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To: All ARET/Reference Group on T0x1cs PEI meetmg part101pants/other interested groups
From Cralg Boljkovac CEN
Re Malhng

Date: Deccmber 13/93

vt e

Greetings. First off, apblbgies for the delay on getting thééé out to you all. This ‘Pac'kag'e\ s
contains: : ‘ - , : , St - ,

1) - The minutes of the PEI meeting. Please take note of the "task list" on the last page.
Please note: Dave Bennett is with the CLC, not "Ontario", as it appears in the minutes..

2)  An updated participants’ list. plea’sé'let us no if there are any corrections. -

3) A memo from Ross Hall on 2 §SSC list, and a copy of the list. As promised at the -
meeung : o - L ’ ' '

4 A financiall statement. The ARET contrect is ofﬁcially over. If the pilot project goes
' -ahead (it is apparently on hold at the moment) a new contract w111 be put forward '
Therefore there is no coordinator money for this reference group. :

5) A letter to Shella Copps reuardmu the CEPA 5-year- Rev1ew ‘As for the CEPA Rcv1ew._
o Workshop which took place in late Noverber. it was a great disappointment. - We will
~ be attempting to get funding for this initiative in the near future for ENGOs. Please let
Craig know at the CEN office 1f you are 1nterested in being. kept up -to- datc in this
mmatlve '

Have a'restful season:

=
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ENGOI Labour Reference Group on Toxms
: Meeting Minutes
CEN AGA Slemon Park, PEI .
October 2-3, _1993

Present: Paul Muldoon. (Pollution Probe), Rose Hume Hall (Pollution Probe),
Steward. Shouldice (Grassroots Woodstock), Tom Wynn. (United Steelworkers),
Duncan Macdonald (Ontario Federation of Labour), Bruce Walker (STOP), Doug .
Hyde (Rawson Academy), Dave Bennett (Ontarlo), Romain Cote (UQCN), Rick

Coronado (Windsor and District Labour Council - Environment Project), Myles
Kitagawa (Alberta Toxics Watch), Daniel Schulman (Environmental Coalition of PEI),

-Jared Story (YCS), Chris Rolfe (WCELA), Judy Parkman (ROAR), Coryn Andre o

(Env. Canada), Holly Martel (Env. Canada), Bob Diamond (NAPE Environment
Committee), Ellen Schwartzel (Pollutlon Probe), . Kelly HlSlOp (Nova Scotia
Enwronment Network) : _ w

Chmr.- ~John Jackson
Minutes: Robm Round and Lesley Cas51dy

: 1. Environment Canada Internal CEPA Rev1ew |

Coryn Andre and Holly Martel of Conservatlon and Protectlon Branch, 'Environment
- Canada, briefed the meeting participants on a multistakeholder workshop being held,
- on November 23 and 24 by Environment Canada on the status of its' internal review
~ of the Cenadian Environmental Protectlon Act (CEPA). (Appended to these minutes
is a hst of the invitees). C ‘

Fourteen issue teams were forme'd for the internal review process. Each team was
-responsible for putting: together an issues paper, wh1ch will form the basis for
.dlscussmn at the November meeung ‘- :

The workshop proceedings will be recorded and the resulting consultation document

will form the basis of Environment Canada's submission to the- Parliamentary -

Committee review of CEPA, scheduled for the Spring of 1994. If there are issues
where there is no agreement among the stakeholders, Env1ronment Canada w111

.. present 1ts own pos1t10n

' 2. Priority ,Substances Llst I1

‘Chris  Rolfe of the West Coast Environmental Law Association reported on
Environment Canada's efforts to prepare the second Priority Substances List (PSL -
II) under CEPA. With the PSL I process under CEPA, chemicals which are
suspected of being highly toxic are individually assessed under a complex regime to

.+ see if they are damaging health or the environment in Canada. The process has long

been criticized by environmental groups as too slow and costly. Over the past four.
years of CEPA, only eight substances have been assessed, from a list of 44 identified
~ as needing study PSL II is to be a continuation of the PSL process, under Wthh :
chemlcals add1t1onal to the 44 would be 1dent1f1ed and assessed :

- In March of this year Environment Canada put a oall out to stakeholders seekmg
their input on preparmg the second PSL. In July a number of groups responded in

