
This report (product) is produced by students of Wageningen University as part of their MSc-programme.  
It is not an official publication of Wageningen University or Wageningen UR and the content herein does not 
represent any formal position or representation by Wageningen University. 

 
 

 

ADVICE REPORT : 
T H E  P R E V E N T I O N  O F  F I B E R -

R E I N F O R CE D - P L A S T I C  B O A T S  F R O M  
B E C O M I N G  O R P H A N I N  D U T C H  

W A T E R B O D I E S  

 

 
Group number: 1542 
 
Team members: Fadia Al Abbar, Diederik de Jong, Sarah Marohn, Vera Scherders, Paula 
Anglada Vink, Thijs van Wuijckhuijse 
 
Commissioner: Stichting Yacht Recycling. Boj van Baars, Hans van Smoorenburg 
 
July, 2015 
 

 



Copyright © 2015 All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced or distributed in any 
form of by any means, without the prior consent of the authors. 

 
 

 

Commissioner: 
Stichting Jacht Recycling 
 
B. van Baars re.  
0610631882 
boj@jacht-recycling.com 
 
J.M. van Smoorenburg 
0622935896 
hans@jacht-recycling.com 
 
Industrieweg 17d, 2421 LK Nieuwkoop 
 
 
Project team secretary: 
 
Paula Anglada Vink 
paula.angladavink@wur.nl 
+31 617856033 
 
Cover picture: 
Sanne Terling/Eva Schram. 2014, April. Gezonken bootje. bit.ly/1DwOcWp 

mailto:boj@jacht-recycling.com
mailto:hans@jacht-recycling.com
http://t.co/JI8RzQirhq


 
 

DESCRIPTION LIST 

Civil society: Institutional domain of voluntary associations 

 

End-of-life boat: a boat from which the owner decides the economic value utility has reached 

zero and there is no sense to refurbishing the boat. There are several choices for the owner to 

deal with an end-of-life boat, these are: refurbishing, selling, recycling or abandoning  

 

Orphan boat: an abandoned boat from which the owner is not known. The boat is conscious 

abandoned by the owner. Orphan boats are present in the Dutch water bodies, on land and are 

not necessarily an end-of-life boat  

 

Recreational boat: means that a boat is used for the recreational pleasure of the owner 

 

Wreck: every unusable and damaged boat that is floating in the water, sunk or stranded. The 

owner is not per definition not known    

 

Water sports industry: the term for all the organisations that belong or have interests in water 

sports in the Netherlands 

ABBREVIATION LIST 

ANBI: Algemeen Nut Beogende Instelling 

APE: Authorised Public Entities 

AVAC: Abandoned Vessel Advisory committee (State of California) 

AWAF: Abandoned Watercraft Abatement Fund Program (State of California) 

DVRP: Derelict Vessel Removal Program (State of Washington) 

EBA: European Boating Association 

ECRC: European Composites Recycling Service Company 

EPA: Environmental Protection Act (the U.K.) 

FRP: Fiber-Reinforced-Plastic 

HISWA: Handel & Industrie op het gebied van Scheepsbouw en Watersport 

ISO: International Standard organisation 

NGO: Non-Governmental Organisation 

OEMs: original equipment manufacturers 

RDW: Rijksdienst voor het Wegverkeer 

RFI: Radio Frequency Identification 

SWRTN: Stichting Watersport Recreatie Tourisme Nederland 

UNEP: United Nations Environment Programme 



 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This research was conducted for Stichting Jacht Recycling in order to give advice on which 

governance instruments can be useful for preventing Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) boats from 

becoming orphan in Dutch waterbodies. Currently, approximately 3,000 orphan boats are 

present in the Netherlands. It is expected that this number will grow up to 12,500 within the 

coming five years. This constitutes a problem to the environment and especially to the water 

quality. FRP is disintegrating into microbeads, which contributes to the so called “plastic soup”. 

Microbeads are not only destroying marine organisms, they also end up in our food chain. The 

hull of most recreational boats consists of FRP and abandoning these boats should therefore be 

prevented. To advice on prevention possibilities, this report focussed on boat legislation in the 

Netherlands, how other countries prevent orphan FRP boats from becoming orphan (including 

recommendations), interviews and an elaboration on possible governance instruments. Possible 

as well as current governance instruments have been categorized by regulatory, economic, 

voluntary and communicative instruments.  

 

The Dutch legislation section elaborated on the Dutch waste management, the wrakkenwet and 

the regulering snelle motorboten. These legislations lack clarity on how to deal with the issue of 

orphan FRP boats. The analysis results that the wrakkenwet fails on three important aspects. 

First, it does not clearly appoint who is responsible for clearing the water from boat wrecks and 

how to proceed in case the owner is unknown. Second, it does not state a prohibition to dump 

your boat in the water or let it sink. It also does not state that the owner should get rid of the 

boat in a responsible way. Third, the wreck definition in the wrakkenwet is differently 

interpreted by legal actors, resulting in confusing whether a boat should be seen as a wreck and 

whether the boat (wreck) should be removed. 

Currently, registration is only necessary for motorboats that can go faster than 20 km/h and are 

smaller than 20 meters in length. By looking into the regulation of fast motorboats this report 

finds that it fails to assure that the owner of a boat can held responsible. A boat owner can 

always claim to have sold his/her boat. 

 

Because Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) can help to pressure policy changes, some 

NGOs have been interviewed. Actors representing the water sports industry are also 

interviewed as they are directly affected by orphan boats. Most interviewed NGOs are unaware 

of the problem concerning orphan FRP boats. Interviewed actors of the water sports industry 

consider a registration system as a solution to prevent boats from becoming orphan. However, 

the Watersportverbond has doubts towards a registration system as they fear taxes when the 

government implements a registration system. They suggest starting an awareness campaign on 

issues related to orphan boats, instead of a registration system.   

 

Canada, the U.S., and Norway acknowledge the problems associated with orphan boats, 

therefore these countries were feasible for research on governance instrument possibilities for 

the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan. These countries were all recommended to 

implement a registration system, however there are differences (per country) on what this 

registration system should entail. Norway and the State of California have been recommended to 

implement economic incentives to stimulate the disposal of end-of-life boats by boat owners, e.g. 



 
 

a rebate to boat owners when disposing their end-of-life boat to a collection site. Also, Norway, 

the state of California, and the U.S. are recommended to raise awareness. For example, Norway  

was recommended to improve information on environmental impacts of recreational boats 

through advertisement and marketing by the seller.  

Additionally, this report elaborates on education and labelling, which might be used to aid in the 

prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan. Regarding education, if boat owners are aware of 

the environmental impact of boat abandonment, they are more likely to get rid of their boat in a 

more responsible way. Concerning the labelling section, three International Standard Organisation 

(ISO) label types have been discussed, of which type 2 is most applicable for aiding in the prevention 

of FRP boats from becoming orphan. 

Based upon the findings from the previous mentioned subjects, an advice is formulated in the 

last chapter. The advice is categorized into advice on the problems of responsibility, registration 

and raising awareness. Regarding the problems of responsibility, we advise Stichting Jacht 

Recycling to broaden their network of political actors in order to pressure changes in the 

wrakkenwet and to implement good ideas from other countries. Ideas are e.g. to have a single 

authority responsible for dealing with orphan boats and to have a clear definition of an orphan 

boat. This can ease the process of removal. To make boat owners more aware of the problem, we 

advise Stichting Jacht Recycling to start a campaign to raise awareness.  

Concerning the problems of registration, we advise Stichting Jacht Recycling to work together 

with the water sports industry on a private registration system. Moreover, Stichting Jacht 

Recycling can lobby the government for subsidies that help municipalities to set up effective 

registration systems. Stichting Jacht Recycling can also collaborate with The Plastic Soup 

Foundation to create a platform to introduce a registration framework. Problems that are related 

to awareness can be approached by collaborating with the European Composites Recycling 

Services Company who is developing a Green Label scheme. In general, Stichting Jacht Recycling, 

together with the water sports industry, can work on an environmental label. Also, an education 

plan can be developed with the help of Boat DIGEST.  

 

Key words: advice, awareness, communicative instruments, economic instruments, education, 

Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic (FRP), governance instruments, governance tool, legislation, marina, Non-

Governmental Organisation, orphan, plastic soup, prevention, recreational boat, reduction, 

regulation, regulatory instruments, responsibility, voluntary instruments, water sports industry 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In this introduction, background information on the general problem of orphan Fibre-

Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) boats and the set-up of this advice report will be given. Then, the 

environmental problems caused by orphan FRP boats have been outlined. This is followed by the 

problem analysis of this advice report including the research question. Finally, this section will 

clarify the methodology.   

 

Background 

Currently, there are around 3,000 end-of-life boats within the Netherlands and it is expected 

that that this will grow to 12,500 in the coming five years (Waterrecreatie Advies, 2014). A boat 

reaches the end-of-life stage when the owner decides its economic value has reached zero and 

there is no benefit in refurbishing the boat. The end-of-life stage of recreational boats is often 

reached after 20 years and 30 years for sailboats. Boats in their end-of-life stage are often 

abandoned as they cannot be used anymore. These boats are referred to as “orphan boats”. 

When these boats are abandoned in water bodies, specifically FRP boats, they end up affecting 

the environment.  

 

Environmental problem 

FRP boats fall under the category ‘plastic’, since their hulls are made of plastic. Most recreational 

boats contain FRP which, if left in the water over time, cause harm to the environment. 

Investigations on plastic in the ocean state that plastic debris and plastic particles contribute to 

environmental pollution as they form a major impact on marine life (Derraik, 2002) as well as on 

human health. (Teuten et al., 2009). There are certain chemicals within plastics that detach 

themselves from plastics and enter the environment, e.g. the chemical Nonylphenol (NP)1. NP is 

highly toxic to aquatic organisms, bio-accumulative and persistent in the aquatic environment 

(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2010).  

 

When an FRP boat is left in the water long enough, they disintegrate into microbeads which, 

again, cause harm to the environment. In recent years, the concern on the ocean’s pollution by 

microbeads has been raised by governments and Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) at 

the national and international level (Seltenrich, 2015). Recent studies, on the so called “plastic 

soup”, estimate that there are around 5.25 trillion plastic particles (some 269,000 tons) present 

in the ocean’s surface waters (Eriksen et al., 2014). Plastics are not only a danger to marine 

organisms that consume the plastic particles, but are also likely to end up in the human food 

chains (Seltenrich, 2015). Moreover, once a boat has sunk, other dangerous polluting materials 

(e.g. oil) are released and washed into the sea (Baars and Smoorenburg, 2015). Since the amount 

of FRP boats are expected to increase, causing more harm to the environment, the prevention of 

FRP boats from becoming orphan in the Dutch water bodies is necessary. 

 

Problem analysis 
The question that now remains is why FRP boats become orphan in the first place. So far, it is 

unclear whether there are policies in the Netherlands that clarify who is responsible for the 

orphan FRP boats. This lack of policy can result in environmental pollution, as well as orphan 

FRP boats being an obstacle for the water sports industry.  Boats that are smaller than 20 meters 

                                                             
1 Nonylphenol is a chemical that often appears in high doses in plastic materials. (Loyo-Rosales et al. 2004).  
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in length do not need to be registered. The owner is not legally responsible for a boat smaller 

than 20 meters in length, thus he/she is not legally obliged to dispose the boat in a sustainable 

and responsible manner (International Council of Marine Associations, 2007). This creates 

problems regarding responsibility and sustainable removal of the orphan FRP boats.  

 

Orphan FRP boats cause a problem for the water sports industry. The lack of responsibility 

results in orphan FRP boats swerving in water bodies. Neither the government nor the boat 

owners take responsibility which eventually forces the water sports industry to take 

responsibility for the removal of orphan FRP boats.  

 

Another problem is related to FRP recycling, which as there are no facilities in the Netherlands 

that provide techniques for sustainable FRP recycling.  

Thus far, there are no cost-efficient recycling options anywhere. Due to the lack of cost-efficient 

recycling options, the amount of end-of-life boats in the upcoming five years will grow 

(Waterrecreatie Advies, 2014). Waterrecreatie Advies (2014) estimates that in five years the 

amount of end-of-life boats will grow to 12,500. When there are no options available for FRP 

recycling, the incentive to abandon an end-of-life boat will increase, which results in more 

orphan FRP boats.  

1.1 APPROACH 

All these issues show that the problem of orphan FRP boats is very complex and a number of 

challenges are interlinked with each other. There are three subjects to which our approach could 

focus on; prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan, the removal of orphan FRP boats from 

the Dutch waters, and what recycling options are available regarding FRP.  We have chosen to 

focus on the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan, because it has a perspective on the 

future and automatically solves other problems. For example, when FRP boats would not 

become orphan, environmental problems are not caused by these boats anymore. It is essential 

to close the tap; if no orphan FRP boats are added to the water bodies within the Netherlands, it 

is easier to clean up the orphan FRP boats that are already present. If information is found, 

regarding the other two subjects and is relevant for the prevention of FRP boats from becoming 

orphan, then it will be taken into account in the results. 

