Bay Estuary.
Therefore, the extent and severity of debris as a problem for the Galveston Bay Estuary has
not been characterized. Two surveys of floating debris were undertaken by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the Houston Ship Channel as part of the Harbor
Studies Program. Plastic, especially plastic pellets, was the most frequently encountered
material. A total of 475,209 and 225,135 plastic pellets were collected by the EPA in the
two Houston surveys (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1992). At one
location, an explosion at a Phillips 66 plastics plant one month prior to sampling may have
contributed to the large number of plastic pellets sighted. It is interesting to note that
Houston has one of the greatest concentrations of plastics industries in the United States
and several plants are located along or near the channel (United States Environmental
Protection Agency, 1992). The combination of population density, manufacturing capability,
shipping and recreation occurring within this area provides the potential for debris to be a
serious problem.

SAMPLING METHODS

Data for this study was collected between June 1, 1992 and September 30, 1992. Sample
sites were selected randomly throughout the estuary so as not to bias the estimates of debris
in the estuary. Shoreline sites sampled by volunteers were based on random bag seine
sample locations done by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Coastal Fisheries monitoring program
in 1991.

In shoreline samples, citizens were asked to sample 100 feet of shoreline at a given location.
All debris material located between the waters edge and the high tide mark for the site was
counted and recorded. The high tide mark was determined by a drift line of material more
or less paralleling the shore. Approximate widths of the sampling area were recorded along
with weather conditions, wind speed and direction. In addition, citizens were asked to
record any toxic materials seen in the sample area, as well as any other information they felt
was helpful regarding sources, etc. Areas were then often cleaned of debris. A total of
37 samples were collected by volunteer citizens groups during this time.

In addition, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) staff recorded debris items
found in samples during their regular bag seine and trawl fisheries monitoring program.
Details of the fisheries monitoring procedures are described in the TPWD Marine Resource



Monitoring Operations Manual (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, 1991), which is
updated annually.

Debris caught in bag seine samples were used to characterize the shallow nearshore
environment. Bag seines were 18.3 m long and 1.8 m deep, with a 19 mm stretched nylon
#5 multifilament mesh wing (8.3 m long) and a 13 mm stretched nylon #5 multifilament
mesh bag. The bag seine was pulled parallel to the shoreline for a distance of 30 m. The
area covered by each bag seine sample was 0.03 hectare. A total of 80 bag seine samples
(20 per month) was collected.

Trawl nets were used to characterize the deeper submerged environment in the estuary.
Trawls were flat otter trawls, 6.1 m wide with 38 mm stretched #9 nylon multifilament
thread. Samples were done by pulling the net along the bay bottom at a speed of
approximated 5-6 km/hr in a circular pattern for 10 minutes. Area covered by trawl samples
was approximately 0.47 hectares. A total of 104 trawl samples (six per month in the
intracoastal waterway (ICWW) and 20 per month in the remaining parts of Galveston Bay
Estuary) was collected.

In addition, six transects to characterize floating debris were done in August of 1992 by
TPWD staff. Transect locations were random with two transects each in West Bay, East Bay
and the central part of Galveston Bay. Observations of floating items located within 25 feet
of either side of the boat were recorded.

All data were recorded on beach cleanup data sheets designed by the Center for Marine
Conservation (CMC).

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Debris items were classified as to major category and analyzed to determine the percentage
composition of the debris in each environment in the bay. These environments were
shoreline, nearshore, submerged and floating. Data were not pooled, but were analyzed for
each environment separately. Major categories included: plastics, styrofoam, glass, rubber,
metal, paper, wood, cloth and construction/industrial. The construction/industrial category,
which was not originally present on the beach cleanup sheets, was added during compilation
because items such as shingles, tar, bricks, etc. were commonly found. In addition, totals and
percentages for the most prevalent items were calculated.

The latitude and longitude coordinates for each sample were entered into a map database
using ATLAS/GIS software. Spatial distribution maps of the total number of debris items
were plotted for each environment to determine if aggregations of debris occurred in any
part of the estuary. This showed areas of concentration and allowed for the visual
delineation of areas having unusually high or low concentrations of debris within the estuary.



Areas with obvious aggregations were tested for statistical significance using either a t-test
or test of independence (x2). In areas where most samples did not contain any debris items,
a test of independence (Dixon and Massey, 1969) was done to test for a significant
difference in the percentage of samples with no debris items between the two areas. When
most samples contained debris items, t-tests were run to determine if the means from the
two areas were significantly different.

If aggregations were significantly different, the total debris in all strata was estimated using:

y = 2

where y = estimate of total debris along shoreline or in an area
nj = length of shoreline or area in the r* strata

X| = mean number of items coming from the i* strata
k = total strata in the estuary.