“the negative, in a letter to Environment Canada. The groups cited what they felt . -

were "fundamental flaws" in the PSL I process as reasons for. deehmng‘ to participate



in the PSL II process . The groups suggested a new process for selectmg substances_
based on classes of substances instead of individual ones, and that substances’
‘known to be toxic, persistent and bicaccumulative be added to the CEPA's Toxic
Substances List, without the requisite epidemiological and tox1cologlca1 ev1dence that -
they are causmg harm, as is requlred at present . -

.Enwronment Canada has contmued the PSL II process without env1ronmentahsts'»
.mvolvement ‘ . : ,

3. ARET Update .

" Paul Muldoon and Dav1d Bennett gave an update on the status of the ARET process .
In late summer, the environmental and labour groups around the multistakeholder
ARET ‘table decided to leave the ARET process. This happened as the.
accompanymg literature shows, after a long round of negotiations on key issues such
as defmitlons of elimination and reduction and the need for legislation to "backstop"

- backwards from what had been mJtlally agreed to for ARET- by the partlclpants .
A summary of the main contentious 1ssues is as: follows' |

1) the 1nclus1on of pesticides and metals, two _major sources. of ecosystem
. contammatlon, was not supported by the other stakeholders,

~ 2) ‘environment groups and labour pushed for the ARET. process to capture not only
the release of substances into the environment outside of the boundaries of a plant,
~ but also the use of the substance at all stages of productlon, both 1ns1de and outside

. of the plant, : '

3) envwonment groups, labour and government wanted hazard assessment to be

used when identifying substances to be caught by ARET. Hazard assessment is the

identification of chemicals or closely related ones by their characteristics, without
necessarily having direct evidence of their harm to health or the environment,
Industry supported the use of risk assessment - a long, costly process whereby each -
chemical is laborlously tested for dlrect harm to humans and the. rest of the
env1ronment, ‘ . . .

4) there was a second’ dlalogue track between mdustry ‘and government regardmg
_ the ‘production of memoranda of understanding. 'These are legdlly unenforceable
agreements between industry and government which outline goals and timelines for
toxics reduction. = Environment groups and labour were unaware of these
- negotiations until late in the process. :

In summary, the gap between the ob]ect1ves of env1ronment groups and labour and‘_ '
industry and government was, in. the groups' opinion,. too large to br1dge. :
Therefore, on September 17, 1993, a letter was drafted announcing the. official
withdrawal of ENGOS and Labour from the ARET process. ARET continues on, -
w1thout ENGO partlclpatlon. . C R




: The ARET Substance Selecuon Subeomxmttee (SSSC)

Ross Hall gave a short report on the work of the SSscC. The Subcomxmttee was
charged with the productlon of an ARET candidate substances list through the
~development of a scoring system for chemicals, based solely on available toxicological
data and professional judgement. Questmns of volume, exposure or risk benefit
were not considered. Ross was pleased with the process on the Subcomxmttee, and
the resultant list of substances that was generated He felt that this list is as good
as any around, and that it would be an effective tool for groups to use to educate
and campaign on toxiecs. The list, and a more detailed explanation of the
Subcommittee's work are appended to these minutes.’

. jlslatlve Task Foree (LTJ

Dave Bennett reported on the LTF The LTF grew out of ARET ‘because of the
-insistence of industry and.government that ARET was to be solely-a voluntary
‘initiative, without the existence of a legislative "backstop" (which ENGOs and
Labour deemed essentlal) threatened to derail the whole process. The LTF was
created this past spring as a process separate from ,». but parallel to ARET.

The LTF met regularly over a number of months, and will soon be releasmg a report
outlining its' vision(s) for legislation regardmg toxics reduction. This report will .
‘identify areas of agreement between all stakeholders. Where there are cases of
disagreement, all views will be put forth. The report will feed into the 5-year .
legislative review of CEPA as one of the Environment Canada reports to be reviewed
at the CEPA workshop (see item #1) :

Contamed in the report will be a common vision between ENGOs and Labour on how

" they feel comprehensive Pollution Prevention legislation- should look. Unfortunately,

provincial government representatives (where much of the pressure for pollution
prevention has been previously applied) did not take part-in the process.

Imtlally the leguslauve task group looked good, but ENGOs paid a pr1ce because
.. provincial government representatives were not 1ncluded Despite continuous

lobbymg by labour and ENGOs, a national standardized plan for pollution prevention

1s not poss1ble beoause of the lack of provmc1a1 representatlon

Consensus between a11 the stakeholders 1nvolved with the LTF was rare, but the
ENGO and Labour partlclpants felt that the exercise was a good one.

