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INTRODUCTION

This short communication presents results obtaimgkin the framework
of the pan-European project Coastwatch Europe wisicddonducted under the
auspices of the European Parliament in Brussels ¥)G The aim of this
project is to monitor the amount of debris and g=oaf plants and animals on
the sea coast. The idea of this project was estaddli in Ireland in 1987 and
coordinated by Trinity College, Dublin. The firgtsults obtained in autumn
1987 in Ireland were so interesting that the Eumop€ommission for the
Natural Environment provided funding to expand gneject to include other
European countries. The project was awarded tie tiguse the “Environment
for Europe” logo and the DG Xl of the European Ranent was named the
official patron.

Eight countries conducted experimental studies988] and the program
was named Coastwatch Europe. In 1989 simultanedsereations were
conducted in six countries - Denmark, Ireland, thetherlands, Norway,
Portugal and the United Kingdom, and the first fpeian report was published
following the survey. In the same year the proj@es conducted on a pilot
scale in four more countries - Belgium, Germang|dod and Italy. In 1990 the
survey area was further increased by the piloigpation of Latvia, Spain and
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Sweden. In 1991 Estonia, Greece, Lithuania andnidolgere included. In 1992

Bulgaria, France, Latvia, Ukraine and a small comfeFinland were added,

and in 1993 Russia joined the program. The aimthef Coastwatch Europe

Network are as follow:

1. to raise public awareness of coastal resourcdtlavels;

2. to designate problems and threats to the coastfiddo instigate and advise
on remedial and protective follow up work and téphepastal communities
become actively involved in protecting their cobstavironment;

3. to gather a large amount of baseline data withéhat time on the state of
the European coastline in a form which is direactbmparable between
countries and to store and analyze data in anyeadilievable format for
use in coastal management and monitoring policy;

4. to act as an international framework which candapged for the collection
of other environmental data for use in environmigioliow-up work;

5. to aid interdisciplinary environmental educatioramd out of schools.

The first Polish survey was done on a pilot scdl®2km of the Gulf of
Gdansk in 1991 under the Polish name @bserwator Wybrza Europy In
1992 the program encompassed the whole of thehPotiast. Since then, the
Coastwatch Europe program has been conducted é&nralahg the Polish
coast. The regional specifics of the studied cotst, existence of threats,
differences in the occurrence of marine flora asmghf and estimations of the
degree of pollution along the coasts were idemtifitirough national
guestionnaires.

The aim of this communication is to present the nmagsults of data
sampled during 2001 within the framework of thei$topart of the Coastwatch
Europe program.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Questionnaires were used throughout Europe asasie for sampling the
data. The monitoring of coasts is conducted througlEurope simultaneously
at the end of September and the beginning of Octoer the course of four to
five weeks. The coordinator from each country ispamsible for establishing
the exact date of monitoring as soon as possilée tife summer season. The
reason for this is two-fold. Firstly, autumn wingash off beaches and can alter
litter charging. Secondly, the participants, whatle mostly students, are just
returning from the summer holidays.

The coast is divided into parts, blocks and segmehtpart is 500 m long
and is the smallest measurement unit. The datéevetr from one part are
included in one questionnaire. Ten parts make akb{d km) and ten blocks
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comprise a segment (50 km). Each part of the dsasvestigated by surveyor
teams of 2 — 3 people who are responsible for viragcthis area and recording
in writing the items and features designated ingihestionnaire. The completed
guestionnaires are returned to the national Coastmatfice (Sopocki Instytut
Ekologiczny) where they are sorted and statisgcalialyzed. In 2001, 420
guestionnaires which described 210 km of coast waetyzed. Almost half of
the participants had taken part in the program ipusly and were already
familiar with the surveyed coast; 30% of them weeg/comers to the program.
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Fig. 1. Type of coastline within the surveyed area.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The geomorphological character of the Polish coastae is defined as
a sandy beach area with dunes. The beaches conagirigd 90% of all the
surveyed coastline (Fig. 1). There are also shegments of cliffs and
bulrushes. The general state of littering is nghhji varied. More than half of
the surveyors indicated that the coast is modsriitedred, while 12% of them
defined the observed coast as grossly littered @igThe amount of surveyed
area described as grossly littered has oscillatedna 10% in recent years
(J&wiak 1996, Jawiak 1997, Jawiak 2000). In comparison with results from
other European countries, the Polish coast catalssified as one of the cleaner
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Fig. 2. Level of litter cover on the surveyed coast.

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30 s

Percent of surveyed coast

SRR -

wl o e

|
|
|
|
e
L

—_—

Landfill mater. Furniture Ship wrackage

Large metal

Tyres

House refuse Dumped crops

Fig. 3. Large litter items on the Polish coast.
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Fig. 4. General litter and pollution types on the surveyed coast.
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Fig. 6. Threats to the surveyed coast.

ones. In contrast, 61% of the Spanish coast and @M6rtuguese and 17% of
French beaches are described as grossly litteres{iyet al. 1995).

Of large litter items, landfill materials, which veefound on 22% of the
surveyed coast, were the most frequently recor@iad.high frequency of this
type of litter was also noted on the Italian cq@&olik 1997) and in Ukraine,
the Netherlands, Sweden and Iceland (Dubskyal. 1995). Tires were the
second most common type of large debris at 18%th®fEuropean countries,
Poland had one of the largest number of tiresdefthe coast (Dubskgt al.
1995). Household refuse was reported at slightly less ttif#b (Fig. 3). The
occurrence of household refuse is characteristigfmr, developed countries
(Faris and Hart 1995Y.he dominant types amaller litter recorded on 70-80%
of the surveyed coastline were cans, glass ang glatsles, paper or wood and
fragments of plastic. This kind of debris is thestisequently observed type on
almost every coast in Europe and throughout thddwm@loore et al. 2001,
Moore and Allen 2000, Cahoon 1999, Snethal. 1997, Frost 1997, McGilvary
1995, Holden 1995, McGilvary 1994, Baird D. 199sdfdagui and Abu-Hilal
1994, Corbin and Singh 1993, Garrity and Leving83l®Rees and Pond 1993).
Oil, hazardous containers and medical waste weserebd very rarely (Fig. 4).
Within the category of beverage containers, pladticks bottles were the most
frequent at a mean of approximately 150 for eadkmbblock, followed by
beverage cans (approximately 78/5 km), glassdsofapproximately 62/5 km)
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and paper drinks containers (approximately 34/5 (. 5). The frequency of
beverage containers on the Polish coast has rethaina stable level and is
within the European average (Dubsityal. 1995, Jawiak 1994, Jowiak 1996,
J&wiak 1997, Jawiak 1998, Jéwiak 1999, Jéwiak 2000).

Threats from recreational activities were the maosportant on the
observed coast at more than 80%, followed by enc&i®2%. When combined,
these threats are among the highest in the 22pEarocountries participating
in Coastwatch Europe (Dubslet al. 1995). Reports of other threats, such as
sewage pollution, flooding and oil, are much rgde3-15%) (Fig. 6). Pollution
which occurs on the coast is a significant dangetHe coastal zone ecosystem
and for the development of the recreational usthefcoast (Halet al. 2000,
Inancet al. 1997, Smithet al. 1997, Williams and Nelson 1997, Faris and Hart
1995, Fryet al. 1986).

CONCLUSIONS

About 12% of the coastline was classified as setjolittered. Landfill
materials, tires and household refuse were the fregiently noted large litter
items, but the most frequent was small debris sischaper, glass, all types of
drink containers and plastic littdRecreation and tourism were described as the
most dangerous of the activities conducted ontineeyed Polish coast.
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