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Just as this report was being completed, the media was reporting
that the Norwegian Sun had dumped raw sewage into Juan de Fuca
Strait. En route to Victoria’s Ogden Point, the Norwegian Sun
dumped 62,000 litres of raw sewage into waters just southeast of
Victoria, near Port Townsend. The ship had intended to discharge
all of its “grey water” into the Strait but instead accidentally
flushed untreated human wastes for a half hour. Norwegian Cruise
Line says the dumping, although accidental, is still totally legal.
There have been no reports from local or Canadian officials
expressing concern or planned action regarding the ship that spent
that day at Ogden Point and is scheduled to continue to travel to
Victoria every week this season.




Ripple Effects:
The Need to Assess the Impacts of Cruise Ships in Victoria

Executive Summary

Over thelast threeyears there has been an
incredible 300 percent increasein cruise
ship trafficin Victoria The cumulative
impact of thisyear’s 320,000 passengers and
crew members from 122 visits has not been
studied or planned for in Victoriadespite the
fact that the cruise port residesin a
residentia nei ghbourhood, with massive
ships lessthan 300 metres away fromthe
front-geps of people s homes. Thecity’s
policy gpearsto be—TheM oreThe Better
—the only impacts examined are positive
economi ¢ growth with littleintegration
within existing plans, or limits on growth.

Thisreport, Ripple Effects: The Need to
Assess the Impacts of Cruise Shipsin
Victoria B.C, raises questions tha need to
be addressed, such as:

0 “How many cruise ships and
passengers can Victoria
accommodate?’

0 “What is our threshold?’

0 “Wha arethefull impacts of cruise
tourism on Victoria, not just
economi ¢ but aso environmenta and
community impacts?’

These questions are put in context by
providing a gdimpse of the history of cruise
ship environmenta fines, the levels of
pollution produced by these ships, and the
federd regulatory environment.

Pollution levels from cruise ships should be
ared flagto Victoria, indicatingthat thereis
need for concern. Cruise ships burn bunker
fud that has a90% higher sulphur content
than that used by cars. Each day duringthe

Seattle and Alaska cruise season, ships are
producing over 158 million litres of
wastewater, and 158 tons of garbage and
solid waste.

Thecity of Victoriais welcoming ships that
have records of environmentd violations
and somethat have even been banned from
other cities. For example, the Cryga
Harmony has been banned by the City of

M onterey for having dumped thousands of
gallons of wastewater into the bay. This
same ship was charged in Alaskafor air
violations in 2000 and 2001. T his ship is not
oneisolated case. Cruise ships have accrued
over 60 million dollars in environmenta
fines over thelast fiveyearsin the United
Sates. In Canada, because of inadequate
monitoring, there have been no fines despite
thefact that these same ships visit our
weters.

These are simply afew examples of why
Victorianeeds to assess theimpact of cruise
ships before further promoting them.
Victorianeeds to:

1) Monitor what is beingdumped into
our waters.

2) Monitor what is being emitted into
our air.

3) Assesstheimpact on James Bay, the
nei ghbourhood where thousands of
cruise passengers and crew trave
through in hundreds of taxis and tour
buses.

4) Assess how cruise tourism impacts
Victoria s overdl plans for
environmenta sustainability,
nei ghbourhood plans and how it
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impacts other forms of tourism, such
as the 150,000 cold water SCUBA
dives that dso take place a Ogden
Point each year.

5) Determineif the economic impacts
areinflated and if cruise ships and
passengers are payingtherr fair
share, or whether resident tax-payers
are subsidizing ahighly profitable
industry .

Thecity of Victoriahas no assessment of
impacts, loca standards or taxation on
cruise ships. However, many aher cities
such as Juneau, Alaskaand Key West,
Floridahave a$5 and $8 passenger tax.
Juneau has dso imposed a4% sdes tax on
shore excursions and on-shore purchases.
The Port of Seattle requires cruise ships to
burn low sulphur diesd while at port, while
Tenakee Springs has rejected cruise ships
and Stka, Alaskahas put acap on
infrastructure.

Whiletheindustry and every leve of
government are eager to promote cruise

tourismin Victoria, no one has taken on the
role of planningfor its growth. Continuing
to promote growth without assessing
impacts and enforcinglocd standards is
irresponsible. Whilethe City may arguethey
cannot regulate theindustry, they can takea
leadership rolein protectingthecity’s
residents, neighbourhoods, environment and
economy .

Recommendations:
1) A moratorium on cruise ship growth

in Victoria

2) TheCity of Victoriaimmediately
initiate a process to assess the full
impacts of cruise shipsin Victoria

3) Theimplementation of amunicipa
cruise passenger tax.

4) The development and enforcement of
locdl environmentad and socid
standards on cruise tourism.

5) Ensurethat federd regulationis
followed through monitoring and is
strengthened bey ond voluntary
standards.
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Why Are Cruise Ships An Issue?

THE VANCOUVER ISLAND PUBLIC
INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP
(VIPIRG) is cdlingon the City of Victoria
to begn to assess cruise ship impacts onthe
loca environment, and our community.
With the recent divestment of Victoria's
harbour to the Greater Victoria Harbour
Authority, thisis an opportunetimeto
examine the full impacts of cruise ships.
Based on theinformation gathered, they
should, in partnership with al stakeholders
in the community, enact aplan that will
avert and mitigate negetive impacts on
Victoria and British Columbia This
document is meant to be theinitid catay st
to asy gematic questioning and analy sis of
theimpactsthat these ships have on British
Columbia’s environment and communities.
It provides agobd context for Victoria's
decision-making by discussinginternational
problems created as aresult of the cruise
ship indusgtry and theimplications for
Victoria and therest of the West Coad. In
addition it provides an overview of potertia
solutions and recommendations on actions
for the City of Victoria

Cruise ship impacts onthe environment and
our communities have become a mgor
concern for citizens in North America.
Cities and towns like Juneau, Haines, Sitka,
Honolulu, Key West, M orterey, and Halifax
arejust ahandful of those speaking out
against cruise ship impacts onther loca
ecosy gems and communities. M any now
closely monitor cruise ship actions and have
been puttingin placeregulations more

stringent than federa standards to reduce the
impacts of these*” floating cities”.
Unfortunately, VictoriaB.C., despitether
huge increasein visits, has taken little
initiative in the monitoring, regulating, and
loca taxation of the industry that has been
seen dsewhere.

Dueto changes in theindustry, and recent
international events, the City of Victoriahas
become an attractive port tothe cruise ship
industry. The number of visits has been
growingat an uncontrolled rate without
adequate impact assessment, planning,
monitoring or legslation. Victoriahas
welcomed and encour aged increased
numbers of visits, limitingimpact
assessment to passenger expenditure based
on unempirical figures. ' The main concern
of Tourism Victoria has been how to attract
and host more ships.

The City of Victoriahas repesatedly declared
its support for the cruise industry but has not
shown evidence of planningto mitigatethe
environmentd, hedth, and community
impacts these ships are having. The City
seems to be pursuing economic growth at
any cost without pausingto ask important
guestions such as, “Is there athreshold
number of passengers that a community can
absorb?’ or “ Have these ships been violating
federa ar standards in our community ?’ It
seems that Victoriahas opened its amsto
an industry without examiningthefull costs
and impacts that it brings.

' Tourism Victoria, City Council, and the Victoria-
Esquimalt Working Harbour Association
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“We need to gand back and evaluate where we are at and make
sure we are controlling the cruise ships and they aren’t
controllingus”

- A Key West, Florida city commiss oner.

Who’s At the Helm in Victoria?

VIPIRG CONDUCT ED SEVERAL INTERVIEW Swith key gakeholdersto determine how the cruise ship
industry is being locally managed. Through the course of these discussons it became apparent that the only
local policy regarding cruise shipsis“themorethebette™. Theonly impad tha seemsto be considered isthe
increase intourid spending. No studies of environmental or social impaas of cruise shipsin Victoriahave been
conducted; in addition, thereareno local andardsto proted the community from negative impads.

There seemedto be ample support for the industry with eech level of governmen “passing the buck” when it
cametotaking responghility for proteding citizens andthe environment. For example morethan one local
contad reiteraedthe industry’ s clam tha thewastewat er from cruise ships was so cleantha you could drink it.
Y et, none of them recognizedthehigory of illegal, accidental and unregulated dumping from cruise shipsin
Canada andthe United S aes.

The Federal government contadspointed out tha the Harbour is now divested and under local control, arguing
that the Harbour Auhority is now thelandlord of Ogden Point and it cen dictaetherules, set standards and
decide which ships could or could not dock. T hemunicipal government hasplayed arolein promatingthe
industry through Tourism Victoria, but argues tha the environmental standards for marine vessels arethe
responsihility of the Federal government. Tourism Vidoriahas dedicated a staff person to bringing in more
ships, gaingtha “ bringing additional cruise ship arrivalsright into Victoriaisapriority.”

Provincialy, local MLA J&f Bray dood in the Provincial Legidaureto applaud theindustry and its growth. His
vison for thefuture appearsto beto increase growth. Heasked intheLegidature, “imagine wha a64 pecent
increase in cruise shipsto our Ogden Point will mean forthelocal economy for retalers, for restaurateurs, for
serviceproviders?” When it comesto imagining any management of the industry, Bray defersto the Victoria
Harbour Authority which he is confident “ will ensure local management and local control over our harbour. It
will ensure a vibrant working harbour tha will improve the economics and aegheticsof the harbour and the
environment around the harbour, benefiting everybody inthecommunity.” Y et the Harbour Authority itself
depends on cruise ships for income, and is made up of companies such asWest Can and King Brothers who
profit from cruise ship vists. These companies arguethat cruise ships ae essentially ultramodern and self-
contained andtake care of themselves.

To summaize, it appearstha industry end all levelsof government are playing an adive role in promating
unlimited growth in cruisetourism in Victoria. But when it comesto management, regulationsor monitoring,
the Federal and Provincial governments point to thenewly formed Harbour Authority; the municipal
government pointsto Federal legidation andthose working in the Harbour claim the shipstake care of
themselves.

In other words, thereis no one & the helm.
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The Booming
Industry

ASA RESULT OF NEWER, faster ships
and an increasein ships using Seettleas a
home port,* Victoriahas increasingy been
used as aport by the cruise ship indudry.
The growth rate has been phenomend. In
2002, Ogden Point was used 113 times by
the cruise ship industry, bringing 160,000
passengers to Victoria 2 This was ahuge
jump from the 77 visits Victoriareceived in
2001, and the 34 visitsin 1999.> The 2003
season will include three ships carrying
6,000 passengers every Friday fromM &y to
September. This translatesto129 large ships
stopping a Ogden Point, with an additiona
40 visits from pocket cruise ships,’ carrying
approximately 230,000 passengers.”

