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I. INTRODUCTION

On February 4, 1987, the heads 
of four 

environmental.agencies in the

U.S. and Canada signed a 
document known as the "Declaration 

of

Intent" (Appendix I), which 
outlines the principles to be 

followed in

the pursuit of a common goal to 
reduce loadings of toxic chemicals 

to

the Niagara River through 
appropriate joint activities and 

separate

agency activities. The agencies involved are the U.S.Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), Environment 

Canada (EC), the New York State

Department of Environmental 
Conservation (DEC), and the Ontario

Ministry of the Environment (MOE).

The Declaration of Intent, 
combined with a detailed Workplan, 

which

is updated regularly, is 
entitled The Niagara River Toxics 

Management

Plan (NRTMP). Through implementation of the 
NRTMP, the four agencies

are committed to significant 
reductions in toxic chemical 

loadings to

the Niagara River.

II. BACKGROUND

The Niagara River is a'37-mile 
(60-kilometer) channel that 

connects

Lake Erie to Lake Ontario. 
Divided into upper and lower 

reaches by

Niagara Falls, it provides 83% of 
the total tributary flow.to 

Lake

Ontario. A map of the Niagara Study 
Area is included as Figure I.

In February 1981, the Niagara 
River . Toxics Committee (NRTC), 

made up

of technical staff from the four 
agencies, was established to 

oversee

and coordinate a major 
bi-national investigation of toxic 

chemicals

entering the Niagara River. After completing its work, the 
NRTC

issued a comprehensive report and 
recommendations in October of 1984.

Soon thereafter, each of the 
four agencies developed specific 

action

plans and special initiatives in 
response to that report and its

recommendations.

Continued discussions among the four 
agencies brought about a

consensus on the need for a long-term, 
bi- onnational commitment 

joint and coordinated actions, 
beginning with river monitoring.. By

October of 1986 the first attempt 
at a comprehensive work plan 

was

completed by technical staff from the 
four agencies. By February of

1987 an overall policy direction 
had been agreed to, along with

specific commitments for the 
reduction in Niagara River loadings 

of

persistent toxic chemicals of concern by 
50% by 1996. The Niagara

River Toxics Management Plan 
officially began with the signing 

of the

Declaration of Intent. The NRTMP Workplan is updated 
regularly to

report progress in meeting Plan 
commitments, and to present follow-up

commitments.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

On February 4, 1987, the heads of four environmental, agencies in the 

U.S. and Canada signed a document known as the "Declaration of 

Intent" (Appendix I), which outlines the principles to be followed in 

the pursuit of a' common goal to reduce loadings of toxic chemicals to 

the Niagara River through appropriate joint activities and separate 

agency activities. The agencies involved are the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA), Environment Canada (EC) , the New York state 

Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), and the ontario 

Ministry of the Environment (MOE). 

The Declaration of Intent, combined with a detailed Workplan, which 

is updated regularly, is entitled The Niagara River Toxics Management 

Plan (NRTMP). Through implementation of the NRTMP, the four agencies 

are committed to significant reductions in toxic chemical loadings to 

the Niagara Rivere 

II. BACKGROUND 

The Niagara River is a'~7-mile (60-kilometer) channel that connects 

Lake Erie to Lake ontario. Divided into upper and lower reaches ,by 

Niagara Falls, it provides 83% of the total tributary flow to Lake 

ontario. A map of the Niagara Study Area is included as Figure I. 

In February 1981, the Niagara River Toxics committee (NRTC) , made up 

of technical staff from the four agencies, was established to oversee 

and coordinate a major hi-national investigation of toxic chemicals 

entering the Niagara River. After completing its work, the NRTC 

issued a comprehensive report and recommendations in October of 1984. 

Soon thereafter, each of the four agencies developed specific action 

plans and special initiatives in response to that report and its 

recommendations. 

continued discussions among the four agencies brought about a 

consensus on the need for a long-term, bi-nationalcommitment on 

joint and coordinated actions,beginning with river monitoring. By 

October of 1986 the first attempt at a comprehensive work plan was' 

completed by technical staff from the four agencies. By February of 

1987 an overall policy direction had been agreed to, along with 

specific commitments for the reduction in Niagara River loadings of 

persistent toxic chemicals of concern by 50% by 1996. The Niagara 

River Toxics Management Plan officially began with the signing of the 

Declaration of Intent. The NRTMP Workplan is updated regularly to 

,report progress in meeting Plan commitments, and to present follow-up 

commitments. 
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III. ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATE

Since the release of the Niagara River Toxics Committee Report in the

fall of 1984, the Four Parties, acting individually and together,

have undertaken a variety of initiatives. Some of the major

accomplishments of the Four Parties since that time are:

o We have reduced the loadings of EPA priority pollutants to 
the

Niagara River from Canadian and U.S. point sources by more than

80 percent, as compared with the levels in 1981- 182.

o We have agreed on sampling and analytical protocols, 
for

monitoring the ambient Niagara River water column; the ambient

water quality data developed using these protocols serve as 
the

primary basis for other analytical efforts under the NRTMP.

o We determined that fifteen toxic chemicals are problems 
in the

Niagara River/Lake Ontario ecosystem. We are continuing to

assess additional chemical data for possible expansion of 
this

list.

o We determined that..a subset of the fifteen problem 
chemicals has

significant Niagara River sources; they are the chemicals 
subject

to the 50 percent reduction requirement of the Declaration 
of

Intent. Ten chemicals are already listed, and we are continuing

to assess additional chemical data for possible expansion of 
this

list.

o We quantified the base-year loadings of the ten chemicals 
to the

river from point sources and estimated, by inference, the

loadings from non-point sources. These are the basis for

specific numerical load reduction targets for point and non-point

sources of these ten chemicals by 1996. Consistent with the

Declaration of Intent, these targets are 50 percent of the 1986-

187 base year loads. Targets will be'refined as the data base is

improved.

o We have agreed on a framework for tracking progress in 
meeting

the 50 percent load reduction commitments. The-first annual

progress report will be issued in December 1990:

o We identified the twenty hazardous waste site clusters in 
the

U.S. estimated to contribute 99 percent of the toxic chemical

loading from all hazardous waste sites in the U.S. to the 
Niagara

River. We also presented ambitious schedules intended to drive

cleanup of these twenty site clusters. The best estimate of the

potential toxic chemical loading from these sites to the river

(694 pounds per day or 315 kilograms per day) is expected 
to be

reduced to 8 pounds per day (4 kilograms per day) by 1996.
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III. ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATE 

Since the release of the Niagara River Toxics Committee Report in the 
fall of 1984, the Four parties, acting individually and together, 
have undertaken a variety of initiatives. Some of the major 
accomplishments of the Four Parties since that time are: 

o We have reduced the loadings of EPA priority pollutants to the 
Niagara River from Canadian and U.S. point sources by more than 
80 percent, as compared with the levels in 1981-'82. 

o We have agreed on sampling and analytical protocols, for 
monitoring the ambient Niagara River water column; the ambient 
water quality data developed using these protocols serve as the 
primary basis for other analytical efforts under the NRTMP. 

o We determined that fifteen toxic chemicals are problems in the 
Niagara River/Lake Ontario ecosystem. We are continuing to 
assess additional chemical data for possible expansion of this 
list. 

,0 We determined that.a subset of the fifteen problem chemicals has 
significant Niagara River sources; they are the chemicals subject 
to the 50 percent reduction requirement of the Declaration of 
Intent. Ten chemicals are already listed, and we are continuing 
to assess additional chemical data for possible expansion of this 
list. 

o We quantified the base-year loadings of the ten chemicals to the 
river from point sources and estimated, by inference, the 
loadings from non-point sources. These are the basis for 
specific numerical load reduction targets for point and non-point 
sources of these ten chemicals by 1996. Consistent with the 
Declaration of Intent, these targets are 50 percent of the 1986-
'87 base year loads. Targets will be 'refined as the data base is 
improved. . 

o We have agreed on a framework for tracking progress in meeting 
the 50 percent load reduction commitments. The first annual 
progress report will be issued in December 1990. 

o We identified the twenty hazardous waste site clusters in the 
U.S. estimated to contribute 99 percent of the toxic chemical 
loading from all hazardous waste sites in the U.S. to the Niagara 
River. We also presented ambitious schedules intended to drive 
cleanup of these twenty site clusters. The best estimate of the 
potential toxic chemical loading from these sites to the river 
(694 pounds per day or 315 kilograms per day) is expected to be 
reduced to 8 pounds per day (4 kilograms per day) by 1996. 
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o We identified certain toxic 
chemicals entering the Niagara River

from Lake Erie at elevated levels. We brought this issue to the

attention of the International Joint 
commission, and we intend to

- make specific recommendations to ensure 
that the responsible

O jurisdictions address this inter-lake transport 
issue.

0
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Appendices II and III list all activities 
completed to date under the

auspices of the HRTMP. Appendix II provides the status of NRTMP

activities through September 1988, and Appendix 
III provides the

status of activities through April 1990. 
Each activity is either

reported as completed, or brought forward in 
the same or in modified

form in the updated Plan. The purpose of these appendices is to

ensure continuity in the planning process, 
and to allow the reader to

see the updated Plan in the context of 
work performed to date.

IV. THE PLAN

The fundamental goal of the Niagara River 
Toxics Management Plan is

to reduce the loadings of toxic 
chemicals to the Niagara River.

Reductions will be achieved by accomplishing 
four related

obj ectivesi

o Sorting chemicals as a basis for action,

o Implementing programs to reduce the loadings of 
toxics entering

the Niagara River,

o Assessing the success of programs to reduce 
the loadings of

toxics, ensuring a continuing focus. on 
critical inputs, and

o coordinating NRTMP activities with Remedial 
Action Plan (RAP)

activities.

The activities and schedules of the 1990 
Revision of the NRTMP are

presented in Appendix IV. A discussion of these commitments 
follows.

A. SORT

The first objective of the Plan is to 
sort chemicals as a basis for

action.

The Four Parties developed a system for 
categorizing toxics, which is

summarized in Table I. The system is used to determine 
either that a

toxic chemical warrants corrective action on 
a priority basis, or

These objectives, which are not listed in 
order of

priority, are being addressed concurrently.
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o We identified certain toxic chemicals entering the Niagara River 

from Lake Erie at elevated levels. We brought this issue to the 

attention of the International Joint Commission, and we intend to 

make specific recommendations to ensure that the responsible 

jurisdictions address this inter-lake transport issue. 

Appendices II and III list all activities completed to date under the 

auspices of the NRTMP. Appendix II provides the status of NRTMP 

activities through September 1988, and Appendix III provides the 

status of activities through April 1990. Each activity is either 

reported as completed, or brought forward in the same or in modified 

form in the updated Plan. The purpose of these appendices is to 

ensure continuity in the planning process, and to allow the reader to 

see the updated Plan in the context of work p~rformed to date. 

IV. THE PLAN 

The fundamental goal of the Niagara River Toxics Management Plan is 

to reduce the loadings of toxic chemicals to the Niagara River. 

Reductions will be achieved by accomplishing four related 

objectives' : 

o sorting chemicals as a basis for action, 

o Implementing programs to reduce the loadings of toxics entering 

the Niagara River, 

o Assessing the success of programs to reduce the loadings of 

toxics, ensuring a continuing focuso;n critical inputs, and 

o Coordinating NRTMP activities with Remedial Action Plan (RAP) 

activities. 

The activities and SChedules of the 1990 Revision of the NRTMP are 

presented in Appendix IV. A discussion of these commitments follows. 

A. SORT 

The first objective of the Plan is to sort chemicals as a basis for 

action. 

The Four Parties developed a system for categorizing toxics, which is 

summarized in Table I. The system is used to determine either that a 

toxic chemical warrants corrective action on a priority basis, or 

These objectives, which are not listed in order of 

priority, are being addressed concurrently. 
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0
that a toxic can be controlled more routinely 

through the

implementation of existing and developing programs that 
apply to the

control of all toxics.

An ad hoc committee developed a master list of 92 
persistent toxic

chemicals of concern in the Niagara River; these are the 
first

priority for categorization. A preliminary sorting of these 92

chemicals was completed, in accordance with the 1988 
categorization

system, using river water column data and Lake 
Ontario sportfish

data. Based on this preliminary categorization, there 
were 15 toxics

that warranted corrective action on a priority 
basis.

0
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
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In response to a Niagara River Secretariat charge, 
the Categorization

Committee issued a report in June 1990 on a 
comprehensive

categorization of toxic chemicals for the Niagara River. 
The report

presented two alternative lists of categorized toxic 
chemicals for

the river (distinguished by which data sets are 
used for

categorization) and offered several recommendations for 
improved

categorizations.

The Niagara River and Lake Ontario Secretariats 
have reviewed the

committee report and have formulated an approach to 
address the

questions that resulted in the alternative 
categorizations in the

report. In summary, the Secretariats find that only 
data meeting the

following requirements."should be used for 
categorizing toxic

chemicals to drive Category I actions for the river or 
the lake:

o Quality assurance acceptable to the Four Parties;

o Representative of current conditions; and

o Representative of open-water conditions in the river or 
lake.

Data not meeting these requirements should be used 
as an information

resource to identify chemicals for monitoring and 
subsequent

categorization, and for other appropriate action. For instance, non-

Four Party data should be reviewed for adequate 
quality

assurance/quality control and monitoring repeated if necessary.

Monitoring not reflecting current loadings should also 
be. repeated.

Criteria exceedances reflecting a localized condition 
should trigger

a Four Party consideration of system-wide 
monitoring of the chemical.

Evidence of localized problems in the river or the 
lake 

should also

be referred for Remedial Action Plan (RAP) 
attention to identify

pollutant sources, ensure development of source 
remediation plans, as

appropriate, and report progress in the toxic 
management plan. If

the site of the problem is not located within an 
Area of Concern

identified in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, 
the problem

will be brought to the attention of the individual 
jurisdictions for

,appropriate action.
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that a toxic can be controlled mOte routinely through the 

implementation of existing and developing programs that apply to the 

control of all toxics. 

An ad hoc committee developed a master list of 92 persistent toxic 

chemicals of concern in the Niagara River; these are the first 

priority for categorization. A preliminary sorting of these 92 

chemicals was completed, in accordance with the 1988 categorization 

system, using river water column data and Lake Ontario sportfish 

data. Based on this preliminary categorization, there were 15 toxics 

that warranted corrective action on a priority basis. 

In response to a Niagara River Secretariat charge, the Categorization 

Committee issued a report in June 1990 on a comprehensive 

categorization of toxic chemicals for the Niagara River. The report 

presented two alternative lists of categorized toxic chemicals for 

the river (distinguished by which data sets are used for 

categorization) and offered several recommendations for improved 

categorizations. 

The Niagara River and Lake ontario Secretariats have reviewed the 

comniitteereport and have f()rmulated an approach to address the 

questions that resulted in the alternative categorizations in the 

report. In summary, the Secretariats find that only data meeting the 

following requirements. 'should be used for categorizing toxic 

chemicals to drive category I actions for the river or the lake: 

o Quality assurance acceptable to the Four Parties: 

o Representative of current conditions: and 

o Representative of open-water conditions in the river or lake. 

Data not meeting these requirements should be used as an information 

resource to identify chemicals for monitoring and subsequent 

categorization, and for other appropriate action. For instance, non­

Four Party data shoUld be reviewed for adequate quality 

assurance/quality control ahd monitoring repeated if necessary. 

Monitoring not reflecting current loadings should also be repeated. 

criteria exceedances reflecting a localized condition should trigger 

a Four Party consideration of system-wide monitoring of the chemical. 

Evidence of localized problems in the river or the lake should also 

b~ referred for Remedial Action Plan (RAP) attention to identify 

pollutant sources, ensure development of source remediation plans, as 

appropriate, and report progress in the toxic management plan. If 

the site of the problem is not located within an Area of Concern 

identified in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the problem 

will be brought to the attention of the individual jurisdictions for 

pppropriate action. 
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Applying the above data requirements to the 
Niagara River, the

existing list of Category IA chemicals remains 
the same, but three

additional chemicals become Category IB chemicals: 
arsenic, lead and

toxaphene.

The revised categorization is presented in 
Table II. Based on this

categorization:

o There are 18 toxics that warrant corrective 
action on a

priority basis.

o There are 41 toxics that are found only at 
levels below the

most stringent existing standard or 
criterion; these toxics can

be controlled more routinely through the 
implementation of

existing and developing programs that apply 
to the control of

all toxics.

o There is one toxic that must be analyzed using 
a more sensitive

analytical protocol in order to allow a 
comparison with

existing standards and criteria.

o There are 14 toxics for which we have 
ambient data, but for

which there is no standard or criterion.

o There are 342 toxics for which we have 
insufficient ambient

data, but for which we have indication of 
presence or input to

the river; for many of these we also do 
not have existing

standards or criteria.

In addition to the 18 priority toxics, two 
chemicals also exceeded

applicable ambient criteria: iron and aluminum. 
Although iron and

aluminum were included in the list of toxics in 
the 1989 update of

the LOTMP, action on these toxics has been 
deferred, since the Four

Parties have determined that:

o The criteria for iron and aluminum may not 
be reliable

indicators of toxicity. No single number is ideal because of

the variety of forms of these metals that may 
be present in

ambient waters; and

o We are not yet in a position to 
differentiate between loads of_

these metals originating from natural and 
anthropogenic

sources.

The Binational Objectives Development 
Committee will be requested to

develop a workplan for site-specific 
investigations for iron and

aluminum in lieu of the use of ambient chemical 
criteria for

categorization. In preparation for this bi-national 
effort, DEC and

EPA will initiate discussions of this issue on 
the U.S. side through

ithe Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.

I~
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Applying the above data requirements to the Niagara River, the 

existing list of category IA chemicals remains the same, but three 

additional chemicals become category IB chemicals: arsenic, lead and 

toxaphene. 

The revised categorization is presented in Table II. Based on this 

categorization: 

o There are 18 toxics that warrant corrective action on a 

priority basis. 

o 

o 

o 

There are 41 toxics that are found only at levels below the 

most stringent existing standard or criterion; these toxics can 

be controlled more routinely through the implementation of 

existing and developing programs that apply to the control of 

all toxics. 

There is one toxic that must be analyzed using a more sensitive 

analytical protocol in order to allow a comparison with 

existing standards and criteria. 

There are 14 toxics for which we have ambient data, but for 

which there is no standard or criterion. 

o There are 342 toxics for which we have insufficient ambient 

data, but for which we have indication of presence or input to 

the river; for many of these we also do not have existing 

standards or criteria. 

In addition to the 18 priority toxics, two chemicals also exceeded 

applicable ambient criteria: iron and aluminum. Although iron and 

aluminum were included in the list of toxics in the 1989 update of 

the LOTMP, action on these toxics has been deferred, since the Four 

Parties have determined that: 

o The criteria for iron and aluminum may not be reliable 

indicators of toxicity. No single number is ideal because of 

the variety of forms of these metals that may be present in 

ambient waters; and 

o We are not yet in a position to differentiate between loads of 

these metals originating from natural and anthropogenic 

sources. 

The Binational Objectives Development committee will be requested to 

develop a workplan for site-specific investigations for iron and 

aluminum in lieu of the use of ambient chemical criteria for 

categorization. In preparation for this bi-national effort, DEC and 

EPA will initiate discussions of this issue on the u.s. side through 

~the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative. 
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As shown in Table III, eighteen 
Niagara River toxics have been

selected for priority attention because they 
are present in the

Niagara River/Lake Ontario ecosystem at 
unacceptably high levels.