 

To deal with the issues related to orphan FRP boats, an analysis will be given on current 

governance instruments in the Netherlands regarding the prevention of FRP boats from 

becoming orphan. Furthermore, we will give advice on what international governance 

instruments can be implemented in the Netherlands, or what can be used to improve the 

currently used governance instruments. These instruments will be categorised so that we can 

make clear distinctions between them (further explanation in section 1.2). The categories 

consist of the following instruments: regulatory, economic, voluntary, and communicative 

instruments (Connelly et al. 2012).  

 

In order to give an advice, a research question has been formulated. To answer this research 

question, sub-questions have been formulated concerning governance instruments within the 

Netherlands and in other countries regarding the prevention of orphan FRP boats from 

becoming orphan. The research question and sub-questions were formulated as follows: 
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Research question 

What governance instruments can be suggested to prevent Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic boats from 

becoming orphan in Dutch waters?  

 

Sub-questions 

1. What are the current used governance instruments in the Netherlands concerning the 

prevention of Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic boats from becoming orphan? 

2. What governance instruments exist in other countries regarding the prevention of Fibre-

Reinforced-Plastic boats from becoming orphan? 

3. What potential governance instruments can be applied to prevent Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic 

boats from becoming orphan? 

1.2 METHODOLOGY 
The methodology has been set up for literature research, data collection by interviews, and the 

use of governance instruments. 

 

Literature research 

Scientific literature has been found by using online databases such as scholar.google.com and 

library.wur.nl. Government websites and publications have been used for the governance 

instruments. Additionally, if information from companies or governmental institutions was not 

available, an email has been sent to the available contact person of this institution. Terms that 

have been used in search engines are “Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic boats”, “boat abandonment”, 

“abandoned boats”, “end-of-life pleasure crafts”, “worn out leisure crafts”, etc. 

 

Data collection by interviews 

In order to attain the stakeholders’ perceptions on the orphan-FRP-boat situation, interviews 

have been conducted.  An interview can provide additional or previously unknown information 

of the problem, and provides new suggestions and/or solutions. According to Patton (1990), 

three interview categories exist for qualitative research: the informal conversational interview, 

the general interview guide approach, and the standardised open-ended interview.  

 

The format that has been used for this advice report, is the standardised open-ended interview. 

In a standardised open-end interview, questions are formulated before the interview and are 

asked in the way they are written during the interview. The interview questions used are given 

in Appendix A. After the interview, the information gathered has been reviewed and analysed. 

An overview of the interviews is given in Appendix B.  

 

There are different stakeholders that are important for the prevention of FRP boats from 

becoming orphan. Due to time restrictions, interviewing all stakeholders was not feasible. 

Therefore, a choice has been made to interview NGOs and different actors from the water sports 

industry. 

 

Governance instruments categories 

All the governance instruments found for the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan 

have been divided into the following categories: 
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Regulatory instruments, e.g. ban, standards, legislation 

Traditionally, the key governance instrument is regulation and enforcement through a 

regulatory body. It is a way for governments to influence the behaviour of businesses, 

consumers and citizens. This form of legislation is also known as a “command and control” 

instrument (Connelly et al. 2012). 

 

Economic instruments, e.g. taxes, funds 

Economic instruments change the behaviour of actors by giving incentives or by punishing 
specific actor(s) economically (Connelly et al. 2012). 
 
Voluntary instruments, e.g. negotiated agreement, collaboration 

Voluntary instruments give individuals, organisations, consumers, governments, business, etc. 

the opportunity to change the behaviour of involved actors. One of these instruments is a 

negotiated agreement which focuses on the development of voluntary agreements (e.g. 

covenants) between the state and other private actors (Connelly et al. 2012).  

 

Communicative instruments, e.g. creating awareness, institutional change, education, and eco-

labelling 

The communicative instruments are governance instruments, which together with voluntary 

instruments have become popular in the last years. A communicative instrument can be used to 

communicate and exchange information with different stakeholders. Non-state actors 

acknowledge environmental problems and specify a goal that has to be achieved. This can be 

done by creating awareness through educating civil society on environmental problems. 

Similarly, the involvement of NGOs and civil society in the decision-making process increase the 

legitimacy of information provided for decisions that are made by e.g. the government. 

Additionally, the initiative of (eco-)labels allows consumers to use their buying power to push 

sustainability in the value chain.  
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2. DUTCH POLICIES 

This chapter points out how Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) from boats as waste are managed in 

the Netherlands. The effectiveness of Dutch policies, as regulatory instruments for preventing 

FRP boats from becoming orphan, has been analysed. First, it is discussed how orphan FRP boats 

can be seen as waste in order to clarify which legislation on environmental pollution in Dutch 

waters are at stake. After that, legislation on boat wrecks and policies regarding registration has 

been analysed, by pointing out policy gaps. Lastly, an interview with D66 Parliament Member 

Ms. Van Veldhoven is conducted and the results are implemented in this chapter. The interview 

has been conducted to clarify whether there is any awareness in the Dutch government, 

concerning the management of FRP waste. 

2.1 WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Boat abandonment can be seen as waste. Therefore, research on the Dutch waste management 

was operated in order to clarify why FRP waste management in the Netherlands is necessary. In 

2003, only 2% of FRP waste was reused as a composite material for cement and asphalt. The 

other 98% consisted of landfill and incineration (Netcomposites, 2003). However, incineration 

of FRP results in significant environmental damage as it contains a high amount of halogenates 

substances (mainly mineral glass) (AWV Abfallwirtschaft-Vechte, 2015). Possible damages 

include “leaching of toxic chemicals into groundwater”, and “the release of methane — a potent 

greenhouse gas — into the atmosphere” (Seltenrich, 2013 p.1). Therefore, in 2013 the 

Activiteitenregeling mileubeheer (Regulation regarding environmental activities) has set strict 

rules concerning the incineration of objects containing halogenate substances 

(Activiteitenregeling milieubeheer, 2013).  

 

As can be concluded, incineration is not a desired option to get rid of FRP boats. Furthermore, 

landfill is considered as the least desirable option to dispose of FRP by the European Union 

(European Union, 2013). Because landfill causes environmental damage, the European 

Commission is working on a plan to ban plastic landfills in the future. Besides landfill and 

incineration, there are no cost-effective and sustainable FRP Recycling options available in the 

Netherlands (van Baars & van Smoorenburg, 2015). 

 

Responsibility of waste management 

The Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment is in charge of the FRP waste management 

in the Netherlands. In managing FRP waste, Rijkswaterstaat advises the government on waste 

policy and regulation. The municipalities are responsible for the implementation of the waste 

management policy (Legislative Council Secretariat, 2014). Regarding FRP boats, municipalities 

are responsible for FRP boats that are left behind in the marina. How they organise the removal 

is up to them (van Veldhoven 2015).  

 

To summarise, waste management options for FRP are very limited and available options are 

damaging the environment. Therefore, dismantling and recycling an FRP boat is very difficult 

and costly as there are no sustainable cost-efficient recycling options in the Netherlands. To 

conclude, if there are no sustainable and cost-efficient ways to recycle an FRP boat, FRP boats 

will keep getting abandoned. Municipalities are responsible to deal with orphan FRP boats, 

however they are also limited in doing so as removing and recycling is expensive.  
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The next section will discuss what kinds of regulatory instruments are used to prevent boats 

from becoming orphan and whether these instruments are effective.  

2.2 REGISTRATION POLICY AND REGULATORY INSTRUMENTS 

Regulatory instruments, also referred to as “command and control”, are important instruments 

to control environmental issues as well as other problems. Regulations are defined as “the direct 

regulation of an industry or activity by legislation that states what is permitted and what is 

illegal” (McManus, 2009). These kinds of legislations can be helpful for the government to 

influence the behaviour of citizens or businesses. Effective legislation can support the regulation 

and prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan. This can be achieved by setting high 

standards that must be complied with, e.g. clean waterbodies (command), formulating sanctions 

that result from non-compliance (control), and stating how this can be archived. This section will 

first discuss the wrakkenwet (“Law concerning wrecks”), and second the regeling registratie 

snelle motorboten (“regulation fast motorboats”). Whether there are shortcomings in the laws 

will be further elaborated. Moreover, it will be analysed whether both legislations constitute an 

implementation gap. The implementation gap is defined as; the situation in which the legislation 

fails to meet the policy objective (Connelly et al., 2012).  

 

As clarified earlier, boats left behind in waters can cause environmental damage due to leaking 

oil tanks and decomposition of the FRP.  

In addition, wrecks can also form an obstacle and endanger boat traffic (Nab, 2007). The 

wrakkenwet clarifies the juridical aspects on how to proceed when wrecks are left behind in 

Dutch water bodies. According to this legislation, costs made to overcome hazards associated 

with wrecks have to be paid by the boat owner. The wrakkenwet defines a wreck as: “an object 

or vessel, ran aground in open waters, sunk or stranded, or stuck in weirs or other water 

management structures” (translated by authors) (Wrakkenwet, 1934). According to this 

definition, orphan FRP boats can be regarded as a wreck. The wrakkenwet aims to clarify how to 

deal with wrecks, who the responsible party is for removal, and how this party can enforce that 

boat owners, who abandon their boats, pay for the costs of recovery. 

 

The wrakkenwet was initiated in 1885. The latest adjustments were made in 1934 (Wrakkenwet, 

1934). The wrakkenwet discusses how to handle all kinds of ship and vehicle wrecks in Dutch 

water bodies (remove, costs, and administration). Especially when wrecks become a danger (e.g. 

for the boat traffic) the administrator (beheerder) of the open water has to remove the wreck. 

Although the law discusses the “open water administrator’s” right to transfer the costs that have 

been made by cleaning the water from the wreck[2], a number of discrepancies are at stake. 

These discrepancies make it difficult to regulate the governance of boat wrecks, especially for 

orphan FRP boats. 

 

Problems related to the wrakkenwet       

The first problem is that the wrakkenwet lacks a clear definition of the administrator. According 

to Nab (2007) the law gives an indirect characterisation of the administrator, which implies that 

the administrator is responsible for the maintenance, monitoring, usability, and security of the 

specific water area. However, these tasks can be managed by multiple administrators, e.g. the 

nautical waterway manager and the technical waterway manager (Nab, 2007). The law 
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overlooks the possibility of multiple administrators. Because the law lacks a clear administrator 

definition and does not take multiple administrators into account, a clear responsible actor 

cannot be assigned. This leads to disagreements between municipalities and the water sports 

industry: They blame each other for being the irresponsible party (Veldhoven 2015). 

Additionally, the administrator’s task, concerning the removal of the boat out of the water, is 

vague. Article 2 states that the administrator has to define whether the clearance of a wreck is 

necessary, but it fails to give details on how to make this decision and what the general 

procedure should look like. Furthermore, in some cases, the law is outdated. For example, the 

law mentions the “veenschap” and “veenpolder” as administrator. Among state actors there is 

disagreement whether these terms actually still apply [3]. Nab (2007) concludes that this 

inarticulateness on the administrator and its tasks make it difficult to manage wrecks and in 

particular orphan FRP boats. 

 

The second problem is related to the action of abandoning and sinking of a boat. Because the 

wrakkenwet does not mention whether it is illegal to abandon and/or sink a boat, no-one can be 

held responsible for its removal (Nab, 2007). However, even if other laws, related to 

environmental pollution, do state an abandoning or sinking prohibition, one problem remains: 

the owner is not obliged to get rid of the boat in a responsible manner. 

 

The third problem is related to the definition of a “wreck”. The wrakkenwet defines a wreck as 

“an object or vessel, ran aground in open waters, sunk or stranded, or stuck in weirs or other 

water management structures”. However, in jurisprudence and other legal literature, the term 

“wreck” has been reformulated and elaborated. This leads to confusion among different legal 

actors, who therefore are not coherent in using the wrakkenwet. In some cases a wreck is 

defined as any water vehicle that has lost his power to hold itself above the water. In other cases, 

a wreck has been defined as a boat which is fully sunk. According to the last definition, wrecks 

could not be handled when they are half sunk, burned or serious bedraggled (Nab, 2007). 

Evidently, the wrakkenwet fails to give clarity in specific situations. It is not an efficient 

regulatory instrument, since it does not clearly state which actions are illegal and how 

infringements need to be persecuted. Simultaneously, for orphan FRP boats, a problem remains 

unsolved; who is responsible in cases that the owner is not identified. Also when orphan FRP 

boats are removed from Dutch water bodies, costs made are often paid by the tax payer (van 

Veldhoven, 2015).  

