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Dear Mr. Toope and Mr. Bevacqua, 
  
The American Chemistry Council’s (ACC) Plastics Division appreciates the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Commission’s Preliminary recommendations on Microplastics in the Great Lakes. The 
Plastics Division of ACC is supported by sixteen global companies that produce various types of plastic 
resin. As a signatory to the Declaration of the Global Plastics Associations for Solutions on Marine Litter1, 
ACC has supported research and projects to reduce marine debris within and outside of the United 
States. We agree that plastic litter is not acceptable and does not belong in the marine environment or 
the Great Lakes.   
  
Improved Waste Management is the Key 
ACC recommends that the Commission consider the overall impact of alternatives to plastic when 
developing policy recommendations. Under the Pollution Prevention recommendation, the Commission 
notes “Other instruments, such as market-based bans and fees for single-use plastic items…”. These 
types of measures simply change the item being littered and do not address the root problem—waste 
management. The issue of “substitution litter” caused by banning one type of product or packaging is 
one which the California State Water Resources Control Board2 (Board) addressed in adopting its 
statewide Trash Amendments in 2015. Specifically, the Board determined that adopting local ordinances 
that ban specific product or packaging frequently result in a substitute taking their place, and the 
substitute is just as likely to be discarded by the end-user and find its way into the Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System agencies’ storm water. In 2007, the City of San Francisco instituted a product ban in 
an attempt to address litter.  A 2008 study conducted for the City of San Francisco3 documented a 58% 
increase in litter of non-banned products, indicating that prohibiting the sale and use of a specific 
product does not decrease overall litter, rather it leads to a shift in litter to other materials. 
 
The Commission should also consider the 2016 report by Trucost4 regarding the environmental costs of 
plastics versus alternative materials.  The 2016 study utilized the same methodology as the 2014 United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) report to calculate the environmental cost of replacing plastics 
with alternative materials.  Trucost found such a replacement of plastics with alternative materials 
would increase environmental costs from $139 billion to $533 billion annually.  Thus, replacing plastics 
will increase environmental burdens such as greenhouse gas emissions, increased energy use and waste. 
Plastics have lower costs due to the ability to use significantly less material for the same purpose as a 
result of plastics’ favorable strength-to-weight ratios, which contributes to sustainability and provides 
environmental benefits throughout the lifecycle of plastic products.  Any recommendations to restrict 
plastic use must be based on life-cycle assessments and thoroughly consider the impacts of alternatives 
and the potential of increasing food waste.   
  
The 2015 paper by Jambeck et. al.5 identified the major sources of marine litter.  Coastal European 
Union nations, which have extended producer responsibility (EPR) measures, ranked 18th on the list 
versus the United States, which ranked 20th, demonstrating that EPR systems do not provide a 
productive solution to address marine debris. The Ocean Conservancy’s Stemming the Tide: Land-based 
strategies for a plastic-free ocean6 identified improved waste management as a key measure to reduce 
marine debris. ACC has supported numerous litter studies in communities across the United States. 
Many of these studies, such as the Honolulu Litter Assessment7, identified waste management actions, 
such as covering open trash cans, as measures that can significantly reduce leakage of plastic debris into 
the environment. ACC supports improving waste management and is a member of the Recycling 
Partnership that works with communities to improve their programs to reduce waste. Improving waste 
management is key to reducing marine debris. 



2 
 

 
Knowledge Gaps are the Key Issue 
ACC agrees with the Commission’s observation, as stated in the call for comments, that there are 
“significant knowledge gaps and (a) need for further information to address causes and impacts of 
microplastics.”  We are pleased to see the Commission prioritizing research to answer these questions. 
Of the knowledge gaps highlighted by the Commission, two include the source of microplastics and the 
mechanisms by which different plastic debris degrades.  We agree this is important research.  ACC is 
discussing similar projects with research institutions.   
  
ACC’s Plastics Division appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to the Commission and looks 
forward to continuing to work with the Commission to reduce plastic and microplastic litter in the Great 
Lakes.  Please contact me if you have any questions. 
  
Sincerely, 
Stewart Harris 
Stewart Harris | American Chemistry Council 
Director, Marine and Environmental Stewardship, Plastics Division 
Stewart_Harris@americanchemistry.com  
700 2nd Street, NE |Washington, DC| 20002 
O: (202) 249-6626 | C: (410) 562-5976 
www.americanchemistry.com/plastics 
MarineLitterSolutions.com  
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