Twelve of the eighteen are found in the 
Niagara River water column at

levels that exceed existing standards or 
criteria. Nine of the

eighteen, including three of the twelve 
just mentioned, are found in

Lake Ontario sportfish at levels that 
exceed existing standards or

criteria.

As shown in Table III, ten of the 
original fifteen priority toxics

have significant Niagara River sources. 
They are the chemicals

subject to the 50% reduction commitment in 
the Declaration of Intent.

The first 50% Reduction Progress Report 
is due December 1990. With

that report in hand, the Niagara River 
Secretariat will recommend

adding chemicals to the 50% reduction 
list, as appropriate, based on

the comprehensive categorization 
completed in June 1990.

In March 1990 the Standards and 
Criteria Committee provided a report

on the adequacy and consistency of 
water quality and fish tissue

standards and criteria for the Niagara River 
and Lake Ontario

(Standards and Criteria Committee, 1990). 
Based on the committee's

report, the Niagara River and Lake 
Ontario Secretariats prepared an

action memorandum to the Coordination 
Committee, which made the

following key recommendations, among others:

o EPA and DEC water column criteria
-setting procedures for the

protection of human health from carcinogens 
are based on .

conservative cancer risk assumptions and 
incorporate exposures

through drinking water and fish consumption.

The MOE criteria for the substances 
evaluated in the Standards

and Criteria Committee report were set 
for the protection of

aquatic life and do not consider protection 
of human health.

New MOE criteria-setting procedures 
allow consideration of

available fish consumption advisories, but 
these advisories are

developed by Health and Welfare Canada (HWC) 
not for the

purposes of pollution control, but to 
determine whether

fisheries should be open to public or 
commercial use.

Accordingly, these criteria can only be 
useful in setting an

interim target under a toxics management 
plan, that is, the

removal of fish advisories for the waterbody.

In order for the Four Parties to 
make progress towards

consistent standards and criteria, it is 
important that Canada

have water column criteria for the 
protection of human health.

MOE and EC will work with HWC to:

- Develop a detailed description of HWC's 
methodology for

setting drinking water objectives and 
allowable daily

` intake values (ADIs) for fish tissue; and

l~
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As shown in Table III, eighteen Niagara River toxics have been 

selected for priority attention because they are present in the 

Niagara River/Lake ontario ecosystem at unacceptably high levels. 

Twelve of the eighteen are found in the Niagara River water column at 

levels that exceed existing standards or criteria. Nine of the 

eighteen, including three of the twelve just mentioned, are found in 

Lake ontario sportfish at levels that exceed existing standards or 

criteria. 

As shown in Table III, ten of the original fifteen priority toxics 

have significant Niagara River sources. They are the chemicals 

subject to the 50% reduction commitment in the Declaration of Intent. 

The first 50% Reduction Progress Report is due December 1990. with 

that report in hand, the Niagara River Secretariat will recommend 

adding chemicals to the 50% reduction list, as appropriate, based on 

the comprehensive categorization completed in June 1990 •. 

In March 1990 the standards and Criteria Committee provided a report 

on the adequacy and consistency of water quality and fish tissue 

standards and criteria for the Niagara River and Lake ontario 

(standards and criteria Committee, 1990). Based on the committee's 

report, the Niagara River and Lake Ontario secretariats prepared an 

action memorandum to the Coordination Committee, which made the 

following key recommendations, among others: 

o EPA and DEC water column criteria-setting procedures for the 

protection of human health from carcinogens are based on 

conservative cancer risk assumptions and incorporate exposures 

through drinking water and fish consumption. 

The MOE criteria for the substances evaluated in the Standards 

and Criteria Committee report were set for the protection of 

aquatic life and do not consider protection of human health. 

New MOE criteria-setting procedures allow consideration of 

available fish consumption advisories, but these advisories are 

developed by Health and Welfare Canada (HWC) not for the 

purposes of pollution. control, but to determine whether 

fisheries should be open to public or commercial use. 

Accordingly, these criteria can only be useful in setting an 

interim target under a toxics management plan, that is, the 

removal of fish advisories for the waterbody. 

In order for the Four Parties to make progress towards 

consistent standards and criteria, it is important that Canada 

have water column criteria for the protection of human health. 

MOE and EC will work with HWC to: 

Develop a detailed description of HWC's methodology for 

setting drinking water objectives and allowable daily 

intake values (ADls) for fish tissue; and 
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Develop a detailed description of HWC's 
methodology for

setting drinking water objectives and 
allowable daily

intake values (ADIs) for fish tissue; and

- Establish provincial water quality 
objectives based

solely on the protection of human health, 
and not

constrained by socio-economic factors. The first

priority for setting these ADIs will be the 
NRTMP

Category IA and IB chemicals, and the second 
priority

El 

will be the Category IE chemicals.

o The committee's report recommended that DEC 
consider the need

for human health criteria based on fish 
consumption for DDT,

dieldrin and PCBs. DEC is now developing such criteria for

PCBs and will evaluate the need for such 
criteria for dieldrin

and DDT through the Great Lakes Water 
Quality Initiative.

Since criteria development and standard 
setting are an ongoing

process, it must be recognized that, in 
response to new scientific

knowledge, many of these numbers will be amended 
and additional

standards and criteria developed. As this occurs,.the NRTMP will

review and re-categorize toxic substances as 
appropriate.

B. REDUCE

The second objective of the Plan is to 
implement programs to reduce

the loadings of toxics entering the Niagara 
River.

In order to achieve this objective, the Four 
Parties have developed

commitments under the Plan to reduce the loadings of 
all toxic

chemicals from all categories of sources, that is, 
to:

o Reduce the loadings from point sources to the 
river,

o 

Reduce the loadings from non-point sources to the river,

o 

Reduce the upstream loadings to the river from 
Lake Erie, and

o 
Foster pollution prevention in the basin.

1. Point Sources

' Inputs of toxics to the Niagara River from point 
sources have been

identified and are being addressed in accordance 
with U.S. and

Canadian point source plans.

The 1988 Revision of the NRTMP included 
commitments to:
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Develop a detailed description of HWC's methodology for 

setting drinking water objectives and allowable daily 

intake values (ADIs) for fish tissue: and 

Establish provincial water quality objectives based 

solely on the protection of human health, and not 

constrained by socio-economic factors. The first 

priority for setting these ADIs will be the NRTMP 
category IA and IB chemicals, and the second priority 

will be the category IE chemicals. 

o The committee's report recommended that DEC consider the need 

for human health criteria based on fish consumption for DDT, 

dieldrin and PCBs. DEC is now developing such criteria for 

PCBs and will evaluate the need for such criteria for dieldrin 

and DDT through the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative. 

Since criteria development and standard setting are an ongoing 

process, it must be recognized that, in response to new scientific 

knowledge, many of these numbers will be amended and additional 

standards and criteria developed. As this occurs, . the NRTMP will 

review and re-categori~e toxic substances as appropriate. 

B. REDUCE 

The second objective of the Plan is to implement programs to reduce 

the loadings of toxics entering the Niagara River. 

In order to achieve this objective, the Four Parties have developed 

commitments under the Plan to reduce the loadings of all toxic 

chemicals from all categories of sources, that is, to: 

o Reduce the loadings from point sources to the river, 

o Reduce the loadings from non-point sources to the river, 

.. 0 Reduce the upstream loadings to the river from Lake Erie, and 

o Foster pollution prevention in the basin. 

1. Point Sources 

Inputs of toxics to the Niagara River from point sources have been 

identified and are being addressed in accordance with u.s. and 

·Canadian point source plans. 
( 

The 1988 Revision of the NRTMP included commitments to: 
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o Present Canadian and U.S. plans to reduce 

the point source

loadings of the chemicals on the list for 50 
percent reduction,

under the Declaration of Intent; and

o Prepare reports on the overall status of 
the Canadian and U.S.

point source control programs.

To meet these commitments, the Four 
Parties issued five separate

reports. The highlights of these reports are:

o Since 1981- 182, there has been more than an 80 
percent

reduction in the loadings of the full range of 
toxics to the

Niagara River from point sources in 
Canada and the U.S.;

o We have identified the point source 
discharges that contribute

one or more of the ten chemicals that are 
targeted for 50

percent reduction by 1996, as compared to 
the base year of the

Declaration of Intent, that is, 19867187; and

o We have plans in place to attain the 
50 percent reduction goal

for point sources to the river (the U.S. 
plan is an interim

plan).

Beginning with this 1990 Update, the Four 
Parties will attempt to

simplify these reports into a Canadian 
report and a U.S. report that

meet the full range of the point source 
commitments. Accordingly,

the Plan includes commitments for:

o A Canadian annual point source status 
report and plan update;

and

o A final U.S. point source plan, and an 
annual status report and

plan update.

2. Non-Point Sources

Unlike point sources, the non-point source 
components of the Niagara

River loadings of the ten chemicals have 
not yet been directly

measured. There is, therefore, no current basis 
for a comprehensive

identification of the individual sources 
contributing to the non-

point loadings.

To proceed as expeditiously as possible 
to the implementation of non-

point control programs, the Four Parties 
have focused initially on

the remediation of hazardous waste sites 
contributing toxic chemicals

to the Niagara River. In November 1989, EPA and DEC 
issued a report

on the hazardous waste sites in the U.S. 
contributing toxics to the

river. The report:

o Identified the twenty hazardous waste sites 
in the U.S.

estimated to contribute 99 percent of the 
toxic chemical
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Present Canadian and u.s. plans to reduce the point source 

loadings of the chemicals on the list for 50 percent reduction, 

under the Declaration of Intent; and 

Prepare reports on the overall status of the Canadian and u.s. 
point source control programs. 

To meet these commitments, the Four Parties issued five separate 

reports. The highlights of these reports are: 

o Since 1981-'82, there has been more than an 80 percent 

reduction in the loadings of the full range of toxics to the 

Niagara River from point sources in Canada and the U.S.: 

o 

o 

We have identified the point source discharges that contribute 

one or more of the ten chemicals that are targeted for 50 

percent,reduction by 1996, as compared to the base year of the 

Declaration of Intent, that is, 1986.-'87: and 

We have plans in place to attain the 50 percent reduction goal 

for point sources to the river (the ~.S. plan is an interim 

plan). 

Beginning with this 1990 Update, the Four Parties will attempt to 

simplify these reports into a Canadian report and a u.S. report that 

meet the full range of the point source commi"tments. Accordingly, 

the Plan includes commitments for: 

o A Canadian annual point source status report and plan update: 

and 

o A final u.S. point source plan, and an annual status report and 

plan update. 

2. Non-Point Sources 

Unlike point sources, the non-point source components of the Niagara 

River loadings of the ten chemicals have not yet been directly 

measured. There is, therefore, no current basis for a comprehensive 

identification of the individua~ sources contributing to the non­

point loadings. 

To proceed as expeditiously as possible to the implementation of non­

point control programs, the Four Parties have focused initially on 

the remediation of hazardous waste sites contributing toxic chemicals 

to the Niagara River. In November 1989, EPA and DEC issued a report 

on the hazardous waste sites in the u.S. contributing toxics to the 

river. The report: 

(0 Identified the twenty hazardous waste sites in the U.S. 

estimated to contribute 99 percent of the toxic chemical 
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loading from all waste sites in the 
U.S. to the Niagara River;

and

o Presented ambitious schedules intended 
to drive cleanup of

these twenty sites. The best estimate of the 
potential toxic

chemical loading from these sites to 
the river (694 pounds per

day or 315 kilograms per day) is 
anticipated to be reduced to 8

pounds per day (4 kilograms per day) 
by 1996.

EPA and DEC will refine the 
loading estimates for these sites to 

be

chemical-specific and will issue a 
status report and plan update by

November 1990, and annually 
thereafter.

MOE will issue a Canadian 
hazardous waste sites report on the 

five

Canadian waste sites by September 
1990, with status reports and

updates annually thereafter.

The Four Parties recognize the 
need to focus also on non-point

sources other than hazardous waste 
sites. DEC issued non-point

source assessment and program 
status reports in 1989 and 1990,

respectively. Annual updates, beginning June 
1991, will describe the

focused application of these 
programs to reduce Niagara River non

point source loadings of 
persistent toxic chemicals of concern.

MOE's initial report will be 
issued by December 1990, with 

status

reports and updates annually 
thereafter.

3. Upstream Loadings

Six of the fifteen NRTMP priority 
toxics have significant upstream

Great. Lakes sources.

The Four Parties alerted the 
International Joint Commission, by

letter dated March 21, 1989, that 
Lake Erie water entering the

Niagara River contains elevated levels 
of the six toxic chemicals.

6 ,

The Four Parties now intend•to 
make specific recommendations to

ensure that the responsible 
jurisdictions address this inter-lake

i~ transport issue

4. Pollution Prevention

In order to make further 
progress towards the goal of virtual

elimination of toxic discharges as embodied 
in the Great Lakes Water

Quality Agreement, the Four Parties 
are committed to evaluating how

pollution prevention activities (for 
example, source reduction) can

be, incorporated in the Plan.

In particular, the Four Parties 
have developed Pollution 

Prevention

Initiatives to encourage waste minimization 
in both the U.S. and

Canadian sides of the Niagara River 
and Lake Ontario Basins (the
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loading from all waste sites in the u.s. to the Niagara River; 

and 

Presented ambitious schedules intended to drive cleanup of 

these twenty sites. The best estimate of the potential toxic 

chemical loading from these sites to the river (694 pounds per 

day or 315 kilograms per day) is anticipated to be reduced to 8 

pounds per day (4 kilograms per day) by 1996. 

EPA and DEC will refine the loading estimates for these sites to be 

chemical-specific and will issue a status report and plan update by 

November 1990, and annually thereafter. 

MOE will issue a Canadian hazardous waste sites report on the five 

Canadian waste sites by september 1990, with status reports and 

updates annually thereafter. 

The Four Parties recognize the need to focus also on non-point 

sources other than hazardous waste sites. DEC issued non-point 

source assessment and program status reports in 1989 and 1990, 

respectively. Annual updates, beginning June 1991, will describe the 

focused application of these programs to reduce Niagara River non­

point source loadings of persistent toxic chemicals of concern. 

MOE's initial report will be issued by December 1990, with status 

reports and updates annually thereafter. 

3. upstream Loadings 

Six of the fifteen NRTMP priority toxics have significant upstream 

Great Lakes sources. 

The Four Parties alerted the International Joint Commission, by 

letter dated March 21, 1989, that Lake Erie water entering the 

Niagara River contains elevated levels of the six toxic chemicals. 

The Four Parties now intend-to make specific recommendations to 

ensure that the responsible jurisdictions address this inter-lake 

transport issue •.. 

4. Pollution Prevention 

In order to make further progress towards the goal of virtual 

elimination of toxic discharges as embodied in the Great Lakes Water 

Qu~lity Agreement,the Four Parties are committed to evaluating how 

pollution prevention activities (for example, source reduction) can 

be incorporated in the Plan. 

~In particular, the Four Parties have developed Pollution prevention 

Initiatives to encourage waste minimization in both the U.s. and 

Canadian sides of the Niagara River and Lake Ontario Basins (the 
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Canadian plan is proposed). The pollution prevention initiatives

build on, and are complementary to, the 
existing pollution prevention

activities of the individual agencies.

The key objectives of the U.S. plan 
are to:

o Determine how industrial facilities 
located in the Niagara

jy River/Lake Ontario basin can better apply 
pollution prevention

ee" techniques to reduce their releases of 
toxic chemicals to air,

land, and water; and

o Develop a joint industry/governmental 
initiative on pollution

prevention.

The key objectives of the proposed 
Canadian plan are to:

o Facilitate and highlight government-industry 
cooperation in

achieving source control and zero 
discharge of toxic substances

under the LOTMP;

o Increase industry and municipal awareness 
of existing

nonregulatory programs of MOE and EC which 
support source

control and attainment of zero discharge;

o Identify opportunities for partnership 
or information sharing

leading to the development and 
implementation of pollution

prevention projects; and

o Provide a visible means of documenting 
and tracking progress of

specific commitments made to source 
control and zero discharge

within the Lake Ontario/Niagara River 
geographic context.

At the same time, the United States and Canada are working to 
reach

agreement on a pollution prevention plan at 
the national level. The

Secretariat will ensure that the bi-national 
proposal and the Four

Party proposal are not duplicative and 
will encourage use of the Four

Party initiatives as a pilot for the 
bi-national proposal.

C. ASSESS

~. The third objective of the Plan is to 
assess the success of programs

to reduce the loadings of toxics, 
ensuring a continuing focus on

critical inputs.

The starting point for measuring 
progress in reducing toxic chemical

loadings to the Niagara River is a 
coordinated long-term monitoring

program in the river itself. Accordingly, the Four Parties have:

c
o Developed and implemented a mutually 

acceptable sampling and

analysis program using state-of-the-art 
high volume techniques
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Canadian plan is proposed). The pollution prevention initiatives 

build on, and are complementary to, the ~xisting pollution prevention 

activities of the individual agencies. 

The key objectives of the U.S. plan are to: 

o Determine how industrial facilities located in the Niagara 

River/Lake Ontario basin can better apply pollution prevention 

techniques to reduce their releases of toxic chemicals to air, 

land, and water; and 

o Develop a joint industry/governmental initiative on pollution 

prevention. 

The key objectives of the proposed Canadian plan are to: 

o Facilitate and highlight government-industry cooperation in 

achieving source control and zero discharge of toxic substances 

under the LOTMP; 

o Increase industry and municipal awareness of existing , 

nonregulatory programs of MOE and EC which support source 

control and attainment of zero discharge; 

o Identify opportunities for partnership or information sharing 

leading to the development and implementation of pollution 

prevention projects; and 

o Provide a visibl~ means of documenting and tracking progress of 

specific commitments made to source control and zero discharge 

within the Lake Ontario/Niagara River geographic context. 

At the same time, the united states and Canada are working to reach 

agreement on a pollution prevention plan at the national level. The 

Secretariat will ensure that the bi-national proposal and the Four 

Party proposal are not duplicative and will encourage use of the Four 

Party initiatives as a pil~ for the bi-national proposal. 

C. ASSESS 

The third objective of the Plan is to assess the success of programs 

to reduce the loadings of toxics, ensuring a continuing focus on 

critical inputs. 

The starting point for measuring progress in reducing toxic chemical 

loadings to the Niagara River is a coordinated long-term monitoring 

program in the river itself. Accordingly, the Four Parties have: 

o Developed and implemented a mutually acceptable sampling and 

analysis program using state-of-the-art high volume techniques 
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to quantify the change in the loading 
of toxic chemicals in the

river water column over time and 
distance;

o Collected three years of data from this 
intensive monitoring of

toxic chemical loadings at the source 
(Ft. Erie) and mouth

(Niagara-on-the-Lake) of the river;

o Issued annual summaries of these 
Upstream/Downstream monitoring

data for two years (when the third 
annual summary is issued, it

will provide the first basis for 
identifying a trend in the

differential loading of toxic chemicals in 
the river); and

o Continued to improve the river monitoring 
program by:

- Expanding the number of chemicals monitored;

- Confirming the representativeness of the data 
from the

Niagara-on-the-Lake station, and initiating 
a sampling

program to verify the representativeness of 
the Ft. Erie

station; and

Incorporating improvements identified from 
field and

laboratory audits.