 

In addition to the wrakkenwet, the regulation on registratie snelle motorboten (“registration fast 

motorboats”) plays an important role in understanding the amount of orphan FRP boats in 

Dutch waterbodies. This legislation is regulated by the RDW (Rijksdienst voor het Wegverkeer) 

and entails obligatory registration for fast motorboats (faster than 20 km/h and smaller than 20 

meters in length). However, other recreational boats do not have to be registered. In the 

Netherlands the municipality is in charge of regulating recreational boats. For example, in 

Amsterdam a chip-system is in place to regulate recreational boats. However, not all 

municipalities have the money for such a system (van Veldhoven, 2015).  

The registratie snelle motorboaten states that if a boat owner sells the boat, the new owner has 

to reregister the boat on his/her name.  

 

The explanation on these two laws leads to an implementation gap. According to the 

wrakkenwet, the owner of the wreck has to be held responsible for the costs made to recover it. 



  
8 

 
  

The law does not clarify what to do in case that the owner is not identified. From this, two 

problems occur. First, not all boats need to be registered and therefore it deems to be difficult to 

identify the owner of a non-registered boat. In case of FRP boats, only fast motorised boats have 

to be registered. Second, according to registratie snelle motorboten; if a boat is sold, the new 

owner is responsible for getting the boat registered to his/her name. However, even though a 

wreck is registered to an owner, the owner can always claim to have sold the boat. Since the 

owner is not responsible for the registration of the new owner, he/she cannot be held 

responsible to remove the wreck. To state the importance of this problem, according to a study 

published by Boat digest (2015), 71% of former recreational boat owners in European countries 

have sold their boat. Although this study did not include the Netherlands, the average is high. 

This might imply that, for the Netherlands, as it has an implementation gap concerning the 

reselling of a recreational boat, the problem of reselling is one of the main issues that should be 

tackled in order to prevent FRP boats from becoming orphan.        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[1] Nonylfenol is a chemical that often appears in high doses in plastic materials. There are concerns this chemical has 
an impact on human health. (Loyo-Rosales et al., 2004) 
[2] Kamerstukken II, 1884/85, Bijlage 13, nr.3, p.2 
[3] According to J. Nab (2007), Kamerstukken II, 2003/04, 29 421, nr. 3, p.52.and Kamerstukken II 1976/77, 13 993, 
nr.3, p.6 en nr.7, p.5-6 state that “veenschappen” do not exist anymore and ”veenpolders” will also disappear soon. In 
an interview with Ms. Van Veldhoven, she states that the term “veenpolder” does still exist, however the term 
“veenschap” is rarely used and causes unclearity.  



  
9 

 
  

3. INTERVIEWS  

Interviews are conducted in order to gain more information for the prevention of Fibre-

Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) boats from becoming orphan. However, most stakeholders have not 

made a distinction between orphan FRP boats and orphan boats. For this reason, this chapter is 

not always focused on FRP. In this chapter, a brief introduction about our choice to interview the 

water sports industry and Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) is given. After that, each 

interviewed stakeholder is explained, and finally we will present the results of the interviews. 

These results are separated into awareness of the problem, suggestions, and solutions. An 

overview of the interviews is given in Appendix B, and the contacts of the interviewees are given 

in Appendix C.  

3.1 STAKEHOLDERS 

First, the potential and current collaborations/involved stakeholders in the Netherlands are 

outlined in the stakeholder analysis (see Appendix A). The mentioned stakeholders are directly 

related to the problem. The stakeholder analysis is made in relation to whoever is involved or 

is/can be affected by orphan FRP boats and the prevention of them. Then, on the basis of this 

stakeholder analysis, it was clear that the water sports industry is directly affected by the 

problem. The NGOs are indirect stakeholders that strive for environmental protection, and have 

the potential in changing policy and spreading information. NGOs that were interviewed were 

chosen on the “themes”: “water quality”, “waste management”, and “plastic”. Because of the 

direct problem for the water sports industry and the potential interest from NGOs, we decided to 

conduct interviews with these stakeholders. 

3.2 NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS 

NGOs working on the environment are potential stakeholders to help Stichting Jacht Recycling 

with preventing FRP boats from becoming orphan; NGOs are a general contribution to change in 

society as explained in the following section. NGOs have elaborate knowledge and skills in 

science, policy making, and implementation, allowing them to make change. With these 

competencies, they can take action for change through campaigns, activism, and raising 

ideological awareness. This communication and taking action through science is called “the 

knowledge-action link”. (Jasnoff 1997). This “knowledge-action link” that is made by NGOs can 

be conducted best through collaboration: see the overview in Table i, Appendix B. Stichting Jacht 

Recycling can use this overview by determining how an NGO can collaborate to reach this 

change.  

 

Therefore, the interviewees Stichting De Noordzee, Duik de Noordzee Schoon, Coastal & Marine 

Union, The Ocean Cleanup, and The Plastic Soup Foundation are further explained in the Appendix 

A. Information about the organisations, goals, its approach(es) and actions to reach these goals, 

the contribution through collaboration in categories according to Jasanoff (1997), and reasons 

for the choice of the organisation are outlined in Table i, Appendix B. 
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3.3 THE WATER SPORTS INDUSTRY 

The water sports industry is directly affected by the orphan FRP boats and therefore has 

important actors for the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan. Boat owners abandon 

their boats at the marinas of certain water sports associations. This can result in the shift in 

responsibility from the boat owner to the water sports associations, marinas, or municipalities. 

 

Due to the diversity of the water sports industry, five interviews were conducted with different 

actors from the water sports industry. These interviews are categorised according to the 

following characteristics; branch organisation, labour union, foundation, commercial marinas, 

and water sports association (see Appendix A).  

 

The interviewees were: Jachthaven Vada, Stichting Watersport Recreatie Tourisme Nederland 

(SWRTN), Handel & Industrie op het gebied van Scheepsbouw en Watersport (HISWA), Anonymous 

Marinas, and the Watersportverbond. The characteristics of the interviewees have been outlined 

to show we have contacted several types of water sports industry (Appendix A). 

3.4 RESULTS INTERVIEWS 

Interviews were conducted to detect any support on the problem with orphan boats in the 

Netherlands, if there is awareness, and to gain solutions and suggestions from the water sports 

industry and NGOs. In this section the relevant results from the interviews are presented 

according to awareness of the problem, suggestions, and solutions. Details of the conducted 

interviews and of the results can be found in Table ii. and iii. in Appendix B. 

 

AWARENESS OF THE PROBLEM 

NGOs 

The Coastal & Marine Union, The Ocean Cleanup, and Stichting De Noordzee are NGOs who have 

stated to be unaware of the issue or seriousness of orphan FRP boats in Dutch waters. They have 

shown to be unaware by stating the following: 

The Coastal & Marine Union has not heard about this problem. The Ocean Cleanup states that they 

do not focus on orphan FRP boats because the plastic does not float; they focus on floating 

plastic. Stichting De Noordzee has mentioned that they have not heard about this problem 

specifically; they are familiar with boats regarding their drift nets attaching to them. The Plastic 

Soup Foundation is working on this topic and they, along with Duik de Noordzee Schoon, are 

aware of the problem. Besides awareness, it has been mentioned by The Ocean Cleanup and 

Coastal & Marine Union that the problem is either their focus or that they are unaware of the 

scale and seriousness of the problem. Besides awareness among NGOs, this is also a topic related 

to the water sports industry. 

 

The water sports industry 

All the categories of the interviewed water sports industry are aware of the problem. Some think 

that the problem of the orphan boats in the Netherlands is made bigger than it is in reality. For 

example, SWRTN says that the proportion of end-of-life boats ending up as orphan boats is small 

compared to the total number of boats present in the Netherlands. Also, the Watersportverbond 

states that the problem of end-of-life boats is a different problem than the orphan boats. They 
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are both a problem; end-of-life boats are often not recycled because a recycling/disposal plan is 

not available, and this lack can be the result of the increasing number of orphan boats.  

Dismantling Yard ‘Het Harpje’ supported by the Ministry of Economic Affairs, the Netherlands 

Yacht Building Industry, HISWA, and the Royal Dutch Yachting Union have started a project to 

investigate the scale of the end-of-life boats in the Netherlands. Research and reporting have 

been provided by Waterrecreatie Advies B.V.. In this research a survey was proposed in which 

they asked ports whether they ever dealt with orphan boats or not (N=31). A quarter of the 

interviewed ports had dealt with orphan boats in their ports and took the responsibility of 

removing the orphan boats (Waterrecreatie Advies, 2014). 

 

This number may not seem high; however, if the number of end-of-life boats is going to increase 

in the future, the incentive of leaving a boat behind will also grow. Therefore, most water sports 

industry interviewed actors acknowledged the problem and believe a solution is necessary. 

 

Proceedings for orphan boats 

There are different procedures for marinas and associations to deal with orphan boats. The legal 

procedure is a difficult procedure that costs a lot of time before the water sports 

associations/marinas have full ownership of the orphan boats. 

Jachthaven Vada deals with the orphan boats by tracking the owners, and when the owners are 

unknown, they can own the orphan boat. According to the Watersportverbond, an orphan boat 

can become a boat for the association which people can rent or SWRTN states the opportunity to 

sell or recycle the boat.  

 

SOLUTION AND SUGGESTIONS 

Legislation by registration 
The water sports industry 
As mentioned before in chapter 1, the Dutch law only demands obligatory registration for boats 

that have a speed exceeding 20 km/h and are shorter than 20 metres in length. At the moment, 

registration is not a working system that is capable of tracking the owners of orphan boats. We 

asked the actors from the water sports industry if a registration system could be a solution. 

Jachthaven Vada in Wageningen acknowledges the problem of registration and their 

spokesperson thinks that registration can be a good solution. They state that the administration 

by water sports associations is not always organised, and if there is obligatory registration, an 

owner of an orphan boat can be traced more easily. 

 

The Watersportverbond thinks that registration is not the solution for the prevention of FRP 

boats from becoming orphan. According to them, the amount of orphan boats does not weigh up 

to the financial costs and possible taxes that can be included with obligatory registration. The 

branch organisation HISWA states that the municipalities of Amsterdam, Lelystad, and Haarlem 

already work with a registration system. This is only a local initiative of the municipality, and is 

not supported on a national level by the government. Moreover, eventually all boats have to be 

registered nationally in order to prevent orphan FRP boats from becoming orphan in Dutch 

water bodies. 
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Responsibility 

All the actors of the water sports industry have a common opinion on the responsibility of 

orphan boats; the owner is responsible for it and has to sell the boat or pay for the removal of 

the boat. So, to prevent  FRP boats from becoming orphan the owner has to be the one 

responsible, and this can only result from registration by legislation. The general opinion is that 

it is unfair that the water sports industry is being forced to take the responsibility of orphan 

boats. 

 

Collaboration 

NGOs 

The Coastal & Marine Union, Stichting De Noordzee, Duik de Noordzee Schoon, The Ocean 

Cleanup, and The Plastic Soup Foundation have stated that the prevention of FRP boats from 

becoming orphan is an interesting/important topic and they support the idea. They have not all 

stated to directly want to work on this topic. The Plastic Soup Foundation, however, is already 

working on this topic and trying to make a starting platform. NGOs that have a potential on 

working on it are: Stichting De Noordzee, The Coastal and Marine Union, and Duik de Noordzee 

Schoon if the topic is within their boundaries of interest. 

 

The water sports industry 

The Watersportverbond, SWRTN and Jachthaven Vada state that all actors from the water sports 

industry have to collaborate to find a solution for the problem. The Watersportverbond states 

that abandoned boats are not a pleasant sight and certainly not a good advertisement for the 

water sports industry. The Watersportverbond suggested a collective action campaign from the 

water sports industry. A campaign can be used to raise awareness among owners to not 

abandon their boats and for sustainable removal. 

3.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

It is clear that the water sports industry is aware of the problems related to orphan boats. 

However, some have the opinion that these problems are not important enough. Furthermore, 

not all NGOs interviewed are aware of the problem and also do not acknowledge the seriousness 

of the problem. As most of the NGOs are unaware of the problem, and have other priorities, it 

could result in unawareness of the general public such as boat owners.   

 

Almost all interviewed actors from the water sports industry think registration is the solution 

for preventing boats from becoming orphan. Only the Watersportverbond opposes the idea 

because a tax could be imposed on the purchased boats. This could then discourage citizens from 

purchasing a boat. They want the water sports sector to be open for everyone. Furthermore, the 

interviewed actors agree that the owner should be responsible for their boat. Chapter 1 

concluded that responsibility of an orphan boat is not possible if the owner is not known. 

Therefore, registration could be a solution regarding responsibility difficulties. 

 

The Watersportverbond states that the whole water sports industry can actively collaborate in a 

campaign against orphan boats as another solution. Then, boat owners are aware of the 

environmental and social consequences related to boat abandonment. 
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4. PREVENTION OF FRP BOATS FROM BECOMING ORPHAN IN 
OTHER COUNTRIES 

This chapter gives an overview of existing and potential governance instruments of Norway, the 

U.S. and Canada concerning the prevention of Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) boats from 

becoming orphan. The research is mainly based on reports of governments or third parties 

enabled by the country’s government.  