' 5.{ Pilot Project

Paul Muldoon reported on a proposal by Environment Canada for a Pilot Project on
‘Pollution Prevention. The proposal was to examine the "Top 30" substances on the
SSSC list, and try to achieve reduction and elimination in a small number of sectors.
The f1rst meeting to define the terms of reference was held in late September.
Differences arose between what the ENGOs at the table and government wanted out
of the project. The latest word, however, is that Environment Canada would hke to
continue dlscussmns

ACTION: To discuss on Sunday and discuss developinga proposal.




Sunday October 3, 1993
1) CEPA Internal Rev1ew Workshop

:There was consensus that Reference Group representatwes should. attend w1th the
goal of setting their agenda It was felt that the representat1ves should have a
clear, common voice. . : :

h Actlon Dave Bennett Paul Muldoon, and Chrls Rolfe are to wr1te a cheokhst/ short .
‘paper on toxics to take to consultation (November 23) Cralg w111 ma11 a copy to alll
- caucus chairs and it will be put on WEB. ‘

‘ 2) Commumty Strategy Session - where should we be puttmg our efforts" ‘

ACTION Ross Hume Hall will wr1te a one-page covering summary to accompany the
SSSC list of 102 substances to be eliminated.

‘The list could have a number of- purposes
- use list to lever CEPA review

- pressure provinces and federal with our goal of developmg a natlonal programme .
for pollution prevention . : ‘
- as part of a public educatmn package on health impacts of tox1cs : ;
'=-.as a tool to help w1th interpreting Natlonal Pollutants Release Inventory (NPRI)
data. '
- to help with community action - perhaps in the form of a "tox1cs day"

; Commumty Actlon Plan

- A Commumty Tox1cs Packag_e

- It was agreed that, in. ) the long run, a larger "community tox1cs package " could be ’
developed.- Suggestmns for components of the package 1ncluded ‘ o
-a description of health impacts of listed tox1cs, , ‘
.. -a chemical list . ’
-a guide to where they are produced and used .
. =a guide on how to access and use the NPRI
- =g list of action items (things people can-do)

It was noted that some "sunset gu1de" and translatmn money is avallable

" B. Commumty Workshops

- It was agreed that ‘some: sort of tra1n1ng workshop be developed for commumty
activists. . : : . ‘

C. " Federal Action

An idea for “nelghbourhood accountablhty agreements", perhaps with federal
backmg, was put forward




ACTION:A committee was struck to’ further develop these '1dea's and actions: John

Jackson, Ross Hume Hall, Myles Kitagawa,Judy Parkman, Rick Coronado, Paul

Muldoon, Doug Hyde, Steward Shou1d1ce Kelly Hislop and Chms Rolfe.
3. Pilot PrO]ect Strategy |

A broad discussion took place regardmg the pros and cons of partlc1pat1ng in and .

helping to develop this process. There were some concerns expressed that

participation in the P110t Pro;eot would appear to validate the ]ust-re]ected ARET:

process.

Some potential conditions for part1c1pat1on in a p1lot project were suggested

- including the existence of strict deadlines focused on community-based pollution

prevention. Potential goals of the exercise would be its' acheivability, broad impact,
- ability to bu11d on successes and empowerment of ENGOs and Labour to set the
agenda. :

There was consensus from the group to go ahead w1th the pilot proyect. Funding‘
- from ARET has been rolled into this prOJect SR

4. Future of ARET Referenoe' Group '

The question of- whether or not the "ARET Reference Group" should formahse 1ts'
existence as a recognised caucus ( the "Toxics Caucus") of the CEN was raised.

There was agreement that this.was desirable, but everyone decided to wait until the

next CEN National Steering Committee meetmg (in January) to submit a proposal

On an interim basis, the new name of the ARET Reference Group is: The.

ENGO/Labour Reference Group on Toxics.

'Nominees for steermg comm;ttee are: Chris Rolfe, Ross Hume Hall (resource
person), Paul Muldoon, Dave Bennett. ' e
TASK LIST

- Cra1g will get of a list of other stakeholders invited to the CEPA Review Workshop

- Ross Hume Hall will send the SSSC list, and a one-page summary to Cralg to be |

included in the packages.

- David Bennett, Paul Muldoon, Chris Rolfe to wr1te a short "checklist" paper on
toxics to take to consultation (November 23).. - Craig will mail a copy to all caucus
chairs-and it will be put on WEB. ' = o ‘

- Craig will send out up-to-date financial statements.