Since there was no basis to form apriori reasons for stratification, stratification was done by
visually inspecting the data on an aposteriori basis. To guard against creating areas which
were not significantly different, stratification was not done unless the probability (P) of
observing a test value was less than or equal to 0.01.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Shoreline

The number of samples collected by the citizens group was much smaller than those done
in bag seine and trawl. However, the majority of debris was collected from these shoreline
samples (Table 1). A total of 3,855 debris items were collected in 37 samples along the
shoreline by the citizens groups, compared with 28 and 27 items in the 80 nearshore and 104
submerged samples, respectively. This suggests that debris does not remain in the water
long but is washed up and accumulates along the shore or is rapidly buried.

Of the 3,855 items, 1,909 (approximately 50 percent) were plastic (Figure 1; Table 2). The
most prevalent plastic items collected were plastic pieces, plastic food bags, plastic caps,
plastic cigarette filters and miscellaneous plastic items including items such as boat pieces,
beads, and other unidentifiable plastic. Other prevalent items included glass pieces, metal
beverage cans, lumber pieces, styrofoam pieces and glass beverage bottles (Table 3).

Geographic distribution maps of debris for the shoreline environment indicated that debris
might be less prevalent in the East Bay area than in the rest of the Galveston Bay Estuary



(Figure 2). A t-test using the square root of debris items was run to determine if the two
areas were statistically different. The transformation using the square root of items was
necessary due to the skewed distribution and large kurtosis value of the untransformed data.
This test showed there was a significant difference between the two areas (t0.99=2.86, df=35).

Several factors probably account for this difference. East Bay is less developed than other
areas of the bay. In contrast, the western area of Galveston Bay is more heavily
industrialized and more heavily populated. As might be expected, the total number of debris
items is much higher in western Galveston Bay than in East Bay (Figure 2). In addition, the
prevailing wind direction in the Galveston Bay area is from the southeast. This would tend
to carry items away from East Bay and towards the northwest shoreline of the estuary.

Due to the statistically significant difference between East Bay samples and shoreline
samples from other areas of the estuary stratification was performed. However, since there
were no shoreline samples taken in the Trinity Bay section, the bay was stratified into three
areas rather than two as indicated in the above test. These areas were: East Bay, the Trinity
Bay area between Cedar Bayou and Oak Island and the remaining section of the estuary,
including West Bay and the western section of Galveston Bay. Since the magnitude of
debris was not known in the Trinity Bay area the mean number of debris items was assumed
to be equal to the pooled mean value for the entire unstratified data set. The total number
of debris items along the shoreline was estimated to be 2,105,931 ± 832218 (95% confidence
interval)(Table 4). This is approximately one item per foot for the entire estuary.

While East Bay appeared to contain less debris, it should be noted that no shoreline samples
were taken by volunteers along the ICWW. Observations by TPWD staff made during
floating debris surveys gave the impression that debris in the ICWW is more numerous than
indicated by other East Bay samples. Large debris piles were seen along the shore in the
ICWW, suggesting the data in East Bay may be unrepresentative of the total debris
problem in the area. Discussions with shrimpers also support the notion of a larger problem
in the ICWW. Therefore, it is possible that the magnitude of debris estimates in East Bay,
and, therefore, the total magnitude for the estuary would be higher if the ICWW had been
sampled.

Nearshore

Plastic and construction materials were the most prevalent debris items collected in the
nearshore environment, accounting for 25 percent each of the materials collected (Figure
1). The main plastic items collected were plastic bags of various types, while the main
construction material collected were bricks (Table 2). Riprap may be the source of the
bricks found in these samples.

As in the shoreline environment, geographic distribution maps in the nearshore environment
seemed to indicate that debris was less prevalent in the East Bay area (Figure 3). Since
approximately 87 percent of the samples did not contain debris, a test of independence was
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done comparing the percentage of samples with no debris items in the East Bay area with
those in the rest of the estuary. Results indicated that there was no significant difference
between the areas (x2= 1.735, df=l). Estimates of debris in this nearshore environment
were 480,923 ± 288,554 items (Table 5).

Submerged

Plastic materials accounted for 59 percent of the debris items collected in the submerged
environment (Figure 1). Trash bags were the most numerous plastic items collected. Metal
materials were the second most common debris category found, accounting for 37 percent
of the items. Metal beverage containers were the most common item found in this category
(Table 2).

Debris samples taken in the submerged areas of the ICWW showed a higher magnitude of
debris than those taken in other areas of the bay (Figures 4 & 5). While only 23 percent
of the submerged samples were taken in the ICWW, they accounted for approximately 78
percent of the debris items collected in trawls. Approximately 42 percent of the ICWW
samples contained debris items compared with about 4 percent of the remaining submerged
samples (Table 6). A test of independence was significant (x2=20.9, df=l), showing that
there was a higher percent of ICWW samples containing debris.