The Four Parties have developed and 
issued a Framework for 50%

Reduction Progress Retort for the NRTMP. This report:

o Detailed how to prepare an annual report, using 
Niagara River

ambient and source data, and documenting 
progress toward.

attainment.of the goal of 50 percent reduction of 
problem

to
xics

o Identified how best to present statistically 
valid year-to-year

comparisons of river loadings data; and

o Revised the protocol for adding chemicals to 
the list of

priority. toxics for 5Q percent reduction.

r The first progress.report will be issued by December 1990 and will

..:...incorporate.-the results 
of.;

o The Upstream/Downstream Report for April 
1988 - March 1989, and

a re-analysis of data from prior years in accordance 
with the

Framework for 50 Reduction Pro ress Re ;

o Point source loadings reports for 1986/ 187, 1987/188, and

198.8/'89;

o 
A report presenting initial.estimates of 

comprehensive non

point source loadings, based on readily 
available information;

and
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to quantify the change in the loading of toxic chemicals in the 

river water column over time and distance; 

o Collected three years of data from this intensive monitoring of 

toxic chemical loadings at the source (Ft. Erie) and mouth 

(Niagara-on-the-Lake) of the river; 

o Issued annual summaries of these upstream/Downstream monitoring 

data for two years (when the third annual summary is issued, it 

will provide the first basis for identifying a trend in the 

differential loading of toxic chemicals in the river): and 

o Continued to improve the river monitoring program by: 

Expanding the number of chemicals monitored: 

Confirming the representativeness of the data from the 

Niagara-on-the-Lake station, and initiating a sampling 

program to verify the represeritativeness of the Ft. Erie 

station: and 

Incorporating improvements identified from field and 

laboratory audits. 
~ 

The Four Parties have developed and issued a Framework for 50% 

Reduction Progress Report .for the NRTMP. This report: 

o Detailed how to prepare an annual report, using Niagara River 

ambient and source data, and documenting progress toward 

attainment of the goal of 50 percent reduction of problem 

toxies: 

o Identified how best to present statistically valid year-to-year 

comparisons of river loadings data; and 

o Revised the protocol for adding chemicals to the list of 

priority toxics for 5Q percent reduction. 

The first I'rogressreportwill be issued by December 1990 and will 

.' 'iricorporate the resul tsof: 

o The Upstream/Downstream Report for April 1988 - March 1989, and 

a re-analysis of data from prior years in accordance with the 

Framework for 50% Reduction Progress Report: 

o Point source loadings reports for 1986/'87, 1987/'88, and 
1988/'89; . 

A report presenting initial estimates of comprehensive non­

point source loadings, based on readily available information: 

and 

11 



0

o A report on gains and losses of toxic 
chemicals in the river

system.

The 1990 NRTMP Update also includes a number of 
other assessment-

related commitments:

o A workplan to improve the independent 
estimates of non-point

source loadings;

o A report on the representativeness of the 
Ft. Erie sampling

j- station;

~l o Recommendations to guide the development of a consistent 
set

of adequately protective, enforceable 
standards for the

Niagara River;

o Expansion of the chemicals monitored in the Niagara 
River,

as necessary;

o Recommendations on the need for a biomonitoring program;

o Development of a Niagara Falls, New York groundwater 
model;

and

o A comparison'of the existing Niagara River 
downstream load

to estimates of the load that would allow 
attainment of

standards and criteria in Lake Ontario.

D. COORDINATE

' The fourth objective of the Plan is to 
coordinate activities with

Remedial Action Plan (RAP) activities.

There are three RAPS in the Niagara River basin: 
the Buffalo River,

the New York Niagara River RAP and the Ontario 
Niagara River RAP.

the status of the RAPs follows.

The Stage I Buffalo River RAP was completed in 
November 1989 and

formally submitted to the International Joint 
Commission for review

in January 1990. A Remedial Advisory Committee was formed 
early in

1990 to assist the DEC in implementation of the RAP. 
The first

annual report of the RAP was published in June 1990. 
The Buffalo

River Remedial Action Plan Annual Report outlines 
commitments made in

rj the Stage I RAP and the status of those 
commitments. Accomplishments

since the Stage I RAP was published are listed as 
well as a schedule

of activities for the next fiscal year.

rA draft report on the Ontario Niagara River 
RAP has been completed

and reviewed by the RAP Writing Team and the PAC 
Technical Committee;

a re-draft is almost finished. A final Stage I draft is expected to

be released for comment by September 1990.
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o A report on gains and losses of toxic chemicals in the river 

system. 

The 1990 NRTMP Update also includes a number of other assessment­

related commitments: 

o A workplan to improve the independent estimates of non-point 

source loadings; 

o A report on the representativeness of the Ft. Erie sampling 

station: 

o Recommendations to guide the development of a consistent set 

of adequately protective, enforceable standards for the 

Niagara River: 

o Expansion of the chemicals monitored in the Niagara River, 

as necessary: 

o Recommendations on the need for a biomonitoring program: 

o Development of a Niagara Falls, New York groundwater model: 

and 

o A comparison of the existing Niagara River downstream load 

to estimates of the load that would allow attainment o·f 

standards and criteria in Lake ontario. 

D. COORDINATE 

The fourth objective of the Plan is to coordinate activities with 

Remedial Action Plan (RAP) activities. 

There are three RAPs in the Niagara River basin: the Buffalo River, 

the New York Niagara River RAP and the ontario Niagara River RAP. 

the status of the RAPs foll~ws. 

The stage I Buffalo River RAP was completed in November 1989 and 

formally submitted to the International Joint Commission for review 

in January 1990. A Remedial Advisory Committee was formed early in 

1990 to assist the DEC in implementation of the RAP. The first 

annual report of the RAP was pUblished in June 1990. The Buffalo 

River Remedial Action Plan Annual Report outlines commitments made in 

the stage I RAP and the status of those commitments. Accomplishments 

since the stage I RAP was published are listed as well as a schedule 

of activities for the next fiscal year. 

~A draft report on the ontario Niagara River RAP has been completed 

and reviewed by the RAP writing Team and the PAC Technical committee: 

a re-draft is almost finished. A final stage I draft is expected to 

be released for comment by September 1990. 
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The New York Niagara River RAP was initiated 

in October 1989 with

the formal appointment of the Niagara River 
Action Committee. This

citizen committee has held monthly meetings 
since then and has formed

subcommittees on Land Use, Public Outreach and Water 
Quality that

meet regularly. The WRAC has started compiling and 
evaluating data

and information in order to assist DEC in 
drafting the problem

definition phase of the RAP.

1~ The individual Niagara River RAPs have 
appointed several members to

(~f an International Advisory Committee. The IAC has met several times

since its first meeting in the fall of 1989. 
They are communicating

with both RAP groups on issues and topics 
of mutual interest.

This Plan Update provides an additional 
opportunity for coordination

between the NRTMP and the RAPs. The NRTMP will refer data reflecting

localized conditions in the Niagara River basin to 
the RAPs for their

! 
verification, investigation of contaminant sources, 

development of

control strategies, as appropriate, and report 
back to the

Secretariat.

V. ORGANIZATION

The.Four Parties have established the integrated 
management structure

shown in Figure II to implement the Niagara 
River and Lake Ontario

Toxics Management Plans, and to keep them 
current. The elements of

the structure that are relevant to the 
NRTMP are described below.

A. Niagara River Coordination Committee

The Coordination Committee.consists of 
senior managers from

each of the four jurisdictions. They are publicly responsible for

meeting the individual agency and Four Party 
commitments in the

NRTMP.

B.- Niagara River Secretariat

The Secretariat is the working staff of 
the ̀Coordination Committee.,

All NRTMP reporting to the Coordination 
Committee is done through the

Secretariat. It is responsible for drafting NRTMP 
updates and status

reports for review and issuance by the 
Coordination Committee. The

Secretariat will schedule meetings, record and 
distribute minutes of

1~ the meetings, and ensure that the 
Coordination Committee is kept well

informed on all activities in.the NRTMP.

Y c. Standing Technical committees

Three committees perform technical 
activities in support of the

NRTMP.
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The New York Niagara River RAP was initiated in October 1989 with 

the formal appointment of the Niagara River Action Committee. This 

citizen committee has held monthly meetings since then and has formed 

subcommittees on Land Use, Public Outreach and water Quality that 

meet regularly. The NRAC has started compiling and evaluating data 

and information in order to assist DEC in drafting the problem 

definition phase of the RAP. 

The individual Niagara River RAPs have appointed several members to 

an International Advisory Committee. The lAC has met several times 

since its first meeting in the fall of 1989. They are communicating 

with both RAP groups on issues and topics of mutual interest. 

This Plan Update provides an additional opportunity for coordination 

betWeen the NRTMP and the RAPs. The NRTMP will refer data reflecting 

localized conditions in the Niagara River basin to the RAPs for their 

verification, investigation of contaminant sources, development of 

control strategies, as appropriate, and report back to the 

Secretariat. 

v. ORGANIZATION 

The Four Parties have established the integrated management structure 

shown in Figure II to implement the Niagara River and Lake ontario 

Toxics Management Plans, and to keep them current. The elements of 

the structure that are relevant to the NRTMP are described below. 

A. Niagara River Coordination Committee 

The coordination Committee consists of senior managers from 

each of the four jurisdictions. They are publicly responsible for 

meeting the individual agency and Four Party commitments in the 

NRTMP. 

B., Niaqara River Secretariat 

,C. standing Technical Committees 

Three committees perform t~chnical activities in support of the 

NRTMP. 
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1. River Monitoring (RMC) 
- The RMC is 

responsible for

all technical and 
scientific aspects of the Four Party

ambient river monitoring 
program.

2. Point Source (PSC) - 
The PSC is responsible for 

assisting

~ the Secretariat in 
coordinating Four Party activities

related to point source loading 
to the Niagara River.

~~ 

3. Non Point Source 
(NPSC) - The NPSC is 

responsible for

assisting the Secretariat in 
coordinating Four Party

k~ activities related to non-point 
source loadings to the

Niagara River.

UI Three 
committees perform technical 

activities in support of both the

,,~~••~~ Niagara River and Lake 
Ontario Toxics Management 

Plans.

b 
4. Categorization CC - The CC categorizes 

toxics for

6 action based on existing data 
and existing standards and

criteria, and recommends the 
collection of additional

data and the development of 
new standards and criteria,

as appropriate.

5. Standards and Criteria 
(SCC) - The SCC reviews 

existing

standards and criteria for 
consistency and adequacy

relative to the purposes of the 
Niagara River and Lake

Ontario Plans, and recommends 
individual agency actions

to develop new or revised 
standards and criteria.

FTC develops 
6. Fate of Toxics F( TC) - The F Ps mathematical

models of pollutant fate to 
relate pollutant inputs to

nutsto

U 
levels of toxics in the ambient 

water column, sediment

and biota.

One committee performs 
technical activities in support 

of the Lake

Ontario Toxics Management Plant

7. Ecosystem Objectives 
Work Grouv (EOW ) - The EOWG, 

which
o 

was established by EPA and 
Environment Canada under the

terms of the Great Lakes Water 
Quality Agreement,

develops ecosystem objectives and 
indicators for Lake

Ontario.

Detailed revised charges to these 
committees will be prepared by 

the

Niagara River and/or Lake 
Ontario Secretariats once the 

1990 updates

of the NRTMP and LOTMP have 
been adopted by the 

Coordination

Committee.
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action based on exis.ting data and existing standards and 

criteria, and recommends the collection of additional 

data and the development of new standards and criteria, 

as appropriate. 

5. Standards and criteria (SCC) - The SCC reviews existing 

standards and ,criteria for consistency and adequacy 
relative to the purposes of the Niagara River and Lake 

ontario Plans, and recommends individual agency actions 

to develop new or revised standards and criteria. 

6. Fate of Toxics (FTC) - The FTC develops mathematical 

models of pollutant fate to relate pollutant inputs to 
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and biota. 
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7. Ecosystem Objectives Work Group (EOWGl - The EOWG, which 

was established by EPA and Environment Canada under the 

terms of the Great Lakes water Quality Agreement, 

develops ecosystem objectives and indicators for Lake 

ontario. 

Detailed revised charges to these committees will be prepared by the 

Niagara River and/or Lake Ontario Secretariats once the 1990 updates 

of the NRTMP and LOTMP have been adopted by the Coordination 

Committee. 
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v1. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The goal of the public involvement process is
-to facilitate the

attainment of our environmental goal for the 
Niagara River by

providing a forum for public consultation and 
involvement in the

continued development and implementation of the 
NRTMP.

Since the inception of the Niagara River Toxics 
Management Planning

effort, the Four Parties have been committed to 
public involvement in

the development and implementation of the 
Plan. As the Four Party

effort matured, however, it became apparent 
that improvements could

be made in the public involvement process. 
The Four Parties,

therefore, established an ad hoc committee of 
agency communication

representatives to propose improvements.

In November 1989, after consultation with a 
number of involved

citizens, the ad hoc work group issued the 
report Public Involvement

Workplan Proposal Niagara River/Lake Ontario Toxics 
Management Plan

(Bibliography #20). The proposal was accepted by the 
Coordination

Committee, and the ad hoc work group was asked 
to develop a work plan

implementing the proposal. In April 1990, the ad hoc work group

completed its charge and issued the report 
Public Involvement

Workplan (Bibliography #21).

Consistent with the recommendations of the group, 
the salient

features of the NRTMP public involvement process 
are described below:

A. Citizen involvement on Standing 
Technical Committees

In order to facilitate effective public 
involvement on the six

standing technical committees that report to 
the Coordination.

Committee:

o Two citizens, one Canadian and one U.S., 
have been added as

full members of each of the committees; 
their travel

expenses are reimbursed consistent with 
standard government

practices.

o Additional interested citizens have been added 
,as

correspondents; 
they receive minutes of meetings and of

conference calls 'and technical products for 
review.and'

comment.

Committee Membership will be reviewed annually.

B. public Involvement in the Formulation of 
Secretariat

Recommendations to the Coordination Committee

In order to ensure effective public 
involvement in the formulation of

Secretariat recommendations to the Coordination 
Committee.,.the.
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the development and implementation of the Plan. As the Four Party 

effort matured, however, it became apparent that improvements could 

be made in the public involvement process. The Four Parties, 

therefore, established an ad hoc committee of agency communication 
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In November 1989, after consultation with a number of involved 

citizens, the ad hoc work group issued the report Public Involvement 
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Committee, and the ad hoc work group was asked to develop a work plan 

implementing the proposal. In April 1990, the ad hoc work group 
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Workplan (Bibliography #21). 
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Secretariat will conduct public consultation 
workshops on the plan

updates. In addition, the Secretariat will 
conduct issue-oriented

public consultation workshops, as needed.

In each case the Secretariat will 
prepare an Issues for Discussion

Document to facilitate a dialogue with the 
public at the workshop,

and a Public Responsiveness Document to 
summarize the comments

received and the actions recommended to 
address the comments. The

Public Responsiveness Document will be 
used to ensure that the

Coordination Committee is aware of the 
public's views at the time it

is called on to make policy choices.

C. Coordination Committee Open 
Meetings

Consistent with longstanding practice, the 
Coordination Committee

conducts all of its meetings in public, in 
the Niagara area:

o Providing advance notification of 
meetings;

o Making documents available in advance 
of the meetings;

O Presenting issues in understandable terms 
at the meetings; and

o Encouraging questions and comments from the 
public at the

meetings.

These open meetings play a critical role 
in ensuring public

involvement and are a key mechanism for 
ensuring public

accountability.

D. Other Outreach Activities

The Four Parties will also undertake a 
number of other outreach

activities related to the NRTMP:

o The Secretariat will maintain a 
bibliography of all NRTMP

documents; copies of the bibliography and 
all documents will be

available at the Repositories listed in 
Table IV.

O The Secretariat will prepare articles 
about the NRTMP for

inclusion in RAP newsletters.

O The Secretariat will visit RAP sites 
to discuss the NRTMP.

o The Four Parties will improve the 
existing NRTMP mailing list.

Yo The-Secretariat will prepare a number 
of documents to enhance

communication with the public:

A project overview;
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and a Public Responsiveness Document to summarize the comments 

received and the actions recommended to address the comments. The 

Public Responsiveness Document will be used to ensure that the 

Coordination Committee is aware of the public's views at the time it 

is called on to make policy choices. 

C. Coordination Committee Open Meetings 
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conducts all of its meetings in public, in the Niagara area: 

o Providing advance notification of meetings: 

o Making documents available in advance of the meetings: 

o Presenting issues in understandable terms at the meetings: and 
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- A timetable of activities; and

- A flyer for the potentially 
involved public.

o The Four Parties will seek to 
enhance media relations with

respect to NRTMP activities:

- Developing press releases prior to 
meetings and workshops;

and

- Ensuring the availability of a media 
coordinator at these

meetings and workshops.
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A timetable of activities: and 

A flyer for the potentially involved public. 

The Four Parties will seek to enhance media relations with 

respect to NRTMP activities: 

Developing press releases prior to meetings and workshops; 

and 

Ensuring the availability of a media coordinator at these 

meetings and workshops. 
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TABLE I

CATEGORIES OF TO%ICS

I. Ambient Data Available

A. Exceeds enforceable standard

B. Exceeds a more stringent, but unenforceable criterion

C. Equal to or less than most stringent criterion

D. Detection limit too high to allow complete

categorization

E. No criterion available

ZI. Ambient Data Not Available

i

c

0
0

A. Evidence of presence in or input to the River

B. No evidence of presence in or input to the River
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TABLE I 

CATEGORIES OF TOXICS 

I. Ambient Data Available 

A. Exceeds enforceable standard 

B. Exceeds a more stringent, but unenforceable criterion 

C. Equal to or less than most stringent criterion 

D. Detection limit too high to allow complete 
categorization 

E. No criterion available 

II. Ambient Data Not AvailaDle 

A. Evidence of presence in or input to the River 

B. No evidence of presence in or input to the River 
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c
c TABLE II

PRELIMINARY CATEGORIZATION

NIAGARA RIVER TOBICS

Categories IA and IB (18 Toxics

- arsenic
- benz(a)anthracene

- benzo(a)pyrene
- benzo(b)fluoranthene

- benzo(k)fluoranthene

- chlordane
- chrysene
- DDT & metabolites
- dieldrin
- dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)

- hexachlorobenzene

- lead
- mercury
- mirex/photomirex
- octachlorostyrene

- PCBs (total)
- tetrachloroethylene.