. ARET Meeting

Participant List

October 1-3, 1993

~ David Bennett
- National Director
Health, Safety and Env1ronment Dept
Canadlan Labour Congress
. 2841 Riverside Drive

- Ottawa, Ontamo

K1V 8X7 v
' Tel: (613) 521-3400
Fax: (613) 521-4655

Craig Boljkovac

" Canadian Environmental Network
P.O. Box 1289, Station B .
Ottawa, Ontarlo

K1P 5R3 - ,

Tel: (613) 563-2078

Fax: (613) 563-7236

- WEB ID: CEN

Marlene Cashin

Say No to American Garbage Group
(SNAGG) _ ,
. General Delivery

Whitbourne, Newfoundland

AOB 3K0O -

Tel: (709) 759-2891

_Fax: SAme - call first

Rick Coronado

Windsor and D1str1ct Labour Counc11
Environment Project

312 Erie Street West

Windsor, Ontario

‘N9A 6B7

Tel: (519) 973~ 1116 :

Fax: (519) 255= 1616 (and phone)

Romam Coté .

" Union Quebecmse pour la conservatlon de la
nature S
222 Morrison

Montréal Québec

- H3R 1K6

Tel' (514)733-'4236

Bob Diamond

NAPE Environment Committee :
P.O. Box 162, R.R. #1
Steady Brook, Newfoundland
"A2H 2N2

" Tel: (709) 639-8483 (W)

Tel: (709) 634-3607 (h)

* Fax: (709) 639-1079

'Ross Hume Hall - a
. . P.O, Box 239
. Mt. Tabor Road

Danby, Vermont
USA 05739-0239 =
Tel: (802) 293-5149

- Fax: (802) 203-5717

Kelly Hislop .
1055 Brough Street Apt. 2

London, Ontario

N6A 3N6

 Tel: (519) 434 9260

Doug Hyde

" Rawson Academy .
" 1 Nicholas Street Suite 404
- Ottawa, Ontario

K1N 7B7
Tel: - (613) 563~2636
Fax: (613) 563-4758

‘John Jackson

Great Lakes United

" 17 Major Street -

Kitchener, Ontario
N2H 4R1 :

Tel: (519) 744- 7503
Fax:  (519) 744-1546 °
WEB ID: JJACKSON

 Myles Kitagawa
- Toxics Watch Society

10511 Saskatchewan Drive
Edmonton, Alberta

T6E 4S1

Tel: (403) 433-8711

- Fax: (403) 439-5081

“Burkhard’ Mausberg,

CIELAP . :
517 College Street, Suite 400
Toronto, Ontamo '
M6G 4A2 ’
Tel: (416) 923- 3529
Fax: (416) 923-5949




Marilyn Mchre - ,
Chair, Health and Safety Committee' :

" PEI Federation of Labour

. #2
Albany, PEI-
COoD 1A0 . - ' ‘
"~ Tel: (902) 436- 2107 (w)
Tel: (902) 855-2766 (h)-

- Fax: (902) 4386~ 1519

Paul Muldoon .
“Pollution Probe o
12 Madison Avenue
Toronto, Ontario
~M5R 281 . .

Tel (416) 926- 1907 _
‘ - (416) 926-1601 -

" Francoise Paquet

Québec Environment Law Assoomtlon
2360 Notre Dame Ouest . :
Suite 307

Montréal Québec

. H3J 1N4 .

~Tel: (514) 931-9190
- Fax:- (514)» 931-1926

Judy Parkman

-Recyeling Qrgamzatlon Aga.mst Rubblshu

(ROAR) .
- 5518, 198 Street
. Langley, B.C.

V3A 1G2 .
Tel: - (604) 534-2303 (h)
Tel: (604) 270-3257 (w):
- Fax: (604) 533 7854

: Chms Rolfe

WCELA

207 West Hastmgs Su1te 1001
Vancouver, B.C.

- V6B 1HT7 | _

‘Tel: (604) 684-7378 - -

Fax: (604) 684-1312 - -

Stewart Shouldice
Grassroots Woodstock
632 Springbank Avenue -
Woodstock Ontario

" NAT 1E8

Tel: (519) 539- 2648 (h)
Fax; (519) 421-1347

Jared Storey

* Yukon Conservatlon Society

Box 5512
Whitehorse, Yukon
Y1A 5H4

Tel (403) 667-4731

. (403) 667-4731

Bruce Walker
STOP

716 St.-Ferdmand
‘Montréal Québec.

H4C 2T2
Tel: (514) 932-7267 (w)