It has been suggested (Horsman, 1982) that debris tends to concentrate in ship corridors.
This appears to hold true for our data. An even larger concentration of items occurred near
passes -Bolivar Roads and Rollover Pass.

While samples were taken in the ICWW, no samples were done in the Houston Ship
Channel. Since no data were present for this area, it is not known if the magnitude of
debris items is similar to that in the ICWW. Previous studies of floating items done in the
Houston Ship Channel by the EPA have shown a large number of plastic items, especially
plastic resin pellets, plastic pieces and bags, etc. In fact, plastic pellets were found to be
more abundant in the Houston Ship Channel than any other harbor surveyed in the United
States (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1992). It is not known if the
floating debris items in the EPA survey are indicative of deeper submerged areas in the ship
channel which were not surveyed in this study. Therefore, the ship channel was not stratified
with the ICWW and estimates of the magnitude of debris for the submerged areas are
conservative at best. Estimates based on ICWW areas and other submerged areas show
total debris in this environment to be 16,153 items. (Table 7).

Floating

Floating debris items were not frequently found in the transects. However, debris has been
shown to accumulate in slicks and a random sampling effort, such as the one employed in
this study, may not encounter areas with high debris concentrations (United States
Environmental Agency, 1992).



A total of nine items was collected in the six surveys done. Debris was seen scattered
throughout the bay (Figure 6). The majority of items counted in the transects (45%) were
plastic. Another prevalent floating item found was metal beverage containers, which
comprised 22 percent of the items (Figure 1).

Once again, the ICWW was not surveyed for this environment but may contain a larger
number of floating debris items than areas surveyed. TPWD Coastal Fisheries staff have
suggested that floating objects are not often encountered in most areas of the bay but when
they are seen they are more often observed in the ICWW.

Estimates of the total debris items were not calculated in this environment due to the small
number of samples.

Potential Sources of Debris

The primary source of debris in the estuary is people discarding used manufactured goods.
This debris may be generated along the shore, in upland areas where it is washed into
drainages or on the bay itself by boaters throwing or allowing materials to blow overboard.
Many of the most numerous items, such as plastic bags, plastic pieces and metal beverage
containers probably come from upland litter, shoreline recreationalists or boaters.

Often the composition or distribution of debris items in the estuary indicate the major source
of the debris. The prevalence of debris in the ICWW would suggest that shipping is a major
contributor to the debris problem. Other areas of the estuary have different sources. At
least one observer collecting shoreline data in West Galveston Bay has suggested that most
of the debris at that sample site was generated by park users.

Particular items indicate their source. Plastic items such as fishing line, nets, floats and light
sticks are generated through fishing activities. These particular items represented 2% of the
items collected. Construction materials probably come from dumping. Bricks collected may
be from riprap.

The role of industry in the debris problem is not clear. While numerous plastic pellets were
found in the EPA floating debris survey of the Houston Ship Channel, they were not sighted
in this study. In fact, they are not even listed the CMC's beach cleanup sheets which were
used in the data collection. Not one observer indicated seeing plastic pellets though other
materials not contained on the data sheets were noted. This may not be due to the absence
of pellets but rather may be due to the fact that they are unnoticeable to most observers.
Their small size and resemblance to fish eggs makes them appear innocuous.

Debris is often carried many miles down rivers or through the Gulf before it reaches a
destination. Therefore, solutions to the problem must span the same wide range.
Ultimately, people are responsible for the problem, whether they interact with the bay
indirectly from rivers upstream or whether they work on the bay itself.
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Legislation

Several pieces of legislation are in place to help deal with the debris problem. The first is
Title I of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act, commonly called the Ocean
Dumping Act. This act places restrictions on disposal of wastes in the ocean and requires
permits from the EPA for disposal. This law only applies to U.S. vessels, however (Bean,
1987).

Internationally, Annex V of the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution
from Ships, or MARPOL, prevents the dumping of all plastic wastes from ships at sea. This
law only pertains to the countries, such as the United States, who are signatory to it. In
addition, restrictions are placed on dumping of other materials within certain distances from
shore. Special areas are further designated to limit disposal regardless of distance from
shore. The Gulf of Mexico is designated as a special area under MARPOL (Marine Debris
Action Plan, 1991).

In addition, the Marine Plastic Pollution Research and Control Act of 1987 prohibits the
dumping of all plastics by any vessel within U.S. waters. This includes bays, sounds and
inland waterways out to 200 miles (O'Hara, 1988).