- toxaphene

Category IC (41 Toxics)

- aldrin
- barium
- BHC (total) (hexachlorocyclohexane)

- benzene
- bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

- cadmium
- carbon tetrachloride '

- chromium (total)
- cobalt
- copper _

- 1,2-dichlorobenzene

- 1,3-dichlorobenzene

- 1,4-dichlorobenzene

- di-n-octyl-phthalate

- endosulfan (total)

- endrin
- fluoranthene
- heptachlor & heptachlor epoxide

~- hexachlorobutadiene

- manganese
methoxychlor

- methylene chloride
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- barium 
- BHC (total) (hexachlorocyclohexane) 
- benzene 
- bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
- cadmium 

carbon tetrachloride 
chromium (total) 

- cobalt 
- copper 
- 1,2-dichlorobenzene 
- 1,3-dichlorobenzene 
- 1,4-dichlorobenzene 
- di-n-octyl-phthalate 
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- fluoranthene 
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0
0 - nickel

- pentachlorobenzene

- pentachlorophenol
- phenol
- pyrene
- selenium
- 1,2,3,4-tetrachlorobenzene

- 1,2,4,5-tetrachlorobenzene

- 2,3,4,5-tetrachlorophenol

- 2,3,5,6-tetrachlorophenol

- tetrahydrofuran
- toluene
- 1,2,3-trichlorobenzene

- 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene

- 1,3,5-trichlorobenzene

- 2,4,5-trichlorophenol

- 2,4,6-trichlorophenol

- vanadium
- zinc

Category ID (1 Toxic)

- chloroform

Category IE (14 Toxics)

- acetone
- chlorinated dibenzofurans

- 2-chlorotrifluorotoluene

- 4-chlorotrifluorotoluene

- dichlorobromomethane

- 2,4-dichlorotrifluorotoluene

- 3,4-dichlorotrifluorotoluene

- heptanone
- hexane
- methylethylketone

- molybdenum
- strontium

ti{

2,3,6-trichlorotoluene

- 2,4,5-trichlorotoluene
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- pentachlorobenzene 
- pentachlorophenol 
- phenol 
- pyrene 
- selenium 
- 1,2,3,4-tetrachlorobenzene 
- 1,2,4,5-tetrachlorobenzene 
- 2,3,4" 5-tetrachlorophenol 
- 2,3,5,6-tetrachlorophenol 
- tetrahydrofuran 
- toluene 
- 1,2,3-trichlorobenzene 
- 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
- 1,3,5-trichlorobenzene 
- 2,4,5-trichlorophenol 
- 2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
- vanadium 
- zinc 

Category ID (1 Toxic) 

- chloroform 

Category IE (14 Toxics) 

- acetone 
- chlorinated dibenzofurans 
- 2-chlorotrifluorotoluene 
- 4-chlorotrifluorotoluene 
- dichlorobromomethane 
- 2,4-dichlorotrifluorotoluene 
- 3,4-dichlorotrifluorotoluene 
- heptanone 
- hexane 
- methylethylketone 
- molybdenum 
- strontium 
- 2,3,6-trichlorotoluene 
- 2,4,5-trichlorotoluene 
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TABLE III

NRTMP PRIORITY TOXICS

N.R. WATER
EXCEEDANCES~

L.O. FISH
EXCEEDANCESz

SIGNIFI
NR SOURC

o arsenic X ~
X

o benz(a)anthracene X
X

o benzo(a)pyrene X
X

o benzo(b)fluoranthene X

o benzo(k)fluoranthene X X

o chlordane X

o chrysene X
X

o DDT & metabolites X

o dieldrin X X
X

o dioxin X
X X

o hexachlorobenzene

o lead X X
o mercury X

X X
o mirex/photomirex

0 octachlorostyrene X
Xo PCBs X X X

o tetrachloroethylene X

o toxaphene X ?

-

1 These seven chemicals wereidentified 
from a master list of

persistent toxic chemicals as exceeding water quality 
standards,

criteria or guidelines at Niagara-on-the-Lake.

2 These nine chemicals were identified 
from a master list of

persistent toxic chemicals as exceeding fish tissue 
standards,.

criteria or guidelines in Lake Ontario.

3 These ten chemicals were identified as 
having significant Niagara

River sources, based on a significant positive 
differential load

(i.e., a positive differential load > 25% of 
the total load as

measured at Niagara-on-the-Lake), or based on the 
existence of known

current Niagara River sources.

? The significance of Niagara River sources 
of these chemicals will

be determined based on the data in the 
Progress Report due

December 1990.
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o lead X ? 
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1 These seven chemicals were identified from a master list of 

persistent toxic chemicals as exceeding water quality standards, 

criteria or guidelines at Niagara-on-the-Lake. 

2 These nine chemicals were identified from a master list of· 

persistent toxic chemicals as exceeding fish tissue standards, 

criteria or guidelines in Lake Ontario. 

3 These ten chemicals were identified as having significant Niagara 

River sources, based on a significant positive differential load 

(i.e., a positive differential load ~ 25% of the total load as 

measured at Niagara-on-the-Lake), or based on the existence of known. 

current Niagara River sources. 
~ 

? The significance of Niagara River sources of these chemicals will 

be determined based on the data in the Progress Report due 

December 1990. 
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TABLE IV

NRTMP REPOSITORIES

United States

U.S.EPA.
Public Information Office

f` Carborundum Center
(~ 345 Third Street, Suite 530

.,.Niagara Falls, New York 14303
(716) 285-8842

NYS Department of
Environmental Conservation

600 Delaware Avenue
Buffalo, New York 14202
(716) 847-4590

Atlantic States
Legal Foundation, Inc.

658 West Onondaga St.
Syracuse, New York 13204
(315) 475-1170

c

22

Canada

City of Niagara Falls
Planning & Development Dept
Attn: Gretchen de Boer
4310 Queen Street
Niagara Falls, Ontario
L2E 6X5
(416) 356-7521

Niagara River Coordinator
Environment Canada
25 St. Clair Avenue East
Toronto, Ontario
M4T 1M2
(416) 973-1107

Niagara River Improvement
Project

Ontario Ministry of the
Environment

119 King Street East
12th Floor
Hamilton, Ontario L8N 3Z9
(416) 521-7720
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D*
0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this Declaration is to ensure that a management strategy
is adopted which enables the Parties to move in a directed and
coordinated manner toward the objective of achieving significant
reductions of toxic chemical pollutants in the Niagara River in
accordance with timetables and specific activities. The Parties commit
themselves to using the authority provided by their domestic lams and
regulations to this end. This is consistent with the goal of virtual
elimination of toxic discharges, as agreed upon in 1978 by the
Governments of the United States and Canada under the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement.

In October 1986, the Parties released the first edition of a four-party
Work Plan which establishe; timetables -and a set of specific activities
to be undertaken. This Declaration in conjunction with that document,
together form The U.S. - Canada Nia ara River Toxics MRana event Plan,

® hereinafter reTe_r_reT5o as the The Plan. ee pen ix .

THE PARTIES DECLARE THEIR INTENT TO:

Adopt and Implement The Plan as a dynamic and evolving framework within
which the United States and Canadian agencies will cooperatively take
appropriate steps leading to a significant reduction in toxic chemical •-
pollutants from point and non-point sources to the Niagara River, in a
manner consistent with federal, state and.pfovincial laws..

In so doing, and in order to achieve theg9oats of The Plan as stated in
this Declaration of Intent, the Parties wt11:

.1. Jointly establish a common basis for identifying, assessing and .
quantifying toxic chemical loadings into the Niagara River;

• Individually identify and establish priorities for control measures
to reduce loadings; . -

Individually implement chemical pollutant control activities in the
Niagara River;

Individually and jointly monitor and evaluate the success of
control activities.

2. Take into account applicable water quality and drinking rater
standards and set as a target a reduction level of 50s for -

0
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PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Declaration is to ensure that a manage~nt strategy 
is adopted which enables the Parties to .ove in I dfrected and 
coordinated ~nner toward the objective of Ich1evfng significant 
reductions of toxic chemical pollutants in the Niagara River in 
accordance vfth timetablu and spec1f1cacth1t1es. The Parties commit 
themsel ves to using the authority provided by their dC>lllestic laws and 
,"egu1etions to this end. Thh 1$ conshtent vfth the goal of virtual 
eii~ination of toxfc dIscharges, IS a~reed upon in 1978 by the 
Governments of the United States and Canada under the Great Lakes Vater 
Quality Agreement. 

!HE PARTIES DECLARE THEIR INTENT TO: 

Adopt and imp'ement The Plan a, I dynamfc and evolving-framework ~thin 
which the United States and Canadian agencies ~ll cooperatively take 
appropriate steps leading to a s1 gni ffcant reduction in toxic chemical 
pollutants from point and non-point sources to the Niagara River. in I 
manner consistent with federal, state Ind.pro~incial laws •. 

In so doing, and in order to Ichieve the goa1s of The Plln IS stated in 
this Declaration of Intent, the 'arties .rtll: 

1. Jointly t$t~lhh I cCtmlon bash for identifying, assessing Ind 
quantifying tOlic chemical loadings into the Nfagarl Riyer. 

Individually identify and es~lish priorities for control .. ~sures 
to reduce loadings; •. -, 

Individually implement chemical PDllvtant control activities in the 
N1a;arl River. 

Individually Ind 30int'y ICnitor and .valuate the SUCCISS of 
control Ictivities. 

2. Take into Iccount applicable water qualft,y Ind drinUng vater 
standards and set as I target I reduction llvel Of 101 for 



9. Submit The Plan and progress reports to the International Joint
Commission as part of the Commission's Remedial Action Plan program
for the Great Lakes.

10. Adopt the following goals for each component of The Plan:

a) River Monitorins

- determine the toxic chemical loadings to the Niagara River
from.Lake Erie (input);

- determine toxic chemical loadings from the Niagara River to
Lake Ontario (output);

• determine toxic chemical loadings from sources along the
Niagara River by comparing the difference between the output

fromfrom the river and input from the river upstream sources
(input-output differential river monitoring identified by the

Attempts will be made to determine the loadings with sufficient
confidence to measure the effectiveness of the control

~}
programs.

b) Point Sources

- determine toxic chemical loadings from industrial and
municipal facilities;

• estimate allowable toxic chemical loadings from industrial
and municipal sources as provide in regulatory
specifications;

a

• estimate reduction of toxic chemical loadings as a result-of
implemented control measures and scheduled reductions based
on planned control measures;

• implement remedial and control programs so as to achieve the
maximum possible reduction of toxic chemical loadings to the
Niagara River;

c) Non-Point Sources

- estimate toxic chemcial loadings from tributaries and leaking

hazardous waste disposal sites;

• estimate reductions in toxic chemical loadings as a result of

implemented control measures, and scheduled reductions based

on planned control measures;
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9. Submf t The Phn and pro;rtSS reports to the Internltional Joi nt 
Comm15Sfon a5 part of the Commission's Remedia' Action Pl.n program 
for the Great Lakes. 

10. Adopt the fo"owing goa's for each component of The 'lan: 

.) River Monitoring 

- determine the toxic chemica' loadings to the Niagara Rher 
from,Lake Erie (input). 

- detennine toxic chemical loadings from the Nhgara liver to 
Lake Ontario (output). 

• detennine toxic chemicil loadings from lources a10ng the 
Niagara River by comparing the difference between the output 
from the river' and input from the river from upstream sources 
(input-output differentia' river monitoring identified by the 
NPolt ,. 

Att!mpts win be made to determine the loadings with sufficient 
confidence to measure the .ffectiveness of the control 
programs .. . 

b) Point Sources 

• dete~ine toxic chemica' loadinp frCIIII industrIal and 
aunicipa' facilities, 

- estimate allowable toxic chemical loadings frOil 1ndustl"fa' 
and eun i c i pal source s as provi ded in regulator1 
s peci fi cati ons. 

- estimlte reduction of toxic chemical loadings as a r.sult· of 
implemented control lleasures and scheduled reductions based 
on planned contral _,sures; 

- implement remedial and control programs so as to achi.ve the 
.axim~ poSSible reduction of toxic chemical loadings to the 
Niagara liver. . 

c) Non-Point Sources 

- estimate toxic chemeial loadings fram tributarIes and leaking 
hazardous .. stt disposal sitls; 

- estimate reductions in toxic chemical loadings as • result of 
imp1emented control leasur,s, and scheduled reductions based 
on p1anned control leasures. 



Executed this 41A day of ?74 1 IJeP ; / , 1947

For the United States
Environmental Protection Agency

Mr. lee Thomas
Administrator

For the New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation

Mr. Hen G. Williams -
Comm issto' ner

s

For Environment Canada

! Ln1J

e Honou aDte Tom KcMillan
Minister

For the Ontario Ministry of the
Environment

Th on rable Jim bra
Minis
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Executed this 411> day or ?; P1 UI? 'ft . n07 ----------- ----------+,---

For the United States 
Environmenta' Protection Agency 

~~ 
Hr. Lee Thomas 
A~fnhtrltor 

For the New YO" State Department 
of Environmenta' Conservation 

For Environment Cln.d. 

For the Ontario Ministr,r of the 
Env1roraent 
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TAIU 1 

RIVER KNl'J'aUOO 

Pm 1997 - SEPT 1999 

PJnJfX;'lw 
RESIOISIBlE a:MPlETIaf 

OOI\L ACTIVI1Y~ _______________ ~P~ _________ MTE ___ cu:rrur/STATm 

I. Detendne toxic dlemcal 1. 
100000inga f~ BOOrcee 

Prepre the list of 
analytical parameters .... Im 
Nill be investigated. along the Niagara River 

by c.uparing the difference 
vaUdate the KJI1itoril1Cj 
1et0000logy to be OIled. 

betweSl the output fr<a 2. 
~ r iYl!r and tlw i rp.Jt. 
to· the river trc. upetr .. 
8ClJr(.'IM (i rput-oJtput 
di fferential river..u- 3. 
uring identified by the 
NRJt:) • 

ElltabUeh ~~_ for 
revising and updatin:J 
.etl1odologiea. 

4. Deve1q) HlllPUn) p:'ogr_ 
design (frequency of 
Nlplin) ant I'UIber of 
Allples required'. 

5. m.velq) written ~llng, 
analytical and quality 
control pE'0C8I!ur. for 
ft. ~l. ant Niagara-Gt­
the-Late etaUam (~r­
atlaw MlI1UIIIl). 

All ~n~Eeted. NoYeIIber 1986 Jurlsdlctiaw iBgara River ~lin:J 
(RMC' 1.-

All Within 6 KJI1ths Bn:lJght fol:'Mlr'd a. 
Jurisdictions of bplaaentatiat Activity R-207. 
(IIC' of new JIIethod- . 

ologles 
All SaJpling protorols &:c-

~:::;Uctia18 .mir~ElI!nt ca:!et;: !:i~~~. n 0 p-otooolB inclWed 
U Analytic Prot.ocol 

nx....,t (Calpletec! 
Dec. '07) 

All 
JUrI.Uctlaw 
(RMC) 

All 
.rud .Uctlone 
(JH:) 

tbwJId)er 1996 CoIIpletec! Ib;dIItler 1986. 

~®~~~~V~: Sl~ ~~ 

~ober 1987 SUpUng )X"Otoool dcxu-
II!I1t cc.pleted in Oct. 

~.\"'D[Uf~I£.t¥Jated in JIo1e .Y. a. 1nal~ic Pl:otDool 
t OCIIpleted in 

()!caller 1987. 

~. 
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TI\BlB 1 

RIVER foDlI'roIlU«; 

Fm 1987 - SEPT 1988 

.~ 
RESR:mIBl£ aJotPtETIC6 OOI\L ACI'IVI'IT PARl'Y MTE amur /STA"IU> 

1. cmtinJed . 6. Agree on interpt'etatim ~ 
the edatin:J data (12/84-
3/86) at Ft. Erie am 
Hlegu:a-on-the-Iake stations. 

All HcNaatJer 1996 Capleted NoYeItler 
Juriadictiona ~tr~/Ib«lBtref 
(lK) fflllU"j V. "UJiI 'C·U·,t.;,~agara River ~f U,@1Wf LY& IQ!!fta. 1984-1966. 

7. Proride ec:ialt!fie advice All 
to the OxJrdination o-it- Juriadictiaw OJntimoua t_ Q1 the dew!cpllent of (1M:) 
eriteria by ... lidl the reautta 
of the lang-tel1l lDlitodng 
P'ogr- will be evaluated 
., that the effect iveneu 
of oopirr:J oon-ective actions 
eM be detendnal. Prqnse 
IDdif!c:atiorw to the Uat 
of analytical parameters ae 
needed. 

8. Dltel'lline ..... t ackUtiaal 
IDli tocin:J act! vi ties (0n­
going or' future) abould 
beccM part of the fair 
jurl.sictlon data .baee. 

All Cbltiruoua 
Juri adietiOl18 
(1M:) 

Advice pcovided as 
appcopciatebaeed c 
reaul ttl of pcoject 
vi 811/ eYaluation arr 
result.. of data tnt 
pretatioo • 
Inoorpxatad into 
Activities R-IOI 
am R-200. 

Ini tial ef forte foe 
en the deYel~t, 
hplen!l1tatioo, ard 
cptiaimtioo of the 
baeic Allbient WIIter 
())ali ty M:X1i todng 
Progra.. 
Incorporated in 
Activity R-20S. 
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'lNJLE 1 

RIVER foDfIroIUNl 

fD 1987 - SEPT 1988 

~ 
RESRH;IBlE OH'UTI~ 

ACTIVITY PARrY Dr\'JE CI.1J.t'Ur /f1rA.'JUS 

9. DI!vel", a pocecJure fOl" 
data IliUBljallent· am ex­
cMnge. 

All 
Jurl.Uctiona 
(RC) 

Hay 1988 Calp1eted AlrU 1988. 

~@OO~[~] ltllh 
10. Exdlan:Je data acconUng to All 0Jnt11'&JOU8 Brrught fonMrd lUI 

Act I vi ty R-208. develqSed ~edures. Jurisdictions 

11. Report at interpE'etaticn 
of river IDlitoril'9 data 
(3/86-3/87) • 

All 
Jurisdlctiona 
(IK:) 

Jamary 1988 (bpleted In Jan. 1988 
-q.tr~~ 

C.lUE'D'~fmI.;i:":ta 1CJB6-
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TABU! 2 

mINI' tDJRCF.S 

Fm 1987 - SEPT 1999 

~ 
RESRH;IBIE CXMPU'TI~ 

<n\L 1CJ'IVI1Y_ .... PARrY Dl\TE __ ~ aJ'rf'Ur/SfATm 

J. Detend.ne tode ctMmeal 1. 0Jnt1 .... collectim of .elf NYSIB: 
lOBl!!nge fraa il1lbJtrial mnitoring data. I«E CbltirtJOWl 
am .... idpal facUtti_. 

2. OJntt.... expmcJad CCIIpliaraJ 
IDI1i taring ~ogr_ in accord-
ant."8 wi th gm:: recc da-
tian8. (Jncludee Initial 
direct K.I1.i t«ing of 10 _:tor 
point eourcae CCIIptible wi th 
rlwr lD'llt«tng.) 

3. ReYl., dJrT8It ani JrqlO8aJ 
lOint .... at .anitorinj 
progr_, c:."CIIIpU'8 thai to MnC 
1'.' II.s.UOM 8nI! identify 
other areu that abcul.d be 
eddreuecl for the parpoee 
of c~flntng an lIRJI'qa-iate 
point ecuroe .anltorlng progr_. 

MJE 
NYsmr 
lEEPA ~_lU& U l&1YJ 

All Jurt.Uett Sept __ r '87 

(PEIC' a1B 

~®mmrID 

[B: data i. collected 
mder SPIES pr~aII. MJ 
data in Irdlstrial M:mi 
todng Inton.ation sy.­
t_( IMIS) amual 1'tp)R 
Inoorpont.t in k'tivit 
~. 

mx: ha. a:::.pleted the 
• 85-' 86 elq:8med COIpli­
ance .:ni txxing pr-ogru 
M:Z'. Jrograll i. Niaqar 
M:n1 tm"ing Infor.tia1 
Syst_(NIAMIS), ~li .. 
in the mc::'. report flo 
Activity '3. 
Pinal (.'I(IIpleted Oct. '87 
-o:.pariaon of Preeent ; 
PUture Four Alrty Rlint 
Source ProJr- ard ~, 
pari8tW1 to the Nlagara 
Ri wr '1\:JdCII AIle, 11,1& 
tiorw.-
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I. Cbntimed. 