~ Tel: (514) 932-6204- (h)
- Fax: (.514) 932‘-7267

| Tom Wynn

Umted Steelworkers :
Local 480, 910 Portland Street

Trail, B.C

ViR 3X7

Tel: (604) 368- -9131 (w)

Tel: (604) 364-0295 (h)
Fax’ (604) 368-5568

Damel Schulman o
Enviromental Coahtlon of PEI

‘R.R. #1
- Bonshaw, PEI

CO0A 1CO

~Tel: . (902) 675-2713 (h)
" Tel: (902) 888-6457 (w)
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ROSS HUME HALL, PH.D. -

. October 15,} 1993

M. Cran Boljkovac

Canadian Environmental Network

"P.O. Box 1289
Station B.
Ottawa. Ont. K1P 5R3
Canada
- Dear Craig: ~ Re Toxic chemicals‘ in the environment.

1 share the frustration of many at the P.E.l. meeting. After years of working

from the top down through Environment Canada and industry, the only

‘product has been talk. The word action has disappeared from government’s

vocabulary. Perhaps the time has come to harness the strength of C.E. N., its
grass roots. Play on the health issue. Personal health and threats to it can be
a powerful motivating force for action.

Toxic chemical_ damage to peoplé’sl health is Weu documented, especially harm
to children. What disturbs me most is the fact pollutants scar the developing
fetus, leaving on every.unborn child a toxic signature. .

‘As children grow, the signature reveals itself both in physical and mental

damage. Every child is affected. This situation is intolerable. When people
realize what is happening to thelr children and grandchﬂdren they are gomg to

| get hot.

We need a hot action plan. The concepts of virtual elimination and zero
discharge are already well established. The question: virtual elimination or -~
zero discharge of what? The ARET list of priority candidates for sunset could
serve as a rallying point. Other lists have appeared PSL 1, OMEE, United
States EPA etc. The ARET list has one outstanding feature that sets it apart.

It is a list arrived at with full participation of government mdustry, labour and

ENGOS It 1ts a consensus list.

Post Office Box 239

Mount Tabor Road

Danby, Vermont USA 05739-0239
Tel: 802-293-5149

Fax: 802-293-5717




‘ .Hall—2—

Havrng said that, I should pomt out the ARET list contains practlcally all 21 -
.chemicals on the Ontario primary list for phase out, on the Great Lakes Water Quahty
Initiative list of 19, on the International Joint Commission list of 11 pnonty
substances and on EPA’s 1991 list- of 25 chemlcals of hlghest concern. The ARET
list can be dynam1te

- The list contained in the SSSC Draft 2 report-(August 28, 1993) to ARET Steering -
Committee is SSSC’s final report. Since submitting that document we had one more
meetmg to tidy up loose ends. We had some feedback from 1ndustry, but it has been
minor — only three compounds — and didn’t result in any revxslons :

~ The SSSC list was- strictly a profess1ona1 operatron No economic or social
considerations, no risk benefit entered the process. ARET will next take the list and
- circulate it to-hundreds of industries for comment, the Tier Two review. At this
point social, economic objections will be raised. For instance, we have already
received one objection. What will mens’ rooms do-without the cake of para-
dichlorobenzene — one of the chemicals on the SSSC hst — in urinals?

" So I feel C.E.N. should work. w1th the SSSC list as it stands and not the truncated
version hkely to come out of the Tler Two process

The SSSC list needs to be put in user...frlendly format before C.E.N. goes pubhc with
it. I see the chemlcals on the list identified in the. followmg way:

CAS ‘number (if approprlate)
Where and how the item is produced
Major industry sectors where it is*used
Clusters related to the item (class of chemicals) -
 Household products containing the item or class '
~ 'Comments on health hazards 1f known e. g estrogen mlmlcker carcmogen

It will take some work and I recommend C.EN.ora member NGO take the. lead on-
- this research. : :

Now some comment_s* on the~1ist. SSSC divided the chemicals into five lists:

1 (persrstent and bloaccumulatrve)

2A (bioaccumulative),

2B (persistent)

3 (neither broaccumulatlve or pers1stent) o
“Unnumbered: chemicals suspected of being hazardous, but lacked sufﬁcrent
mformatron to c1a551fy (Page 29 of Draft Report)




Hall - 3 -
Every item on the first four lists is a proven highly toxic chemical.