The cruise ship industry in B.C., with the
financid support of government, is now
increasing its marketing of B.C. portsto
cruise lines and passengers. Thereare plans
for increased large vessd berths as well as
expanding pocket cruises between Canadian
ports such as Victoria, Vancouver, Nanaimo,
Campbdl River, and Prince Rupert.
Already, Royd Caribbean Cruise Lines has
sometest calls planned for Campbell River
in 2003.°

The jump in the number of visits to Victoria
has been part of the intensification of trips to
Alaska. Events on September 11™ 2001
helped spur this growth. Companies have
redeploy ed ships from theM editerranean to
the Alaskaroute as aresult of adownturnin
overseas travel.’ Thedoba cruise market is
made up of 61% North Americans, many of
whom now want to avoid flying, and st
within their own country for avacation.
The 20th graight year in growth will bring

408 BC/AIaskatrip§i in 2003 carryingover
750,000 passengers, aboard 25 ships.

Since 1999 there hasbeen a 300% increase
in the number of vessed sudgng Victoriaasa
port. Vancouver’'s Port Authority Captain
Gordon Hougon predicts a potential 80%
growth rate for the cruise indudry in B.C.
over the next few decades ™

The increased numbers on the west coast of
North Americahave been part of amuch
larger trend, as cruise shippingis one of the
two fagest growing sectors in the tourism
industry and tourism itsdf is one of the
fastest growing sectors of theworld's
economy . Since the 1970's the cruise ship
industry has grown fivefold; by 2001 there
were 372 shipsin the gobal fleet car¥ing
aoproximately 12 million passengers,
almost haf of the population of Canada.
An additiond 50 percent growth is
anticipated by 2005" bringing 49 more
ships into service and contributing
agpproximately another 95, 000 berths and 30
more ships in their planning stages. ** By
2010 thetata number of cruise ship
passengers is predicted to be 20.7 million. ™

In addition to ship numbers, ship size has
aso beenincreasing. Duringthelate 1980's
and the early 1990’ s the cruise ship industry
began to introduce the megdl iners that carry
between 2000 and 3800 passengers. These
are now beingused as the protatype for
shipsthat arepresently beingbuilt; the
average cruise ship today carries 2000
passengers and crew.'® Thelargest cruise
ship to dateis over 300 meters long, and
carries mor e than 5,000 passengers. It is

i shi psthat are not foreign-flagged are not included
in this number.
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literally afloatingcity with restaurants, bars,
swimming pools, a conference centre, shops,
athestre, askating rink, arock climbing
wadll, and other entertainment fecilities. The
Wor |d of Residensea has recently introduced
anew concept tothe cruise ship industry:
the patentid to live aboard a cruise ship in
the equivaent of afloating condominium
complex.

“I can’t quite underdgand the degree of
interest that they have in our indugry and
whereit stemsfrom.”
- John Hansen, Northwes Cruise Ships
Asociation pred dent

Perhaps the interest comes from fines the
cuie dhip indugdry receved for
environmental violations totalling more
than U.S. $60 million in the pad five years
and U.S. $90 million in the past decade.*” *®

The Environmental
Violations

IF ANYONE DOUBT Sthe extent of the
cruise ship industry’s environmental
violations they can visit the website
www.cruisgunkie.com. Ross Klein, of

M emoriad University, has documented a
long list of many known cruise ship
environmentd fines. The most disturbing
among these violations are those of cruise
companies pur posely polluting. For
example, passengers videotgped more than
20 plastic garbage bags being thrown off the
Regd Princess by the crew. As aresult,
Princess Cruises Inc." was fined $500,000."

" Note Princess Cruises Inc. is now P& O Princess,
Names of companies used throughout this report are

the names used during the time of the event. Use the

Thissame boat visited Victoria deven
times in 2002°.

Even more disturbing are companies that are
illegdly sysematicaly polluting
throughout their fleet. The Royd
Caribbean Cruises Incorporated (RCCI) is
one example of corporate misconduct. In
1994 RCCI had built their ships’ bilgelines
to bypassthe oil/water separator used to
clean ther bilge water. The same lines were
removed during U Scoast guard inspection
to avoid detection.

In 1998 RCCI pleaded quilty to seven felony
counts for congpiracy to discharge
hazardous waste and obgruct justice. They
were fined a mere $8 million.™* In 1999,
RCCI was fined afurther $18 million on a
21 count indictment for the fleetwide
practice of dischargngoil contaminated
bilge water and dumpingwaste water or
gey water contaminated with hazardous
waste (includingdry cleaningfluids,
phatographic chemicals, and solvents from
the print shop).

Investigators found the company’s actions
were so unscrupulousthey staed the case
was a*“ fleet-wide conspiracy” by Royd
Caribbean Cruises Ltd. to “ use our nation’s
waterways as its dumping ground.”
However, $3 million was suspended by the
Federal judgein return for prompt
payment® In 2000, RCCI was fined $3.5
million by the Sate of Alaskafor dumping
toxic chemicas and oil contaminated water.
Another pleaagreement included a
stipulation that RCCI would not dunp wase
water within 3 miles of the coast line.**

Though RCCI’'sfineswererd ated to the
fleet operatingin the United Sates, RCCI’'s

tablein gopendix A totrack which companies own
which cruise lines.
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dobal fleet includes 26 ships. The average
amount of oily sludge (from the oil/water
separator for the bilge water) produced per
ship/ per week is 5.6 metric tons; in other
words 145.6 metric tonsper week gobally.
One can only wonder how much is still
going into the oceans outside of the United
Sates and how much was dumped world
wide prior tother conviction.

The combined civil and crimind
assesamentsof the US Coast Guard and US
Department of Judice between 1993 and
1998 resulted in 104 prosecutions and
$30.5 million in fines This total is
equivalent to less than four percent of
Carnival Corporations 1998 net income.
The deterrent effect of sauch finesisclearly
neglighe

RCCI is not the only company which has
been caught sysematicdly polluting our
oceans. Holland America s parent
corporation, Carniva Cruise Line (CCL),
pleaded quilty in 1998 toillegdly
dischargngoily water in Alaskaand was
fined $1 million plus $1 million in
restitution.?® This was dueto acrew member
who reported the incident after refusingto
illegaly pump oily bilge water overboard.”

In 2002, Norwegan Cruise Lines was fined
$1.5 million for routinely circumventingthe
oil/water separator, and illegaly dumping
wastewater and hazardous wagte. These
violations occurred between 1997 and 2000.
Authorities were lenient because the
company admittedto theviolations.
However, this confession occurred only
because they knew aformer employee had
reported them.”

CCL had to pay $18 million for dumping
oily waste from 5 ships, and makingfase
entries into the log book. The company will
haveto return to court for their aleged
actions related to this case. Captain James
Walsh, former Vice President,
Environmenta, Hedth, and Safety hasfiled
alawsuit against CCL under the
Whistleblowers Act. Heclams that the
company ignored his reports of the
environmenta and safety violations for
years, and then fired him on the same day
that the U.S. attorney’ s office announced
that CCL pleaded quilty tothe
environmenta charges. Captain Wash has
dleged that thepresident of CCL ordered
him to cease documentation of continued oil
leaks on six ships and that CCL legd
counsel instructed himto tel investigators
that hedidn’t recdl any conversations with
senior management concerningillega
dischar ges or environmental and saf ety
dlegations."” %

A freedom of information request
conducted by the Ocean Conservancy
reveal ed that between 1993 and 1998 cruise
ships were charged with 490 safety or
environmental violations The Coast Guard
recommended penalties totalling over $1.8
million. Thistotal wasreduced to $525, 825
through negotiations and plea bargaining.
These fines for the entire indudry in the
United States were equal to 0.0006 percent
of Carnival Corporation’s net income for
only on year. *

“Environmenta &legations indude by-passing oil-
water separaors, fdsifying oil records, illegd
discharges of hazardous waste, improper disposd of
hazardous waste and oil residue on land.
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CCL avoided expenditures and the
commitment of resources that come with the

proper digposd of oily wage. Through
1996-2001 CCL avoided spending millions

of dollarsto properly digpose oily wage

Prior t01993, there were few convictions for
cruise ships on environmenta offencesin
the United Sates. Therewas little
enforcement sinceit was considered to be
theresponsibility of the countries wherethe
shipswereflagged. In 1992, the US
government revealed that nations with

fore gn flagged vessds did not take action or
respondto violaions referred to them.* Of
the 111 cases of environmentd violations by
cruise ships reported by theU.S.
government to the countries where they
wereregstered, only 10% of the cases even

received reﬁponses.33

The Canadian Oceans Blue Foundation
defines the “whistle-blower” lawsuit by
Captain Wdsh as“aringng darmbdl.” In
their 2002 report, “ Blowing the Whistle and
the Casefor Cruise Certification,” they
highlight this unprecedented case of a
corporate executive speakingout as an
indication of how we should al be
concerned. Thereport seeks a* trangparent
stakeholder based vessd certification
process” for an industry that “ resist(s)
dlocating sufficient resources to protect
passenger hedth, crew hedth, safety and
working environment, as well asthe
integrity of our public resources and our
coasta ecosystems.” *

L

e
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What Are The Impacts?

Cruise Ship Air
Pollution

BECAUSE OF the serious impacts
experienced in similar ports, citizens of
Victoriahavearight to know about the
significant levels of emissions being
released from the same cruise ships tha visit
Ogden Point. Newspaoers reported in 2002
“ Ships now riva automobiles as the chief
sources of sometypes air pollution in
Greater Vancouver and the Fraser Valey.”*
Accordingto the Grester Vancouver
Regiona District (GVRD)" duringthe 2000
season, cruise ships emitted 288,362 tons of
green house gases in British Columbia
done* ¥ Although thisfigure isthreeyears
old, theindustry has since grown
significantly. Toput this figureinto
pergpective, in oneyear motor vehicles
within the entire Capita Regonal District
emitted 755,000 tons of CO2 into the
amosphere®

Cruise ship emissions aredso highin
nitrogen oxide, sulphur dioxide, carbon
monoxide, and hy drocarbons. * Air pollution
from theincineration of garbage on board
cruise shipsis aso cause for concern as
incinerated plastics release dioxins, furans,
and heavy metas into theair.”® Specifically,
in 2000," cruise ships in British Columbia

VT hese figures came from a combination of the two
reports Marine Vessd Air Emissionsin theLower
Fraser Valley and Marine Vessd Air Emissionsin
BC Outside the GVRD and FVRD and Washington
Sate for the Year 2000.

Y'T hese figures came from a combination of the two
reports Marine Vessd Air Emissionsin theLower
Fraser Valley and Marine Vessd Air Emissionsin

dumped 8770 tons of NOX, responsible for
smog, 3570 tons of SOx, 540 tons of CO,
170 tons of VOC, and 520 tons of
paticulate matter" * Each of these
emissions has been linked to acid rain,
goba warmingand respiratory disesses.
Cruise ships have an even greater impact
dobdly, asthese statigics refer topollution
released only in B.C., representing at most
one seventh of the cruise time through the
North Pecific.

"A gngle large ship vidgting port could
pump out asmuch sulphur dioxide as 2000
carsand trucksdriving all year round."

- Beverley Ware. "How Badly do Ships
Pollute Halifax® Halifax Daily News
December 15, 2002.

Why are cruise ships so polluting? Because
most of them use the dirtiest type of fuel
available. M o4 cruise ships are powered by
diese bunker fue which can have 90%
higher sulphur content than fud that powers
cars.*? Bunker oil is the leftover residue after
crude oil has been processed to ahigher
gade product. Although it has extremey
high concentrations of toxic substances and
has been banned from use in most other
industria and consumer gpplications, bunker
fud is used by the cruiseindustry becauseit
is the least expensive fud available.®
Accordingto the Bluewater Network, cruise
ships burn fud tha is 500 times dirtier than

BC Outside the GVRD and FVRD and Washington
State for the Year 2000.

"' T hese figures are three years old and do nat
include pollutants from incineration.