'i~ 2 . 
FOINI' tnJII:ES 

Ff:B 1987 - SEI'T 1900 

I'InnrI'm 
RF.9lOJStBU!! a:JofP[£I't~ 

I\Cl'IVI'lT PARTY_~ __ Jlt\TE _ . ___ ~ ___ __ a.mur/~ 

4. Il!!tendne toxic chemical 
loadings. 

5. Develcp It pocedure fcr 
dis ta -l'lI!II}eIIIII!t am ex­
dlange •• 

fIE 
NYS~ 

A.l.9mt 1987 

mmlln~@ 

RepJrts en toxic me.­
ieal" 10l'k1inga were reo­
lease:l by K>E and NYSIEC 
in Septt!JltJer 1987. See 
Activities '7 am te. 

All SeptedJer 1987 Pinal October ·87.-~nt 
JuriacUctiaw Soorce . ftbti torinj a:.-

""romnre" n re'ii'f('fOl =~~ ~t'nr'~._ 
t!9lWlJlJlrlbl!;; U IbU!l tial Exchange.-

(P9C) 

6. £IdY1nge data 6CXiJfcHnj to All 
deyelqled pE'OOI!dJree. JUriacUctiona CbntinJOWl 

(Secretariat) 
Broxjlt forward &8 

~ivity P-200. 
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I. Q:ntimJed. 

I I. EatiMte allowable toxic 
dlemcal loadinga frCJI 
irDlatrial and lU1icipal 
8OlIr088 aa p'ovided in 
regulatory apeclficatiaw •. 

'INU! 2 

mINI' &XJRCES 

fEB 1967 - SEPl' 1988 

poonx:rm 
RESKNSIBlE cx:MPIETIOO 

ACl'IVI'l'Y PARlY 

7. Report on R>int Source tb1i- MJE 
toring tata 4/85-3/86 and tNSIEC 
detendne toxic chemical 
loadings. 

8. Replrt on lbint Source lbli .. KE 
toring Data 4/96-3/87 an;! 
determine toxic c::beIlical NYStfr 
loadings. 

9. Cb1tima aganciea caapliance loDE 
IDnitoriOJ programs. ~ 

tEEPA 

1. CalaJlate the toxic eIlellical. tEfPA 
loading fro. 10 _~ point NYSIE 
eouroea baaed upon regulatory 
_pecifioatlons and canpEU'e 
wi th .. sured loadings •. 

K>E 

M'll!: 

August 1987 

~®00fP[fE1l1aID 
March 1988 

~@OO~~~1f~@ 
. CbntintDlS 

October 1987 

. ~f\f1®n.~1f~@ 

tbvedler 1986 

~®OO~[[EiiTE@ . 

wrrur{STAru; 

M)E ~int Source rero 
am NYSre: ~int sour 
report were re1easai 
September 1987. 

KE Act i vi ty COIIp1ete 
Sept. '87 am included 
report for Act i vi ty •. 
~ report to be 
available October 198:. 

Incorpxated in 
Activity P-300. 

(brparison of NYSI:a: 
regula toryspeci fica­
tiona completed • 
CaDpari sen to penni t 
1C8dings <.."Qltained in 
Appendix C of NYSrE:", 
Report on ~int SourCE. 
M:ni toring Dlta. Activ 
ity final OctoiJer 1987 

Report <X:SlP1eted 11/86 
"~te, Toxic OlemicaJ 
Loadings Fran Atlas 
Specialty Steels.-
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timte redUct1C11 1n 
rode cne.ical loadings 
as a result: of iJf)len!!l1t­
ed CCIltrol Eaaure8 aBl 
edleduled reductions baaed 
on plamed control Jea8Ure8e 

, 

~2 . 
mINT mJII:!S 

Pm 1987 - SEPT 1900 

RESR:fiSIBtE 
PARTY 
NYSIJEX: 
USfPA 

K>E 

curror /m7\nJS 
Mlrdl 1987 O:lntrol pr-ograaa in U.S 

are in msmx: pend ta. 

~@OO~[~1r~@ :!e ~ ~:'l=e! 
surveys have been 
initiated at all in­
dustries and nniclpal 
W8ateeter treabllent 
plante to detenline 
..nether eX" not further 
cxntrol proqrUB are 
required. Incorpcnta! 
In Activity 1'-300. 

2. Identify reductlOl18 in toxic tEEPA Cbpu'i 8CI'1 of Pt:. Souree 
data v{ th mm= report in 
Tables IV • 3.8 an:! 
Appemix 0 of the ~ 
t\'Jint Source Rep:>rt 
188l.1ed In Septellber 1981 

ct._cal loadings to the ~ 
Niagara River based 00 
oontrola Intrc:xl.Jced since 
the tine report. 

ME 

Q:tober 1987 

~D~mw 
~t 1987 

~u~n~fID 

Reductlorw In toxies 
covered In KZ'. A>int 
Source Repx t I .. ued 
Sept. 1987. HISA 1'1 ...... 0:1.."....(-.. -
introduced echechiled 
controls on point ecurce 
di IKharqee (MlSA cb»­
IBlt ~ 1986). 

"' 
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IV. lJIIpl~ raedial an! 
CDltrol p-ogr_ 80 U 
to achieve the _xi .. 
p:uible reductim of 
toxic m.dcal loedinga 
to the Niagara Riyer. 

l - ... ~" 

'INU! 2 

POINI'~ 

n:B 1981 - SEPT 1908 

PInJECI'ID 
RESIOJSIBIE <XJoU'IEl'I~ 

~IVI'I'Y PARrY MTE 00I'PUr I~ 
J. Ebiemst redUCtions in toxic All . JUly 1987 'the 1tciOOrd sl<FecrFeti. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

. 5. 

manical loadiDJ8 in Niagara Jurisdictic::nl 1987 established the 

Ri_. (SEcretariat) ~@OO~[1fij'~ii:~~~ 

Talc. enforc Tnt actiaw MJII! 
..... required. NYSIB: 

u;EPA 

tbdtor ocm-t-ordered tmPA 
r.adial lIChedule for tmaI: 
Niagara Falla Wl'P. 

Dlwtlcp ..th:dI for Ilirex NYSIB: 
and lMptacNOC' analysis in lSEPA 
... teeter (lONlBr detection 
UlIlt.) 

evat .. te and reiuue draft NYBIB: 
88CXJid raJnd of pend te. lSfPA 

1..,1-.t ard _farce ...... tntSIS: 
~rea~~ protrrA~ "' •. ~'.. t~t\ 

CbltiJ'SlOU8 

OJnti~ 

b '4.l' 1986 

~®g~m@ 

Dec eJBter 1986 

Niagara River by 1996 
MJl"e aped. fie for'eoII8i 
will be deYelcPd 
thr'cojl future Plan 
Activity 1'-101. 

Inool'pocated In 
Activity P-JOO. 

'ftMt pendttee has agr( 
to use a det~la1 lL 
.ufficiently 1011 to • 
required pendt liat! 
foe theM m.dcal8. 
1bere6x., new Jethod 
are not nn:'led.O:.ple 
Novabtr 1996. 

All 2rd rCAD.i pend t. 
issued except ~ w, 
A!rai ta ave ilable for 

~1'{llilm@ ~~~"d:~:'-= 
Inoorporate:! in 

~/l.4~ •• ~.~ ., ..•••• t ••• ~ - __ 
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IV. Cbntirued 

TABLE 2 

POIN!' 9XJRCES 

Fm 1987 - SEPl' 1988 

ACl'IVI'IY RES~SIBLE 
PARTY 

ProJfCI'tD 
a:MPLETION 
MTE 

6. Provide tednical assistance t.5EPA 
to nunieipali ties for ~ 
enforcenent in the Pretreat-
ment Program. 

7. Pranote waste reduction, 
pr-etreatment am 9JOd hc11se- K>E 
JceEpiB3' 

8. Institute pce-regu1ation MJE 
(ilases of fblieipal- Indus-
trial Strategy for Abatenent 
(MIBA). 

9. Establish first Industrial 
Regulat ion under MISA. MJE 

Q::nt il'J.lOUs 

Cbntinoous 

NoveJrber 1986 

~®~[~1i1E@ 
January 1988 

oorror /STATUS 

Iocorp?rated in 
Activity 1'-300. 

Ministry has provided 
financial supJX)rt to ~ 
"lbJsehold Special wa~ 
~y" in Ni8<}iU'a Falls, 
Oltario. Brooght 
fonerd as Activity 
P-30l. 

lobrlc ini tiats'! by Now· 
ber 1986. 

Interim Status reportt 
in "MISA tJpd3te"(\bl l' 
.2 Feb '88) • Activity 1 
ifiOO in revised Plan 
reflect Niagara interf 
Organ ie d1emica I sec1:i 
IIOnI toring regula tien 
to be PCOlW gat Ed 
Deceit>er 1988. 
IOCOI}XX8ted in 
Activity P-300. 
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TABlE 3 

tol-roINI' ~ 

FEB 1987 - SEPI' 1900 

Pln,JECrtD 
RESra.lSIBlE o:MPu;r1;~ 

CD\L ACl'IVI'IY ~~ ____ ~_ ____ P~ M~ . aJl'Pl1l'/STATl5 
I. Esthete toxic memical 1. AttelPt-to uSe ri~r lIDli- All 

loadin:J8 frClil ncn-point toring data in cxnjuction Jurisdictions ttweJd)er 1987. See Table 9 •. 
aoorces. with point source data to (Secretariat) . 

;=~E~ng ~®~!~V~@ 
2. IJevelcp areawide grwnd- {sEPA 1st ~rt Alase I c;x::q>lete. Stat 

MIter ~ogeol.ogy ~ Ju~y 1987 ~rts IXepn-ed Marcb 
~ ~iagal;'. ~ll .. , Y .• Y. 1987 and. July 1987. 

~®OO~~~~~@ 
~se I I undenmy. 
CDltirAdng work broJ9h 
fonerdas Activity 
N-:I03. 

3. ~areawide_ter K>E ~r 1987 Project. canpleted. 
~oes eva~uation of "Wa ter Resources 
eastern part ~ Nia~a 

~Dm~@ 
of the Niagara F'ralt if' 

~insula. am the Wellard River 
Or'a i rlCl9E! B!uI in. • 
Will be ava Uable for 
distribution after 
~inti~. 

4. Develcp a procedure for All SeptedJer 1987 Carpleted October, 1~ 
data nmagement and ex- JuriadictialS 
dlange. (NP9C) 

~@OO~~~¥~@ 
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T.ABIE 3 

~roINT 9XJRCFS 

FEB 1987 - SEPt' 1988 

PROOICIW 
RESImSIBlE <n1PIEl'ION 

<DAL J\CI'IVITY PARrY _______ ~'I'E____ __ _ . __ oorr-yr/STA'IUS 

I. Cbltirued. 

II. Estilate reduction in 
,toxic dlemical lOfMUngs 
a8 a result of implement­
ed control lleasures aRt 
sdleduled reduct: iorB 
based 00 planned control 
masures. 

S. Elcchange data acoording to 
developed procedures. 

1. Identify reductioos, (for 
hazardrus waste sf tes) if 
possible, in toxic dtemcal 
loadings to the Niagara 
River msed 00 <Dltrol }ro­
grams introduced since the 
~ report. 

All O:lntintrA18 
Jurisdictions 
(NPSr-C) 

USEPA Cent imous 
K>E 

Brrucjlt fonsrd as 
Act i vi ty N-20l. 

EPA Niagara Ri ver Act fa 
RepJrt-,1\U<J 1987 update: 
"Potential Cbntaminant 
1Dadings to the Niagara 
Ri ver fran U.s. 
Razardcus waste Sites" 
Harch 1988. 

K>EI Clam and sedirent 
DOli toril'¥J was carried 
out in summer of 1987. 
Tributary monitoring 
is underway. 
Tributary 10l'lding 
rep>rt pt'ojected for 
carpletion Dec:ea'ber 1986 

Brcucjlt fonsrd as 
Activities N-30l am 
N-302 
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II. OXltirued. 

, 

111. lIiplement r8l82ial am 
CUltrol p:ogrUB ., U 
to adlieve the I18xilll.lll 
possible reduct.ioo of 
toxic dlea1cal la1dinga 
to the Niagara R1 ver. 

ACl'IVITY 

TABlE 3 

RN-POINI' &lJRCES 

FEB 1987 - SEPT 1988 

RESRJNSIBlE 
PARI'Y 

PJnJFrrED 
a::MPlETlOO 
DATE 

August 1987 2. Develc:p schedules for 
implementation of control 
measures. 

tsEPA 
NYSlE 
KE 

~®OOfl~'jj'~@ 

3. All 
Jurisdictions 

ldenti fy baseline n:mplint 
1nI1"C8 loadi"JII to the Niag­
ara Ri wr in accordance with 
the Declaration of Intent. (~tari~®~I&l~'jj'~@ 

1. Contime inveaticjationa am N)E 

evaluate pE'qaled remedial 
activities at laoof111 sites 
am lOli tor follow up ac.-
tions as requi reel for the 
five ontario sites identi-
fied by the NR'IC. 

OJntiruous 

CUl'Fl1\/STATUS 

.. EPA/reef Schedules h< 
been included in the: 
Ni&gara River Action 
Plan updated by EPA : 
ccnjll'lct ion wi th N'iS 
'Illis re{Ort was rele 
& available August 1 

ftl)Er Add! t iooal nonp 
S<Xlrce data collects 
the slIJnIDer of 1997 t 
address this activit 
Rep:lrt due DecellDer 

Brought forward as 
Activities N-100 
am N-102. 

Initial esti~te 
prepared based 00 ri 
llDli toring and fOint. 
source data. 
See Table 9. 

Reports of aIlS sit 
haw been Jrepared. 
F\trther required stu 
at cyanamid Niagara 
Falls, with cClnpmy 
doing investigatioo 
at present tim. 
BrOJctlt forward lUI 
J.rl- f v f tv N-1 (l(l. 
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G:lM. 

III. Q)ntinued. 

'l'ABLE l 

t«:N-OOIm' SOOOCFS 

FEB 1987 - SEPI' 1989 

ro1P1EI'IOO 
RESIUlSrBlE PROOFrI'ED 

ACTIVI'lY pJ\RIY MTE ~.~ ____ ~/STJ\'l\JS 

2. Investigate, study am tEEPA CbntinlKlUs CUrrent status of sit 
remediate the 61 sites NYSDEC included in Ni8gara 
identi fied by the NR'OC River Action Plan. 
in New York. Brought 'forward as 

Activity N-1OO. 

3. Canplete Initial investl- NYSIB: Decelrher 1987 F:f. ndi ngs inclooed in 
gEltion on 46 sites outside 

~@OO~[~V~@ 
"Final Report I NYSDEC 

3 mile ban:) alOBJ river. Niagara River blpleme 
tatioo Pl~n." ~le 
January 1998. 

4. Cap1ete NYS Hazard Ranking ~ DeceDber 1987 Report expected in 
5ctleme. January 1989. 

BrOU<jlt foI"Wi! rd ~ 8 

Activity N-JOO. 

5. Evaluate sed bent CO'ltam- NYS(8; October 1986 A IIDdeling study has 
Ination transp:>rt In the been partially carple' 
Illf falo River. to assess CXll'ltaminant 

transfer by sedillents, 
'Ille Jroject is paJtfO" 
mtil 8pJrcpriate met} 
odolcgy becoaes ava il· 
able. Will be inco~' 
ated in Activity N-l : 

6. Relx>rt on sediment survey ME Novemer 1986 Completed. "Cbntaminant 
d the Adam Bedc Hydro ccncentrations in !:ott 

., , ,Reservoir and provide data 

~®OOfiJ[~V~@ 
sedinents of the Adam 

onuwer Niagara triootary Beck Reservoir am Ni31 
lID1itoriR}. t~rf VY~8"~ "~~~~. 

ara River Tributary 
SUrvey by C.J. 
("'me 25, 1986) 

Hart ... 

___ ~ __ ,~,~" __ ~ "....," ... ~.,.~_4~- .. , .. , .. , 



r:Ji 0 'rc:::l !CJ ·ICl 0 iC] 0 Cit'. tt::::B cu 'a:::n n:::3: --Cll-C]~ C"'~_a 

a:w:, 

III. OJntinued. 

--- .. ,.-~---,--

TABLE 3 

tuf-R>1lft' scuas 
I'm 1997 - SEPI' 1900 

PRl.)fX;1'fD 
RES~IBU; cx:MPIE'1'IW 

ACl'IVlTY PARJ"V M'rE _________ 5»fPUrlsrA'lWl 

7. Br'iDiJ actiYe hazardclJa NUlte mEPA 
facUiti. mder ~ pemit ~ 
r8:lUlrelllBl1t •• 

8. Q.:ntinue enb'ce.nt lSEPA 
actlviti •• ~ 

ME 

9. Inveetigate .t:or.eter t6EPA 
nmoff at aelected lrdut-
trial alt •• 

!keft Permit 
echedulesl 

Q:ntil'U:Ul 

.DecaI .. 1987 

~aft pendt echec!ule 
for Lard Di~l -
DecatJer 1987. 
8r'e»ght folward .. 
Act ivi ty R-JOO. 

Br'c::a.9'lt fonerd all 

Activity N-300. 

CDp1eted. 

~®OO~!m@ ;'~:E 
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I. Identify and .aintain 
a list of me.tcals of 
ocnoem (as. detendned 
by the gm:: with further 
.atitoril'l3, reaeardl ard 
IK,iOl'ities e.tabliehaJ by 
Board) within the Niagara 
River eooB)'8tell am pr~ 
lIlte the establish.m do 
mtifom ewira.ental am 
h..-n health criteria for 
theee me.icals. 

'INU! 4 

aeu<XB <F <XKZRf 

fEB 1ge7 - SEPt' 1988 

PROOfX:tm 
RESAESIBlE a:HPl£TICfi .. .. 

ACl'IVrI'Y PARTY DATE .. .. ~j stATtS 

1. DeYelq> New York State 
criteria ~ aquatic 
biota to protect flsh­
eati~ birds am anilllJls. 

2. Prepare a statue report 
m cri ted a develcpetlt 
and uee by the four 
agencies. 

3. Develq> a aJtually 
agreed upon list of 
pel1listent me.icals. 

4. Identify penlstmt toxic 
duE.cals of cmoem ab­
ject. to the 501 recJuctim 
requiraJ In the Declaratloo 
of Intent. 

NYStB: October 1986 

~®oo~[n~@ 
. All . lstReport 
Judedlctions July 1987 

. (secretariat) 2nd Report 

~@~WlLm@ 

~~rtreleaaed 10/91. 
Title. -Niagara River 
Biota Cbnt:aaination 
Project. Flesh Cri terla 
for Protection of Pie­
ci \Or0l8 WildU fe. -

(Dpilatimof ME an:! 
NYSt8: toIlter quall ty 
criteria regUlatory 
guidelinee final oct:ober 
1987. Status report 
issued Jan.Bry 1998. 

All ~t 1981 M!lster list of persis-. 
-Juri lidictions tent toxic chemicals in·· . 
(1ttC • 1'91:). the Niag&ra Ri yer NY 

~@oo~~n~'
coepted by the CDxd. 

Ccadttee NoYed:Ier 4, 
1987. 'Ibis list will 
be used 6x selecting 
dladcels subject to 
50t reductial. 