SSSC did not attempt to prioritize. Items on list I are not necessarily more hazardous -
than those on other lists. Having said that, I suggest C.E.N. combine lists 1, 2A and
2B. All items are environmentally dangerous and the fact one chemical is

bioaccumulative but not persistent or visa versa is not significant. I note Environment
Canada for its PSL 2 criteria says persistent or bicaccumulative. - '

- The items on list 3 are probably less hazardous from the env1ronmental point of view
. because they rapidly degrade. But i in the work place these substances can be
* hazardous by virtue of contrnuous exposure

Pesticides: Lrsts 1 2A and 2B contain a. total of 24 pest1c1des and 11st 3 contains 5
Ag Canada (Wayne QOrmrod to be exact) has requested that ARET delete all pesticides
from the lists because they are being reviewed by Ag Canada. Ag Canada has
reviewed pesticides for the last 15 years. Some review. Because of a cozy relation

~ between Ag Canada and agnbusmess, hazardous pesticides remam on the market.

I mentron all this because when you see the official ARET list the pesticides wont be v
there. C.E.N. should use the SSSC list with the pesticides included because that is a
screntlﬁcally based hst uncrippled by farm politics. ‘

' »Polycycllc' Aromatrc Hydro'carbons (PAHs): SSSC originally reviewed and listed
PAHs as-individual compounds. Lists 1, 2A and 2B contain 24 PAHs. The
information on these 24 shows what a deadly class it is.  PAHs are generated as waste
products, literally thousands of them. SSSC therefore, at its last meeting agreed to
lump all PAHs together asa smgle entry on hst one. : :

- To help sort all this out, I include three hand written lists in which I have taken the
items listed in SSSC Draft 2 report and regrouped them. I wrote out the list of PAHs
and the list of pesticides for quick identification. I then listed all the remaining items
‘from lists 1, 2A and 2B under General Compounds. The items on list 3 are in the
report, page 29 - :

I also 1nc1ude a copy of a FAX (2 pages) from Nancy Sherwm dated October 13
1993. This Fax lists corrections and changes to the 11sts in the Draft 2 report. My -
hand wntten lists mcorporate the changes. S

~Provenance of the SSSC lists. I have written an account of how the lists were
constructed I wrote it as if lists 1, 2A "and 2B were merged into a s1ng1e lrst -This
write up is mcluded on separate sheets

,‘ 'With best wishes,




. plants as well as human data when available. In short, CESARS represents the best

‘How the SSSC lists were constructed; (Ross Hall' October 15 1993) »

The Substance Selectlon Subcommlttee (SSSC) of ARET consisted of elght
professionals versed in chemistry, tox1cology and environmental science: three from
industry, one from Environment Canada, one from Health Canada, one from Ontario
Ministry of Environment and Energy, one from Canadlan Labour Congress and one
representrng ENGOs : : :

. SSSC started wrth a data base, known as CESARS (Chemlcal Evaluatlon Search and

~ Retrieval System, Province of Ontano), containing about 2,000 chemicals. Most of
the CESARS chemicals are found in waters of the Great Lakes basin. All entries .
have substantial toxicological data: carc1nogen1c1ty, bloaccumulatlon in animals, -
persistence in water, acute and chronic-toxicity in aquatic and terrestrial animals and

| ‘toxicological information avarlable ‘Selection of chemlcals for the SSSC hsts was
‘done as follows:

1. For each entry, a Normahzed Tox1c1ty Score (NTS) based on a compos1te
scoring of the toxicity factors was calculated. The NTS is a relative toxicity
ranking between 0 and 60. SSSC arbitrarily selected a cut off point of 40.1
and higher. Compounds with NTS scores of less than 40.1 could be dangerous
and should be reconsidered at some future date. In addition to substances with
NTS of 40.1 or greater, SSSC looked for substances with-and NTS of less
than 40.1 but scored a top 10 in separate categories, such as, carcinogenicity,
persistence or bioaccumulation. This then was. the group of toxic chemicals
that SSSC worked with. SSSC considers every chemical in this group as toxic
‘and a potent1a1 hazard. . : _

From the enVironm'ental perspective two properties are critical: -
bioaccumulation and’ persrstence SSSC d1v1ded this group of toxic chemicals
" into three lists: : :

1. Chemicals that are either persistent and/or bloaccumulatlve
.2. Chemicals neither persistent or bioaccumulative

3. Chemicals suspected of belng hazardous but lack of 1nformat10n prevented
a351gnment to a list : :

" The SSS_C listswere‘arrived at solely on -toxicological data and professional _
judgement. No questions of volume, exposure or risk benefit were considered.