10
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diesel trucks,™ and consequently produce
diesd exhaust equivaent to thousands of
automobiles each day .* Bunker fuel
contains 1000 times more sulphur than
diesel fuel used in buses, trucks, and cars.™
The Times Colonist reported tha large ships
areresponsible for 95% of the sulphur
compounds over Vancouver.*’ Based on
figuresinthe GVRD report, cruise ships
would beresponsible for 25% of this
pollution.™

Why does such asharp cortrast beween the
qudity of fud dlowed for land and air based
trangoortaion and marine engnes exist?
Thereis no Canadian legslation that
regulates fuel content for cruise ships and
thear regulations they do faceare minimd.
Canadian legslation pertainingto air
pollution from ships regulates the density of
the emissions (opacity) rather thanthe
content of air emissions or of the fuel used.
Thereis dlowance for amaximum 20%"™
black space.®

Air emissions from locd industry face
relatively stringent provincia regulations
while cruise ships are covered by lax federal
regulation that has never been enforced. The
B.C. Waste M anagement Act limits pulp
mills to using fuel with asulphur content of
maximum 1.1%.* B.C. municipa waste
incinerator legslation controls 14 different

Vil Thisfigureis based on cdculaions made from a
combination of figures from two reports Marine
Vessd Air Emissionsinthe Lower Fraser Valley and
Marine Vessd Air Emissionsin BC Outsidethe
GVRD and FVRD and Washington Sate for the Year
2000. Bath reports indicate that of dl the commercid
0cean-going vessd s crui se ships contribute 26% of
SOx emissions

™ 40% black spaceis dlowed for up to four minutes
in athirty-minuteperiod.

pollutants and limits opacity to 5% % pbut
thereis no provincid legislation that limits
the toxic emissions produced by cruise ships
when incinerating garbage. Even cod-fired
power boilers haveto face regul aions
limitingtheir Tota Particulates, Nitrogen
Oxides, and Sulphur Dioxide, ™ none of
which are controll ed for cruise ships.

A floating city, a cruise ship discharges
approximately 1.3 million litres of waste
water per day, more than the port city of
Haines Alaska which produces over 1.1
million litres per day. And like Victoria,
Haines can expect several ships per day,
creating a floating mega-city in the
harbour.

T hese offshore corporations face no fud
regulations while citizens and Canadian
industries that use diesel and gasol ine must
pay higher fuel prices to keep our ar clean.
Sulphur in diesd isregulated to dlow only a
maximum of 15 partsper million™. Federa
regulations aso cover gasoline alowing 30
ppm™ of sulphur and 1% of benzene (by
volume).** Cruise ship fuel is not regulated,
however, on averageit has a sulphur content
of 2.7%, or 27,000 ppm. Although Canadian
citizens and industries haveto pay for higher

X This gppliesto indinerators that process over 400
kg/h but the legislaion covers 5 different pollutants
and limits opacity to 10%.
X! However, their opacity standard of 20% is less
stringent than tha which cruise shipsfece
' Thesul phurin Diesd Fud Regulations revoke
and replace the present Diesd Fud Regulations and
set amaximum limit of 15 ppm for sulphur in on-
road diesd fud (starting June 1, 2006). T he present
)r(rl}laq mum is500 ppm.

The federd Sulphur in Gasoline Regulationstook
effect July 2002 and require an average gasoline
sul phur concentration of 150 ppm as of July 2002 and
30 ppm as of January 2005.
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qudlity gesolinethat adheres to fud
regulations, cruise ship corporations face no
fud regul ations while continuingto reap
large profits.

In addition to the lack of Canadian
legslation, there has been no enforcement of
thewesk ar emission legslation that does
exist despitethefact tha the same ships tha
visit British Columbian waters have been
fined heavily in the United Sates. Between
2000 and 2001, atotd of $577,500 in fines
were given to cruise ships visiting Alaska
for violatingar quality standards - sandards
which are almost identical to Canadian
regulations. " Holland Americareceived
$165,000% in fines and Celébrity Cruise
Lines received $55,000 US>, Duringthe
same period of time these ships visited
British Columbia harbours but received no
fines. The Rega Princess, Norwegan Sky,
Crygd Harmony, and M ercury were among
11 other ships charged for air emission
violations in 2000 and 2001™ Likewise,
these same ships visited Ogden Point but
were not fined.

Cruise shipsare not minor contributors to
wage coming from the global ship fleet.
The Blue Water Network edimates that
77% of dl ship wade comes from cruise
ships About two billion pounds of trash is
dumped into the world’s oceans each year
and 24% of that wage comes from cruise
ships Approximatdy 14 million kilograms
of wage was produced in 2000 on the
Alaska-Canada route. With the exception
of plagics most of this waste can be
ground up and lega ly dumped.

XV Al aska prohibits air emissons that reduce
visibility by 20% withinthrees miles of the shore
line

V' Crystd Harmony and the Mercury were charged
twice this season for air violaions in Alaska

Polluting the Ocean

EACH DAY duringthe 2002 Alaska crwse

season, gpproximatdy 45,000 passengers

are cruising aboard an average of 20 ships.™

Each ship produces wade equivaent to a

small Alaskan city: over 158 million litres of
XVi

wastewater, and 158 tons of garbage and
solid waste™! Astheindustry grows, so do
the quantities of pollution it produces. If the
predicted 80% expansion happens over the
next decadeimagnetheincreasein
pollution. See Appendix D for disturbing
information on the impacts of al cruise ship
waste greams including grey and black
water, hazardous wage, bilge water, garbage
and balast water.

Although Canadian regul ations address the
most harmful pollutants (such as plagtics,
oil, and hazardous waste), most of the
remaining waste streams have inadequate or
no legslation, resultingin serious
implications for our oceans. For example,
when RCCI was convicted in 1998, they
pleaded quilty to multiple charges on afleet-
wide practice of dumping hazardous waste
into its grey water system. Although RCCI
clams to no longer engage in this practice”
the Canadian government cannot verify this
sincethereis currently no regulation,
monitoring or specific standards for grey
Wata. XV

*¥! Based on numbers taken from the RCCI 2000
environmentd report that state that on average their
ships produce 208,000 gdlons of waste water (bl ack
and grey water) per day which is multigied by the
average of 20 ships cruising per day.

VI Based on the IMO figure of each passenger
producing 3.5 kilograms of garbage and solid waste
per day, multiplied by the approximate number of
passengers (45,000) between Sedttle and Alaskaon a
day during the cruise season.

XV Alaska requires grey wat er to be trested to similar
standards as sewageifit is to be rd eased within 1

nauticad mile of shore®"'"".
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Lax Canadian legslation paradleled with
stronger American legislation may be
cregtingapollution haven for the cruise
industry, disoroportionately increasingthe
pollution in our waters. For example, US
legslation requires certain fecal coliform
count and susgpended solids™ levels for
treated sewage and requires the use of

M arine Sanitation Devices (M SDs). Since
Canada does not havelegslation that
requires specific eff luent standards for
sewage, ™ cruise ships could simply wait
until they cross into Canadian waters to
dischar ge their sewage sludge.™ *° In
addition, the new Canadian guiddines on
effluents are voluntary which will make it
difficult to detect offences and implement
repercussions for shipsthat dump sewage
sludge and blackwater into Canadian waters.

The presence of M SDs on ships does nat
mean adequate sewage treatment. A study
conducted by the gate of Alaskafound
treated black water and grey water samples
to haveregistered fecal coliformlevels as
high as 9 to 24 million colonies per 100
millilitre sample, anumber which exceeds
the United Sates limit by 10,000to 100,000
times. Of the 22 ships involved in the study,
none werein full compliance with black
water standards and 75% exceeded the
American coliform standard.

Thereis dso alack of concern when it
comes to tracking cruise ship pollution. For

XX FC: <200/100ml, SS: <150 mg/l.

X Ships cannot dump urtrested sewage within three
nauticad miles from shore and there are even more
stringent regulations for Alaska 1 nauticd mile for
trested sewage a boa speed of a least 6 knotsand 3
nautica miles from fathest coastd point.

! A by-product of using MSDs and ather water
trestment systems such as the Zenon water trestment
system.

example, in 2002, Ben Parfitt of the Georgia
Straight uncovered that as aresult of
provincia government cutbacks AquaClean
had discrepancies of more than e ght million
litres of oily waste generated from bunker
fuel on cruise ships that went unreported.®
Unclear federd regulations concerning
hazardous waste compound theproblem.®*

The most serious concern related to cruise
ship ocean pollution is the need for
Canadian monitoring and enforcement to be
strengthened.®” For example, of the 87 U.S
cases of illegd dischar ge from cruise ships,
during 1993-1998, 93% involved petroleum
products. Problematicaly, there were no
Canadian™" cases during the same period
despite similar legslaion in each country.
In addition, Canadi an coast guard only
monitors for oil in the bilge water but there
aremany other harmful chemicas such as
engine and air conditioning cool ants,
hydraulic fluid, and solvents that are often
punped into the ocean. Theissue of
inadegquate monitoring is further discussed
in the section called Thinking Federal ly.

“ ... Cruise ships that serve B.C. tourism
have a far greater impact on marine
pollution than offshore al and gas rigs
would.”

- David Strong, former Preddent of the
Univergty of Victoria, current professor at
UVic's School of Earth and Ocean
Sciences in the Vancouver Province
(December 10, 2002)

Xl Canada has legislation that dlows lessthan 15
parts per million of oil to be emitted inthe bilge
water.
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Community Impacts

AN OBVIOUS and yet often overlooked
impact of cruise shipsin Victoriais how
they affect the community. Victoriais
uniquein thefact that our cruiseport isin a
residentia neighbourhood, with massive 12-
story high ships lessthan 300 metres avay
from thefront seps of peoples’ homes. The
cruise ships tha dock this short digance
away are not accountableto the community
but are driven to minimize costs and

maximize profits. The reponsibility for
environmenta monitoring and addressing
theloca impactsis obviously nat the cruise
lines’ primary interest or reponsibility,
which iswhy the City of Victoria should
have amandateto pratect its citizens from
the paentidly damagng impacts of this
industry. Hasthe city adequately taken on
this regponsibility ?

Cruise Ships:
Not in the Plans

THECITY OF VICTORIA’ Scurrent policy
on cruisetourismis to support theindustry’s
continued growth with little evidence of any
assessment of impacts, integration within
existing plans, or limits on growth. The
cumulative impact of 320,000 passengers
and crew members from 122 vessdls has not
been studied or planned for in Victoria. The
expected growth will see more peoplefrom
more ships, increasing the convoy of tour
buses, cabs and horse carriages, again with
impacts tha have not been assessed.

The Victoria Economic Development
Strategy Action Plan supports Tourism
Victoriato “work in partnership with loca
industry to ensurethe retention and
expansion of cruisevisitstothecity.”
However, the City’ s ongoing encouragement

of the cruise ship industry’s growth in
residentiad James Bay isin stark
contradiction of the James Bay

Neighbour hood Plan, the Victoria Harbour
Plan and similar critical planning strateges.

“A dhip that sails from Seattle to Alaka
can’t dump sawage in Washington’ swaters
anditcan’tdump in Alaskan waters Butit
can dump raw sewage for most of the
thousand kilometresit travelsin BC.”

- Linda Nowan, Wet Coag Environ-
mental Law

While the James Bay Neighbour hood Plan
recommends the City assist the Federd
Government with cooperative and mutualy
beneficid redevelopment of the Ogden Point
areg, including cruise ship operation, the
Plan dso outlines limits on this
development. The Neghbourhood Plan
clearly demands the development of

“ enforceable performance standards (eg.
noise, odour etc.) to ensure compatibility of
the Ogden Point industria uses with the
residential area of James Bay.”® In fact, the
recommended policy isto “support new
light industria activity tha isrelevant to the
community ... [and] is clean,

environmenta ly sound, small scale and not
traffic intensive” ® Tourismiis supported, as
long as the City recognizes “theimpact that
tourism has on the residentia aress of James
Bay and develop policies to ensure that
tourist development will compliment the
City andthe neighbourhood and minimize
disruption to residents.”® Thisplanning has
clearly been absent in the uncontrolled
promotion of cruise shipsinthe

nel ghbourhood.