While legislation has been enacted to help alleviate the debris problem, many problems still
exist. Illegal dumping is not easy to detect and non-enforcement has been the norm (Bean,
1987). In addition, laws in effect by the U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), while
expressing concern with public safety, may contribute to the problem by making illegal open
water dumping a more economical alternative to proper disposal of wastes. Under USDA
laws all foreign food-contaminated plastics must be incinerated and disposed of so that
disease-bearing insects are not brought in to the country (Martin, 1987).

Degradable plastics have received increasing attention recently. However, this is not a
solution to the marine debris problem. Degraded plastics do not disappear but merely break
down into smaller pieces. While degradable plastic may help to reduce the time an
individual is entangled, they may compound the problem of ingestion by organisms (O'Hara
et al, 1989).

Estimates of small plastic pieces are somewhat low due to at least one case of volunteers
commenting that plastic pieces were "too numerous to count." While this gives a good
description of the problem it does not provide the type of data necessary for magnitude
estimates.

Potential Effects

The debris problem is more than just an aesthetic problem. It has environmental and
economic consequences as well. Debris poses potentially serious problems in four major
areas: economic and navigation problems and health and wildlife hazards.
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In 1987, tourism was the state's second largest income producer with $13 billion dollars being
spent annually. A third of this or approximately $4.5 billion was being spent in coastal
counties (Martin, 1987). Since people don't like to visit dirty beaches, revenue suffers when
debris items are numerous on the beaches. Also, collecting and disposing of this garbage
cost Texas coastal cities and counties in excess of $14 million annually in 1987 (Martin, 1987)
and this cost will continue to increase unless a solution is found.

Productivity of fisheries is also potentially affected. Lost traps and nets may continue to fish
but the catch is never retrieved- a process known as "ghost fishing." In addition, animals die
due to entanglement or ingestion of debris items. This will affect revenue for fishing
operations.

Debris is also a navigation hazard. It can wrap around boat propellers or clog intake ports,
causing damage to vessels and putting boaters at risk. Large items may also do serious
structural damage to vessels.

There are some potential health hazards in Galveston Bay as well. No metal drums or
plastic containers containing toxic chemicals were detected in the samples collected during
the study period. However, one plastic 5 gallon container still containing tertiary methyl
butadiene was found when sample procedures were being developed. This was not included
in the study due to its location in an instruction area and not a pre-selected sample site
However, it is important to note its occurrence since it indicates such pollutants do occur.

Hospital waste, while not prevalent in the samples, was found at one site, indicating that the
potential risk to health does exist. In this case, a syringe was found along the shoreline in
West Bay. Using estimates of shoreline distance (Matlock & Ferguson, 1982) it can be
extrapolated that approximately 546 syringes could be found in the Galveston Bay Estuary
if all of the shoreline were sampled (Appendix 1).

While it is difficult to make general statements on the prevalence of these hazardous
materials due to the small number of samples collected, the data suggest they are not a
major problem at this time.

Ecologically, we are not certain of the effects of debris on fish and wildlife populations as
a whole. However, consequences to individual animals are obvious (Pruter, 1987). Studies
have shown plastic items, like those prevalent in this study, cause death in organisms due to
entanglement and ingestion. Ingested plastic items cause blocked digestive tracts and
damaged stomach linings. Small pieces accumulate in digestive tracts of animals, lessening
feeding drives and resulting in possible starvation. Animals then become weakened and
have their ability to feed, reproduce or avoid predators impaired. In addition, debris items
may provide a source of toxic chemicals (Day et al, 1985).
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While there were no reports of animals dying due to marine debris nor any animals
witnessed entangled in debris, we can not rule out this problem in the Galveston Estuary.
Sightings can be somewhat rare due to a number of factors. Animals interact with debris*
items over vast areas which are difficult to sample. It is likely that dead or disabled
organisms are eaten by predators or decompose before an observation is made (Laist, 1987).

Chance encounters with plastic by estuarine organisms are enhanced by the fact that items
tend to accumulate in drift lines due to tides and wind factors. These drift lines provide
substrate for larvae of sedentary animals, as well as a good shelter for other organisms.
Many creatures will attach themselves to the debris, increasing the chance that debris items
will be mistaken for prey. This concentration of food items is attractive to both estuarine
organisms and birds (Carr, 1987). In addition, debris items may be viewed as a curiosity or
object of play by marine mammals, causing these animals to become entangled (Laist, 1987).

Plastic items have been shown to be confused with prey species in a number of organisms.
Sea turtles have been shown to ingest plastic bags which they confuse with jellyfish, a
favorite food item (Carr, 1987; Gramentz, 1988). This is of concern for the species survival
since all sea turtle species found in the Galveston Bay Estuary are listed as threatened or
endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Scientists at the National Marine
Fisheries Service and the University of Texas have indicated that one-third to one-half of the
stranded sea turtles they examined had ingested plastic products (USEPA, 1990).