SSSC did not assign priorities. Thus entries are listed alphabetically.: Most of the -
~ entries are single chemicals. In some cases the entry is a mixture, €.g. PCBs and
- PAHs because that is the way the substance ex1sts



k SSS'Cv Lists - Page 2.

- General Comments: List building requires data. Some 80,000 chemicals are .
produced commercially. Toxicology data are available for no more than a few. .
thousand. In addition, hundreds of thousands of toxic chemicals are generated in -
smokestacks and waste streams. The dioxins and PAHs are good examples. - Few
~waste products have been studied. In other words, a universe of toxic chemicals
flood the envxronment for whlch we have no 1nf0rmat10n

Lack of data presents a dilemma when considering action strategies. But the situation .
~ is not-all bleak. Within classes, toxicity of members can be similar. Thus if one
member of a class is on the SSSC list, we can assume with good reason other
members of the class will be toxic. Toxicity of individual chemicals within a class _
may vary in degree and nature. But from point of v1ew of hazard, you don’t want to
be exposed to any member of the class.:

With this in mmd individual toxic chemicals on the SSSC list represent a starting -
point to capture whole classes of related toxic substances that must be consuiered for .

. action,
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Summary of October 12 1993 teleconference of. ARET Substance Selectmn Sub
- committee ' .

Prepared by Nancy Sherwm, ARET Env1ronment Canada
Date Wednesday October 13 1993 |

Attendees ! .
. Claude Fortin, Envrronment Canada
Ross Hall, Pollution Probe
Roger Keefe, CPPI -
~ Brian Kohler, CLC :
Adam Socha, Ontario Environment & Energy
Frank Wandelmaier, Health Canada
Kent Woodburn, CCPA
- Chris Wren, MAC

Facxhtator/scribe T\Ianey Sherwm, ARET eecretamat

1. para-dichlorobenzene : There was oons1derab1e dxsoussmn over the IARC ZB

finding; it was noted that EPA had also determined & finding of "possible human

carcinogen”; It was eventually agreed that the substance would be képt on List 1,
based on the aoreenmg rules agreed to, but would be annotated as "extensrve
 discussion took place in the 8SSC on the appropriateness of the IARC 2B ruling for

‘this substance". [Note : comments on thrs wordmg by October 15 would ‘be
. appreciated] : . ‘

2, tetra ethyl lead : Since.the persrsteaee sCore Was based on iead and not TEL the
substance was re-categorized as 2A. This uses a BCF score of 7, based on

~ invertebrate BCF data (shrimps and oysters). The substance will be annotated to
o note that it. degrades to lead, which is persrstent

8. Summary of changes to the lxst provrd(.d in the Draft 2 (August 28) report'
-p.14 : benzo(b)fluoranthene should be added to List 1

-p.16 : annotate 1,4 dichlorobenzene as noted above : *

«p.20 ! tetra ethyl lead : move to List 2A with annotation as noted above

«p. 24 ; remove methyl 1sobuty1 ketone (it's already listed correctly on List 3)

'-p. 25 : the correct name is 2,3,4,6 tetrachlorophenol (not 2,3,4,5 tetrachloroethylene) -
«p. 26 : MOEE TO CONFIRM SOORING STATUS OF acetomtrlle (it was not on the .

© score sheet) .
. -p.26 : should be 1-bromo- 2 chloroethane, rather than 1 ‘bromo-2 chloroethylene

-p. 27 : should be 2,4-dichlorophenol, not 2,4- d1n1trophenol (the latter is already

- correctly listed on the low toxicity list) |
~ -p.27: add 1,2 dichlorobut-8-ene to List 3 o P
.-p.28 : toluene diisocyanate (mixture of 2,4 and 2,8 1somefs) NOT 1,4 and 1,8

-p. 29 : move hexachlorobutadiene to the "low toxlcrty" list on p 31 based on IARO
3 rankmg and N’I‘S of 40 or less
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ARET CONTRACT °1993-94

S§SC 030Ss,KA168-3-5018."
CONTRACT KA168-3-5018/01-SsS

" F.C. 2002-5204-82100-164-2239

ACTUAL AS OF

NOV. 30/93:
' chTRACT AMOUNT I L O.bO
EXPENSES; | | | | | i

C‘IX’PRCFESSIQNAL‘EEES"Tbv e 17[512;60
 11).TELEPHONE} POSTAGE)EAX; TﬁANSLATIQNAW

' PHOTOCOPIES/SUPPLIES 1,099.67

TII)- TRAVEL & ACCOMODATTON ©14,129.81

VI) OFFICE RENTAL -~ - . ‘7'1 fv ~ 0.00,

VTOTAL»EXEENSES. | 32,741.48

.EXPENéﬁé @VER REVENUE o (32,741;48)'

61,800/

16,500.
3,600.