The Victoria Harbour Plan assures the
public that redevelopment of Ogden Point
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will be compatible with the residentia

ne ghbourhood, particularly in terms of
urban design, traffic access points and Sreet
relationship. The earlier Land Use
Assessment and Redevelopment Study of
Ogden Point by Public Works Canada
recognized that cruise ship traffic would
increase a Ogden Pont (although it
predicted growth of only 5% ayear) and
warned that “increased traffic could impact
negatively on the adjacent James Bay
residentia neighbourhood, through
congestion and increased noise.”

Traffic

T he James Bay Neighbour hood Plan agrees
to “maintain residentia street character by
controlling non-residential traffic from taxis
and tour buses.”® M eanwhile, tourism
consultant Frank Bourree's primary concern
isif thereare enough cab companies and
tour busesin Victoriato drive al of the
cruise passengers in and out of James Bay
each Friday night, when over 6,000
passengers travel through this community of
11,000 residents.*” Thisillustrates Victoria's
“the more ships the better” planning policy
that has little regard for impacts on
community . Thereis more concern that
Victoriawon't have enough taxis and buses
to meet the needs of cruise passengers,
rather than theimpacts of having every

avall abletaxi and tour bus streamingin and

out of James Bay severa times week after
week.

Currently taxis speed down every possible
street towards Ogden Point at times out
numberingloca traffic on residential streets
such as Oswego Street. Convoy's of tour
buses add diesdl fumes to those emitted
from the ships’ stacksto further add tothe
toxic chemica mix. Unplanned growth of
cruise ships dockingin James Bay may be
resultingin too many peoplein one place at

onetime, which in turn results in too much
traffic in one nei ghbourhood at onetime.

Noise

James Bay residents living adjacent to
Ogden Paint live with harbour related noise
generators such as float planes, helicopters,
marine vessds and the use of Ogden Point
for non-marinerelaed activities, such as
large vehicle parking, horse stables and
specia events. Again, what may be unique
in Victoriaand requiring specid planning is
thefact that cruise ships are docking and
unloading only afew hundred yards from a
residentially zoned nei ghbourhood.

The City of Victoriais currently creatinga
new Noise Bylaw tha will clearly definethe
dlowable noise levels for “ active’ aress
such as Ogden Point, and “ quiet” areas such
as residential James Bay. This bylaw is just
one of many roles the City needstoplay in
baancing qudity of lifein James Bay with
economic activity inthe Harbour. The
important question to be asked is “ how
many ships, passengers and rel ated traffic
can be accommodated?’

Residential Air Quality

SM OG has grave hedth implications. It is
estimated that air pollution causes over
5,000 premature desths each year in our
country *® UBC medical researcher, Dr.
Sverre Vedd, estimates that particulate
matter is resporsible for 82 deaths, 146
hospitdizations for lung and heart disorders
and asthma, 283 emergency room visits for
asthma, and over 165,000 absences from
school each year.®

Thefact that cruise ships have loosdy
regulated air emissions is especidly
disturbingwhen located so closeto a
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residential community . While emissions
such as sulphur have been reduced in our
local cars and trucks, the same regul ations
arenot being gpplied to the 122 shipsthat
dock in James Bay. Though it is aso not
acceptable to have unregul ated ship
emissions on the open seas, ecid
consideration must be taken of emissions
generated less than 300 meters from

play grounds and homes.

It seems reasonable to expect that a 300
percent increase in cruise ship trafficin
Victoriawould result in increased air
pollutants in James Bay . It seems prudent to
stop and determine impacts rather than
continue to promate an increase in cruise
ships.In conversationswith locd
stakeholders we were assured that ar
pollution is not an issue when it comes to
“super-clean” cruise ships. Our port has no
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policies or guidelines regul ating air
emissions for ships when docked at Ogden
Point. Our locd representatives are content
in their assumptionsthat ships are burning
clean fuds, emissions are not dangerous and
that incineration is not occurringwhile
docked. Our local policy of “nopolicies”,
assumes the cruise companies are acting
responsibly and in our best interests.

Over thelast year, our loca Times Colonist
newspgoer has run gories detailingthe
concerns about shipspollutingtheair in
Vancouv er harbour and Halifax harbour,
with never amention of the air emissions
within Victoria s harbour. Emissions from
cruise ships are being studied and discussed
in the many harbours that they visit in
Canadaand the U.S and progressive actions
are being discussed and implemented — why
not in Victoria?
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Economic Impacts

HAVING LOOKED & the many negetive
impacts from cruise shipsit is dso important
to acknowledge that cruise ships bring
significant dollarsto Victorid s economy.
Cruise ship visits result in an increase in
tourism gpending, other spin-offsto related
industries such as refits a the Victoria
Shipyard and are the lar gest revenue
generator for the Greater VictoriaHarbour
Authority .

Though there are economi ¢ benefits those
figures should be put into pergective.
Tourism Victoriaclaims tha the 2002 cruise
ship season generated $30 million ayear in
economi ¢ activity for Victoriaand
surrounding region. ”° T he tourism industry
in Victoriais sad to beworth $1 billion/y ear
therefore, assuming cruisefigures are
accurate, cruise ships worth only 3% of
tourism dollars in Victoria

Economi c fi gures should also not beinflated
and be based on fact. Tourism Victoria
estimates that passengers spend
approximately $150 Canadi an each, and
crew approximately $50 each.” Gerry Lutz,
of WestCan terminds admits, “There has
been no survey doneto provethat number
oneway or another.”” The base figure of
$150/passenger is not based on an empirica
survey of passengers in Vancouver and
Victoria Halifax uses $85, a much lower
figure, to estimate passenger spending. &
Nor arethese figures adjusted for the
number of passengers and crew that do not
disembark from the ship or for trips of only
afew hours duration. For example, of the
110 cruise ships visitsin Victoriathis
summer 38 of them or 35% stayed less than
5 hours between 7:00pm and 12 o’ clock at
night when spending for older passengers
would stay a aminimum. Of the 122 cruises

planned for 2003, 60% dock for 6 hours or
less, 30% dock for less than 5 hours, and
16% stay for less than 4 hours, hardly
enough timefor passengers to clear customs
and each spend $150.

With littleinterest from the City, it remains
unknown if cruise companies and ship
passengers are being subsidized by loca
taxpay ers. City officids that were
interviewed did not know how much cruise
lines currently contributeto city or regonal
coffers regarding city services for Ogden
Point, trangportation infrastrudure, policy
and emergency services, environmentad
degradation and port infrastructure. Ships do
pay port fees, but how much of thesefees
does thecity get and does this amount cover
the costs of atracting, planning and
continually hostingthis industry ?M ore
importantly — dothese fees pay for
mitigation of long-term environmenta
impacts of the cruiseindustry in Victoria?

Though thereis considerable economic
impact, socid and environmenta
considerations deserve equd atention.
Dollars should not dominate decision-
making when community and the
environment are at stake The City of
Victoriahas not assessed the community or
environmenta impacts of cruise ships but
continues to welcome ships unguestioningly .
Why isn't Victoriataking about these costs
when others cities and towns are? T he City
of Victorianeeds to begin to answer
guestions such as “ What cogs are wepaying
for cruise shipsto gperatein our areg?’
“What arethered versus the perceved
benefits of theindustry ?’

In addition, economic, socid, and
environmenta well-beingis often
interconnected. Air pollution is an excellent
example of the linkages between our
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economi c well-beingand environmenta
hedth. For example, based on a study
conducted in the lower mainland,
Environment Canada concluded that
increased pollution would negatively impact
tourism in theregon. British Columbia aso
has an economy dependent on many land-
based activities such as agriculture, forestry,
fisheries and tourism which are sensitive to
cdimate change. ™

Aswdll as, the serious environmental
conseguences from air pollution, such as
climate change, acid rain and marine
eutrophication,”" there are also significant
economi ¢ impacts stemming from health
care costs, ™" impacts on agiculture, and

threatsto tourism dollars.’

Without fully assessingtheimpacts of cruise
shipsit isimpossible to determine whether
theindustry has anegativeimpact on other
industries. Comparing the economic benefits
of other industries such as ecotourism and
how cruise ship pollution is impacting them
may provide vauableinsight on how the
cruise ship industry should be managed.

For example, Ogden Point not only hogs
cruise ships but it ispromoted as “ Canada's
most popular divesite” In 2002, there were
150,000 dives off of Ogden Point, while
ships unloaded 160,000 cruise ship
passengers directly besidewhat is referred to
as the“world s best cold water scubadiving
site’. Accordingto Lloyd Haskel, Ogden

X Eutrophication isthe increase in water nutrient
levels which leads to alack of oxygen thereby
diminating many organisms

V' T he Ontario Medica Association daims that air
pollution coststhe provincid government over $1
billionin hospita admissions emergency room
visits, and absentedsm. When pain suffering and
loss of life are incorporated into the figure it reeches
atotd estimate of $10 billion. These figures can be
found in the Pollution Probe Smog Primer.

Point’ s Training Co-ordinator, “ People dive
here because of the safe marine
environment, excdlent visi biIit%, and
stunning underwater scenery.” " Does the
City of Victoriaknow how cruise ship
traffic and pollution will impact the
visibility that atracts so many people here?
It would foger good planningand
management to know the economic benefits
of the Ogden Point Dive Centre and how it
is beingimpacted by cruise ship noise and
emissions.

A Tourism Victoriaexit survey found that
51.6% of visitors cite scenery/natura
environment as very important totheir
reasons for visiting. Thecity is being seen
by “ more and more visitors as an eco-
tourism destination”. City Business, a
publication put out by the Economic
Development Office of Victoria, stated, that
visitors “ comment on how beautiful Victoria
isand they dways vauethe natura
ambience. A lot of tourists dter their plans
to include more outdoor activities and
adventure after they arrive here and see how
beautiful the environment is — especidly
peoplefrom parts of the world where they
don’t have wide open spaces.” ”’ The City of
Victorianeeds to consider how the cruise
industry is impacting on the ambience of the
community and the beauty of the natural
environment because this will impact other
sectors of tourism.

The City of Victoriashould examinethe
impact cruise ships are having by depleting
loca natural resources, | eavingwaste
behind, wearing infrastructure through the
use of services, and whether they are paying
afair pricefor the afore mentioned. Because
cruise ships are not tax paying members of
the Victoriacommunity they should haveto
pay asignificant pricefor leaving behind
their waste and consuming our natura
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resources. Accordingto a2001 articlein

M onday M agazine, 400 million gallons of
fresh water from the Sooke Reservoir leaves
the Capital Regon with every cruise ship
season, and these figures seem to be based
on a 1999 figure when therewere only 34
cruise ship visitsto Victoria. Though the
City should be commended for askingthe
shipsto fill up a other ports when there are
water shortages.” It needs totakeinto
account other costs from hogingthe ships:
such as increased policing, clean-up and
other civic services, and the cost of wear and
tear of infrastructure. Basicdly Victoria
needs to ensure that we are not subsidizing
the foreign-based cruise ship industry .

Economi ¢ benefits can dso be put into
pergoective when considering that cruise
companies pay amost no federd, provincia
or municipa taxes. Carniva Corporation
and Roya Caribbean Cruises Limited pay
no Canadian incometax on the cruiselines
they own, asthey areforeign corporations
with ships flagged in other countries.
P& O Princess is regstered in the U.K. and
pays 5%tax rate on its worldwide income
but this does nat go to the Canadian
government.”