 

The literature research is done according to the following structure: 1) the specific aspect(s) of 

the problem in this country, and 2) applied, potential, and/or existing governance tools to tackle 

the issue(s) of the problem. 

 

This chapter starts with stating why Norway, the U.S. and Canada have been chosen to be 

researched. Afterwards, the chapter continues to elaborate on all recommendations made for 

every country per governance instrument. This includes a note on similarities in 

recommendations per country and governance instrument. The elaboration on 

recommendations is based on Table 1 (shown at section 4.7), which summarises the findings of 

recommendations found during the literature research.  

4.1 GENERAL PROBLEM 

Norway, the U.S. and Canada all have a long coastline, which makes these countries especially 

vulnerable to recreational boats and their potential abandonment. Norway is interesting as it 

has the highest density of recreational boats in comparison to other European countries as well 

as the U.S. and Canada; approximately one in six inhabitants own a recreational boat (Torralbo 

and Castells, 2012, Eklund, 2013, Aall et al., 2011). 

 

Furthermore, what makes the U.S., Canada, and also Norway feasible for research on governance 

possibilities for the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan, is that they all acknowledge 

the problems associated with boat abandonment. A report by Eklund et al. (2013) has been 

made by order of the Nordic Council of Ministers, implying an acknowledgement by the 

government that something should be done according to Finland, Sweden, Denmark, and 

Norway. This report states the significance of the problem and what can be done according to 

each specific Nordic country.  

 

The U.S., specifically the state of California and Washington, acknowledge the problem as 

significant and important as they have made effort to initiate a committee to make 

recommendations on stricter legislation for prevention (California), and a program to address 

issues related to boat abandonment (Washington).  

 

Also Canada acknowledges the importance for dealing with boat abandonment as they already 

made effort to inform boat owners on sustainable options for disposing their boat when it 

reaches its end-of-life stage (Transport Canada, 2015).  
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4.2 REGULATORY GOVERNANCE INSTRUMENTS 

First, there are similarities in possible regulatory governance instruments concerning a 

registration system in Norway, the U.S. and Canada. In Norway, the recommendation entails: “All 

boats bigger than five metres must be registered in a national registry and must be handled the 

same way as in the automobile industry” (Eklund et al. 2013).  

The state of California already has a registration system, however this registration system must 

be made stricter as problems associated with boat abandonment can still be improved. 

Recommendations from the Abandoned Vessel Advisory Committee (AVAC), established by the 

Department of Boating and Waterways, concerning a registration system, includes the following 

points: “increasing the current late registration fee, automatically generate late registration 

notices for boats similar to cars, up to date boat registration database with release of liability 

information within 30 days of receipt similar to what is done for automobiles”.  

In Canada, there are two different registration systems concerning recreational boats. However, 

those are not sufficient as recreational boats are not obliged to be registered according to one 

system; and the other shares liability information only with official recognised authorities (Royal 

Canadian Mounted Police, Canadian Coast Guard, and local police) (Transport Canada, 2012). The 

recommendation, made by Nortak Software LTD. for Canada, involves the creation of an inter-

jurisdictional group to establish methods to identify the responsible actor if a boat is abandoned 

(Transport Canada, 2012). 

 

Second, Norway and Canada are recommended to create a central authority concerning end-of-

life (Norway) and orphan boats (Canada). Concerning Norway, the recommendation states that 

one central authority should be established to deal with all end-of-life-boats-related problems 

(Eklund et al. 2013). Regarding Canada, recommendations entail a central inventory and the 

establishment of an inter-jurisdictional group to increase coordination among governmental 

institutions (Transport Canada, 2012).  

 

Third, there are individual recommendations concerning regulatory governance instruments. 

For Norway, these involve “the development of a certification system so that end-of-life boats 

are conducted in a safe and environmental friendly way”, as well as the initiation of several 

collection sites for end-of-life boats (Eklund et al. 2013). The latter recommendation is also 

related to a recommendation made by AVAC for the state of California. This recommendation 

entails that counties should be given the opportunity to be flexible in choosing collection sites 

(Department of Boating and Waterways, 2005). Furthermore, AVAC advised: a revision of lien 

sale laws and regulation (as boat owners should be given less them to decide what to do with 

their boat so an orphan boat can be removed sooner); abandonment should be a misdemeanour 

(excluding imprisonment); and finally, legislation should be made for a pilot boat turn-in 

program to estimate “the number of vessels that potentially would be turned into local agencies 

in lieu of abandonment as well as allow the pilot turn-in program to identify the best practices 

for addressing environmental, economic, safety and practical problems” (Department of Boating 

and Waterways, 2005).  

4.3 ECONOMIC GOVERNANCE INSTRUMENTS 

First, there is a similarity between Norway and the state of California concerning an economic 

incentive for disposing end-of-life and orphan boats to a collection or dismantling site. In the 
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case of Norway a scraping bonus for already abandoned end-of-life boats is recommended 

(Eklund et al. 2013). For California, it is recommended that a rebate is given to the boat owner if 

he/she disposes the boat through the turn-in program (Department of Boating and Waterways, 

2005).  

 

Second, a similarity exists between Norway and the state of California regarding a system, 

including financing for abandoned boats as well as end-of-life boats. Norway is recommended to 

implement a financing system for handling end-of-life boats (Eklund et al 2013); and the state of 

California is recommended to use the Abandoned Watercraft Abatement Fund (AWAF) for the 

pilot turn-in program (Department of Boating and Waterways, 2005).  

 

Third, stimulation of a second hand market for end-of-life boat parts is recommended to Norway 

by Eklund et al. (2013). Furthermore, advice given by AVAC for the state of California entails a 

higher removal threshold (from $300 to $2,000; so boats with a value up to $2,000 can be 

removed if abandoned and/or obstructing waterways) (Department of Boating and Waterways, 

2005).  

Finally, the State of Washington is recommended to use funds from the Derelict Vessel Removal 

Program (this program addresses issues related to orphan boats, such as public safety as well as 

the risk to the health of marine and fresh water) as well as other emergency removal funds up to 

90% for the removal or disposing of orphan boats (Washington State Department of Natural 

Resources, 2015). 

4.4 VOLUNTARY GOVERNANCE INSTRUMENTS 

Concerning voluntary governance instruments, only two recommendations are mentioned; one 
for the state of Washington and one for Norway. Eklund et al. (2013) mention a Radio Frequency 
Chip (Norway) and the state of Washington is advised to make use of the DVRP guidelines. 
Below these guidelines are explained. 
 
According to the DVRP guidelines of 2014, an orphan boat is defined as follows: “a vessel that 

has been left, moored, or anchored in the same area without the express consent, or contrary to 

the rules of, the owner, manager, or lessee of the aquatic lands below or on which the vessel is 

located for either a period of more than thirty consecutive days or for more than a total of ninety 

days in any three hundred sixty-five-day period, and the vessel’s owner is: (a) not known or 

cannot be located; or (b) known and located but is unwilling to take control of the vessel”. 

 

The goal of these guidelines is to reduce the amount of orphan and derelict boats that “cause 

public nuisances and safety hazards” (Washington State Department of Natural Resources, 

2014). The program accomplishes this through giving guidance and finding to Authorized Public 

Entities (APE). These entities might also conduct the removal led by the Department of Natural 

Resources. The APE consists of the following actors (Washington State Department of Natural 

Resources, 2014): the Washington State Department of Natural Resources, the Washington State 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission, Port 

Districts, Metropolitan Park Districts, Town, city, or County Governments.  

 

The guidelines, regarding the reduction of the amount of orphan boats, state the following: 
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If the owner of a boat is either (a) or (b), mentioned in the definition of an orphan boat above, 

and/or the boat poses immediate “danger of sinking, breaking up or blocking navigational 

channels” the APE may take temporary possession of the boat. If immediate action needs to be 

taken and the owner does not deal with the situation in a reasonable matter, an emergency 

removal must be conducted. If no direct action must be taken, one might decide to proceed to 

the custody process. The custody process entails the following options: towing, beaching, or 

other action to take possession. 

4.5 COMMUNICATIVE GOVERNANCE INSTRUMENTS 

The communicative governance instruments options for Norway, the state of California, and 

Canada all have one thing in common; raising awareness.  

 

First, for Norway, Aall et al. (2011) state that there is limited availability of environmentally 

labelled recreational boats. The main issue, concerning environmental boat labelling, is that the 

selling of recreational boats is not done through advertisement and marketing of the 

environmental improvements of the concerning boat. Therefore, it is recommended to improve 

information on environmental impacts of recreational boats through advertisement and 

marketing by the seller. 

 

Second, the state of California is advised by AVAC to provide information to the public on the 

problems associated with recreational boat abandonment; mainly though brochures 

(Department of Boating and Waterways, 2005).  

 

Third, Canada is willing to cooperate with projects such as Boat DIGEST to exchange information 

related to end-of-life boats (Boat DIGEST 2015). This raises the capability of Canada to deal with 

end-of-life boats, however it also enhances the capability of every involved stakeholder of Boat 

DIGEST on this aspect; awareness is raised on the impact end-of-life boats have, how big the 

problem is, and how should be dealt with these boats.  

4.6 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

To conclude, first there are similarities concerning several recommendations or possible 

governance instruments options. A registration system has been mentioned by all countries, 

however there are differences in what this registration system entails per country.  

 

Second, regarding economic and voluntary governance instruments, only recommendations 

were found from Norway and the U.S.. For voluntary governance instruments, there have been 

only two recommendations made: one for Norway, and one for the state of Washington.   

 

Third, concerning communicative instruments, all recommendations are based on raising 

awareness, either for the public (Norway, the state of California) or the government (Canada).  

 

Fourth, the state of California already has some sort of registration system in place and many 

recommendations are based on making the current system (regulation) stricter. Although the 

Netherlands do not have a registration system (except for fast motorboats) in place, it might be 

advised to do something similar. Also, Non-Governmental Organisations can learn from 
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regulation set by the state of California. These recommendations can perhaps be implemented 

on a private level, surpassing the government.   

 

Finally, all recommendations made, except for recommendations by Aall et al. (2011) and Boat 

DIGEST (2015), come from reports composed by order of the concerning government. These 

recommendations are based on governments, however many of these recommendations can be 

advised to be used for non-governmental actors, e.g. collection sites, scrapping bonus, 

registration, etc. (see Chapter 6 and 7). 
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4.7 OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER 4; PREVENTION OF FRP BOATS FROM BECOMING ORPHAN IN OTHER COUNTRIES 

Table 1. This table shows a categorization of the governance instruments per country (Reg. = regulatory governance instruments, Econ. = economical governance 
instruments, Vol. =  voluntary governance instruments, Com. = communicative governance instruments. 

 NORWAY THE U.S. CANADA 
Reg.  Certification system for end-of-life boats 

conduction; 
 One central responsible authority for end-of-life 

boats; 
 Several end-of-life collection boat  sites;  
 Registration regulation for boats larger than 5 

meters, similar to the automobile industry. 
 

California: 
- Revision of lien sale laws and regulation; 
- Abandonment misdemeanour; 
- Automatic generation of late registration notices for boats 

similar to cars; 
- 30 days limit for liability information regarding boat 

registration, similar to automobiles; 
- Legislation for pilot vessel turn-in program; 
- Flexibility for countries on the choice of collection sites. 
 

 Inter-jurisdictional working group; 
 Increase coordination among 

governmental institutions; 
 Creation of central inventory. 

Econ.  Scrapping bonus for handing in end-of-life 
boats; 

 Second-hand market stimulation of end-of-life 
boats parts; 

 Financing system for orphan boats and future 
end-of-life boats. 

California: 
 Higher removal threshold: 300$-2000$; 
 Rebate for boat owner if his/her boat is disposed through 

turn-in program; 
 AWAF for turn-in program. 
 
Washington: 
 DVRP fund and other emergency removal funds for removal 

or the disposing of orphan boats (90%) 

 

Vol.  RFI chip Washington: 
- DVRP guidelines 

 

Com.   Environmental boat labelling (advertisement 
and marketing) 

California: 
 Provision of information to the public: brochures 

 International collaboration (Boat 
Digest) 
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5. EDUCATION AND LABELLING AS ALTERNATIVE GOVERNANCE 
INSTRUMENTS 

This chapter highlights existing communicative and voluntary instruments that could be 

implemented within the Netherlands, and contribute towards the prevention of Fibre-

Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) boats from becoming orphan. These instruments are useful to support 

the exchange of information among different stakeholders and to change the behaviour of the 

involved actors. 