Birds also ingest plastic items. To date, 80 of the world's 280 seabird species have been
shown to ingest a range of items from small plastic pellets and polystyrene pieces to cigarette
lighters and toys (American Management Systems, Inc., 1991). Studies have indicated that
plastic pellets are confused with fish eggs (Day et al, 1985).

Plastic items were, by far, the most common debris item. Potentially harmful plastic items
made up 31% of the debris collected and projections indicate that approximately 793,891
items are currently in the Galveston Bay Estuary (Appendix 1).

Plastic was not the only harmful item found. Tar balls, while not numerous, were found in
a number of samples. Tar balls have been another potential ingestion problem for sea
turtles.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Stopping debris from entering the Galveston Bay Estuary is the key to solving the debris
problem. Removing debris once it has entered the system is costly and, while certainly
necessary, does not solve the fundamental problem. Any number of solutions, some very
simple and some much more complex, may help to alleviate the problem. For example, the
simple practice that trash collectors have of turning over trash cans after emptying them

13



contributes to the debris problem as trash remaining in the can spills out and blows away.
This procedure is not costly to correct and simply requires education.

Education and public involvement are crucial for any solution to work. Television programs
could be used to educate the public about the harm debris causes to wildlife and to tourism.
Such programs could stress that simple solutions are to recycle and dispose of trash in a
proper manner. In addition, encouraging the use of reusable materials as opposed to
disposable items is not only effective for keeping wastes out of the Bay but has the
additional benefits of decreasing the need for additional landfills and reducing costs of
cleanup and disposal.

Providing sufficient trash cans and recycling bins along sidewalks in upland areas, beaches,
marinas and ports is also a fairly simple solution. Containers should have lids so that trash
would not blow away. Obviously, effective trash pick-up and disposal are critical.
Incineration facilities may need to be added to ports to deal with shipping wastes.

Stormwater could be screened to remove debris in areas where debris tends to collect, such
as parking lots. This would help alleviate runoff problems into storm drains.

Various programs, such as the Shoreline Adoption and Beach Cleanup Programs in existence
for the Gulf of Mexico, may be useful to help alleviate problems in the bay. In the shoreline
adoption program, a group "adopts" an area of shoreline and cleans up debris in the area
periodically. Problems relating to privately-owned areas and access to sites would need to
be taken into consideration in the implementation of such a program.

To learn more about the debris problem, additional studies could be done to more
accurately pinpoint sources of debris, as well as amounts of debris in some of the areas
which were not sampled in this study, notably the Trinity Bay area and the shoreline of the
ICWW. An additional sampling effort could be used to obtain more data across the estuary.

Debris data sheets should be updated to include the numerous construction/industrial items
found in this study, as well as plastic pellets. Plastic pellets are important in the role of
industry in the debris problem.

Given the method used in this sampling effort, it was not possible to tell if debris had
accumulated over a long period of time or if large amounts of debris items were being added
to the system over time. A procedure which would provide an answer to this question is to
adopt a similar sampling scheme to that of the Center for Marine Conservation. In this
sampling system, several locations are visited periodically over time. On each visit the same
section of beach is sampled. In one half of the sampled distance, all debris items are
counted and the beach is thoroughly cleaned. In the other half, items are counted, marked
and their exact location is noted. However, they are left on the beach where they were
found. On the next visit to the area, it is noted if these old debris items are still present and
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where they are located. In addition, new items are counted. Once again half of the beach
is cleaned while the other half is not. Data collected in this manner will allow analyses to
see what percentage of material moves along the beach and in what direction, how much
new material is coming in and if old material has left the system. A deposition rate may
then be estimated. This would help in pinpointing answers for many of the questions which
were not fully addressed in this study.

In addition, studies at the mouth of tributaries would be useful to identify which streams are
major sources of debris entering the bay. Such studies should be conducted during dry, as
well as wet, weather. It might be possible to use surface nets to strain out debris for such
a study. These nets could then be installed permanently at areas where debris occurs in
large volumes. Cleaning these nets may be easier than cleaning up miles of shoreline and
less costly in the long run.
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Table 1. Comparison between the number of debris items and samples collected in the shoreline,
nearshore, submerged and floating environments of the Galveston Bay Estuary.

Environment Number
of Samples

Number
of Debris Items

Shoreline
Nearshore
Submerged
Floating

37
80

104
6

3855
28
27
9

19



Table 2. Summary of debris items found in shoreline, nearshore, submerged and floating samples
taken in the Galveston Bay Estuary.