M eanwhile, our provincid government is
now actualy subsidizing cruise companies.
Therecent provincia budget included a
number of tax breaks targeted for specific
industries to suppasedly promote economic
development. One of those tax breaks
benefits the cruise ship industry.80 Asa
result of atax exemption on bunker fud, the

¥ TheCorporate Offices Of Star Cruises Is In
Mdaysia And Its T ax Payments Are Not Clear.

most polluting of al fuels, the provincia
government is therefore effectively
subsidizing cruise ships. Because this gas
tax is meant for road improvements if dl
marine fuels were not taxed it would be
understandable but that is nat the case.

Portsin B.C. aredso beginningto make
serious infrastructure investmentsthat need
to be taken into account when examining
how economicaly beneficial cruise ships are
to communities. The Campbell River First
Nations band has a$4 million upgrade
planned so it can host large cruise ships.81

Also darming is additiona taxpayers dollars
being dedi cated towards attracting the cruise
ship indugtry. The British Columbia Ports
and Destinations Group™"' recently

launched the Cruise British Columbia
Initiative coll aboration among ports withthe
goal of attracting cruisetraffic. It isaso
supported by Western Economic
Diversification Canada and the Province of
British Columbiato the tune of $200,000 or
twothirds of the $300,000 project ** The
group has dready been somewhat
misleadingin the press gatingthat, “ With
increased competition from U.S. ports,
B.C.'s cruise industry will experience its
first declinein 2003.” Whileit istrue
Vancouver has experienced adeclinein
ships using it as ahome port cabotage laws
requirethat shipstravelingto Alaskamake
astap in Canada, therefore any declinein
Vancouver's cruisetraffic simply means
other Canadian ports will host ships.

XXVi

TheBC Portsand Destinations Group is
composed of the Vancouver Port Authority, the Prince
Rupert Port Authority, the Campbell River Port of Call
Partnership, the Greater Victoria Harbour Authority
and the Nanaimo Port Authority.
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Avoiding Responsibility: Flags of Convenience (FOC)

Ships are considered to beflyinga*“ flag of convenience” when acompany regsters its vessels
inacountry tha charges little or no tax and is notorious for turningablind eyeto internationa
marine saf ety and labour standards. There are severd environmenta international laws
regulating cruise ships, most importantly the International Convention for the Prevention of
Pollution from Ships (M ARPOL) administered by the International M aritime Organization
(IMO). Yet because of the current nature of internationa environmenta tresties, therules
cannot usually be enforced directly against violators internationaly %1t must be the country,
wherethe ship is flagged or where the violations occur, who enforces environmenta and | abour
treaties. Some nations that offer flags of conveni ence include Panama, Burma, Cambodia,
Lebanon, the Bahamas and Liberia

“In order to keep inter national costs competitivewe do in fact on
occasion move from country to country. International shipping
will always seek a hospitable economic and political climate
from which to oper ate,”

- John Estes, ICCL president, in 1993, threatening that the cruise
ship industry will leave American ports if an American law were
to be imposed on them.*®

Flags of convenience can aso stagnate theinternational treaty process, as 50% of theworld’s
tonnageis required to ratify them beforethey comeinto effect. If thereis alack of politica will
inthe“paopular” flag countries (plausibly as aresult of pressure from the cruise ship industry)
there will not be a substantial amount of tonnage for the treaties to comeinto effect. Thisis
currently the case as theprocess to expand and strengthen M ARPOL has cometo a stand still.

Corporations have dso tried to usethe flags of convenienceto evade prosecution as aresult of
breaking environmenta standards in the United States. In 1998, Roya Caribbean tried to argue
in court that it was outside American jurisdiction to prosecute them sincethey areflagged in
Liberia. Liberia even produced adiplomatic note assertingthat it had primary jurisdiction and
there was insufficient evidence for prosecution.
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What can be done?

Thinking Federally

THOUGH CRUISE COMPANIES have
paid over U.S $60 millioninfinesin the
last fiveyears and $90 million over ten years
there have been no Canadian fines or
convictions during the same period. In their
report, Cruise Control-Regulating Cruise
Ship Pollution, West Coast Environmental
Law points out, “ there are no records of
prosecutions, reported court cases, or
pendties against cruise ships for pollution in
Canadian marine waters. When ships are
convicted of illegal dischargesintheUS
Canadian authorities undertake no extra
measures to monitor or ensure compliance
with Canadian legislation.” ® Royd
Caribbean was charged $26.5 million for
flestwide practice of dumpingoil and
hazardous waste in Alaska. These same
boats trave through B.C. on their voyageto
Alaskatherefore we have every reason to
believethey were dso dumpingin our
Canadian waters but were not caught by the
Canadian Coast Guard. This caseis amgor
indicator that Canada needs mor e stringent
legslated monitoring and enforcement.

“It is hard to believe that the ships would
dump sewage and other waste in Alaka’'s
waters and not in British Cdumbia's
I ns de Passage where regulations are less
gringent and enforcement lessvigilant,”

- RossKlein (CCPA report)

It is these mgor gaps in Canadian
monitoringthat prevent us from using
existing regulations against the cruise

companies. Dally aerial surveillance of ships
is currently theprincipa inspection method.
This method isprimarily used for oil and
garbage and is limited to shipping lanes
around the Vancouver Harbour area. The
Coast Guard aso detectsillega discharges
through public complaints, passing ships’
complaints, inspections, and by monitoring
cruise ship discharge logs.®” Approximately
25% of foreign vessds that ply through
Canadian waters are inspected, but it is
primarily asafety ingectionthat targets
older vessels.® Thelack of Canadian
monitoring coupled with the fact the United
Satesis becoming more stringent on
monitoring and enforcement creates a much
greater chance of using Canadaas a
dumping ground.

The Canadian government’ s recently
released “ Environmenta Guidelines for the
Operation of Cruise Ships in Canadian
Coastd Areas’ has received mgor criticism
from those Workingto keep cruise ship
pollution in check. ° The main criticisms are
onethat the government opted for guidelines
tha arevoluntary raher than legsl ation that
could be enforced and guidetheindustry
towards cleaning up their act and twothe
quiddiines were madein consultation with
theindustry but did not have adequate

XXVii

publicinput.

Thereare many arguments against choosing
voluntary sandards over enforcegble

legslation. An obvious argument is that

Il For more details on spedific criticisms of these

guiddines please contact the Oceans Blue
Foundation or see MacBride, Laurie. Submission to
Tom Morris onthe Environmental Guiddinesfor the
Operation of Cruise Shipsin Canadian
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Industry Efforts to Reduce Environmental Impacts

The different lines and corporaions within the cruise ship industry have explored various optionsto
mitigaetheir negative environmental impads. Such initiatives include: treating black and/or grey water
through the Zenon water sygem, testingthe use of tributyltin-free hull paint, better waysto recycle,
digital printingto reduce solvent use, and hooking up to shoreline power when in port. T hough some of
these actions are commendable, they aremod often used to fight the negative public image many cruise
lines have received from huge environmental fines. Such initiaives do not seemto go beyond regions
of public pressure and stringent Alaska dae legidaion. For example Holland America ships have
ingaledthe Zenon water sygem only onto shipstha travel the | nside Passage (wherethere has been
huge public outcry resulting in more gringent fines, taxation, andregulation in Alaska). The company
continues to dump the 30-50 tonnes of dudge produced per week outsidethe 20 kilomere MARPOL
limit.*

Threefull time andtwo auxiliary (which meansthese engines areused to run in port) gasturbine
engines, or termed by industry as” anokeless’ engineshaverecently been introduced to the Alaskaflegt
to quell the local opposition to aruise ships. These engines reducethe SOx and NOx emissions but have
amuch higher production of CO2 and consume larger volumes of fuel.* Though the North Weg
CruiseSip Asociation (NWCA) claims CO2 emissions remain the same. NWCA also maintain tha
the fuel used by member lines here isthe lowest sulphur fuel available, typically 1.9-2.1 %, whereas

commercia ships havea sulphur content of 4% or more.

industry does not havetopaticipateif they
seeit as costingthem money or time.

Between 1993 and 1998 in the United
Sates, therewerereports of 69 illegd
dischar ges of wastewater from cruise ships
someinvolvingfasifyingrecords or failing
to maintain records®. When ajoint cruise
ship initiativein Alaska developed a scheme
for sampling wastewater and monitoring air
emissions over hdf of the 24 ships that
visited Alaskaat thetimerefused to
participae and instead chose the option of
dumping outside the 20 kilometre lecd
boundary >

Ross Klein, author of Cruise Ship Blues,
points out that few shipsparticipated in the
voluntary monitoring but now with
mandatory monitoring and enforcement of
environmentd standards, in comparison to
thedobal fleet, Alaskahas much cleaner
ships (though there are still loopholes and
need for further improvement). Canada
should learn from Alaska; companies that

have been convicted for environmenta
feonies cannot betrustedto adhereto
quiddines when there are no repercussions
for violating them.

“One needs to keep in mind that three of
the four major cruise companies are
convicted environmental felons with those
convictionsoccurring snce 1998,”

- RossKlen (CCPA report)

NOTE: Because these guidelines are non-
enforceablethey arenot referred to as

Canadian legslation in this document. The
focus of this document has been on
enforcesble legslation such as the Canadian
ShippingAct. Thereis support for new
comprehensive regul ations that focus soldy
on cruise ships but only if they are
enforceable with adequate resources for
monitoring.
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Acting Locally

Other cities have researched the
environmenta and social impacts of cruise
ships and aretakinglocad action. An
examination of actions lesseningthe impact
ar emissions have on communities
demonstrates the solutions-based approach
many cities aretaking. The Port of Sesttle
requires cruise ships to burn low sulphur
diesd whileat port. The Los Angeles Port
Authority providesthe infrastructure for
vessels to run on shorepower. In Long
Beach, California, the City Council directed
the city manager to contract astudy to
determine way s to provide electrical power
to ships a ther docks so tha their engnes
could be shut down. This action follows a
study that found ahigher risk of cancer for
peoplelivingaround Long Beach port than
for peopleliving next to oil refineriesin the
same district. In Hawaii, cruise companies
signed an agreement in 2002 to not use
incinerators in Hawaii’s ports for
combustion of waste, to limit visible
emissions, to monitor visible stack
emissions and not to discharge soot within
1,000 yards of the coastline.

In 2003, when locals discovered that cruise
ship traffic in San Francisco’s port would
doubleto 100 ships ayear, theloca
government listened to nei ghbourhood
groups and environmenta ists and took
action. The City’s Supervisor began work on
a “Clean Bay Ordinance’ to prohibit al
cruise ship dischargesin the Bay and to
require use of cleaner fuds and shoreside
power to reduce the significant

environmenta impacts” of theincreased
cruisetraffic. **

TheM ayor of Charleston, South Carolinais
looking at theincrease in cruise ship visits
critically. M ay or Joseph P. Riley dated,
“Wewant to make surethat we get theright
amount...wedon’t want to overdo
anything” Thecity’s regponse has been to
establish astudy committee made up of
representatives from the Sate Ports
Authority, the Convention and Visitors
Bureau, the tourism industry and city groups
tolook a theimpacts and how to manage
them.”