5.1. EDUCATION AND AWARENESS 

To support the movement for reducing the amount of orphan FRP boats in the Netherlands, 

education can be a key in raising awareness. This can be done by e.g. emphasising what the 

effect FRP boat abandonment has on the environment. This section underpins why and how 

education and raising awareness is important in preventing the amount of orphan FRP boats in 

the Netherlands. For this section, the main focus lies on the project Boat Digest; they strive to 

prevent end-of-life boats from becoming orphan in several ways. Education, in this case, will be 

focused on in this section.  

 

How does education aid in raising awareness? 

Education is a process to get competent with what you want to achieve. By educating, peoples’ 

attitude and value perception can change, and ethical awareness can be created (UNEP, 1990). 

Eventually, education can aid in promoting environmental awareness through campaigns. In 

addition, according to the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP, 1990), campaigns 

are most successful when specific groups are approached. Gadenne et al. (2009) stated that 

those who are aware of environment issues and are concerned about the impact of their 

practices concerning the environment, are more likely the ones who take action. Therefore, if 

boat owners are educated about the harm orphan FRP boats can cause to the environment they 

will create the incentive to prevent the FRP boats from becoming orphan.  

 

Who can educate? 

As supported by interviews in chapter 3, most water sports industry actors are directly affected 

and are dealing with the orphan boat problem. Since they directly are in contact with boat 

owners they are potential educators on the subject. As mentioned earlier, the Boat DIGEST 

project is working on raising awareness among boat owners.  

 

Boat DIGEST 

Boat DIGEST stands for: “The Boat Dismantling Insight by Generating Environmental and Safety 

Training” (Boat DIGEST). This is an international project funded through Horizon 2020 by the 

European Commission (Horizon 2020, 2015). This international EU project aims to improve 

awareness among boat owners, as well as to give relevant information to dismantling 

companies. Its objective is to reduce the amount of abandoned boats in Europe by 25%. (Boat 

DIGEST, 2015c). Boat DIGEST aims for the improvement of health, safety, and environmental 

standards regarding actions related to recreational boat dismantling. Part of what Boat DIGEST 

does is raising awareness on the “end of life responsibilities and options for recreational craft 
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owners” (Boat DIGEST, 2015). Vocational Education and Training (VET) is an approach used to 

communicate their message to the boat owners. (Boat DIGEST, 2015).  

 

Awareness among boat owners 

Boat DIGEST (2015a) recently carried out recreational boat owner questionnaires in France, 

Italy, Spain, Turkey, and the United Kingdom to outline the general perspectives of boat owners 

relating to end-of-life boats. The results consist of: 

 74.76% of the existing recreational boat owners have a boat of which the hull is made out of 

FRP; 

 22.61% of the recreational boat owners think it does not cost anything to dismantle and 

recycle the recreational boat; 

 67.84% is not willing to pay anything for recycling or dismantling their recreational boat; 

 16.66% of the boat owners have previously abandoned their boats; 

 37.01% of the boat owners do not know that there is a problem regarding to the disposal of 

end-of-life recreational boats within the EU. 

 

As seen, most boat owners have an FRP boat, and a high percentage is not willing to pay 

anything to recycle their boats. What is noticeable is that 37% is unaware of the issues regarding 

the disposal of boats. With education, it is possible to create awareness among boat owners on 

the environmental consequences of abandoning their FRP boat. This awareness can result in 

different perspectives of the owner’s end-of-life boat.  

 

Actions and signs for the water sports industry 

The following is taken from Boat DIGEST, 2015b and Boat DIGEST, 2015d. The information is 

targeted to boat owners associations, boat schools and skipper training centres. Relevant 

information has been chosen to target the water sports industry in this report. These actions 

consist of general and strategic actions as well as specific actions for marinas.  

 

General actions 

 

Provide information 

 Information can be provided through e.g. leaflets, email, posters, etc. This information 

consists of disposal and recycling options of recreational boats as well as the impact of FRP 

boats on the environment; 

 Provide information on the impact caused by end-of-life and/or abandoned recreational 

boats on land and in water; 

 Inform on existing dismantling and/or recycling locations. 

 

Strategic actions 

 Awareness campaigns: Visually show owners the environmental impact of abandoning a 

boat and give guidance. Also show them the economic value, and importance of disposing 

the boat in an appropriate manner; 

 Promote active working groups on the orphan boat issues created by the European Boating 

Association (EBA): Additional working groups, e.g. on local level, are a good contribution 

that helps the EBA gather opinions and visions from boat owners and helps them deal with 
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more specific problems related to end-of-life boats. If these groups are to be created, it is 

recommended that the EBA is contacted about this. This will promote collaboration; 

 Promote boat dismantling: This can be achieved by means of joint initiatives that are 

executed by the boating industry; 

 Use the media: The media is a very powerful tool to transfer knowledge and to raise 

awareness with many people. With programs, commercials or other type of broadcasts the 

media can help raise awareness. It will show people concrete solutions regarding to the 

disposal of boats in a proper way; 

 Transfer guidelines to other actors: Guidelines regarding to end-of-life boats can be sent to 

boating schools or skipper training centres, as well as companies that repair boats; 

 Stimulate incentives: For example, the Green Recycle Label can be promoted by the water 

sports industry or other incentives that motivates people or companies to dispose of their 

boats in a proper way. 

5.2 CONCLUDING REMARK 

In the last part of this section on actions and signs, the focus mainly lies with the water sports 

industry. However, these kinds of actions are very applicable to other actors, mentioned early in 

this section. For example, awareness campaigns and the use of media are forms of actions all 

actors can use. Governmental institutions as well can use these guidelines for a more national 

approach.  

5.3 LABELLING   

In the last decades, labels developed as an instrument used for improving the sustainability of 

products. Labels can be a valuable addition or substitute to regulatory instruments. Rather than 

focusing on command and control instruments, labels as a governance instrument involve a 

model of “market governance, self-regulation and new environmental policy instruments” 

(Jordan et al., 2003 p.175). Labels can be divided into two groups: mandatory (or voluntary) 

labels, and dependent (or independent) certifications (Horne, 2009). The focus in this section 

will be on voluntary labels as the advice will be for a private organization, Stichting Jacht 

Recycling. 

 
Voluntary labels  
There are multiple voluntary labels which are categorised by the International Standard 

Organisation (ISO) into three types (Table 2) (ISO, 1999a,b, 2000).  
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Table 2. Description ISO voluntary labels. 

Type Description For whom? 

I  Classic eco labelling schemes; 
 Provide a mark or a logo based on a set of criteria; 
 Independent verification by third party auditing. 

Consumers and producers 

II  Green claims; 
 Related to self-declarations; 
 Integrate environmental claims on products; 
 No independent verification, e.g. first party; 

auditing. 

For manufacturers, importers, 
distributor or retailers who 
are making environmental 
claims on their products (ISO, 
1999b) 

III  Environmental impact; 
 Labels providing product information through pre-

set categories of parameters; 
 No evaluation, only data. 

Business-to-business 
commerce 

 

Eco-labels are introduced to the market in order to foster sustainable consumption among 

consumers (Horne, 2009). When the government leaves a void because they do not intervene 

where consumers expects them to do, labels can fill this gap (Zacaï, 2008). However, according 

to Horne (2009) a supportive role from the government can make the label stronger. 

The concept of eco-labels aims to reach sustainability by substituting unsustainable products by 

sustainable products. However, it should be taken into account that eco-labels form a “part of a 

sustainable consumption strategy”, implying that eco-labels cannot make consumption 

sustainable  on its own (Horne, 2009, p.180). To ensure effective eco-labelling, a combination 

with other instruments must be made, e.g. education and raising awareness (Charter et al., 

2001). Also, Horne (2009) states that such labels “are not enough” and “the role of the 

government in both legislation setting as well as strategy and goal setting is critical” (p. 179). A 

general problem that consumers experience, when buying eco-labelled products, is that there 

are too many products offered. This might result in not enough time to choose properly among 

less sustainable and more sustainable products (or even unstainable products). Also, eco-

labelled products lack accessibility and understandable information. However, these problems 

mainly occur in relation to daily products purchased at the supermarket, whereas a boat is a 

completely different kind of product.  

Different surveys, on environmental consumption patterns, show that consumers have 

intentions to purchase sustainable products and labels can help them to make this decision 

(Horne, 2009). Therefore, labels can be an incentive for choosing sustainable products over less 

sustainable products. For example, the World Summit on Sustainable Development Plant of 

Implementation found that a label program in Thailand lead to an increase in the market share 

of energy-efficient single door fridges (from 12% in 1996, to 96% in 1998) (Horne, 2009).  

 

To conclude, a research done by Sammer and Wüstenhagen (2006) on the European Union 

energy label for light bulbs and washing machines, concludes that there is a significant 

willingness among consumers to pay a premium for energy labelled products. Although these 

examples, as well as the example from Thailand, are quite specific, they are in relation to 

sustainability. Sustainability is linked to the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan as 

its prevention results in a less polluted environment. Furthermore, a sustainable label might 

result awareness on the environmental impact boat abandonment has. This awareness can than 

lead to less boat abandonment (see section 5.1).  
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The following section introduces the Green FRP label scheme as an example for preventing.  

 

The ECRC and the Green FRP label  
The green FRP label is a voluntary type II label, which could contribute to the prevention of FRP 

boats from becoming orphan.  

 

In 2003, a number of key actors in the composites industry established the European 

Composites Recycling Service Company  ECRC. The objective of the ECRC is to find cost effective 

recycling solutions to support the composite industry to meet their environmental 

responsibilities and to build future perspectives on sustainable recycling (Boudenne, et al., 

2011).  This includes that the composite business has to move away from their traditional waste 

management techniques, e.g. by banning landfills of FRP in EU member states (Landfill, 

1999/31). In order to achieve their objective, ECRC mainly focuses on meeting the demands of 

the European Union’s Directive regarding end-of-life vehicles. Until now, only the automobile 

industry is considered under this directive. However, the ECRC is looking for collaborations with 

other industry sectors, e.g. the marine industry (McKechnie & Wegman, 2008). The ECRC as 

developed a Green Label scheme and is acknowledged as an actual manufacturing label in the 

automobile industry. The label is applicable to composite parts, indicating that “all parties 

involved have fulfilled their contribution” (NetComposite, 2003). To  obtain the Green FRP label, 

one must contribute to the development of recycling routes. This development contribution 

entails contributing “to the effort of recycling of FRP waste and to new applications as well as 

markets for recycling waste” (NetComposite, 2003). 

 

The label guarantees Original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) that composite parts, which 

carry the label, meet the waste management quality concept. In order to use the label, OEMs 

have to become a member of the ECRC. Furthermore, by being a member of the ECRC you benefit 

from accessible waste management concepts and “recycling facilities according to the latest 

European waste directive” (NetComposite, 2003).  

5.4 CONCLUDING REMARK 

As labels can be voluntary or mandatory, dependent or independent, they can be used in 

multiple ways. However, the focus has mainly been on voluntary labels as Stichting Jacht 

Recycling is a private organization.  

 

What is clear, is that (voluntary) labels might aid in preventing FRP boats from becoming 

orphan, but they cannot prevent the problems associated with abandoned boats on its own. 

Labels often need (eventually) the support of the government. Furthermore, only one example is 

known concerning FRP boats. Although examples of successful labels concern products 

(primary) different than a recreational boat (luxury), there is similarity in sustainability 

between the objective of the labels for these products and the prevention of FRP boats from 

becoming.  

 

Although more research needs to be done regarding labels and the link to FRP boats, the Green 

FRP label is a start. Stichting Jacht Recycling can be recommended on the possible structure of an 

FRP label concerning the prevention of FRP boat abandonment, based upon existing successful 

sustainable labels. 
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6. DISCUSSION 

In this chapter the value of the results from all chapters are discussed. Furthermore, some 

limitations of this report are mentioned. 

 

Introduction 

It is clear that Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) boat abandonment causes environmental, social 

and economic problems. As there are many problems and a limited amount of time, the focus has 

been on one aspect: the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan. However, it was 

difficult to make clear distinction between the prevention of FRP boats and the removal, 

recycling, and dismantling of FRP boats as these aspects are interlinked.  

 

Waste management and recycling options 

To this moment, there are no sustainable and cost-efficient FRP recycling options in the 

Netherlands. During our research some FRP-dismantling and -recycling options from other 

countries like U.S., Norway, Finland, and Japan were found, which (eventually) lead to 

prevention. In particular, the Norwegian government has initiated a research program for new 

recycling methods for FRP, which is carried out by Norboat (the Norwegian pleasure boat 

industry). Future findings could also become useful for FRP waste management within the 

Netherlands. However, more information could not be found, as the site and documents of 

Norboat were all written in the Norwegian language.  

 

Other countries 

Norway, the U.S., and Canada haven been researched on current and possible governance 

instruments, regarding the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan. 

This report did not provide a lot of information on related policies in these countries as this 

could not be found. However, relevant information has been found.  