TYPE ITEM

NEAR
SHORE

SHORE SHALLOW SUB-
LINE WATER MERGED FLOATING

PLASTIC
BAGS:

FOOD BAGS
SALT
TRASH
OTHER

297
3

42
94

3
0
1
0

1
0
6
3

1
0
0
2

BOTTLES:
BEVERAGE, SODA
BLEACH, CLEANER
MILK/WATER GAL. JUGS
OIL, LUBE
OTHER BOTTLES

BUCKETS
CAPS, LIDS
CIGARETTE FILTERS
CIGARETTE LIGHTERS
CUPS, UTENSILS
DIAPERS
FISHING LINE
FISHING LURES, FLOATS
FISHING NETS
HARD HATS
LIGHT STICKS
PIECES
PIPE THREAD PROTECTOR
ROPE

34
26
39
42
32
18

251
173
11
52
16
48
22
4
1
4

330
0

86

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0

0
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

SHEETING:
LONGER THAN 2 FEET
2 FEET OR SHORTER

6-PACK HOLDER
STRAPPING BANDS
STRAWS
SYRINGES
TAMPON APPLICATORS
TOYS
VEGETABLE SACKS
"WRITE PROTECTION" RINGS
OTHER PLASTIC (SPECIFY)

TOTAL PLASTICS

6
17
39
9

29
1
3

16
10
0

154

1,909

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2

7

0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
2

16

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

4
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Table 2. Summary of debris items found in shoreline, nearshore, submerged and floating samples
taken in the Galveston Bay Estuary.

TYPE ITEM

STYROFOAM
BUOYS
CUPS
EGG CARTONS
FAST FOOD CONTAINERS
MEAT TRAYS
PACKAGING MATERIAL
PIECES
PLATES
OTHER STYROFOAM (SPECIFY)

SHORE
LINE

5
97
1

22
6

18
161
13
14

NEAR
SHORE
SHALLOW
WATER

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

SUB-
MERGED

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

FLOATING

0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0

TOTAL STYROFOAM 337 0

GLASS
BOTTLES/JARS:

BEVERAGE BOTTLES 143
FOOD JARS 7
OTHER BOTTLES/JARS 6

FLUORESCENT LIGHT TUBES 0
LIGHT BULBS 5
PIECES 297
OTHER GLASS (SPECIFY) 6

TOTAL GLASS 464

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0 0

RUBBER
BALLOONS
CONDOMS
GLOVES
TIRES
OTHER RUBBER (SPECIFY)

FOTAL RUBBER

12
0
8

11
30

61

0
0
0
4
0

4

0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0
0
0
0

0
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Table 2. Summary of debris items found in shoreline, nearshore, submerged and floating samples
taken in the Galveston Bay Estuary.

TYPE ITEM

METAL:
BOTTLE CAPS
CANS:

AEROSOL
BEVERAGE
FOOD
OTHER

CRAB/FISH TRAPS
55 GALLON DRUMS:

RUSTY
NEW

PIECES
PULL TABS
WIRE
OTHER METAL (SPECIFY)

TOTAL METAL

PAPER:
BAGS
CARDBOARD
CARTONS
CUPS
NEWSPAPERS/MAGAZINES
PIECES
PLATES
OTHER PAPER (SPECIFY)

TOTAL PAPER

WOOD:
CRAB/LOBSTER TRAPS
CRATES
LUMBER PIECES
PALLETS
OTHER WOOD (SPECIFY)

TOTAL WOOD

SHORE
LINE

8

13
234

11
3
3

0
0

15
11
11
41

350

16
28
38
12
7

76
13

114

304

0
0

187
0

10

197

NEAR
SHORE
SHALLOW
WATER

0

0
3
0
0
0

0
0
1
0
0
2

6

1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0

2

0
0
1
0
0

1

SUB-
MERGED

0

0
6
0
0
0

0
0
1
0
0
3

10

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0
0
0
0

0

FLOATING

0

0
2
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

2

0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1

2

0
0
0
0
0

0
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Table 2. Summary of debris items found in shoreline, nearshore, submerged and floating samples
taken in the Galveston Bay Estuary.

TYPE ITEM

CLOTH
CLOTHING/PIECES

TOTAL CLOTH

SHORE
LINE

57

57

NEAR
SHORE
SHALLOW
WATER

0

0

SUB-
MERGED

1

1

FLOATING

0

0

INDUSTRIAL/CONSTRUCTION
BRICKS
CARPET
PAINT CANS
SHINGLES
TAR
OTHER

TOTAL INDUSTRIAL

5
0
0
0
2
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

176 0

TOTAL DEBRIS ITEMS 3855 28 27
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Table 3. Ten most prevalent debris items collected on the shoreline.

Item Number collected Percentage

Plastic pieces

Plastic bags

Glass pieces

Plastic caps

Metal beverage cnas

Lumber

Plastic cigarette filters

Styrofoam pieces

Other plastic

Glass beverage bottles

Total 2227

8.56

7.70

7.70

6.51

6.07

4.85

4.48

4.17

3.99

3.71

57.77

Table 4. Estimate of debris items occurring in the shoreline environment of the Galveston Bay
Estuary.