Other loca measures include: Sx Caribbean
countries which introduced a $1.50 tax per
passenger to pay for expanded garbage
disposd facilities needed for cruise ship
refuse. Citizens from Stka, Alaskavoted
down aproposd to congruct awharfto
enable easier cruise ship access to ther
downtown. Thetown to T enakee Springs
“proclamed that cruise ship tourismis
incompatible with the community’s lifestyle,
facilities and services.” %

In 22002 article in the Vancouver Sun,
“Canadalags in acting on port hedth
hazards’, aspokesperson for the Los
Angdes port predicts®in time, dl of these
other portswill have the same pressures on
them that we have on ourselves. That is, you
have local communities who become aware
of the patentia health risk associated with
diesd, and want the levels reduced.”
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Case Study: Key West Florida

In Key West people are asking “ Why has the city nat sudied the socid and
environmenta impacts of cruise ships on Key West?' Controversy ispushingcity
officials to hold a summit of stakeholders to discuss theimpacts of cruise ships and
expect adiversity of presenters from the expected environmenta groupsto Army Comps
of Engineers and even the U.S. Navy and Coast Guard. City M anager Julio Avad
discussed the purpase of the summit, “1 believethat at somepoint in timethe city will not
alow any more cruise ships to dock here. At thissummit | hopethe paticipantswill
reach a consensus on the number of cruise shipsin Key West. What is agood cap?'®’

While cruise ships have become bi g business for the city and locd businesses, they are
aso described as “if another city block has moved into Key West.” One loca group
argues “ If the city does not set limits on the number of cruise shipsthat dock and anchor
in our harbour, we are concerned that the growing industry will seriously endanger our
marine environment, our community character, our economy and the quality of life of our
residents.”®

Key West dready has inplace an $8.00 tariff on cruise ship passengers. Followingthe
summit, the City M anager recommended increasing the current tariff by $2 in 2004 and
another then implement another increase of $2 increasethe followingyear. They areaso
cdlingfor further studies.

Ripple Effects

Vancouver Island Public Interest Research Group



Why We Need To Act

THE CULMINATION of thisreport is alist
of recommendations for the City of Victoria
intended to begn aprocessto fully assess
theimpacts of the cruise ship industry,
minimize ther negative impacts, and ensure
they pay for ther far shareto mitigate the
impacts. Because of various jurisdi ctiona
boundaries, taking action will require
cooperation between different levels of
government.

The municipdity has control over whether
or not to host cruise ships asthe Harbour
Authority was recently divested authority
over 25 acres of federa wharves and
harbour front buildings surrounding
Victoria' s Harbour.® While, the federa
government monitors, enforces and has
power to change legslation that controls
cruise ship poIIution,100 there are many ways
for the City of Victoriaand the Harbour
Authority totake action as outlined in the
list of recommendations. Both can
ultimately make the decision on whether or
not to alow aship inport.

“Cruieshipsmug gop profiting at the
expense of our air and water and we know
that the cruiselinescan gop pollutingif
they just stop dumping and use cleaner
enginesand fud,” Randy Zurcher,
Bluewater Network. "

The City of Victoriaand the Harbour
Authority need to act onthese
recommendations, not only out of
responsibility toits citizens, but toplay its
part inthe future gability of the

industry . If Victoriawants to continueto
receiv e economic benefits from this industry
it would bein our best interest to ensurethe
industry retainsits vitdity. This means
helpingto hold the industry accountable so
that community and consumer backlash is
avoided.

Locd decision-makers should be conscious
that public awareness of the socia and
environment impacts of cruise ships has
been increasing. There are alarge number of
environmenta groups, networks, and unions
who are building campa gns against cruise
shipsinthe United Sates, these include the
Bluewater Network, Oceana, Ocean
Conservancy, Earth Island Institute, and
Earthjustice which fight cruise ship water
and air pollution. The Internationa
Trangport Workers Federation educates
consumers on cruise ship labour practices.
This awareness and momentum is comingto
Canada. Vancouv er based Oceans Blue
Foundation is advocating an internationa
cruise ship stakeholder-based certification
program, West Coast Environmenta L aw
produced areport pointingto the gapsin
current Canadian legslation and
recommendations for the future, and the
Canadian Centrefor Policy Alternatives
recently released areport ontheimpacts of
the cruise ship industry intheM aritimes.

Government and citizen’s groups throughout
Alaska, especialy, have been regul ating,
monitoring, and enforcinglegislation on
cruise ships. Former Governor Knowles
caled aspecid session, after thelegislature
had adjourned for the summer in 2002, and
had a bill passed that strengthened
monitoring and enforceabl e standards on
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Should We Be Taxing Cruise Passengers?

In Victoriawe have created specia taxes on tourists without acomparable tax on cruise
passengers. Tourists, and locas, comingto Victoriathrough the airport pay an $8.00 per
passenger Airport Inprovement Fee, to beincreased to $10 per traveller in 2004. In
addition, since 2001, airplane passengers pay afurther $26 security tax to cover our Federal
government’ s increased security costs. Then whentourists arrive a ther hote they pay the
City ahatd tax of 2 percent.

The City does not collect similar taxes from cruise passengers, dthough this is common
practice up and downthe coasts. Cruise industry gpokesperson John Hansen, whowas the
keynote speaker a the Harbour Authority’s Visioning Session, has argued against coasta
communities passing taxes on cruise ships, calingit unfair though the industry makes
incredible profits. He asks, “ What would be next? Arethey goingto start taxing airplanes
passing by just because they could make emergency landings?” A cruisevisit to Victoria
can hardly be considered an emergency landing as the industry aso makes a profit from
shore-side excursions. In addition as previously noted, every airline passenger does pay
taxes so why aren’t cruise passengers?

The cruise ship industry needsto take responsibility for security by payingasecurity tax
just asthearrlineindustry has. Currently it istaxpayers, nat the industry or its passengers
that arefooting the bill for the $60 million (over six years) federd commitment to marine
security .

Cruises that passthrough Victoria are marketed primarily on the scenery and beauty. It is
thereforelogca that the cruiseindustry pay their fair shareto protect what is bringngthem
profits. A tax would have the cruise industry payingtheir fair sharein protecting and
maintaining the precious environment that they enjoy. The current BC government’s “ user
pay” philosophy that gopliesto adl British Columbians must aso apply to visiting cruise
companies. When we park a aprovincid park we are taxed $3 to $5 dollars, when we
camp we can be charged $22. Locally, each resident of the Capita Region has agreed to
pay a$10 Parkstax, afund that visitorswho benefit from our natura areas should also

contributeto.

cruise ships and had the industry paying for offload passengers directly dowrntown®
the program through afee of $1 per This represents only asnapshot of the
passenger. Juneau voters have approved a $5 activity in Alaskaassessing the impacts of
head tax per cruise passenger with a70% cruise ships, finingthem, and finally taxing
magjority . Haines imposed a4% sales taxon them so their locd citizens do not haveto
shore excursions and on-shore purchaseﬁ102 pay for theimpacts. No vate has been given
Residents of Stkain an overwhelming to the citizens of Victoriaas the Harbour
majority voted down aproposa to build a Authority corntinues with improvementsthat
wharf that would dlow cruise shipsto will enable O gden Point to host more cruise
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ships. Loca government action in Victoria
IS non-existent in comparison to Alaska

Loca opposition aso translated into

leefl eting and proteststhat met cruise ship
passengers when arriving at Alaskan towns
such as Stka, Juneau, and Haines. In the
Town of Tenakee Sorings cruise passengers
were handed | esfl ets as they disembarked
sayingthey were not welcomed if they were
part of an organized tour but the}/ were
welcometo return on their own. > If
concerns are not addressed Victoria may
aso gain areputation for the legflets and
pratests. Tourism Victoria has
acknowledged, “ Thewelcomethat people
receive makes a bi g diff erence” ' It aso
appears that cruisepassengers may make
their own demands on the industry when
they receiveinformation on the harmful
impacts of cruise ships. It has been found
that 78% of Americans would beless likely
to take a cruise vacation that polluted cora
reefs, and 51% indicated they would beless
likely to takethat cruise vacation.'®

Some aborigna and First Nations
communities are aso speskingout against
the cruise ship industry . The Yakutat in
Alaskaare pointingto their territoria right
to protect their subsigence resources and
levy taxes on the cruise ship industry °’ The
Centrd Council of the Tlingt and Haida
Indian Tribes of Alaskafiled an objectionto
cruise ship dumping of pollutantsin

Southeast Alaskawaters®

“Ports too of ten perceivethat they need the
cruise ships more than the cruise lines
need them,”

- RossKlein (CCPA report)

By dlowingthe economic hedth of the
harbour to become dependent on the cruise
ship indudry it leaves Victoria susceptibleto

markets campai gns. M arkets campaigns
have often resulted in adeclinein support
from consumers. M arkets campaigns against
companies like Nike and Shell or whole
industries like the fur industry have been
extremely successful and have shaped
consumer spending patterns. Cruisesto
Alaskaare marketed a most soldy onthe
beauty of the natura environment. By
placingthemselves in this market they leave
themselves extremely susceptibleto boy cott
campai gns and bad press'® especialy
consideringthey would be gaininga
reputaion for polluting the very
environment that passengers have paid to
See.

Findly, if the Harbour Authority does nat
begin to take environmentd issues into
account they may face future ligbility issues.
Other ports are being forced to take notice.
Accordingto the Cdifornian Sur Coast Air
Quadity M anagement District, communities
closeto the Port of Los Angeles have some
of the highest cancer risksin theregon as a
result of toxic emissions from diesd-
powered shi?s, adongwith trucks and other
equipment.™™® In the United Sates,
environmenta groups are suingthe Port of
Oakland for failingto address environmenta
impacts from incressed ship traffic.™

The City of Victoriamust play agrongrole
in addressingthe socid and environmenta
impacts of cruise ships. They must of course
work withthe Greater Victoria Harbour
Authority (GVHA) but redizethat thereisa
patentid conflict of interest sincethe cruise
ship indugtry isther largest revenue
generator. It aso should be noted that a
representative from the cruise ship industry,
John Hansen from the North West Cruise
Ship Association (NWCA), wasthe only
guest speaker a ther initia visioning
session. 1
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Recommendations

1. A moratorium on cruise ship growth in Victoria.

2. The City of Victoria immediately initiate a process to assess the full
impacts of cruise ships in Victoria (economic, environmental,
community impacts).

3. The implementation of a municipal cruise passenger tax.

4. The development and enforcement of local environmental and social
standards on cruise tourism.

5. Ensure that federal regulation is followed through monitoring and is
strengthened beyond voluntary standards.

These five general recommendations require the City of Victoriato fulfil its responsibility in
taking a leadership rolein planning for the massive increase of cruisetourismin Victoria The
best place to start thisprocess is consultaion and the best way to implement aplan is through
cooperation that includes residents of Victoria, other levels of government and other B.C. ports.

1. A Moratorium on Cruise Ship Growth in
Victoria.

There can no longer be unlimited growth in the number of cruise ships and passengers visiting
Victoria. Until we know what our threshold is, we cannot continue our policy of promoting
gowth. “TheM oreThe Better” policy on cruise ships mug sap. Theindustry is being promoted
by the City, the Harbour Authority, the Province and local industry, with little or no
consideration of the consequences on the host city. Until theseimpacts are assessed and aplan
for the future adopted there needs to be a moratorium on growth. This moratorium needs to
include further cruise ship infrastructureplans a Ogden Point. In the Harbour Authority’s
October 2002 Visioning Session it was statedthat they intended to “ facilitate the growth of the
cruise ship industry” y et there was no apparent discussion onthe negative environmenta and
community impacts. In addition, so far thisyear, the Harbour Authority has soent over $3 million
dollars to improve Ogden Point’ s capacity to handle the increased number of ships and
passengers. The Harbour Authority isplanning the next stage of development in 2004.