Furthermore, Japan is active in researching cost-effective and sustainable FRP recycling options. 

However, due to Japanese language barriers and inaccessibility to further governmental 

documents, it was not possible to find relevant and useful information.  

 

Additionally, one recommendation made for Norway by Eklund et al. (2013), was that boats 

larger than five meters in length should be registered. This could potentially contribute to a 

solution when implemented within the Netherlands. However, this implies that boats smaller 

than five meters in length still have the potential to become abandoned without being able to 

hold the (previous) owner responsible. Some recommendations for Norway are not specific 

enough in order to give concrete advice. This also accounts for the other countries researched. 

Recommendations in researched reports were in general made for a specific government, 

however these recommendations can also be interpreted for use outside the government (such 

as the recommendation for collection sites; should marinas initiate these or governments?).  

 

Furthermore, Finland has a private system, initiated by the Finnish recycling company Messrs. 

Kuusakoski Ltd. (International Council of Marine Associations, 2007). This private system was 

piloted in 2005 and involved the collection of abandoned end-of-life boats from Finnish water 

bodies. It also included an option for boat owners to bring their boat to boat dealers which were 

then brought to Kuusakoski ltd. There are two aspects that made this project successful. First, the 

costs incurred by boat owners, as well as transportation costs from the boat dealers, were all 



  
25 

 
  

paid for by Messrs. Kuusakoski ltd.. Second, Messrs. Kuusakoski ltd. picked up abandoned end-of-

life boats instead of leaving it to the boat owners. This project called Finnboat (the Finnish 

marine industries federation) was so successful that, together with Kuusakoski, they spread this 

system all over Finland (International Council of Marine Associations, 2007). However, Eklund 

et al. (2013) note that although there is a working private system, more boats need to enter the 

recycling and collection chain that has been set up by the Finnboat project in order to be 

effective. The question is if this method can be implemented within the Netherlands on a short 

term. Recycling options should be available within the Netherlands. Otherwise, transportation 

costs could outweigh the profit gained by the company in question. Also, if one company should 

take this responsibility to pick up abandoned end-of-life boats, the owner still has the right to 

claim the boat. Once this policy gap is solved within the Netherlands, this method can become 

more relevant.  

 

Regarding to the discussed countries, no information is found on how much their policy 

instruments are effective in the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan in that specific 

country.  

 

Interviews 

The choice has been made to interview water sports industry actors, along with Non-

Governmental Organisations (NGOs). These have been chosen since the water sports industry is 

directly affected by orphan FRP boats, and NGOs might contribute in solving the environmental 

problems as they can pressure and lobby political parties. However, it can also be considered 

that boat owners might be relevant actors as well. Research on a boat owner’s perspective 

regarding why he/she chooses to abandon his/her boat, could have resulted in more specific 

advice on how to incentivise boat owners to not abandon their boat. Another problem 

concerning the interviews is the fear of taxation by one water sports industry actor. As 

mentioned in the report, labels can be a successful tool to tackle issues that are not directly dealt 

with by the government (Abbott and Snidal 2010). As private labels might be a solution to 

bypass the government, a private registration system might also be a solution in order to bypass 

possible taxes from governmental registration. However, up to now no research has been 

conducted on this topic, so no specific advice can be given. 

 

Alternatives 

Concerning environmental labels for recreational boats, only one possible label exists, namely 

the Green FRP Label. However, no detailed information was available regarding the Green FRP 

label; whether it is still used, is also unclear.  

 

Furthermore, examples of other labels, such as the FSC, FLO, MH, etc. (Abbott and Snidal, 2010), 

have been successful in making a certain product more sustainable and/or environmental 

friendly. Although, in comparison to FRP boats, these labels focus on daily products (e.g. timber, 

light bulbs, and fridges) to which people are more easily confronted by in daily life. However, the 

attention on this topic is increasing and people who are not directly associated with boat and are 

not directly confronted with them become more aware (Remmers, 2015).  

To conclude a label for recreational boats might be a solution to raise awareness on the 

environmental impact of these boats, however the problem might not (yet) be large enough and 

therefore might not be as effective as previously mentioned labels.  
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7. FINAL ADVICE 

This advice to Stichting Jacht Recycling is formulated in order to be read independently 

from the rest of the report.  

 

The advice answers the research question “What governance instruments can be suggested to 

prevent Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic boats from becoming orphan in the Dutch waters?”. This has 

been done by stating the problems that we have found in the literature, through interviews, and 

by answering the sub-questions that are formulated in the introduction. Moreover, the advice is 

formulated according to different governance instruments found: regulatory, economic, 

voluntary, and communicative governance instruments.  

In chapter 2: Dutch policies, different problems around Fibre-Reinforced-Plastic (FRP) boats and 

their abandonment were analysed and the first sub-question was answered. The advice is 

formulated by using feasible solutions from other developed countries which are dealing with 

similar problems (Chapter 4: Other countries). Furthermore, education and labelling will be 

recommended as alternative governance instruments (Chapter 5: Education and labelling as 

alternative governance instruments). Finally, the advice will integrate the opinions and 

suggestions given by Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and the water sports industry 

which have been interviewed and summarised in chapter 3: Interviews.  

 

The following sections present the advice which is based on the following topics: 1) 

Responsibility, 2) Registration, and 3) Awareness. Under these headings, multiple governance 

instruments categories can be mentioned to deal with the specific topic. The respective 

recommendations are stated below. 

7.1 ADVICE FOR RESPONSIBILITY 

Currently, the wrakkenwet in the Netherlands states that the boat owner is responsible for the 

wreck when it needs to be (re)moved. Also, it states that the administrator (the person 

responsible for the maintenance, monitoring, usability, and security of a specific water area) 

must remove a wreck when it constitutes a danger. This administrator has the right to transfer 

the removal costs to the responsible boat owner. 

 

Problems 

 Ambiguous definition of administrator: no contemplation of multiple administrators; 

 Unclear definition of the tasks the administrator should carry out when the boat owner is 

not identified. There is no protocol of the procedure that must be followed when a wreck 

needs to be removed from water bodies; 

 The law seems to be outdated. It uses concepts that are rarely recognised, e.g. the 

“veenschap”; 

 There is no law which states that the action of abandoning or/and letting a boat sink is 

illegal; 

 Confusion among actors concerning the definition of a wreck and incongruence when 

dealing with issues regarding wrecks; 

 Because it is quite impossible to identify the owners of orphan boats, municipalities and 

marinas are forced to take the responsibility of these boats. 
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Advice 

Regulatory instruments 

The wrakkenwet is a legislation that could be adjusted in order to define who is responsible for 

an orphan boat if the owner is not identified. As Stichting Jacht Recycling already has a contact in 

the D66 (Ms. van Veldhoven), both can lobby the Ministry of Environment and Infrastructure. 

Our suggestion is to approach other potential political parties to broaden the network. In 

addition, the water sports industry interviewed could give support to Stichting Jacht Recycling as 

they think the owner is the one who is responsible.  

 

Examples of other countries could be used as they faced or are still facing the same problem of 

orphan boats. Norway recognised the necessity of defining a single authority which has the full 

responsibility regarding end-of-life boats; Canada is working on creating a working group to 

handle all issues around orphan boats; and the State of California wants to include the action of 

abandoning a boat as a misdemeanour, but exclude imprisonment.  

Another example that can be used to improve the responsibility is the use of collection sites for 

end-of-life boats initiated by the Dutch government. Collection sites are already present in the 

state of California and are recommended to be used in Norway. However, bringing an end-of-life 

boat to a collection site implies costs for the boat owner. To lower these costs, collection sites 

need to be located close to marinas and/or other locations where boats are usually moored. 

Furthermore, one might think of a rebate for boat owners when disposing their end-of-life boats 

at a collection site, as is recommended for the state of California. It can also be a voluntary 

characteristic as marinas can initiate collection sites in their district.  

 

Voluntary instruments 

The state of Washington is advised to make use of the Derelict Vessel Removal Program (DVRP) 

guidelines. The DVRP guidelines of 2014 give a clear definition of an orphan boat which can be 

used for the Netherlands: “a vessel that has been left, moored, or anchored in the same area 

without the express consent, or contrary to the rules of, the owner, manager, or lessee of the 

aquatic lands below or on which the vessel is located for either a period of more than thirty 

consecutive days or for more than a total of ninety days in any three hundred sixty-five-day 

period, and the vessel’s owner is: (a) not known or cannot be located; or (b) known and located 

but is unwilling to take control of the vessel”.  

 

The goal of these guidelines is to reduce the amount of orphan FRP boats. This goal is 

accomplished through giving guidance and finding to Authorized Public Entities (APE). In the 

Netherlands these entities could exists out of the following actors: marinas, water sports 

associations, municipalities, the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, the water 

sports branch organisation HISWA, and other important actors within the water sports industry.  

 

Communicative instruments 

Education is necessary to raise awareness among boat owners as most of them ignore that they 

are paying for the removal of orphan boats, despite the fact that they are responsible. As all the 

water sports industry interviewees agree on finding responsible actors, Stichting Jacht Recycling, 

together with the water sports industry, can raise awareness by informing boat owners on the 

consequences of abandoning FRP boats. By raising awareness, the incentive of the boat owner to 

take responsibility for the removal of his end-of-life boat will increase.   
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7.2 ADVICE FOR REGISTRATION 

Fast motorboats (boats able to go faster than 20 km/h and smaller than 20 meters in length) are 

currently the only recreational boats that need to be registered. The Rijksdienst voor het 

Wegverkeer (RDW) is the responsible institution for the registration of these recreational boats. 

 

Problems 

 No legally bounded ownership; 

 When an owner sells his/her boat, the ex-owner is not required to unregister the boat. Then, 

it is easily used as an argument to not to take the responsibility. 

 

Advice 

Regulatory instruments 

Most of the interviewees in the water sports industry see registration as an option for 

preventing boats from becoming orphan, and support this idea. However, the 

Watersportverbond opposes the idea as they expect taxes to be linked to registration if 

registration is done by the government. 

 

Stichting Jacht Recycling, together with potential political collaborators (e.g. D66, Ms. van 

Veldhoven) and the water sports industry actors that are interviewed, can lobby the government 

to adjust the Regeling registratie snelle motorboten by suggesting all recreational boats to be 

registered (consider Norway where it is recommended to implement a registration system for 

all boats bigger than five meters in length). In addition, regulation could include obligating a 

boat owner to unregister after selling his/her boat. The state of California can be used as an 

example for the latter; time limitation (30 days) for liability information regarding boat 

registration has been recommended in this state. 

 

For having the support of the water sports industry, the regulation should imply a registration 

requirement. Some actors of the water sports industry are worried that a governmental 

registration system might result in taxation. Therefore, a private registration system would 

prevent the implementation of possible taxes. 

 

Economic instruments 

Stichting Jacht Recycling, along with potential political collaborators (e.g. D66, Ms. van 

Veldhoven), can lobby the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment to gain subsidies on a 

registration system for municipalities. This subsidy could be an incentive for actors within the 

water sports industry to comply and implement a registration system. At the municipality of 

Amsterdam for example, recreational boats already have a boat-chip to identify the owner, 

which is effective. In Norway, a Radio Frequency Identification chip was also recommended. So, 

a registration system, in combination with the subsidy incentive, can be a solution.  

 

Voluntary instruments 

Stichting Jacht Recycling together with The Plastic Soup Foundation can create a platform to 

introduce a registration framework to relevant actors. A list of involved actors could be made, 

which include the interviewed actors from the water sports industry. Once relevant actors have 

been defined and convinced with this incentive, they can work together on creating a 

registration system. Stichting Jacht Recycling could share the “private” registration idea with 
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these other parties. Furthermore, a branch organisation like e.g. the HISWA could be a potential 

partner for creating a private registration system.  

7.3 ADVICE FOR AWARENESS 

Problem 

Boat owners and some of the NGOs interviewed are not aware of the problems concerning 

orphan FRP boats. For example, some of the interviewees regarded the amount of orphan FRP 

boats as not significant, and therefore did not find it an important problem to be worried about. 

The lack of awareness among these actors makes it difficult to bring the topic on the political 

agenda.  

 

Advice 

Voluntary instruments  

Even though Stichting Jacht Recycling is not a manufacturer, contact with the European 

Composites Recycling Services Company (ECRC) can be beneficial. This is beneficial, because the 

ECRC is working on a Green FRP label and is searching for the most sustainable solutions to 

recycle FRP, which might results in cost-efficient recycling methods. If recycling methods are 

cost-efficient it might be worthwhile to bring their boats to a site where it can be recycled. 

Furthermore, the ECRC is willing to increase its network and is open to other sectors other than 

the automobile industry, such as the marine industry (NetComposite, 2004; McKechnie D. & 

Wegman T., 2008) (See Appendix C to contact the ECRC). 