BUDGET

.00

.00

0q

00

' OVER - (UNDER)

BUDGET -

(61,800.00)"

(19,988.00)
. (3,100.33)

(2,370.19)

(3,600.00)"

"(32,741.48)
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13 December 1993 =

'File: 650-3~1
Hon Shella COpps ' -

Minister of the Envxronment

House of Commons

Ottawa K1A 0OA6

Dear Ms Copps;

Re: Parllamentary Review of the . Canadian
Env1ronmental Protectlon Act :

on behalf of the under51gned organlzatlons, we are requesting a
meeting with you at your .earliest convenience to discuss .the
Parliamentary Review of the Canadian Env1ronmental Protection ~Act
(CEPA) . As you know, the purpose of this review is to evaluate the
implementation of CEPA over the past five years, and to bring -
forward recommendations for administrative, leglslatlve or pollcy
reforms. The environmental community played an important role in
the ‘areation of this legislation, and wishes to be central player
in the rev1ew as well. :

Environmentalists across the country regard. the Parliamentary
"Review as a fundamentally important undertaking for a number of.
reasons. First, it prov1des hope that CEPA will be improved to
arrest the contlnually growing problem of toxic contamination of
the canadian environment. Second, it will provide a forum for the
public to highlight the 1mportant developments in the approaches to
the prevention and elimination of toxic pellution: Third, it will
be a*-51gna1 of your government’ comnmitment to pollutlon

prevention, as empha51zed in Creatlng Oonrtunlty The Liberal Plan_
for Canada.

It is not often a plece of" leglslatlon is subjected to a publlc

;rev1ew five years after proclamatlon. A¢ with other concerned

partles, the environmental movement‘w1ll bring forward substantive

issues durlng the review. However, in the wake of the national.
consultation meet,ing held 23 and 24 November 1993, we are now very

concerned about the' process  in . place leadlng ~up. to the
Parliamentary review. In particular, ‘among our concerns are:- the

follow1ng. B

1. The process for the formulatlon of the’ Department of the

Enviromment’s submission to the Parliamentary " Committee:
‘remains unclear. More alarming to us, the Department has yet

1 Nicholas Street o Suite 412 s Ottaws, Ontario « KIN 7B7 e (613) 236:7379 ¢ Fax (613) 232-4665 Raryed P
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,

t.o establlsh 1ts goals and objectlves for upcomlng rev1ew, and
for the longer term as well. : '

If support is to be garnered for the Department's eubm1551on, other
. parties must know in advance what reforms to CEPA they hope to
achleve through this publlc rev1ew. : :

2. . There is no plan or strategy in place to 1nclude the views of
env1ronmentallsts and 1abour in ‘the Parllamentary Review.

In our v1ew, it is essential that such a'etrateqY be clearly
_stated and there be a coherent and effectlve mechanlsm for public
input into the review.

,3- The 1evel of 1nformatlon that was prov1ded to the part1c1pants
in the national consultation meeting was inadegquate for the
‘evaluation of CEFA‘s performance |

It 1s cruclal that the Department make available to ooncerned
partles all  studies, Treports, surveys, and -other relevant
irlnformatmon on whloh the Departmental submlsslon is being bullt

We are extremely concerned that the Parllamentary Review wrll be a .
. missed opportunity to improve a statute that has not: functioned as
well as hoped for in the first flve years of 1mplementatlon. )

These concerns are of the. utmost 1mportance to us,. and are shared
by environmental and lakour groups that attended the national
consultatlon neeting. We kindly request a short meetlng'w1th you at ..
your convenlence to dlscuss them. :

Yours.very truly,

" Glen Okralnetz
Canadlan Arctlc Resouroes Commlttee

Susan Tanner T Paul Muldoon
’Frlends of the. Earth : - 'Pollution Probe

-
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