All Mlrm 1988 C'alpleted" 
Jurisdictiorw Initial list eelected. 
(Secretariat) 

~O~[n~@ 

." 
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en.\[, 

I. carry cut research, 
technical and scientific 
pr-ogra. to aasi8t the 

'- four jurisdictions in 
addr_lIing problems 
of the m~a Prattier. 

••. !"--

TABLE 5 

'J'frHNICAL AND SCIENI'IFIC O:X:>PERATIOO 

FEB 1987 - SEPl' 1988 

ACl'IVITY 

1. Review all researdl 
activi ty aJI019 the 
juri edict ions that aay 
apply to the Niagara 
Frootier. 

2. Dewlc:p bioacaa.tlatloo 
laeton for Niagara 
Ri VIer toxica in biota. 

3. Intematlooa1 SyIIpceiUII 
at "ftlXica In the Niagara I 
A Shared 0la11enge. 

4. lbint Soorce fotJrUtor!rg 
Tedmical Workslq> 

5. Hydrogeology 'l'edvlical 
tbrkslq> 

60 Zero Discharge Selninar 

RESIONSIBlE 
PARrY 

PtnnX:TED 
cntPlE1'IOO 
mTE curPUl' /STA1US 

All October 1981 CarpilatiQ'l of jurisdic 
Jurisdictions tional researdl activi~ 
(Secretariat)(i\)~Mrom rc-u''ferw-~i~es in NiaCJ!ra Frcnti~ 

l!!J@IllJl(lblb U ~lete. Sunrary awL 
able 1/88. 

tEG'A 
NYSm£ 

tbIeIIber 1988 Press release Q'l 
P"elbdnary data iS8UEt 

June 1987. 
Broucjlt fonerd as 
Activity C-I04. 

All SyqxBiulII held Feb. 3-
Jurisdictims August 1987 1987. S\.mr8ry Report 
(Secretariat) circulated to interest 

~®OO~[~'jffEtrtles ·In ,"-t 1981 

All Jarusry 1968 WJrksh:p incoqx>rated 
Jurisdictions intO Sept 12-14, 1988 
(Secretariat lfil@N1.rIDnfC1ffe'qr'intSourcew:>rkshcp 

~UllUUUurUbU; U U;~: the Canada Centre f 
Inlam waters at 
~lin:JtQ'l, Oltario. 

All 
Jurisdictions 
(Secretariat) 

nnrm~n relr'~d :n Niag:tra Falls, 
'I~UlJlKA1li'lbl!: U lbD!J' May 26,1988. 

Al! m~~nlEid in ~ffalo6 N.Y. JurisdictiOl'l9 0 0 teriJer 15-17, 19tH. 
(Secretariat) 
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Appendix III. 

Accomplishments to Date 

Period Endinq April 1990 
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, 
R-101 

R-102 

RIVER MONITORING 

OCTOBER 1988 - SEPTEMBER 1989 

ACTIVITY 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY . :P~A~T~E ______ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

objective 11 Reduce the inputs of identified priority toxics. 

Prepare report on addinq . 
octachlorostyrene to the 
Upstream/Downstream river 
monitoring proqram. 

Prepare an annual report 
documentinq proqress toward 
attainment of the qoal of 50t 
reduction of problem toxies 
usinq ambient and source data. 

All ~_arEm $ampling of octachlorostyrene 

Aqencies 0 0 began Apr~l 1989. Data will be 

(RMC) reported 1n 1991. 

All 
Agencies 
(NRS) 

June 
1989 

"Framework for ~O% Reduction 
Progress Report" (Bibliography 
#15) details how to prepare 
annual report; first report wil 
be prepared by December 1990. 
Brought forward as Activity III 
140. 

-' 
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R-200 

R-201 

R-202 

ACTIVITY 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY =D=A=T=E ______ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

Objective 21 Determine if there are additional toxics which warrant priority attention. 

Report on the feasibility of 
modifying the chemicals sampled 

. and analyzed in the river 
monitoring program (In response 
to the recommendations of the 
Toxics categorization 
committee). 

Review DOE report on the 
representativeness of the 
Niagara-on-the-Lake station: 
prepare a workplan to examine 
the representativeness of the 
Ft. Erie monitoring station. 

Conduct initial field and 
laboratory audits, using 
established protocols, and 
prepare reports on recommended 
changes or improvements. 

All 
Agencies 
(RHC) ~®m;ln~@ 

All 'i;'(~\'N~rrw.elfrerii) 
Agencies\.1:'l.):~iip[lJ~~ U lbillJ 
(RMC) 

*~)ies ~®m~ll~@ 

Thirty-one additional chemicals 
are now being sampled , analyze 
Further additions/deletions wil 
be considered based on 
recommendations of the Toxics 
Categorization Committee, and c 
the results of the EPA-funded 
screening analysis of selected 
chemicals in the Niagara River 
Follow-up included in Activity 
111-500. 

Report on the Niagara-on-the-L 
station reviewed and accepted. 
(Bibliography Ill) Ft. Erie 
station representativeness stu 
workplan was received and 
endorsed by RMC. Sampling at t 
Buffalo water intake at Lake E 
will begin in April 1990. Foll 
up included in Activity 111-20' 

'Audits completed and reports 
accepted by RMC with 
recommendation that changes 
suggested by the audit teams b· 
incorporated in revised protoc 
(Bibliography'5). 
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R-203 

, 

R-204 

R-205 

ACTIVITY 

Report on feasibility of 
lowering detection limits of 
category 10 chemicals 
(Detection limit too high to 
allow complete categorization). 

Assess the feasibility of 
estimating "recombined whole 
water" concentrations and 
loadings with confidence 
limits; if feasible, prepare 
using 1987-88 data, and 
incorporate the analyses in 
next Upstream/Downstream 
report. 

Report on the need for, and 
feasibility of, including a 
biomonitoring component in the 
river monitoring program. 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY ~D~AT~E ______ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

All 
Agencies 

September 
1989 

Draft Categorization report (per 
Activity C-200) identifies one 
such chemical: chloroform. 
Pending final review of the 
report, the feasibility of a 
lower detection limit for 
chloroform will be evaluated. 
Follow-up included in Activity 
111-300. 

All ~11mL. ~1f~@ Reported in '87-'88 
Agencies ~ 0 Upstream/Downstream report. 

(RNC) (Bibliography '6) 

All 
Agencies 
(RNC) 

~~~fID RMC recommendation provided in 

UDUll~~U;UI n June, 1989 letter (Bibliography 
#8): recommendation is for 
agencies to continue existing 
biomonitoring programs and to 
report periodically to the 
Coordination Committee on their 
findings. RHC recommendation to 
be reviewed by NRS. Follow-up 
included in Activity 111-600. 
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R-206 

R-207 

R-208 

R-209 

ACTIVITY 

Recommend how best to present 
statistically valid year to 
year comparisons of Niagara 
River loadings data using 
ambient and source data. 

Validate new monitoring 
methodologies. 

Exchange data according to 
developed procedures. 

Prepare 1987-88 
upstream/Downstream report. 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION' 
PARTY =D=A=T=E ______ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

All 
Agencies 
(RMC) 

All 
Agencies 
(RMC) 

All 
Agencies 
(RMC) 

All 
Agencies 
(RMC) 

(rU@Afl1®n fElrflrii) See "Framework for sot Reductic 

1-Y-)WJl~l~}l~H~ U lI~l0 :~~?~ess Report" (Bibliography 

Within 6 
months of 
implement­
ation. 

continuous 

Ongoing. Follow-up included in 
Activity 111-500. 

Ongoing. Follow-up included in 
Activity 111-100. 

~~~ flelffle~"JOint Evaluation of 
UY~rUbU;U~Uljupstream/Downstream Niagara Ri\ 

Monitoring Data for the period 
April 1987 to March 1988" 
prepared by the Niagara River 
Data Interpretation Group, 
Niagara River Monitoring 
Committee (Bibliography 16). 
Follow-up included in Activity 
111-100. 
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P-100 , 

P-101 

POINT SOURCES 

COTOBER 1988- SEPTEMBER 1989 

ACTIVITY 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY ~D~AT~E~ ______ _ 

objeotive 11 Reduce the input. of identified priority toxic •• 

Prepare U.S. and canadian 
reports which identify 
significant sources of priority 
toxics and provide specific 
abatement schedules, or 
identify technical, legal or 
regulatory impediments. 

Prepare U.S. and Canadian 
reports recommending how to 
refine point-source estimates 
of priority toxics. 

USEPA 
NYSDEC 
MOE 

USEPA 
NYSDEC 
MOE 

~®.~1r~@ 

March 
1989 

ICJ 0':3 fC) a::::3 . IC:J n:::::J fC:jJ 

COMMENT/STATUS 

A final MOE Point Source Report 
(Bibliography #10) and an interim 
DEC/EPA point source report 
(Bibliography #9) have been 
completed. These reports were 
referred to the Point Source 
Committee for a consistency 
review. A final DEC/EPA report 
will be completed by August 1990. 
Follow-up included in Activities 
11-100 and 11-110. 

Preliminary recommendations are 
provided in EPA/DEC, HOE, and DEC 
reports. (Bibliography #9,10,12) 
These recommendations have been 
referred to the Point Source 
Committee for a consistency 
review. Follow-up included in 
Activity 111-110. 
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P-200 

P-300 

P-301 

P-302 

ACTIVITY 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY ~P=A=T~E~ ____ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

Objective 21 Determine if there are additional toxies which warrant priority attention. 

Exchange point source data All Ongoing Follow-up included in Activity 
according to developed Agencies 111-110 
procedures. (PSC) 

Objective 31 Implement existing and developing programs for the control of all toxics. 

Prepare u.S. and Canadian Point USEPA 
Source Program status Reports. NYSDEC 

MOE 

prepare report on how best to 
incorporate source reduction in 
the NRTMP. (This report will 
cover both point and non-point 
sources. See Activity N-303) 

All 
Agencies 
(NRS) 

USEPA 
in NYSDEC 

MOE 

Prepare U.S. and Canadian 
reports summarizing progress 
reducing the point source 
loadings of the full range of 
toxics monitored in municipal 
and industrial treatment plant 
effluents. 

June 
1989 

September 
1989 

~@m1!f~@ 

Canadian report completed 
(Bibliography #17): u.S. report 
to be completed as part of 
Activity 11-100. Follow-up 
included in Activities 11-100 a 
11-110. 

Proposal currently being 
developed by NRS. Follow-up 
included in Activity 11-500. 

Canadian report completed 
(Bibliography #17). u.S. report 
completed. (Bibliography '12) 
Follow-up included in Activiti€ 
11-100 and 11-110. 
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N-1~0 

N-102 

N-103 

N-201 

ACTI_VJTY 

NON-POINT SOURCES 

OCTOBER 1988 - SEPTEMBER 1989 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY ~D~AT~E ______ __ 

objective 11 Reduce tbe input. of identified priority toxic •• 

COMMENT/STATUS 

Prepare U.S •. and canadian 
reports which identify the 
waste sites with the greatest 
potential for contributing 
priority toxics to the River, 
and provide specific 
remediation schedules. 

US EPA/ 
NYSDE 
MOE/DOE 

~~i n felf'rerw U. S. report completed, November 

~~UbU;UU;UV 1989 (Bibliography #16). Canadial 

Develop schedules for the 
implementation of other non­
point source control programs 
for priority toxics. 

USEPA 
NYSDEC 
MOE 
DOE 

Develop areawide groundwater USEPA 
hydrogeology model for Niagara 
Falls, NY. 

December 
1989 

september 
1991 

report expected May 1990. Follow· 
up included in Activities II-200 
and 11-210. 

As independent source-by-source 
estimates of non-point loadings 
become available. (See Activity 
N-301.) Follow-up included in 
Activities II-300 and 11-310. 

On schedule. Brought forward as 
Activity III-700. 

Objective 21 Determine if tbere are additional toxics which warrant priority attention. 

Exchange non-point source data 
according to developed 
procedures 0 

All 
Agencies 
(NPSC) 

Ongoing Follow-up included in Activity 
III-120. 
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ACTIVITY 

objeotive 3: Xmplement existing and 

N-300 Prepare u.s. and Canadian Non­
point Source Program status 
Reports. 

N-301 

N-302 

N-303 

Assess available non-point 
source data and evaluate the 
potential for deriving non­
point source loading estimates 
directly. 

Prepare annual reports, based 
on direct estimates, 
summarizing progress in 
reducing non-point source 
loadings. 

prepare report on how best to 
incorporate source reduction in 
the NRTMP. (This report will 
cover both point and non-point 
sources. See Activity P-301) 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
pARTY ~D~A~T~E ______ ~ COMMENT/STATUS 

developing programs tor the control of all toxies. 

USEPA/ lli'm~VJJ~m ... le~rre~ u.S;. commitment met th:ough tW( 

NYSDEC )~tSn;UUSUlj NYSDEC reports: Non-po1nt Sourc 

DOE/MOE February Assessment Report, February 19: 

All 
Agencies 
(NPSC) 

USEPA/ 
NYSDEC 
DOE/MOE 

All 
Agencies 
(NRS) 

1990 and Non-point Management Progri 
November 1989. (Bibliography 
#3,18) Canadian report will be 
completed by December 1990. 
Follow-up included in Activitit 
11-300 and 11-310. 

ffUmn'Uill rElfTE'fm NPSC report completed, October 

~~r~~u~~1989 (Bibliography t~3). FolIa 
up included as Activ1ty 111-12 

September 
1989 

The "Framework for 50% Reducti 
Progress Report" explains how 
annual reports will be develop 
An initial report will be 
developed by October 1990. 
Follow-up included in Activity 
111-120. 

Proposal currently being 
developed by the NRS. Follow-v 
included in Activity II-500~ 
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C-100 

C-101 

C-102 

CHEMICALS OF CONCERN 

OCTOBER 1988- SEPTEMBER 1989 

ACTIVITY 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPELETION 
PARTY ~DoA~TeE ______ __ COMMENT ION/STATUS 

objective l&Reduoe tbe inputs of identified priority toxios. 

Determine the feasibility of 
preparing Level I mathematical 
models for the Category IA.and 
IB toxics in the Niagara River. 

Review protocol to add 
chemicals to list of priority 
toxics for 50\ reduction. This 
includes a reassessment of the 
appropriateness of using 25\ as 
the percentage of the load 
required to establish the 
Niagara River as a primary 
source of a toxic chemical of 
concern. 

Recommend additional chemicals 
to be added to list of those 
subject to 50\ reduction. 

All 
Agencies 
(FTC) 

All 
Agencies 
(NRS) 

All 
Agencies 
(NRS) 

(fURgqr~1r~@ Level I modelling has begun: 
~ L' 0 ~nitial results will be availablt 

1n November 1990. Follow-up 
included in Activity 111-130. 

(fU@f\\lifilfl relr'~@ The "Framework for 50\ Reduction 

~~ErLSU;U, D Progress Report" ~Bi~liographY 
#15) addresses th1s 1ssue. 

continuous Follow-up included in Activity I 
'110. 
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C-103 

C-I04 

C-200 

C-201 

C-202 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

ACTIVITY PARTY ~D=A~T=E~ ____ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

Develop improved matrices 
showing the Niagara River 
differential loadings of . 
priority toxics, and the point 
and non-point components of 
those differential loadings. 

. 

All 
Agencies 
(FTC, 
RMC,PSC, 
NPSC) 

Develop bioaccumulation factors USEPA 

for Niagara River toxics in NYSDEC 
biota. 

september 
1989 

November 
1988 

The "Framework for 50\ Reductic 
Progress Report" has been 
completed: work can now begin 0 

the development of improved 
matrices. The first set of 
improved matrices will be 
available by December 1990. 
Follow-up included in Activity 
111-140 • 

Data analysis complete. The 
report: LakeOrttario TCDD 
BioaccumulationStudy has been 
peer reviewed. The final report 
will be issued by .June 1990. 
Follow-up included in Activity 
111-800. 

Objective 21 Determine if there are additional toxics which warrant priority attention. 

categorize all chemicals on the All 
list of 92 persistent toxic Agencies 

chemicals of concern. (CC) 

Categorize additional chemicals All 
to the extent that data are Agencies 

available. (CC) 

Prepare report recommending 
additions or modifications to 
standards and criteria (in 
response to the recommendations 
of the Categorization 
committee). 

All 
Agencies 
(SCC) 

March 
1989 

March 
1989 

Draft report completed. Brought 
·forward as Activity 1-100. 

Draft report completed. Brought 
. forward as Activity I-100~ 

®D
ember ... Final report cbmpleted. . 

(fil 0 nre'frfC'rmO .. (BiblioqraPhY '1. 9) Follow-up 
U!J lklb Ulbl!!Jincluded in Activity 111-400. 
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C-203 

\ 

C-204 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

ACTIVITY PARTY _DuAT~E ______ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

Prepare a letter alerting the 
International Joint commission 
to the problem of upstream 
Great Lake sources of priority 
chemicals and requesting the 
responsible jurisdictions to 
take corrective actions. 

All 
Agencies 
(CC) 

Review categorization All 
periodically to reflect cnanges Agencies 

in standards and criteria. (CC) 

fl,fiIllafiJ[' ~::1[@Letter dated March 21, 1989 from 
1.GliJf~ ~l iJ D Coordination Committee to IJC 
. ~O, (Bibliography #4). Follow-up 

continuous 

included in Activity 11-400. 

Draft report completed. Follow-u 
included in Activity 1-100. 
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'1'-300 
\ 

ACTIVI'!'y ...... _____ _ 

TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC COOPERATION' 

OCTOBER 1988~SEPTEMBER 1989 

RPOJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETEION 
PARTY DATE ..•... ·-=C=O~MM=E~N ..... TL./~S ..... T~A ..... TU=S.-.;..._-.-____ _ 

objective 3. Iap1 .. ent existing and deve10pinq proqrams for the control of alltoxics • 

Prepare an annual report on new All 
and emerging technologies Agencies 

applicable to hazardous waste 
landfill site remediation. 

. ~mmtef('ir['~PA/DEC - Superfund Innovative 

. · Llb UIbll!J:echnology Evaluation Program, 
... l . . .. February 1988 (Bibliography III 

. ". '., 

MOE - Inventory of Innovative 
Hazardous waste Treatment site 
Remediation and Monitoring· . . 

Technology projects in ontario, 
January 1989. (Bibliography 12j 

Ee - Hazardous Waste Site 
Remediation: Innovative 
Technology Development- Great· 
Lakes Environment Office, Apri~ 

19898 (Bibliography #7 ) 
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A-300 

A-301 

A-302 

A-303 

REMEDIAL ACTION PLANS 

OCTOBER 1988- SEPTEMBER 1989 

ACTIVITY 

RAP = Remedial Action Plan 

PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY ~D~AT~E ______ __ COMMENT/STATUS 

Objective 3: Implement existing and developing programs for the control of all toxics. 

Develop Niagara River (ontario) MOE 
Remedial Action Plan (RAP). DOE 

- Initiate RAP 

Develop Niagara River (New 
York) RAP 

- Initiate RAP 

Establish an international 
advisory committee 

Develop a common statement of 
environmental problems and 
goals for the River. 

NYSDEC 

NYSDEC 
MOE 

NYSDEC 
MOE 

~®=fi~@ 

~ __ f1T~® 

Follow-up included in Activity 
IV-lOO. 