 

In addition, before introducing an FRP boat label, Stichting Jacht Recycling should first survey 

boat buyers to investigate if they are willing to pay a higher price for a more sustainable and 

recyclable boat. 

 

Considering collection sites, as mentioned in the advice on responsibility, also information can 

be provided by boat sellers on the location of collection sites, initiated either by the government 

or marinas.  

 

Communicative instruments 

Labels can also be a communicative instrument as they can indicate the significance of the 

impact a boat has on the environment when abandoned. The level of this impact is linked to 

what extent the boat can be recycled. When selling a recreational boat, the sellers should 

provide a description of the materials used in the boat, how much each material is used, and 

from this an indicate can be made on the ‘sustainability’ of the boat. The label indicates the grade 

to which the boat can be recycled, and when bought, the buyer is aware whether he/she buys a 

sustainable boat or not. Environmental labels for recreational boats can be initiated by Stichting 

Jacht Recycling together with the water sports industry. Norway also recommends improving 

information on environmental impacts of recreational boats through advertisement and 

marketing by the seller, which could be a label.   

 

In addition, we suggest that Stichting Jacht Recycling, along with NGOs and the water sports 

industry, could raise awareness among citizens and boat owners via education. Boat DIGEST has 

an education plan that can be implemented by the mentioned organisations. Also, Canada 

recommends cooperation with Boat DIGEST to exchange information related to end-of-
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life/orphan boats. Strategic actions from the education plan are: active working groups on the 

orphan boat issues, use of the (social) media, promote boat dismantling, awareness campaigns, 

the transfer of guidelines to other actors, and the stimulation of incentives (e.g. green FRP label).  

 

NGOs as The Coastal and Marine Union and The Plastic Soup Foundation could be contacted in 

order to provide education together with Stichting Jacht Recycling. In addition, Stichting De 

Noordzee states that they are willing to put an article on their Facebook page regarding the 

orphan FRP boats in the Netherlands. Also, actors from the water sports industry could provide 

education to their members. If, for example, every marina, association, and organisation 

educates new members about end-of-life boats and orphan boats, boat owners become aware 

and are more likely not to abandon their boat.   

 

In order to increase collaborations with other NGOs, these can be triggered according to the 

interests of each NGO, e.g. by including orphan FRP boats along the coast of the North Sea so that 

the topic is closer related to Stichting De Noordzee and Duik de Noordzee Schoon (See Table ii. 

Appendix B).   

 

The Watersportverbond, as part of the water sports industry, suggested that all the actors in the 

water sports industry should collaborate in creating a campaign for boat owners. This campaign 

can assist in informing boat owners on the social and environmental problems related to orphan 

FRP boats.  
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APPENDIX A: STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS 

A stakeholder analysis is conducted to state an overview of the stakeholders that are directly 

related to the problem. The stakeholder analysis is made in relation to whoever is involved or 

is/can be affected by the prevention of FRP boats from becoming orphan in the Netherlands. 

 

Stichting Jacht Recycling 

Stichting Jacht Recycling is part of the solution to the problem. Their belief is that orphan FRP 

boats contribute to the plastic soup and the pollution of the environment. They focus on options 

for sustainable and cost efficient removal, dismantling and recycling of orphan FRP boats. 

However, they only are the intermediary between the removal of orphan FRP boats and the 

actually dismantling and recycling of these boats.  

                                                           

Stichting Jacht Recycling collaborates with other companies that are interested in recycling and 

dismantling boats (e.g. GP Groot, Extreme Eco Solutions, Sintef) as well as companies interested 

in raising the public awareness of the problem (e.g. Boat DIGEST). 

 

Water sports industry 

The water sports industry suffers from abandoned boats. The main problem is the fact that 

orphan FRP boats are abandoned. Abandoned boats negatively affect marinas and removal costs 

are not for the boat owners (Baars and Smoorenburg, 2015). Another issue is that if abandoned 

boats are being removed and dismantled, a boat owner might appear and claim that the boat is 

his and must be compensated for it, costing the water sports industry even more money. 

 

Different organisations from the water sports industry are used as interviewees for data 

collection. The following categories from the water sports industry are approached: 

 

Branch organisation 

A branch organisation is an organisation that represents multiple companies from the same 

sector, for example companies from the water sports industry (Wikipedia, 2015). The branch 

organisation interviewed for our advice report is HISWA (Handel & Industrie op het gebied van 

Scheepsbouw en Watersport). HISWA is a common platform for the professional companies in the 

Water sports industry (HISWA, 2015). 

 

Labour Union 

Is an organisation which has collective interests of the associated organisations. The labour 

union we interviewed is the Watersportverbond. The Watersportverbond represents the interests 

of the water sports industry. They have a clear focus on the future of the water sports industry 

and that people also can enjoy water sports in the future (Watersportverbond, 2015). 

 

Foundation 

A foundation is an organisation which focuses on a specific goal, has no members and no capital 

(Wikipedia, 2015a). The ‘Stichting Watersport Recreatie Tourisme Nederland’  (SWRTN) focuses 

on trends that can be important for companies that are interested in water sports, tourism and 

recreation (SWRTN, 2015). It supports entrepreneurs and organisations with reaching goals in 

the water sports, water recreation and water tourism (SWRTN, 2015). 
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Commercial marinas 

Commercial marinas provide activities for people interested in water sports. The term 

commercial indicates that the port is allowed to make profit and advertise to gain members. The 

commercial port we interviewed preferred to stay anonymous, so in the advice report they are 

named ‘anonymous’.   

 

Water sports associations 

An association is a collection of people who have the same interests (Wikipedia 2015b). Water 

sports associations are founded by people who have interest in water sports. Often there is a 

harbour or marina with the water sport associations. We interviewed Jachthaven Vada which is 

the water sports association in Wageningen which has a marina. 

 

Other actors from the water sports industry are: yacht builders, boat rent companies, yacht 

estate agents, recycling companies etc. but we decided not to include them due to time 

restrictions. 

 

The Dutch Government 

According to current knowledge, the Dutch government does not see a threat to the risk evolving 

around the orphan FRP boats, especially if these boats still float. There is no regulation in how to 

deal with orphan FRP boats (Baars and Smoorenburg, 2015). On the other hand the Dutch 

government is the authority concerning policy and thus has the power to solve the problem. 

However, the action of the Dutch government is limited by the European Commission; they act 

according to their legislation (European Commission, 2015). 

 

Rijkswaterstaat 

Rijkswaterstaat is a stakeholder responsible for the water quality of the Netherlands. They are 

part of the solution as they implement tasks of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, 

local authorities and ministries in the Netherlands. Waste management and contaminated water 

bodies are things Rijkswaterstaat looks at, and are therefore relevant for the orphan FRP boats 

(Rijkswaterstaat, 2015). 

 

Waterschap 

Waterschap is responsible for the water management in regional areas of the Netherlands. They 

collaborate with provinces and governments to improve the water quality (Rijkswaterstaat, 

2015). They are also part of the solution as they can support the problem of orphan FRP boats 

and take responsibility. 

 

The European Commission 

The European Commission is the overarching institution of member states in the European 

Union. In this case the Dutch government has to abide to regulation set by the EC. The 

commission has issued guidelines and legislation indirectly affecting the water sports industry, 

e.g. the Water Framework Directive (European Commission, 2015). Therefore the regulation set 

by the EC must be investigated in order to look for possible alternatives to tackle the problem 

nationally. The local water sports industry such as het Friese Merenproject is financed by the 

commission to help improve the recreational areas for the water sports industry (provinsje 

fryslan, 2015). 
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Removal of orphan FRP boats 

Companies such as Bergnet and Waterschap work on the actual removal of orphan FRP boats 

and other left obstacles in the Netherlands; they are part of the solution (Bergnet, 2015 and 

Dichtbij, 2015). 

 

Recycling and dismantling companies 

At the moment FRP’s are not being recycled in the Netherlands, however companies such as GP 

Groot, Extreme Eco Solutions and Sintef are companies that Stichting Jacht Recycling has 

collaborated with (Baars and Smoorenburg, 2015). These companies can be part of the solution 

by providing an option for dealing with the orphan FRP boats after being removed. 

 

Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) 

Environmental Non-Governmental Organisations all have a goal to improve the environment, so 

they can aid in reaching a solution. In this case NGOs like The Plastic Soup Foundation and The 

Ocean Clean Up are highly relevant considering the main issue of plastic ending up in the water, 

which orphan FRP boats contribute to. Environmental NGOs have power to raise awareness 

concerning environmental risks associated with orphan and end-of-life boats. They can lobby, 

together with the water sports industry, for more regulation. Furthermore they can mobilise 

communities and media to pressure the government to tackle the issue. 

 

The following NGOs are used as interviewees: 

 

Stichting De Noordzee 

Stichting De Noordzee is an NGO that aims for the conservation and preservation of the North 

Sea’s nature.  Of the many themes covered, the most relevant one to this problem is “The North 

Sea free of waste” (“afvalvrije Noordzee”). What makes this organisation do its work is the 

networking and the knowledge database. Since the main activities are lobbying for awareness 

and change, this NGO would fall in the category “grassroot organisation” (a local organisation 

collaborating internationally). Epistemic networking is something Stichting De Noordzee does, 

for example the epistemic network with the Plastic Soup Foundation with the campaign “Beat 

the microbead”. (Stichting De Noordzee, 2015) 

 

Duik de Noordzee Schoon 

Duik De Noordzee Schoon is an NGO with an ANBI (“Algemeen Nut Beogende Instelling”) status 

(Duik de Noordzee Schoon, 2015) meaning they can make use of certain tax benefits 

(Belastingdienst, 2013). The main goal is to promote the preservation and sustainable use of the 

North Sea. The main activities are to dive around boat wrecks and other areas worth preserving 

to clean, collect data, and alter policy regarding boat wrecks. They also organise lectures and do 

film productions. This is a “grassroot organisation” because it is located in the Netherlands 

aiming for local awareness and epistemic change refers to working on the same topic. They have 

collaborations with many organisations of work on a similar theme such as NIOZ to support 

their arguments with scientific information. 

 

Coastal & Marine Union- EUCC 

The Coastal & Marine Union is a European organisation working on sustainable solutions to 

keep the coast and oceans clean. These include; preservation, use, and management of nature. 
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This organisation also has an ANBI status (see Duik de Noordzee Schoon). One of the relevant 

themes they work on is “litter at sea”. The project MARLISCO supports the awareness creation of 

the litter that is present at sea through education (lectures and curriculum), games, exhibitions, 

and national forums (Kunst & Zee, 2015). This organisation belongs in the category “epistemic 

networking” because they work on bridging interests the gap between scientists, environmental 

organisations, administrators, planners and policy makers (Kust & Zee, 2015). The projects that 

they work on to create awareness on litter can be beneficial if the problem of orphan FRP boats 

could be used. 

 

The Ocean Cleanup 

The Ocean Cleanup is a foundation focuses on the development of technologies to directly 

extract plastic from the Ocean. Plastic is the main focus of this NGO as they research on plastic, 

and how to develop a way to extract plastic with the minimum amount of effort (The Ocean 

Cleanup, 2015). Due to the large media attention this organisation has attracted, it has created 

global awareness on plastic pollution and the plastic soup so there could be a potential interest 

on orphan FRP boats. This is a criticism/framing organisation that makes a change through 

symbolic politics. This is because they are creating “the ocean cleanup” as an action, and at the 

same time is a symbol to create awareness on plastic waste in oceans. 

 

The Plastic Soup Foundation 

The Plastic Soup Foundation aims for a global approach to tackle the plastic waste problem on 

the globe. To do this, they promote international cooperation, projects by and with leading 

enterprises, and propagate ‘good practice’ for sustainable solutions (The Plastic Soup 

Foundation 2015). The Plastic Soup Foundation strives for criticism/framing on an international 

level. They do this through boundary testing by spreading awareness on their knowledge 

through the “plastic soup Lab” website, and epistemic change because they collaborate with 

organisations such as Stichting De Noordzee. So their collaboration with the Stichting Jacht 

Recycling can be to promote the orphan FRP boat problem currently present in the Netherlands, 

or perhaps worldwide to create awareness.    

 

Local community 

Boat owners are part of the problem causing orphan FRP boats. Owners who abandon their 

boats have a social responsibility, but no legal responsibility to take care of their boat. 

Abandoned boats are polluting the environment (US Department of Commerce, 2015) and affect 

the water sports industry. The problem of orphan FRP boats is that a big part of communities 

are not affected directly and are not in direct contact with marinas. Therefore, awareness has to 

be created in order to raise the problem in communities to tackle the problem. 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW INFORMATION 

 

Table i. NGOs in environmental governance (Jasanoff 1997). 

Function NGO 
Characteristic 

Forum Contributions 

Criticism/framing Statelike 
organisations 

- International regimes - Boundary testing; 
- Epistemic change.     