Area

Trinity

E. Bay

Rest

Shoreline
distance

(m)

92842.8

127726.2

441131.0

Lower
95%
limit

1.91

0.31

2.40

Mean
(no./m)

2.89

1.53

3.72

Upper
95%
limit

3.87

2.75

5.05

Lower
95%
limit

177609

39159

1056945

Total
estimate

268529

195164

1642238

Upper
95%
limit

359449

351169

2227531

Total 1273713 2105931 2938149
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Table 5. Estimates of debris items occurring in the nearshore environment of the Galveston Bay
Estuary.

Location

Nearshore

Bay area
(hectares)

41,222

Lower
95%
limit

4.67

Mean
(items/

ha)

11.67

Upper
95%
limit

18.67

Lower
95%
limit

192,369

Estimated
number

480,923

Upper
95%
limit

769,477

Table 6. Comparison between the number of submerged debris items collected in the ICWW and
those collected in the other submerged areas in the Galveston Bay Estuary.

Area Samples Total
items

Percent of
Samples

with debris

Percent of
Total

Debris items

ICWW

Remainder

24

80

21

6

41.6%

3.7%

78%

22%

Total 104 27
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Table 7. Estimates of debris magnitude in the submerged environment of the Galveston Bay
Estuary.

Location Bay Area Lower Mean Upper Lower Estimated Upper
(hectares) 95% (items/ 95% 95% number 95%

limit ha) limit limit limit

ICWW

Rest

72 0.79

100,382 0.09

1.87 2.95 57

0.16 0.27 9397

135 213

16018 27124

Total 9454 16153 27337
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plastic

styrofoam industrial
cloth

glass
rubber metal

paper

wood

Shoreline

glass

rubber

metal

plastic

industrial

paper

Nearshore

plastic

metal

Submerged

cloth
styrofoam

plastic

wood
metal

Floating

Figure 1. Percent composition of debris items found in the shoreline, nearshore,
submerged and floating environments of the Galveston Bay Estuary.



Total debris

+ 2 to 25 items

0 25 to 50 items

A 50 to 75 items

• 75 to 100 items

100 to 580 items

Figure 2. Spatial distribution of debris items in the shoreline environment of
the Galveston Bay Estuary.



Total debris
0 items

1 item

2 items

3 items

+ 4 items

5 items

Figure 3. Spatial distribution of debris items in the nearshore environment of
the Galveston Bay Estuary.



Total Debris

0 items

^ 1 item

A 2 items

I 3 items

•̂  4 items

Figure 4. Spatial distribution of debris items in the submerged environment
of the intracoastal waterway in the Galveston Bay Estuary.
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0 items
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Figure 5. Spatial distribution of debris items in the submerged environment
of the Galveston Bay Estuary, exclusive of intracoastal samples.



Number of items collected

Transect t1 = 0
Transect t2= 1
Transect t3= 2
Transect t4= 2
Transect t5= 4
Transect t6= 0

Figure 6. Location of floating debris transects in the Galveston Bay Estuary.



APPENDIX I. ESTIMATE OF TOTAL DEBRIS ITEMS IN ESTUARY

TYPE ITEM

PLASTIC
BAGS:

FOOD BAGS
SALT
TRASH
OTHER

BOTTLES:
BEVERAGE, SODA
BLEACH, CLEANER

SHORE
LINE

162,247
1,639

22,944
51,351

18,574
14,203

MILK/WATER GAL. JUGS 21,305
OIL, LUBE
OTHER BOTTLES

BUCKETS
CAPS, LIDS
CIGARETTE FILTERS
CIGARETTE LIGHTERS
CUPS, UTENSILS
DIAPERS
FISHING LINE
FISHING LURES, FLOATS
FISHING NETS
HARD HATS
LIGHT STICKS
PIECES
PIPE THREAD PROTECTOR
ROPE
SHEETING:

LONGER THAN 2 FEET
2 FEET OR SHORTER

6-PACK HOLDER
STRAPPING BANDS
STRAWS
SYRINGES
TAMPON APPLICATORS
TOYS
VEGETABLE SACKS
"WRITE PROTECTION" RINGS
OTHER PLASTIC (SPECIFY)