This moratorium should remain in effect until impacts are fully assessed and theseimpacts are
taken into consideration in the city’ splans. As aresult of such planningthe City of Victoria
should establish alimit to the number of cruise ships it will receive.
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2. The City Of Victoria Immediately Initiate
A Process To Assess The Full Impacts Of
Cruise Ships In Victoria.

A full environmental, economic and social impacts assessment needs to be commissioned by the
City of Victoria The City of Victoriacannot continue to promote within its officid community
plan and economi c development straeges the growth of the cruise ship indusry without aso
playingarolein assessingtheimpacts of this growth. An impacts assessment should aso include
the examination of concession and allowances used to atract the industry, impact cruise ships
are having on the depletion of loca natura resources, the quantity of wastethey leave behind,
thewear they have on other services (notably heathcare, marine security, roads and emergency
services), and whether they are payingafair pricefor the afore mentioned. In addition, negative
impacts on other sectors of the economy or gpecific industries should be examined.

3. The Implementation of a Municipal Cruise
Passenger Tax.

The City of Victoria, in coordination with the Vancouver City Council, should come together to
discuss implementing aminimum $10 passenger tax on cruise ship passengers on Canada s West
Coast. In Victoriadone this would mean $3.2 million from the 2003 cruise season adone. There
should aso be coordination with Campbell River, Nanaimo, Prince Rupert and other future
patentia ports for the cruise ship industry, to avoid any efforts from the cruise industry to pit one
port against another. Because there are federal departments (T rangoort Canada, and
Environmenta Canada) that are mandated to monitor cruise ships there could aso be
coordination with them to seeif atax could bringincreased resources to dl parties responsible
for monitoring cruise ships. Thepassenger tax is thefirst $ep towards holding the cruise
companies accountabl e for the services and infrastructure they require and the environmental
degradation they cause. Unpaid debts include:

Environmenta Degradation: British Columbians rely on hedthy ecosystems for tourism,
fisheries, forestry, agriculture, and ultimately our hedlth through the food we edt, the air we
breath, the water we drink, and the land we live on. Environmenta impacts of cruise ships have
been outlined extensively in this report. Corporations making a profit that involves degradation
of our loca environment should be held accountable to the communities that areimpacted. A
passenger tax can be one part of this accountability. At least 25% of thepassenger tax should go
to environmenta programs that reduce consumption that impacts our oceans, decrease impacts
and protects our environment or research that studies impacts and mitigates solutions.

Monitoring : The need for further monitoring and enforcement is clearly outlined in this report.
A minimum 25% of this passenger tax should go toward the sole purpose of monitoring cruise
ship pollution including unintentiona and intentiona sewage, oil, garbage, and air pollution
illegd discharge at Ogden Point and throughout Canadian waters. This monitoring could occur
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with or without coordination withthe federa government and lik e Juneau use the passenger tax
topay for their own monitoring program.

Waterfront projects and maintenance built to accommodate cruise ships, passengers, and
services catering to the cruise ship industry.

IMPORTANT NOTE: Thisportion of thepassenger tax should not be used to expand facilities
so that alarger number of ships can use Victoria as aport.

Thisportion of the tax could be used to ensure infrastructure and services provided by the
Harbour Authority andthe City are adequately covered. This will ensurethat tax paying citizens
of Victoria are not left with debts as aresult of the cruise industry . T hese costs could be outlined
by the full impacts assessment that should be completed.

Thereis precedence for this tax in other cities including those on the Alaska/B.C. route. Juneau,
Alaskabegan aU.S $5 head tax per passenger in 1999. Alaska dso currently has astate-wide
tax of U.S$1 per passenger ' though the bill originaly included aU.S$75 state head tax, a33%
tax on on-board gambling, and acorporateincometax.™™* A currently proposed Alaskabill is
seekinga$100 head tax. Key West also charges aU.S $8.00 fee™ per passenger.

Port cities in the United Sates fed it isimportant to have this tax topay for services and
infrastructure and so should Canadians. Canadians need to stop subsidizing the cruise ship
industry . When exchange is taken into account a $10 Canadian head tax is comparableto the
precedence set in Alaskaand Key West.

If coordinated with the City of Vancouver and other potentid ports, this tax will not act asa
deterrent for ships to make Victoriaastop in their itinerary. Through requirementsinthe US
Passenger Services Act, ships that orignate from the United Saes and aretravelingto Alaska
must make astop in Canada ™' Victoria is the most convenient stop for cruise ships departing
from Seattle. Previously, the older vessels could not go on the outside passage, but the new ships
arenot just faster they are more powerful to handle the outside passage. Ships can now go up the
inside passage and down the outside passage, which makes for a great trip with unique scenery
eachway ™.

There are other hidden costs from the cruise ship industry that would require further study to
adequately measure but provide further support to increasing the financia compensation the
cruise ship industry makes to citizens of Victoria, British Columbiaand ultimately Canadians.
Theseinclude:

¢ Introduction of invasive species whose impactspaentidly includedl types of fisheries,
and ultimately ecosy sem stability,
¢ Air pollution increasing healthcare costs and lost produdivity, negatively impacting
tourism and agriculture and fina ly other negative economic impacts as aresult of climate
change (such as forestry, agriculture, fisheries, coastd infrastructure),
¢ Impacts from oil, sewage and garbage dischar ge on our marine ecosy $ems which
ultimately impact BC tourism and fisheries.
All research, programs, and monitoring that result from the head tax should not be influenced by
the cruise ship industry . This will ensure that monitoring stay impartial, and environmental
initiatives do not act as green-washing propagandafor theindustry.
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4. The development and enforcement of
local environmental and social standards
on cruise tourism.

Based on theimpact assessment of cruise shipsin Victoria, the City can develop loca
environmenta and social operationd standards on cruise tourism to ensure that visiting cruise
ships follow Beg Practices, meet local standards and that any growth is smart growth. Input from
the James Bay community and thereg of Victoria, should beincorporated in these standards
through ameaningful process. The City demands planning and complianceto local standards to
on-shore tourism and the same policies and practices are required for cruise tourism. The City
plays acriticd rolein the development and enforcement of standards on tourism related
industries such as B&Bs, festivas, tour bustraffic, horse carriages, pedi-cabs - even bagpipers.
Thereis no reason for cruise companies to be exempt from the same type of locd standards.

Loca standards would include not dlowing a ship to moor a Ogden Point if that ship does nat
meet environmenta standards established by the City or if it hasshownto violate environmenta
standards in any country. Thereis precedence for taking these measures. For example, city
officials banned the Cry std Harmony fromM ornterey after dumpingover 135,000 litres of
wastewater in arefuge, host to 27 gecies of marine mammals. Theincident was reported five
months after it occurred in aquarterly report requested by stae regul ators and when asked why it
was not reported earlier said there was “ no requirement to report it.” The company spokesperson
still insisted that they have a“ wonderful, wonderful track record.” "8 This same ship visited
Victoria 8 times last year and despiteits “wonderful, wonderful track record” was fined for air
pollution violations in Alaskain 2000 and 2001.T hough Victoria cannot deny aship accessto
coasta waters, it can withhold city services.

Other examples of locd standards would include the requirement of the use of low sulphur fud,
reducingenergy consumption to aminimum when in port or exploring dternative energy
sources. By takingthese actions port side emissions will be reduced, thereby reducing the local
ar emissions. In Alaska, Juneau invested $4.5 million for the infrastructure to alow hook-up to
onshore power sources."™® Action mitigatingi mpacts, such as onshorepower hook-up and
advanced sewage treatment, came from the cruise industry in the wake of strong public and
politica pressure. Residents concerned about water and air pollution being dumped into ther
communities worked with local decision-makers to pressure companies to take regponsibility for
the pollutionthey leave behind. This example should demonstrate to the Harbour A uthority that
if significant local pressureis exerted, the industry will make significant investmentsin the
community .

It isimportant that 1) any dternative energy source not provide the cruise ship industry with
energy subsidized by B.C. tax payers, and 2) that thereis areduction of pollution. It is nat just to
displace pollution to another community that will not resp the economic benefits from the cruise
industry .

In an effort to control sewage beingdumped into the harbour by float homesthe Greeter Victoria
Harbour Authority has madeit illegal to dump untreated sewage in the Harbour. Though thisis a
first 2ep in sdatingloca standards that will control cruise ship pollution, unfortunaely its
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jurisdiction ends a O%ﬂen Point so, “ once outside the breskwater [cruise ships] can dump
anything they want.”'<° This case demonstrates that local action needs to be coupled with federa
legslation.

5. Ensure that federal regulation is followed
through monitoring and is strengthened
beyond voluntary standards.

While thejurisdiction for standards and any related monitoring and enfor cement may belongto
differinglevels of government, the City should play thelead rolein coordinatingthis plan of
action.

Thefirst 2ep for achievingthis recommendation is for the cities of Victoria and Vancouver city
council, to pass ajoint motion calingon the federa government to have existing voluntary
quidelines become stronger, enfor cegble regulations. Appendix D includes some specific
recommendations to beincorporated in the regulations. The City of Victoriashould request that
Victorid sloca M ember of Parliament, David Anderson, M iniger of the Environment, introduce
abill into parliament that regulates cruise ship pollution.
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Appendix A

Who’s Who In The Industry

Four corporations dominate the cruise ship industry. They include: Carnival Corporation; Roy a
Caribbean Cruises Incorporated (RCCI); P& O Princess; and Sar Cruises. Collectively they own
half of the (1;Ii3bd fleet of large cruise vessds, serve dmost half of thetota number of cruise

passengers ! and control 90% of the North American market . These companies own severd
brand lines, some are also branchingout and investingin onshore f acilities and operations such
as tour gperations, ports, resorts, and ‘tourism villages'. Further consolidation is expected
through the merger of Carniva and P& O Princess creating a combined company that controls

90% of the North American market.

123

Corporation Brand or Base Incorporation | # of Revenue Interesting Facts
CruiseLine Ships | 2002
(* indicates (in US$)
land tour
operations)
Carnivd Holland Miami, Panama 45 e Revenue o World slargest
Corporation America USA $4.37 billion | cruise company
(CCL) Cunad e Profit: o 37% share of the
Seebourn $1.02 billion | North American
Costa o Assgs: market
Windstar $14.9 hillion
Royd Cdebrity Odlo, 26 e Revenue | e A large portion of the
Caribbean Cruises Norway $3.15 hillion | parent company is
(RCCI) Royd e Profit: owned by Pritzker who
Cdebrity $254 million | are dso owners of the
Tours* o Assds: Hyat hotd chan
$3.7 hillion
P& O Princess Princess London, 18 e Revenue e Owned by a
P&O England $2.45 hillion | Mdaysian company
Swan o Profit: involved in oil, power,
Hdlenic $3.01 gas, plantations, paper,
Ocean million property, ecommerce,
Village e Assas: $5 | hotds, and restaurants.
Aida billion
Seetours
A’ rosa
Star Cruises Orient Lines | Pulah 19 e Revenue
Star Indah, $1.57
Norwegian Mdaysia billion
CruiseLine e Profit:
$82.6
million

Source: Information for this table came from the following sources: Swestships, War on Want and the Internationa
Transport Workers' Federation (ITF), London, Tracy. “ Boowing theWhistle' and the Case far Cruise Certification.
Oceans Blue Foundeation, 2002, and Klein, Ross, Cruisng —Out of Control: The Cruise Industry, the Environment,

Workers, and the Maritimes. Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, March 2003.
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Appendix B

Timeline of major cruise ship violations

Note: All incidents occurred in the United States except for those marked with a*.