 Grassroot 
organisations 

- Local controversies; 
- ‘scientific relief’. 

- Local knowledge; 
- Epistemic change. 

 All organisations - Local and global media - Symbolic politics; 
- Epistemic change. 

Epistemic 
networks 

All organisations - Policy implementation - Bridging interests; 
- Bridging science and 

values. 

Technology 
transfer 

All organisations - Policy formulation; 
- Policy implementation. 

- Aggregation; 
- Adaptation; 
- Interpretation; 
- Translation. 
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Table ii. Overview of NGO interview results. 

NGO Function 
(Jasanoff 
1997) 

Contributions as an 
NGO (Jasanoff 
1997): 

Aware of the 
problem? (If yes, is 
a solution 
necessary?) 

Important 
problem? 

Advice: Example on how can they collaborate? 

Stichting De Noordzee Criticism/framing Boundary testing; 
Epistemic change; 
Symbolic Politics. 

Not aware Yes, but not our 
focus 

- They can bring up a topic and “defensive boundary where challenged experts defend 
their turf” (Jasanoff 1997).  

- Share a message on the media about orphan FRP boats in the North Sea (Stichting De 
Noordzee 2015).  

- - Emotion can be drawn to the subject by “manipulating symbols and grabbing media 
attention.” This can “move issues up on official policy agendas” by for example, 
campaigning. (Jasanoff 1997).  

Duik de Noordzee 
Schoon 

Criticism/framing  Boundary testing; 
Epistemic change; 
Symbolic politics. 

Yes, and yes Yes - They can bring up a topic and “defensive boundary ... where challenged experts defend 
their turf” (Jasanoff 1997). 

- FRP boats are found on the bottom of the North Sea. They work a lot with powerful 
images and movies to bring the message across (Duik de Noordzee Schoon 2015). 
Possible collaboration on the topic orphan FRP boats if pictures can be provided on sunk 
FRP boats so that it can be combined with their focus on drift nets.  

- - Emotion can be drawn to the subject by “manipulating symbols and grabbing media 
attention.” This can “move issues up on official policy agendas” by for example, 
campaigning. (Jasanoff 1997). 

Coastal & marine 
Union- EUCC 

Epistemic Network 
(ANBI status) 

Bridging interests; 
Bridging science and 
values. 

Not aware Yes but unaware 
how big the 
problem is 

- If there is more research that can be provided to them, they can bridge the interests with 
the government by creating awareness and mentioning the topic. 

- If more scientific information is available, they can bridge the scientific information with 
the interests of their. 

The Ocean Cleanup Criticism/framing Symbolic politics; 
Boundary testing; 
Epistemic change. 

Not aware Everything related 
to plastic affecting 
the environment is 
an important 
problem 

- Not applicable to this NGO. 

The Plastic Soup 
Foundation 

Criticism/framing Epistemic change; 
Symbolic politics. 

Yes and yes Yes - They are already working on a collaboration platform with Stichting Jacht Recycling to 
find ways to prevent FRP boats from becoming orphan (The Plastic Soup Foundation 
2015). By working on the same topic, they create awareness and support from other 
organisations.  

- Emotion can be drawn to the subject by “manipulating symbols and grabbing media 
attention.” This can “move issues up on official policy agendas” by for example, 
campaigning. (Jasanoff 1997).   

 

 

NGO Suggestions/solution governance instruments 
Stichting De Noordzee - Collaboration with recycling companies: Perhaps there are parts of the boats that are worth reusing/recycling. 

Duik de Noordzee Schoon - Collaboration with recycling companies: “Fishing for litter” by “Kust en Zee” recycles the fishing nets that we find, perhaps they can do this with FRP. Beck en verbug recycles boat parts but 
they also burn parts that they cannot recycle.  

Coastal & marine Union- 
EUCC 

- Focus on the same problems: “Die ballon gaat op” is a project that works with waste in the seas, possible collaboration.  

The Ocean Cleanup - Recycle the parts of the boats that can be recycled and burn the FRP if there are no recycling options. 

The Plastic Soup Foundation - Disposal/removal costs included when purchasing a boat; 
- More responsibility regarding municipalities in terms of the amount of boats found by the ministries; 
- Registration – some municipalities have one some don't but this should be everywhere; 
- Creating boats from different materials that is easier to be recycled/reused for it to become cradle-to-cradle; 
- The automotive industry has a higher percentage that needs to be recycled, the same should be done with boats . 
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Table iii. Overview of the water sports industry interview results. 

Water sport 
industry 

Characteristic Aware of the problem? (If 
yes is a solution 
necessary?) 

What do they do with orphan boats? Who is responsible for the orphan boats? 

HISWA Branch organisation Yes and yes  - The owner is responsible for his boat; 
- But if the owner disappears the port is lumbered with the 

problem. 

Watersportverbond Alliance  Yes and yes - Sometimes an orphan boat becomes a boat for the 
association which they can rent. 

- The owner is responsible and ports and municipalities get 
forced to take responsibility because of the disappearance 
of owners; 

- The whole water sports industry is eventually 
responsible for the solution of the problem and 
prevention. 

SWRTN Foundation Yes and yes - Sell them or recycle them, but is a difficult 
procedure for an organisation if the owner is not 
known. 

- The owner is responsible for his boat. The same as when 
you buy a car; 

- Eventually organisations or municipalities get forced in 
taking the responsibility of the boats. 

Anonymous Marina Commercial marina Yes and yes - With the money they get from members they pay 
the removal of the boats with auctions and through 
process servers; 

- Wood and steel is easy to recycle but FRP not, costs 
a lot of money. 

- Owner of the boat is responsible, they often think it is not 
a problem; 

- Also the companies who build the boats are responsible 
that they build recyclable boats; 

- Ports are responsible for the removal of boats but costs 
are high so government should contribute. 

Jachthaven Vada, 
Wagenigen 

Water sports association Yes and yes - Calling owners about their boats; 
- Guidelines for removing of orphan boats. 

- The owner is responsible but eventually the port is forced 
to take responsibility for the orphan boats; 

- The whole water sports sector is responsible for the 
solution of this problem; 

 

Water sport industry Suggestions/solution governance instruments Opinion about registration system 
HISWA - Construction of boats have to be recyclable; 

- Owners have to recycle their boats if it is in the end-of-life stage, registration 
problem again if owner is not known. 

- The municipalities of Amsterdam, Haarlem and Lelystad already have a 
registration system. In the future all boats should be registered.  

Watersportverbond - There are different perceptions regarding end-of-life boats, enough boats are 
stated as end-of-life boats but they are able to sail a couple of years; 

- Campaigns from the sector to raise awareness among owners for the 
prevention of orphan boats and promotion of sustainable removal or reuse of 
boats. 

- Not supporting a registration system. They don’t think it is a solution for the 
problem, the number of orphan boats don’t weigh up to the possible costs and 
taxes regarding registration. 

SWRTN - Economy is growing again and there are people interested in second hand 
boats. So a market and more offer for second hand boats would be a 
suggestion. Giving the water sports industry a more easy possibility to sell an 
abandoned boat; 

- Export of orphan boats abroad; 
- Social workplace; 
- Collaborating with all branch organisations to find a solution for the problem. 

If everybody works on his own, than there is no final solution. 

- Every boat should be registered, same as with cars. This will prevent orphan 
boats and is also practical concerning theft. Also every boat should have an 
insurance. 

Anonymous Marina - No suggestions. - Could be of added value and can prevent a part of the problem, but there has to 
be clearance about when a boat has to be registered. 

Jachthaven Vada, Wageningen - There has to be a structure for the payment of the removal of FRP boats. - Nothing against registration, but there has to be a structure which takes into 
account the variety of boats  



  
42 

 
  

QUESTIONS (IN DUTCH) 

 
Watersportvereniging 
Doel: zijn de verschillende actoren van de watersport industrie bekend met het weesboten 
probleem en hebben ze oplossingen en suggesties hiervoor 
 
Categorieën 
1. Het spookboten probleem (FRP) 
- Zijn jullie bekend met het spookboten probleem? 
Wel: Hoe erg is het probleem bij jullie vereniging en wat doen jullie eraan? 
Niet: geef samenvatting 
 
2. Oplossingen/suggesties 
- Moet hiervoor een oplossing komen? 
Wel: Zoals? Wat denken jullie? (opschrijven) 
Niet: wij vragen mening over oplossingen 
 - Wat vinden jullie van een registratiesysteem? 
 - Hoe denken jullie over belasting? 
 - Een fonds vanuit de overheid? 
 
3. Verantwoordelijkheid 
- Wie is volgens jullie verantwoordelijk voor de spookboten? 
- En wie is verantwoordelijk voor het verwijderen ervan?  
 
4. Samenwerking 
- Hebben jullie gehoord over Stichting Jacht Recycling? 
Wel: Is het een optie om te discussiëren over een mogelijke oplossing met Stichting Jacht 
Recycling en andere watersportverenigingen? 
Niet: leg uit en vraag naar optie  
 
NGOs 
Doel: is het probleem groot genoeg voor NGOs om awareness te creëren 
 
Categorieën 
1. Het spookboten probleem (FRP) 
- Zijn jullie bekend met het spookboten probleem? 
Wel: Hebben jullie er wat mee gedaan? Ja: zo wat? Nee: waarom niet? 
Niet: geef samenvatting 
 
2. Oplossingen/suggesties? 
- Als NGO vinden jullie het een belangrijk probleem? 
Wel: Is er vanuit jullie onderzoek mogelijk?/Media aandacht? 
Niet: Waarom niet? 
- Wat denken jullie dat de oplossing kan zijn? 
 
(3. Samenwerking) Alleen als ze van probleem weten en geïnteresseerd zijn 
- Zijn jullie bekend met Stichting Jacht Recycling? 
Wel: Zien jullie opties voor samenwerking? Ja: hoe? Nee: waarom niet? 
Niet: leg uit en vraag naar optie 
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APPENDIX C: STAKEHOLDER CONTACTS 

Collaborating companies of interviewed NGOs 

To raise awareness, more NGOs than the already contacted ones can be approached. A list of 
collaborating companies with the interviewed NGOs is as follows: 
Good Fish Foundation, The Plastic Soup Foundation, Seas At Risk, Pro Sea Marine Education, 
Platform Scheepsemissies, WWF, Marine Stewardship Council, Waddenvereniging, 
Vogelbescherming Nederland, Sportvisserij Nederland, Eco Mare, Diergaarde Blijdorp, Kimo, 
Surfrider Foundation Holland, Nudge, Duin Behoud, VNV, Stichting Earth Cleaner We Take Care, 
IUCN National Committee of the Netherlands, Holland Surfing Association, PRO3 Ocean Challenge, 
Friends of the Earth International, We@Sea, VHZC, Hollandse Zeijl, NGO, Shipbreaking Platform, 
Stichting ANEMOON, De Rijksdienst voor Cultureel erfgoed, Bureau Waardenburg, Het Wereld 
Natuur Fonds, IMARES Wageningen UR, Wageningen UR, Naturalis, Save Our Seas 
foundation  GiMaRIS, Get Wet Maritiem, Adessium Foundation, NIOZ, Bookdifferent, ENC Group, 
EcoTrans, Global Sustainable Tourism Council, 5Gyres, Stichting de Noordzee, wenudge, 
kunststofkringloop, Algalita.  
 
Norboat contact 
Erik Brauner 
Prosjektleder kurs | Autorisasjon | Teknisk rådgivning 
Telephone number: +47 93 21 91 91 
Email:: eb@norboat.no 
 
ECRC contact 
Website: http://www.avk-tv.de  
Email: info@avk-tv.de 
 
Contacted interviewees 
 
Table iv. Contacts interviewees NGOs. 

NGOs Contact 

Plastic Soup Foundation Harmen Spek 
Email: info@plasticsoupfoundation.org 
Tel: +31(0)854016244 

Stichting De Noordzee Marchien de Ruiter 
Email: info@noordzee.nl 
Tel: 030 2340016 

Duik de Noordzee Schoon Ben Stiefelhagen 
Email: info@duikdenoordzeeschoon.nl 
Tel: 06-54966940 

Kust & Zee (Coastal and Marine union) Robert Steenbergen 
Email: info@kustenzee.nl 
Tel: 071 5122900 

The Ocean Cleanup Anonymous 
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Table v. Contacts interviewees water sports industry. 

Water sports industry Contact 

HISWA Jeroen van de Heuvel 
Email: j.van.den.heuvel@hiswa.nl 
Tel: 020-7051418 

Watersportverbond Hylke Steensma 
Email: hylke.steensma@watersportverbond.nl 
Tel: 030-7513708 

SWRTN Michel Bijlsma 
Email: info@swrtn.nl 
Tel: 06-12429640 

Jachthaven Vada Peter de Boer 
Tel: 0317-613696 

Anonymous marina Anonymous 
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