TOTAL PLASTICS

AR - ARTIFICIAL REEF
H - HEALTH HAZARD
H INJ - HEALTH BY INJURY

22,944
17,481
9,833

137,118
94,507
6,009

28,407
8,740

26,222
12,018
2,185

546
2,185

180,274
0

46,980

3,278
9,287

21,305
4,917

15,842
542

1,639
8,740
5,463

0
84,128

1,042,859

NEAR
SHORE

51,527
0

17,176
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

17,176
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

34,352

120,231

ML
NAV
POL

SUB- POTENTIAL
MERGED

598
0

3,590
1,795

0
0

598
0
0

598
0
0
0

598
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0

598
0
0
0
0
0
0

1,197

9,572

- MARINE LIFE
- NAVIGATION
- POLLUTION

PROBLEM

ML
ML
ML
ML

ML

POL

ML

POL

ML
ML
ML

ML

ML

ML
ML
ML
ML

H

ML
ML
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APPENDIX I. ESTIMATE OF TOTAL DEBRIS ITEMS IN ESTUARY

TYPE ITEM
SHORE

LINE
NEAR

SHORE
SUB-

MERGED
POTENTIAL

PROBLEM

STYROFOAM
BUOYS 2,731
CUPS 52,990
EGG CARTONS 546
FAST FOOD CONTAINERS 12,018
MEAT TRAYS 3,278
PACKAGING MATERIAL 9,833
PIECES 87,952
PLATES 7,102
OTHER STYROFOAM (SPECIFY) 7,648

TOTAL STYROFOAM 184,098

GLASS
BOTTLES/JARS:

BEVERAGE BOTTLES 78,119
FOOD JARS 3,824
OTHER BOTTLES/JARS 3,278

FLUORESCENT LIGHT TUBES 0
LIGHT BULBS 2,731
PIECES 162,247
OTHER GLASS (SPECIFY) 3,278

TOTAL GLASS 253,476

RUBBER
BALLOONS 6,555
CONDOMS 0
GLOVES 4,370
TIRES 6,009
OTHER RUBBER (SPECIFY) 16,389

TOTAL RUBBER 33,323

0

34,352

0
0
0

68,703
0

68,703

0

HINT
HINJ
HINJ
HINJ

ML
ML
ML
AR

AR
H

- ARTIFICIAL REEF
- HEALTH HAZARD

H INJ - HEALTH BY INJURY

ML -MARINE LIFE
NAV - NAVIGATION
POL -POLLUTION
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I
APPENDIX I. ESTIMATE OF TOTAL DEBRIS ITEMS IN ESTUARY

TYPE ITEM

METAL:
BOTTLE CAPS
CANS:

AEROSOL
BEVERAGE
FOOD
OTHER

CRAB/FISH TRAPS
55 GALLON DRUMS:

RUSTY
NEW

PIECES
PULL TABS
WIRE
OTHER METAL (SPECIFY)

TOTAL METAL

PAPER:
BAGS
CARDBOARD
CARTONS
CUPS
NEWSPAPERS/MAGAZINES
PIECES
PLATES
OTHER PAPER (SPECIFY)

TOTAL PAPER

WOOD:
CRAB/LOBSTER TRAPS
CRATES
LUMBER PIECES
PALLETS
OTHER WOOD (SPECIFY)

TOTAL WOOD

SHORE
LINE

4,370

7,102
127,831

6,009
1,639
1,639

0
0

8,194
6,009
6,009

22,398

191,200

8,740
15,296
20,759
6,555
3,824

41,518
7,102

62,276

166,070

0
0

102,155
0

5,463

107,618

NEAR SUB- POTENTIAL
SHORE MERGED PROBLEM

0

0
51,527

0
0
0

0
0

7,176
0
0

34,352

103,055

17,176
0
0
0
0

17,176
0
0

34,352

0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0
3,590

0
0
0

0
0

598
0
0

1,795

5,983

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0
0
0
0

0

POL

ML

POL
POL

ML

ML

NAV

NAV

AR - ARTIFICIAL REEF
H - HEALTH HAZARD
H INJ - HEALTH BY INJURY

ML -MARINE LIFE
NAV - NAVIGATION
POL -POLLUTION
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APPENDIX I. ESTIMATE OF TOTAL DEBRIS ITEMS IN ESTUARY

SHORE NEAR SUB- POTENTIAL
LINE SHORE MERGED PROBLEMTYPE ITEM

CLOTH
CLOTHING/PIECES

TOTAL CLOTH

INDUSTRIAL/CONSTRUCTION
BRICKS
CARPET
PAINT CANS
SHINGLES
TAR
OTHER

TOTAL INDUSTRIAL

TOTAL DEBRIS

31,138

31,138

96,146

2,105,928

120,231

480,924

598

598

62,276
1,093
546

13,111
14,203
4,917

85,879
0
0
0

34,352
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0

16,153

POL

POL

AR - ARTIFICIAL REEF
H - HEALTH HAZARD
H INJ - HEALTH BY INJURY

ML -MARINE LIFE
NAV - NAVIGATION
POL -POLLUTION
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