Follow-up included in Activity 
IV-IOO. 

~~~n flelfne·rwFormat for the committee has be( 
UD~~~U;Uljestablished. The two committees 

will hold their first bi-nation, 
committee meeting in March 1990 

Follow-up included in Activity 
IV-lOO. 

To be 
determined 

Draft common statement was 
written in April 1990. Final 
statement expected by June 1990, 

Follow-up included in Activity 
IV-lOO. 



r:Jl rJI Cj) ~ u a u a u a, u J C!I '!c], "u J Cll!r:::;l ,CU Il:=lI .a:::::ll'".rr=a o::::JI . U oil 

ACTIVITY 

A-304 Develop Buffalo River RAP 

- Complete draft 

- Final 

. PROJECTED 
RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY ~D~A~T~E~ ____ __ 

NYSDEC 

~@Hl~1r~@' 

~®.fl~~ 

COMMENT/STATUS 

,See Bibliography #14. Follow-up 
included in Activity IV-lOO. 
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Appendix IV.

Niagara River Toxics Management Plan

1990 UPDATE

Table of Commitments

NRS=Niagara River Secretariat
~I6t LOS=Lake Ontario Secretariat

RMC=River Monitoring Committee

PSC=Point Source Committee
NPSC=Nonpoint Source Committee
CC=Categorization Committee

FTC=Fate of Toxics Committee

SCC=Standards and Criteria
Committee

e
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Appendix IVo 

Niagara River Toxies Management Plan 

1990 UPDATE 

Table of Commitments 

,." 

NRS=Niagara River Secretariat 
LOS=Lake ontario Secretariat 
RMC=River Monitoring committee 
psc=point Source committee 
NPsc=Nonpoint Source committee 
cC=Categorization committee 
FTC=Fate of Toxics Committee 
scc=standards and criteria 

committee 
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Niagara River Toxics Management Plan' 
1990 UPDATE 

NRS=Niagara River secretariat 
LOS=Lake ontario Secretariat 
RMC=River Monitoring committee 
Psc=point Source committee 
NPSC=Nonpoint Source committee 
cc=categorization committee 
FTC=Fate of Toxics committee 
scc=standards and criteria 

committee 
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ACTIVITY RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT PARTY ~D~A~T=E_* ____ _ COMMENT 

I. Sort Chemicals as a Basis for Action 

1-100 Prepare Categorization of 
Chemicals Report 

- Initial comprehensive report CC May 1990 

- Annual update NRS Sep 1991 

. 
1-110 Report on adding to 50% 

reduction list for priority 
toxics 

- 1990 report NRS Dec 1990 

- Annual update NRS Dec 1991 

II. Implement Programs to Reduce the Loadings of Toxics Entering the Niagara River 

11-100 Prepare U.S. point source plan 

- Final plan EPA/DEC 

- status report and plan 
update 

EPA/DEC 

Sep 1990 

Sep 1991 

The U.s. point source report 
will present u.S. point soure 
loadings and the plan to redt 
those loadings. 

* All completion dates in the NRTMP 1990 Update are projected dates (last day of the 

month) for transmittal of final committee or agency reports to the Niagara River 

Secretariat. These reports will be made available at repositories within two weeks and 

will be tabled for discussion, as appropriate, at the next SCheduled Coordination 

Committee meeting. 
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ACTIVITY RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT PARTY ~D~A~T~E ____ __ 

II-110 Prepare Canadian point source 
plan 

- Status report and plan MOE Dec 1990 

update 

II-200 Prepare U.S. waste sites 
report 

- Refine loadings estimates to EPA Nov 1990 

1I-210 

1I-300 

be chemical-specific. 

- Annual status report and 
plan update 

Prepare Canadian waste sites 
report 

- Initial report 

- Annual status report and 
plan update 

Prepare U.S. report on other 
nonpoint source control 
programs 

- Annual status report,and 
plan update 

EPA/DEC 

MOE 

MOE 

EPA/DEC 

Nov 1990 

sep 1990 

Sep 1991 

Jun 1991 

COMMENT 

The Canadian point source plz 
will present Canadian point 
source loadings, and the plar 
reduce those loadings. 

The existing U.S. waste sites 
report presents hazardous was 
site loadings estimates and t 

plan to reduce those loadings 

The Canadian waste sites rep' 
will present waste site load: 
estimates and recommended 
activities to reduce those 
loadings. 

Focus is on nonpoint sources 
other than hazardous waste 
sites. Existing reports 
describe U.S. nonpoint sourc­
programs and their status. 
Annual updates will describe 
focussed application of thes 
programs to reduce identifie 
Niagara River nonpoint sourc 
loadings. (See Activity III 
120) • 
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ACTIVITY 
NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT 

11-310 Prepare Canadian report on 
other nonpoint source control 
programs 

- Initial report 

- Annual status report and 
plan update 

RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY ~D=A=T=E ____ __ 

MOE/DOE Dec 1990 

MOE/DOE Dec 1991 

11-400 Formulate specific NRS Dec 1990 

11-500 

recommendations to ensure that 
the responsible jurisdictions 
address the inter-lake 
transport issue 

Undertake Niagara River/Lake 
Ontario Pollution Prevention 
Initiative 

- Develop proposal 

- Implement proposal 

NRS/LOS 

NRS/LOS 

Oct 1990 

to be 
determined 

COMMENT 

Focus is on nonpoint sources 
other than hazardous waste 
sites. Initial report will 
describe existing Canadian 
nonpoint source programs and 
their status. Annual updates 
will describe the focussed 
application of these programs 
reduce identified Niagara RivE 
nonpoint source loadings (See 
Activity 111-120). 

The Pollution Prevention 
Initiative will build on, and 
complementary to, existing 
pollution prevention activiti, 
of the individual agencies. 
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ACTIVITY RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT PARTY ~D~A=T=E ____ __ COMMENT 

III. Assess the Success of Programs to Reduce the Loadings of Toxics. Ensuring a 

continuing Focus on critical Inputs 

111-100 

111-110 

Prepare Upstream/Downstream 
Report 

- Report for Apr 1988 - Mar RMC 

1989 

- Report for Apr 1989 - Mar RMC 

1990 

- Re-analysis of data from RMC 
prior years in accordance 
with 50% Reduction Framework 

Prepare point source loadings 
report 

PSC 

Sep 1990 

Jun 1991 

Oct 1990 

Sep 1990 The report will present loadj 
for 1986/1987, 1987/1988, ant 

1988/1989: the report will a: 
present recommendations for 
improvements in point source 
monitoring programs to meet ' 
requirements of the "Framewo: 
for 50% Reductiori." 
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ACTIVITY 
NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT 

111-120 

111-130 

111-140 

Develop a comprehensive report 
on nonpoint source loadings 

- Develop initial estimates 
based on readily available 
information 

- Develop a workplan for 
improving these estimates 

- Develop improved U.S •. non­
point source loadings 
estimates according to the 
workplan 

- Develop improved Canadian 
nonpoint source loadings 
estimates according to the 
workplan 

- Develop improved estimates 
of total U.s. and Canadian 
loadings that build on 
detailed UAS. and Canadian 
efforts. 

Report on Gains/Losses 

50% Reduction Progress Report 

RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 
PARTY' ~D~A~T~E~ __ __ 

NPSC 

NPSC 

EPA/DEC 

MOE/DOE 

NPSC 

FTC 

NRS 

Oct 1990 

Oct 1990 

To be 
determined 

To be 
determined 

To be 
determined 

Nov 1990 

Dec 1990 

',/ 

COMMENT 

Report will be prepared for 
NRS by the Ad Hoc 50% Reduct 
Progress Report Work Group. 
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ACTIVITY RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

NUMBER- ACTIVITY/OUTPUT -- -- - - ---~-
PARTY DATE COMMENT 

111-120 Develop a comprehensive report 
on nonpoint source loadings 

- Develop initial estimates NPSC Oct 1990 

based on readily available 
information 

- Develop a workplan for NPSC Oct 1990 

improving these estimates 

- Develop improved U.S •. non- EPA/DEC To be 

point source loadings determined 

estimates according to ~he 
workplan 

- Develop improved Canadian MOE/DOE To be 

nonpoint source loadings determined 

estimates according to the 
workplan 

- Develop improved estimates NPSC To be 

of total U.s. and Canadian determined 

loadings that build on 
detailed U.S. and Canadian 
efforts. 

111-130 Report on Gains/Losses FTC Nov 1990 

111-140 50% Reduction progress Report NRS Dec 1990 Report will be prepared for 
NRS by the Ad Hoc 50% Reduct 
Progress Report Work Group. 
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RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT PARTY ~D~A~T~E ____ __ 

111-200 

I~I-300 

111-400 

Conduct Ft. Erie station 
Representativeness Study 

- Complete Data Collection 

Draft Report 

- Final Report 

RMC 

RMC 

RMC 

Resolve Ambient Data Detection RMC 
Level Issues 

Recommend development of 
standards and criteria 

- Screen category IE chemicals SCC 
to identify those warranting 
criteria development 

- Resolve inadequacies and 
inconsistencies in standards 
and criteria for category IA 
and IB chemicals 

- Identify priority 
activities and 
responsible parties 

- Implement NRS 
recommendations 

NRS 

All 
Agencies 

Mar 1991 

Jan 1992 

Mar 1992 

To be 
established 

Mar 1991 

Sep 1990 

To be 
determined 

{C:3 .L) co fl3 It:::] lCJJ 

COMMENT 

This study is being carrie<i 0 

by the NYSDEC on behalf of th( 
RMC. 

Categorization report will 
identifychemibals for which 
detection levels are an issue 
(See Activity 1-100). 

The report of the Standards f 

criteria Committee presents 
screening criteria. 

The report of the Standards c 
Criteria Committee identif.ie!: 
number of inconsistencies anc 
inadequecies. 

Based on recommendations 
contained in the report of t 
Standards and Criteria 
Committee. 
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ACTIVITY RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT PARTY ~D~A=T=E ____ __ 

111-500 

111-600 

111-700 

III-BOO 

Monitor for additional 
chemicals 

- Screen chemicals in the RMC 
Niagara River for potential 
addition to the Upstream/ 
Downstream Network 

- Expand chemicals sampled in RMC 
the Upstream/Downstream 
network, as necessary~ based 
on the recommendations of 
the Data Interpretation 
Group, the recommendations 
included in the Categoriza-
tion report (Activity 1-

100), and the results of the 
screening analyses cited 
above. 

Evaluate need for a 
biomonitoring program 

Develop Niagara Falls, New 
York Groundwater Model 

Compare existing Niagara 
River downstream load to 
estimates of the load that 
would allow attainment of 
standards and criteria in Lake 
ontario 

- Comparison based on Level I 
estimates. 

NRS 

EPA 

NRS 

Mar 1991 

To be 
determined 

Nov 1990 

Sep 1991 

Dec 

Dec 1990 

COMMENT 

EPA is conducting this study 
behalf of the River Monitorir 
committee. 

EC operates the 
upstream/Downstream network 
using protocol agreed upon by 
the Four Parties. The RMC she 
recommend which parameters tc 
monitor. If monitoring costs 
escalate, EC may seek cost­
sharing arrangements. 

Improved groundwater flow 
estimates from each site wil 
available by August 1990. 



G

b

H
>~

E
k
~

a
ar

a
 w

U
4

b

WaInHo
>
4

~j
z

~i
a
 s

H
.
.

HHdOa,N
E-4

AN
O

O
-
4
 4J

>

t 
H

U
 
(L)

1

HH
 0.i
HU
 ~
a
z

0
 
o
 
~

CONi
~$4Ot3.
Oa

N

x
o

a
o

.°
w

i
+
o

a
0

41
3
 
0

4
4

b
O
z
4

O
 
N

,
~
a
z

1

OOHH

O
 

t
r

.r4 
-
4

O
 

O
tr 

tr
O
 
Oz

z

0
N

-
H
 0
4

fb

-r4
W
t
o
w

14 4
J

O
O

C)

O d
1

U
N

O

°
°

.c4 $
$4

b
 >
 O

O
N
 
$4 4

N

G) N
!A

U
~

~
0U 1

O
 0

4
4
4

Ua
U
a

1
1

OHH17H

(J 0 ~G~ ~ ~~ ~CTI~~ ~ ~~.~ b ~ ~ U] 

ACTIVITY RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION 

NUMBER ACTIVITY/OUTPUT PARTY =D=A=T=E ____ __ 

- Comparison based on Level II NRS 
estimates. 

to be 
determined 

IV. Coordinate NRTMP Activities with RAP Activities 

IV-100 , 

IV-110 

Annual Progress Reports on 
RAPs 

Niagara River 

- ontario 

- New York 

- Buffalo River 

Actions based on Coordination 
Committee review of the RAP 
Progress reports 

- Recommendations to RAPs 

- Actions on recommendations 
from RAPs 

MOE 

DEC 

DEC 

MRS 

NRS 

Jul 1990 

Jul 1990 

Jul 1990 

Ongoing 

ongoing 

COMMENT 
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introduction

On February 4, 1987, the Four Parties (the 
U.S. Environmental

.Protection Agency (EPA), Environment Canada (EC), the 
New York

State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(DEC), and the

Ontario Ministry of the Environment (MOE)) signed 
a document

known as the "Declaration of Intent" which 
outlines the

principles to be followed in the pursuit of a common 
goal to

reduce loadings of toxic chemicals to the Niagara River 
through

appropriate joint activities and separate agency 
activities. The

Declaration of Intent, combined with a detailed Workplan, 
is

entitled The Niagara River Toxics Management Plan 
(NRTMP). The

NRTMP Workplan is updated regularly to report 
progress in meeting

Plan commitments, and to present follow-up 
commitments.

The Four Parties are in. the process of, updating the Niagara River

Toxics 
Management Plan for the third time -- reporting progress

on commitments in the 1988 Update and proposing 
follow-up.

commitments to continue progress in reducing the load of 
toxics

entering the river. The revisions to the Niagara River Toxics

Management Plan have not been major, although a number of

refinements and new commitments have been added in the 
1990

Update.

On June 19, 1990 the Niagara River Secretariat 
held a Public

Workshop in Niagara Falls, Ontario on the draft 1990 
Update of

the Plan. Attachment I is the Issues for Discussion document,

which the Secretariat developed to help focus the 
discussion at

the workshop. From this document the Niagara River Secretariat

identified six questions that it will soon have to prepare

recommendations on and for which public input would be most

useful.

The workshop opened with a plenary session which 
included an

overview of the 1990 NRTMP Update and an overview of the 
Issues

document. The participants were then divided into three break-

out groups, each of which included a facilitator, 
a recorder and

a resource person from "the Secretariat.

Each group was presented with the six questions that had 
been

identified by the Secretariat for discussion. Comments were

sought on these questions and on other issues from the 
Issues

document that a group wished to address in addition to or 
in

place of the selected questions. At a closing plenary session,

the facilitators reported results from each of the 
break-out

groups. Attachment II lists the participants and presents a

complete set of the public's questions and 
recommendations as

reported in the closing session. Following is a summary of the

views expressed at the workshop and the Secretariat's 
response.

Following the last question and response is the 
Secretariat's

response to a number of other questions and comments 
made at the

workshop that do not fit within the questions 
designated by the

three break-out groups.
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Introduction 

On February 4, 1987, the Four Parties (the u.s. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA), Environment Canada (EC), the New York 

State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), and the 

Ontario Ministry of the Environment (MOE» signed a document 

known as the "Declaration of Intent" Which outlines the 

principles" to be followed in the pursuit of a common goal to 

reduce loadings of toxic chemicals to the Niagara River through 

appropriate joint activities and separate agency activities. The 

Declaration of Intent, combined with a detailed Workplan, is 

entitled The Niagara River Toxics Management Plan (NRTMP). The 

NRTMP workplan is updated regularly to report progress in meeting 

Plan commitments, and to present follow-up commitments. 

The Four Parties are in the process of updating the Niagara River 

Toxics ManagemelltPlanfor the third time -- reporting progress 

on commitments in the 1988 Update and proposing follow-up . 

commitments to continue progress in reducing the load of toxics 

entering the river. The revisions to the Niagara River Toxics 

Management Plan have not been major, although a number of 

refinements and new commitments have been added in the 1990 

Update. 

On June 19, 1990 the Niagara River Secretariat held a Public 

Workshop in Niagara Falls, OnOtario on the draft 1990 Update of 

the Plan. Attachment I is the Issues for Discussion document, 

which the Secretariat developed to help focus the discussion at 

the workshop. From this document the Niagara River Secretariat 

identified six questions that it will soon have to prepare 

recommendations on and for which public input would be most 

useful. 

The workshop opened with a plenary session which included an 

overview of the 1990 NRTMP Update and an overview of the Issues 

document. The participants were then divided into three break­

out groups, each of which included a facilitator, a recorder and 

a resource person from ~heSecretariat. 

Each group was presented with the six questions that had been 

identified by the Secretariat for discussion. comments were 

sought on these questions and on other issues from the Issues 

document that a group wished to address in addition to or in 

place of the selected questions. At a closing plenary session, 

the facilitators reported results from each of the break-out 

groups. Attachment II lists the participants and presents a 

complete set of the public's questions and recommendations as 

reported in the closing session. Following is a summary of the 

views expressed at the workshop and the Secretariat's response. 

Following the last question and response is the Secretariat's 

response to a number of other questions and comments made at the 

workshop that do not fit within the questions designated by the 

three break-out groups. 
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Question #1:

2

What suggestions do you have for improving the

process used by the Secretariat to sort chemicals?

y 
What the Public Says

There was general agreement that the process used 
to sort

chemicals in the Plan is a logical one. Concern was expressed,

however, that:

o Lists of Category IA chemicals (exceed an 
enforceable

standard) should be kept separate from Category IB 
chemicals

(exceed a more stringent but unenforceable standard);

o Communicating the process to the public could be 
improved by

using layman's terms in a series of articles on 
the Plan,

and by distributing to municipalities, etc., 
profiles on why

each toxic is targeted for 50% reduction;

o The data used to sort chemicals should be 
expanded to

include information on any presence of the 
chemical in the

basin; and

! o We need a process for finding chemicals we are 
not looking

for.

Response

The NRTMP includes separate lists for Category IA 
and IB

chemicals in order to permit the Four Parties to 
evaluate the

need to develop enforceable standards for IB chemicals. 
However,

the Four Parties believe that all analytic efforts 
under the

Plan, such as the Fate of Toxics modeling, should be 
applied to

both Category IA and IB chemicals, that is, to all 
chemicals

exceeding standards, whether the standards are 
enforceable or

not. Accordingly, lists of priority chemicals developed for

analytic activities will include both lists of priority

chemicals.

j As indicated in the Public Involvement Plan adopted 
by the Four

Parties last year, the Four Parties agree to communicate 
the Plan

in layman's terms in a series of articles for 
local newspapers

and RAP newsletters. We will include a description of the

sorting process in these articles. We also believe that

distributing information on toxic chemicals is a 
productive

initiative and may reap additional benefits if directed to

municipalities and industries that may be contributing 
toxics

Y loadings to the river.

In deriving the Category IIA list of toxics, all 
data indicating

presence or input of a chemical to the river should 
be reviewed.

This includes the Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) 
and other source
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Question #1: 

2 

What suggestions do you have for improving the 
process used by the Secretariat to sort chemicals? 

What the Public Says 

There was general agreement that the process used to sort 

chemicals in the Plan is a logical one. Concern was expressed, 

however, that: 

o Lists of Category IA chemicals (exceed an enforceable 

standard) should be kept separate from Category IB chemicals 

(exceed a more stringent but unenforceable standard); 

o Communicating the process to the public could be improved by 

using layman's terms in a series of articles on the Plan, 

and by distributing to municipalities, etc., profiles on why 

each, toxic is targeted for 50% reduction; 

o The data used to sort chemicals should be expanded to 

include information on any presence of the chemical in the 

basin: and 

o We need a process for finding chemicals we are not looking 

for. 

Response 

The NRTMP includes separate lists for Category IA and IB 

chemicals in order to permit the Four Parties to evaluate the 

need to develop enforceable standards for IB chemicals5 However, 

the Four parties believe that all analytic efforts under the 

Plan, such as the Fate of Toxics modeling, should be applied to 

both Category IA and IB chemicals, that is, to all chemicals 

exceeding standards, whether the standards are enforceable or 

not. Accordingly, lis~s of priority chemicals developed for 

analytic activities will include both lists of priority 

chemicals. 

As indicated in the Public Involvement Plan adopted by the Four 

Parties last year, the Four Parties agree to communicate the Plan 

in layman's terms in a series of articles for local newspapers 

and RAP newsletters. We will include a description of the 

sorting process in these articles. We also believe that 

distributing information on toxic chemicals is a productive 

initiative and may reap additional benefits if directed to 

municipalities and industries that may be contributing toxics 

loadings to the river. 

In deriving the Category IIA list of toxics, all data indicating 

presence or input of a chemical to the river should be reviewed. 

This includes the Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) and other source 
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data bases, pre-1986 data, localized data, etc. 
The chemicals

should be prioritized for system-wide monitoring in 
the water

column and/or biota, considering toxicity, persistence, 
suspected

prevalence, mobility, and other appropriate factors. Once

ambient data are available, they would be compared with 
available

standards and criteria to classify the chemical in one of 
the

Category I groupings. This is our primary mechanism for finding

chemicals we are not looking for.