1992

Passengers videotaped more than 20 plastic garbage bags beingthrown off the Regal Princess by
the crew, Princess Cruises Inc.®" were fined $500,000.*** This boat visited Victoria 11 times
in 2002.

1994

Pam beach cruises fined $1 million for intentionaly dumpingail, leavingaslick over 4
kilometers long. Regency Cruises fined $250,000 for two ships having dumped plastic bags,

Uly sses cruises: $500,000 for two incidences of dumping plastic wrapped garbage and two cases
of dumping oily bilge."*°

1996

Cunard line: $23.5 million for damageto acoral reef'**.
1997

Norwegian cruise linefor damageto acora reef 2.

1998

Holland America s parent corporation pled guilty toillegaly dischargngoily water in Alaska
and was fined $1 million and $1 million in restitution.** It was a crew member who reported the
incident after refusingto illegdly punp oily bilge water overboard. ™

It was discovered in 1994 that Roya Caribbean Cruises Incorporated were usinglines to bypass
the oil/water separator used for the bilgewater. Thelines were removed duringUS coast guard
inspection to avoid detection. Thereforein 1998 RCCI plead quilty to seven felony counts for
conspiraq to discharge hazardous waste and obstrud justice. They werefined amere $8
million.™

1999

RCCI was fined another $18 million in 1999 for a21 count indictment for the fl eetwi de practice
of dischargngoil contaminated bil ge water, and dumpingwaste water or grey water purposely
contaminated with hazardous waste (including dry cleaningfluids, photographic chemicds, and
solvents from theprint shop). Invegtigators found the companies actions were so unscrupulous
that they staed the case was a“ fleet-wide conspiracy” by Roya Caribbean Cruises Ltd. to “ use

Xx¥Vill Note Princess Cruises Inc. is now P& O Princess. Names of companies used through out ths report are the

names used during the timeof the event. Use thetable in appendix A to track which companies own which cruise
lines.
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our nations waterway' s as its dumping ground.” 32 Yet $3 million was suspended by the Federd
judgein return for prompt pay ment.**

2000

RCCI was fined $3.5 million by the State of Alaskafor dumpingtoxic chemicas and oil
contaminated water. The pleaacl;eement included astipulation tha RCCI not dunp waste water
within 3 miles of the coast line. ™

2002

Norwegian Cruiselines $1.5 million for routiney circumventingthe oil/water separator, illegaly
dumping waste water, and hazardous waste between 1997 and 2000. A uthorities were lenient
because the company admitted tothe violations yet they only confessed becausethey knew a
former employee had reported them.™®

Carnivd Corp. had to pay $18 million for dumping oily waste from 5 ships, and makingfalse
entries into the log book. Captain James Walsh, former Vice President, Environmenta, Hedlth,
and Safety has dleged that CCL president ordered to cease documentation of continued oil leaks
on six ships, CCL legd counsd instructed him to tell investigators that hedidn’t recall any
conversations with senior management concerning illega dischar ges, and anumber of
environmental and safety alegations.”™"

It is important to put these fines into pergpective by redizingthat Carniva Corp. avoided
expenditures and the commitment of resources that come with theproper disposa of the oily
waste. Through 1996-2001 they avoided spending millions of dollars it would have cost to
properly dispose of their oily waste™*

XXiX

Environmenta dlegations indude by-passing oil-water separators, fasifying oil records, illegd discharges of
hazardous waste, improper disposd of hazardous waste and oil residue on land.
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Appendix C

Water Pollution

Bilge water:

Thiswaste gream colleds in the bottom of the ship and includes seawater, condensation aswell as
contaminants coming primarily from the ship’ s engineroom. The Royal Caribbean 2000 environmental
XXX

report saestha each ship ™ produces 85,000 litresof bilge water producing almog 30,000 litresof oily
water, and over 9,000 litres of oily dudge per week.

Oil impads livingthingsin numeous waysincluding: destroyed thermal protection and water resgance
of feathersand fur, intedinal problems, liver failure, clogged gill s, gastrointestinal trad haemorrhaging,
renal failure, blood disorders, inflammation of mucous membranes, lung congestion, pneumonia, and
nervous system disturbances. Research has shown even small amounts of oil negatively impact eggs and
larvae of many gecies, and birds and fur bearing marinemammals. Longte'm exposureto low
concentraions can be just asharmful as high concentrations over a short term »*” Sientigs have shown
tha diesel bunker fuel can persist in the environment for years ater an oil spill 2%

Sewage: Black and Grey water:

Black water istheterm for vessel sewage asit is moreconcentraedthan land based sewage (ships use
lesswater intheir sewage system than land based systems). Black water contains bacteria, pahogens,
disease-causing micro organisms, viruses, the eggs of intemal parasites, and excessvenurients al of
which can cause harm to human and ecosydem health. As an example of the level of discharges Roeyal
Caribbean Cruises | ncorporated ships each produce over 556,000 litresof black water every week **°

Grey water isthe leag regulated andthe largest aruise ship waste gream. For example Royal Caribbean
ships produce 7.5 million litres of grey waer per week. Sudies have shown grey water contains
detergents, cleanes, oil and grease, pegticides, medical and dental waste oxygen demand, coliform
bacteria, and significant concentrations of priority polluants™*® Grey water samplestaken in Alaska were
also foundto contain fecal coliform, heavy metals (such aslead, copper, silve, and othe trace meals),
and dissolved plagtics. Of 80 samplestaken in Alaskain 2000, only onemet the federal guidelines for
fecal ooliform count, andtotal suspended solids.

Human sewage can contaminate shell fish beds, coral reefs, and cause eutrophicaion which can kill
organisms by depleingtheoxygen level inthewater. Consuming contaminaed fish and shell fih and
direct contact with sewage pose serious health risksfor humans. If a ship isusing a chemical Marine
Sanitation Device (M) there are additional impadsto larvae and eggsin the ocean as aresult of the
chlorine, quaternary ammaonia, or formaldehyde used.

Hazardous or Toxic Waste:

* These were the maximum amounts produced by ships not averages.
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Thelid of hazardous chemicalsthat cruise shipsproduce include: dry-cleaning wastes contain
perchlorehylene (PERC), print shop wastes contain hydrocarbons, chlorina ed hydrocarbons, andheavy
metals, photo processing chemicals contain silver, paint wastes, solvents such asturpentine, benzene,
xylene, mehyl ehyl ketone, andtolueng fluorescent light bulbs containing mercury, and lead-acid,
nickel-cadmium, lithium, and alkaline batteries. Tributyltin, a hull paint, is a persstent organic polluant.
Thethousands of litres of oily dudge produced from burning bunker fuel arealso consdered hazardous
waste and must be disposed of properly **

Royal Caribbean per week flegwide figures of hazardous waste production includes: 75 pounds of
batteries; 1,735 pounds of discarded and expired chamicals, 45 pounds of medical waste; 78 gallonsof
rags, debrisand fuel filters, 153 pounds of fluorescent lights, 6 pounds of explosives, 117 gallonsof dry
cleaning waste; 2,262 gallonsof photo wastes; and 213 gallons of spent paints and thinners.

Impectsof hazardous wastes vary widely but all areextremely damaging in even small quantities. Both
dioxins and PERC are carcinogenic, can cause birth defetsin humans and istoxicto animalseven in
small amountsasit accumulatesin faty tissues (thisis paticularly harmful to marine mammals asthey
haveathidk layer of faty tissue). Benzeneis also ahuman carcinogen. Chlorinaed hydrocarbons
bioaccumulate up thefood chain and are again harmful & evenlow levels. Heavy meals bioaccumulate
in faty tissues are trangorted in sedimentation, and cause harmful effeasranging from nervous
disorders, to reproductivefailure. 142

Sdid waste (Garbage):

Garbage causes entanglement of animalsleading to cus, anpuaion, and drowning. Plagtics, styrof oam,
and othe maerials can be ingesed leading to a damaged digestive tradt, blodkage causng savaion, and
inhibiting buoyancy. Ingested plasticscan reduce steroid hormone levels thereby inhibiting growth,
molting, and reproductive success. It is esimated tha ingestion and entanglement in plastic are
responsible for the deaths of morethan 1 million birds and 100,000 marinemammals each year**?
Incineraion is also cause for concern. Theash deposited at sea may contain dioxins andfurans from
burning plastic and paper. If hazardous waste isalso caelesdy (or purposefully) included inthe
incinerationthe ash will contain toxic compounds.

Ballast water:

Though ballast water may seem harmless it haspotentially huge economic, ecological, and human health
implicaions. Ballag water is ocean wate taken into and discharged from a ship, to stabilize aship when
carrying different weights. It isestimaedtha ballast water carries & lead 7,000 different marine species
aday around the world, often introducing them to new and sometimes vulnerable ecosygams.

Invasive species arethe second leading cause of loss of biological diversty and cost Canadiansmillions
of dollarsevery year. The EPA estimaestha the economic cog of aquatic invasive geciesis $5 hillion
USper year. Ballast water may contain dinoflagellatestha may cause massive fish die offsand shell fish
poisoning from redtide. Harmful bacteria can al betransported in ballast water, for example an
epidemic grain of Cholerafrom South America was found in fish and shell fish on the Guif coast of the
United Sates. A gudy by the Smithsonian Ingitute found cholera in 14 out of 15 ships sampled!**

San Francisco ispotatially the word case scenario but demondraes inatentivenessto ballast waer
emissons. Duetoits high level of shippingtraffic it isegimaedtha there ae morethan 230 invasive
speciesin San Francisco Bay. It isestimaedtha upto 97 % of al organisms and 99% of all biomassin
the San Francisco Bay areforeign species.
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Appendix D

e Ship air emisson standards similar to other industridized countries.

It should be at least as grong as the recent strategy put inplace by the Eurgpean Commission
including a 1.5% sulphur requirement for al marine fuels, a0.2% for fud used by ships while
they areat berth, and legislation covering NOXx, greenhouse geses, ozone depleting substances.
This legslation would have asignificant impact on cruise ship air emissions as more than 98%
of thefud purchased by cruise shipsisin North Americaand most of this fud is purchased in
Vancouver.

e An 80% reduction from MARPOL’s Annex VI NOx emisgons.

This level of reduction has been suggested by the EPA as avoluntary standard"*® which indi cates
it is achievable and therefor e should be Canadd s legd standard. There are economically feasible
technologies that can reduce ship’s NOx emissions by 30-90%

e Comprehensive controlsfor grey water.

It was discovered through Alaskan monitoringthat grey water can havefecal coliformlevels as
high as black water and grey water should be regul ated as it has been used in the past to dump
hazardous wastes.

e Harmonization of Canadian black water regulations with Alaskan standards.

Alaska has asimilar environment to our coast, in terms of leve of biodiversity and resources,
therefore Canada should maintain similar hi gh standard of regul ation.

e Additional no discharge areas.

Legslation should also designate areas (in addition to the 14 dready identified) where no cruise
ship discharges are dlowed including areas near shel Ifish aguaculture, communities, and other
ecolog cally sensitive aress.

e Legislation and resources tostrengthen monitoring and enforcement.

This could be done by increasing the cruise ship monitoring budget of the Coast Guard sothey
can broaden the scope of their monitoring. New initiatives such as surprise inspections need to be
instituted. Though an industry funded ingpection and monitoring program has resulted in

millions of dollarsin fines in the United States, there have been no prosecutions or fines in
Canada. ™’ Canadaneeds to begin to take equal responsibility in monitoring the industry .

e Atransparent stakehdder based vessd certification process.

This would ensurethat cruise ships are meet rigorous environmenta and social standards. See
Oceans Blue Foundations report “ Blowing the Whistle and the Case for Cruise Certification”.
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