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Dear Chair Barve and Members of the Environment and Transportation Committee, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of HB 21, a Prohibition on the Chemical Conversion of 

Plastic. Oceana is the largest international advocacy organization dedicated solely to ocean 

conservation. With our 17,800 supporters across Maryland, we work to advance science-based policies 

at the federal, state, and local level that will restore the ocean’s abundance and biodiversity. We submit 

this testimony to share our strong support for SB 21 and urge you to pass this important legislation. 

 

Plastic pollution is a growing threat to the world’s oceans, as well as our food, health and climate. Each 
year, an estimated 33 billion pounds (15 million metric tons) of plastic enters the marine environment.i 
This is roughly equivalent to two garbage trucks full of plastic being dumped into the oceans every 
minute. 
 

Everything from salt to water to beer has been found to contain plastics.ii Plastics are making their way 
into our food, water and air, and harming our ocean ecosystems and marine species, including here in 
Maryland. According to a 2014 study, microplastics were found in 59 out of 60 water samples from the 



Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries.￼iii In a report published in 2020, Oceana found evidence of nearly 
1,800 marine mammal and sea turtles from 40 different species swallowing or becoming entangled in 
plastic in U.S. waters since 2009.iv Of those animals, a staggering 88% were from species listed as 
endangered or threatened with extinction under the Endangered Species Act 
 
While we begin to realize the extent of plastic pollution’s effects, plastic production continues to 
increase at a rapid rate. Global production of plastic is now projected to increase at least fourfold 
between 2014 and 2050.v 
 
Traditional, mechanical recycling is not enough to solve the plastic pollution crisis, and neither is 
chemical conversion, or what some call “chemical recycling,” when often the products are fuels to be 
burned. Waste-management solutions have not adequately dealt with plastic pollution in the past and 
cannot realistically keep up with the rising rates of plastic production. Only 9% of all the plastic waste 
ever produced has been recycled. vi The rest of it ends up either in an incinerator, a landfill or the 
environment. 
 
Instead of ceasing to manufacture single-use plastic and materials that cannot be recycled with existing 
technology, the plastics industry is selling the idea of “chemical recycling” as a panacea to our plastic 
waste crisis. In reality, these technologies would require enormous costs and take decades to bring to 
scale — in fact, even the petrochemical industry acknowledges that a circular economy based on these 
technologies is not currently feasible.vii Even if ambitious targets for growth are met (600 plants handling 
6 million tons per year), as the American Chemical Council predicts, that would handle only one-fifth of 
the plastic waste generated.viii  
 

On top of the feasibility issue, chemical conversion poses environmental risks. Plastic products are made 

with myriad chemicals, many of which pose risks to the environment or human health, so breaking them 

down will always result in a troublesome stream of contaminants. Chemical recycling methods, such as 

pyrolysis and gasification expel these contaminants in the form of hazardous emissions and greenhouse 

gasses, making this “solution” just as irresponsible as incineration.ix,x,xi,xii,xiii,xiv  

 

In short, chemical conversion facilities are unproven, costly technologies that face barriers in low 

recycling collection rates and often result in expensive fuels rather than recycled products while 

generating toxic waste streams at taxpayer expense. 

 

The most effective way to stem the overwhelming flow of single use plastic into our oceans and 

communities is to enact policies governing its production and use. We must not lose valuable time, 

energy, or funds supporting the costly production of chemical conversion facilities, which do not address 

the problem of plastic pollution and in fact create even more environmental hazards. 

 

We strongly support SB 21, which would safeguard Maryland from the hazards created by chemical 

conversion facilities and allow lawmakers and communities to continue implement smart policies that 

address the issue of plastic waste the source. 

 

We thank you for the opportunity to testify and urge you to pass this important legislation to reduce 

plastic pollution. Thank you. 



 

 

Sincerely, 

  

 Jacob Ross, Mid Atlantic Campaign Organizer, Oceana 

jross@oceana.org 
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