Question. #2:. What are the pros and cons of alternative views of

the kinds of data used for categorization?

What the: Public Says

The general consensus was that:

o All data should be included in the sorting process;

o Public resource constraints require that the most 
severe

problems be tackled first; and

I o Relying on only open-river data risks missing chemicals

diluted by the large flow of the Niagara River.

Regarding the appropriate use of localized data (that is, 
data

collected to determine whether toxics are migrating into the

river from a point source, or a non-point source such 
as a waste

site), some thought that localized data should be used 
to deal
that the

with local area problems, and others expressed concern

local problem may not stay local.

Response

The Secretariat believes that all data should be 
considered in

lake.
developing plans to reduce toxic chemicals in the river and

However, toxic chemicals need to be categorized for the 
Niagara

River in order to provide a logical basis for determining

appropriate system-wide actions for each chemical and for 
setting

toxics management plan priorities.

Placing a chemical into Category IA or IB drives a 
series of

river-wide management actions, such as developing 
improved

ambient and loadings data, and modeling the transport and 
fate of

toxics in the river and Lake Ontario as a basis for 
more

comprehensive control programs. In addition, it is from these

` priority toxics that the Four Parties identify the toxics for 
50%

reduction. The Four Parties must have reasonable assurance that

the chemicals placed in Category IA or IB merit this high

priority and resource-intensive attention.
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data bases, pre-1986 data, localized data, etc. The chemicals 

should be prioritized for system-wide monitoring in the water 

column and/or biota, considering toxicity, persistence, suspected 

prevalence, mobility, and other appropriate factors. Once 

ambient data are available, they would be compared with available 

standards and criteria to classify the chemical in one of the 

category I groupings. This is our primary mechanism for finding 

chemicals we are not looking for. 

Question #2:. What are the pros and cons of alternative views of 

the kinds of data used for categorization? 

What. the Public' Says 

The general consensus was that: 

o All data should be included in the sorting process; 

o Public resource constraints require that the most severe 

problems be tackled first: and 

o Relying on only open-river data risks missing chemicals 

diluted by the large flow of the Niagara River. 

Regarding the appropriate use of localized data (that is, data 

collected to determine whether toxics are migrating into the 

river from a point source, or a non-point source such as a waste 

site), some thought that localized data should be used to deal 

with local area problems, and others expressed concern that the 

local problem may not stay local. . 

Response 

The Secretariat believes that all data should be considered in 

developing plans to reduce toxic chemicals in the river and lake. 

However, toxic chemicals need to be categorized for the Niagara 

River in order to provide a logical basis for determining 

appropriate system-wide actions for each chemical and for setting 

toxics management plan priorities. 

Placing a chemical into Category IA or IB drives a series of 

river-wide management actions, such as developing improved 

ambient and loadings data, and modeling the transport and fate of 

toxics in the river and Lake ontario as a basis for more 

comprehensive control programs. In addition, it is' from these 

priority toxics that the Four Parties identify the toxics for 50% 

reduction. The Four Parties must have reasonable assurance that 

the chemicals placed in category IA or IB merit this high 

priority and resource-intensive attention. 
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Accordingly, the data used to place a chemical in Category I must

be representative of current open-water conditions in the 
Niagara

,1 River, or downstream of the river, in Lake Ontario. At present,

the water column data collected at Niagara-on-the-Lake and 
fish

tissue data from open-water species in the river and lake are the

primary data to define the open-water conditions in the river.

All data showing exceedance of a criterion indicate potential

impairment and should be identified in the NRTMP, though only

those reflecting current open-water conditions warrant

categorization as IA or IB:

o When a chemical is shown to exceed a criterion in only local

data, the data will be referred'to the appropriate RAP for

follow up and reporting back to the Secretariat.

o When a chemical is shown to exceed a criterion in only non-

Four Party data, it will be referred to the River Monitoring

Committee for an evaluation of quality assurance/quality

control and present day representativeness; data suitable

for the purposes of the NRTMP will be used to recategorize

chemicals as IA or IB.

o The River Monitoring Committee will be requested to prepare

a prioritized and costed plan for adding such chemicals to

the Four Party river monitoring program.

Further discussion of this issue is presented in the

Secretariats' action memorandum in response to the Niagara River

Categorization Report issued by the Categorization Committee.

Question #3: How do you feel about broadening non-point source

activities under the NRTMP beyond hazardous waste

sites? What do you consider to be the most

signifidant non-point sources and how should the

NRTMP address them?

What the Public Says

The public consensus appears to be that we need to determine 
the

significance of the various categories of non-point sources in

contributing toxics to the Niagara River, but that if resources

or other constraints are an issue, we should not lose our 
focus

on waste sites.

Other opinions expressed were:

i o We should define non-point sources. Is, for example, an

out-of-basin source a non-point source?
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Accordingly, the data used to place a chemical in category I must 
be representative of current open-water conditions in the Niagara 
River, or downstream of the river, in Lake ontario. At pr~sent, 
the water column data collected at Niagara-on-the-Lake and fish 
tissue data from open-water species in the river and lake are the 
primary data to define the open-water conditions in the river. 

All data showing exceedance of a criterion indicate potential 
impairment and should be identified in the NRTMP, though only 
those reflecting current open-water conditions warrant 
categorization as IA or IB: 

o When a chemical is shown to exceed a criterion in only local 
data, the data will be referred "to the appropriate RAP for 
follow up and reporting back to the secretariat. 

o When a chemical is shown to exceed a criterion in only non­
Four Party data, it will be referred to the River Monitoring 
Committee for an evaluation of quality assurance/quality 
control and present day representativeness; data suitable 
for the purposes of the NRTMP will be used to recategorize 
chemicals as IA or lB. 

o The River Monitoring Committee will be requested to prepare 
a prioritized and costed plan for adding such chemicals to 
the Four Party river monitoring program. 

Further discussion of this issue is presented in the 
Secretariats' action memorandum in response to the Niagara River 
categorization Report issued by the categorization committee. 

Question #3: How do you feel about broadening non-point source 
activities under the NRTMP beyond hazardous waste 
sites? What do you consider to be the most 
significant non-point sources. and how should the 
NRTMP address them? 

What the Public Says 

The public consensus appears to be that we need to determine the 
significance of the various categories of non-point sources in 
contributing toxics to the Niagara River, but that if resources 
or other constraints are an issue, we should not lose our focus 
on waste sites. 

other opinions expressed were: 

o We should define non-point sources. Is, for example, an 
out-of-basin source a non-point source? 
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We need to ensure that the 80% reduction in 
point source

loadings since 181/82 does not include transfers to non-,

point sources.

We should deal with non-point sources by:

- Conducting a literature search and investigating data

from a comparable river basin;

Quantifying air deposition loadings to the Great Lakes

(Others question how this can be done); and

Publicizing our findings so other agencies deal with

problems under their jurisdiction.

Response

Certainly the amount of Four Party funds available 
to investigate

non-point sources is limited. However, waste 
site study and

cleanup in the U.S. is conducted by programs that 
are funded

independent of the NRTMP. Therefore, the Four Parties feel that

further non-point source characterization and remedy 
will not

interfere with waste site cleanup. DEC and EPA remain committed

to meeting the waste site cleanup schedules 
issued in their

November 1989 report. The objective of the Plan with respect to

non-point sources is to ensure that the sources 
contributing the

greatest loadings -- whether waste sites or not -- 
receive the

highest priority for investigation and cleanup or 
control.

Point sources to the Niagara River are defined as 
discharges

through a pipe to the river. They include direct industrial

and/or municipal discharges to the river, combined 
sewer

overflows and storm water discharged through a pipe. 
Non-point

sources are defined as.all other sources of 
contaminants to the

river and include tributaries to the river, 
seepage through the

ground to the river, atmospheric deposition, and 
runoff from all

sorts of land uses. Since contaminants coming from out of the

Great Lakes basin presumably enter the basin from 
the air, these

sources of air deposition would be considered non
-point sources,

even though some may originate from point sources 
such as

smokestacks. Contaminants coming from Lake Erie to the Niagara

River are considered the upstream load. In developing source

loadings for a mass balance of the river, it is 
important to make

these distinctions to ensure that all source 
categories are

included and none is double-counted.

e Discharge monitoring data show an 80% reduction of 
toxics from

U.S. and Canadian point sources to the Niagara 
River since

1981/82. DEC and EPA's interim report, issued June 1989, 
states

that the reduction on the U.S. side was due to 
several factors:

completion of wastewater treatment plants, stringent 
permit
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o We need to ensure that the 80% reduction in point source 

loadings since '81/82 does not include transfers to non­

point sources. 

o We should deal with non-point sources by: 

Response 

Conducting a literature search and investigating data 

from a comparable river basin; 

Quantifying air deposition loadings to the Great Lakes 

(Others question how this can be done): and 

PUblicizing our findings so other agencies deal with 

problems under their jurisdiction. 

Certainly the amount of Four Party funds available to investigate 

non-point sources is limited.· However, waste site study and 

cleanup in the U.S. is conducted by programs that are funded 

independent of the NRTMP. Therefore, the Four Parties feel that 

further non-point source characterization and remedy will not 

interfere with waste site cleanup. DEC and EPA remain committed 

to meeting the waste site cleanup schedules issued in their 

November 1989 report. The objective of the Plan with respect to 

non-point sources is to ensure that the sources contributing the 

greatest loadings -~ whether waste sites or not -- receive the 

highest priority for investigation and cleanup or control. 

Point sources to the Niagara River are defined as discharges 

through a pipe to the river. They include direct industrial 

and/or municipal discharges to the river, combined sewer 

overflows and storm water discharged through a pipe. Non-point 

sources are defined as ,all other sources of contaminants to the 

river and include tributaries to the river, seepage through the 

ground to the river, atmospheric deposition, and runoff from all 

sorts of land uses. Since contaminants coming from out of the 

Great Lakes basin presumably enter the basin from the air, these 

sources of air deposition would be considered non-point sources, 

even though some may originate from point sources such as 

smokestacks. Contaminants coming from Lake Erie to the Niagara 

River are considered the upstream load. In developing source 

loadings for a mass balance of the river, it is important to make 

these distinctions to ensure that all source categories are 

included and none is double-counted. 

Discharge monitoring data show an 80% reduction of toxics from 

U.S. and Canadian point sources to the Niagara River since 

1981/82. DEC and EPA's interim report, issued June 1989, states 

that the reduction on the u.s. side was due to several factors: 

completion of wastewater treatment plants, stringent permit 
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limits based on very stringent water quality 
standards,

- stabilization of start-up operations following new 
wastewater

treatment plant construction, collection system 
remediation,

plant closings and process shutdowns. It is possible.that some

reductions due to the first four factors may have 
transferred

toxics to other media. DEC and MOE will determine to what extent

this may be true.

The Four Parties are currently developing, 
with the assistance of

j academia, a methodology for estimating non-point 
source loadings

by category, specific to the Niagara River 
and Lake Ontario

basins. This work will include literature searches 
to identify

similar work in comparable basins, or of a 
generic nature.

Depending on the conclusions of this work and the 
actual

development of loadings estimates, the Four Parties 
will evaluate

} alternative control measures, including publicizing 
results,

!d negotiating with other government agencies, etc.

In light of the limited extent of the Niagara 
River basin, air

deposition directly to the river basin is not 
considered to be

significant. However, air deposition to the extensive upstream

Great Lakes basin is considered to be a 
significant source of

certain toxics to the headwaters of the Niagara 
River. The U.S.

and Canada have program commitments to quantify 
air deposition

loadings. If proposed legislation in the U.S. Congress 
is

enacted, EPA will be charged with developing 
estimates of air

deposition loadings to the Great Lakes basin and 
control programs

within two years.

L Question #4: Do you have recommendations for how the NRTMP 
can

better support the goal of vollution prevention?

What the Public Says

j~ The public represented at the workshop clearly 
endorses pollution

prevention, and some endorsed it over treatment of 
pollution.

They felt that we should develop a Four Party 
pollution

prevention statement and an educational program for the 
public

and industry, with cost reduction as a key 
element.

The public also recommends the following individual 
agency

actions to encourage or require pollution prevention:

o Funding of EPA's pollution prevention 
initiative;

o Review and phase out of certain chemicals;

r
o Legislation to require pollution prevention, including

economic incentives;

o Environmental audits by industry;
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limits based on very stringent water quality standards, 

, stabilization of start-up operations following new wastewater 

treatment plant construction, collection system remediation, 

plant closings and process shutdowns. It is possible that some 

reductions due to the first four factors may have transferred 

toxics to other media. DEC and MOE will' determine to what extent 

this may be true. 

The Four Parties are currently developing, with the assistance of 

academia, a methodology for estimating non-point source loadings 

by category, specific to the Niagara River and Lake ontario 

basins. This work will include literature searches to identify 

similar work in co~parable basins, or of a generic nature. 

Depending on the conclusions of this work and the actual 

development of loadings estimates, the Four Parties will evaluate 

alternative control measures, including publicizing results, 

negotiating with other government agencies, etc. 

In light of the limited extent of the Niagara River basin, air 

deposition directly to the river basin is not considered to be 

significant. However, air deposition to the extensive upstream 

Great Lakes basin is considered to be a significant source of 

certain toxics to the headwaters of the Niagara River. The U.S. 

and Canada have program commitments to quantify air deposition 

loadings. If proposed legislation in the U.S. Congress is 

enacted, EPA will be charged with developing estimates of air 

deposition loadings to the Great Lakes basin and control programs 

within two years. 

Question *4: Do you have recommendations for how the NRTMP can 

better support the goal of pollution prevention? 

What the Public Says 

The public represented at the workshop clearly endorses pollution 

prev~ntion, and some endorsed it over treatment of pollution. 

They felt that we should develop a Four Party pollution 

prevention statement and an educational program for the public 

and industry, with cost reduction as a key element • 

. The public also recommends the following individual agency 

actions to encourage or require pollution prevention: 

o Funding of EPA's pollution prevention initiative; 

o Review and phase out of certain chemicals; 

o Legislation to require pollution prevention, including 

economic incentives; 

o Environmental audits by industry; 
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o Refinement of Best Available Treatment with a 
pollution

prevention objective; and

o Requirement for pollution prevention in the review 
of

wastewater discharge permits.

Response

The Four Parties agree that the 
prevention of toxic pollution is

preferable to its treatment and is an essential 
element in making

progress towards the goal of virtual 
elimination of persistent

'toxic substances. Pollution prevention - is a strategy being

embraced by numerous jurisdictions; under 
the Plan we think we

can move pollution prevention forward.in 
this region by

initiating a cooperative venture with 
industry. DEC and EPA have

developed pollution a prevention initiative, 
have secured a

modest amount of funds to implement it, 
and have included it in

the 1990 Update of the Plan. EC and MOE have a pollution

prevention proposal that is awaiting 
development of an overall

bi-national policy.

Pollution prevention is also achieved through
-some existing

programs. For instance, EPA reviews and 
considers.the phase out.

of pesticides under the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide and

Rodenticide Act. Best Available Treatment standards are 
based on

an assessment of the technology 
available specific to each

industry and process, and include 
consideration of pollution

prevention. Zero discharge, for instance, is 
required for

certain processes in the U.S. paint industry.

The other recommendations for individual 
agency action and

further action on the above activities 
would require new national

or state/provincial laws or 
regulations. These options will be

discussed during the workshop to be held with 
industry, as part

of the U.S. pollution prevention 
initiative.

Question #5: How can biomonitoring be more useful in 
achieving

the Goals of the NRTMP' What elements need to be

coordinated among the four agencies?

What the Public Says

There was public consensus that 
biomonitoring is the only way the

Four Parties will be able to detect 
chemicals found in the water

e column at very low concentrations, but 
subject to

bioaccumulation. There also was consensus that the 
biomonitoring

should include several trophic levels, 
not just sportfish.
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o Refinement of Best Available Tre:atment with a pollution 

prevention objective; and 

o Requirement for pollution prevention in the review of 

wastewater discharge permits. 

Response 

The Four Parties agree that the prevention of toxic pollution is 

preferable to its treatment and is an essential element in making 

progress towards the goal of virtual elimination of persistent 

toxic substances. Pollution prevention is a strategy being 

embraced by numerous jurisdictions; under the Plan we think we 

can move pollution prevention forward. in this region by 

initiating a cooperative venture with'industry. DEC and EPA have 

developed pollution a prevention initiative, have secured a 

modest amount of funds to implement it, and have included it in 

the 1990 Update of the Plan. Ee and MOE have a pollution 

prevention proposal that is awaiting development of an overall 

bi-national policy. 

Pollution prevention is also aChieved through some existing 

programs. For instance, EPA reviews and considers the phase out. 

of pesticides under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and 

Rodenticide Act. Best Available Treatment standards are based on 

an assessment of the technology available specific to each 

industry and process, and include consideration of pollution 

prevention. Zero discharge, for instance, is required for 

certain processes in the U.s. paint industry. 

The other recommendations for individual agency action and 

further action on the above activities would require new national 

or state/provincial la~s or regulations. These options will be 

discussed during the workshop to be held with industry, as part 

of the U.S. pollution prevention initiative. 

Question #5: How can biomonitoring be more useful in achieving 
the goals of the NRTMP? What elements need to be 
coordinated among the four agencies? 

What the Public Says 

There was public consensus that biomonitoring is the only way the 

Four Parties will be able to detect chemicals found in the water 

column at very low concentrations, but subject to 
bioaccumulation. There also was consensus that the biomonitoring 

should include several trophic levels, not just sportfish. 
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Some expressed a need for better quality 
assurance in

biomonitoring, and for common criteria and 
integrated

biomonitoring between the U.S. and Canada. Some recommended that

all permits include biomonitoring.

Response

The Four Parties agree that biomonitoring 
is essential to detect

the levels of certain chemicals in the 
ecosystem, and that

lI~~JJ contaminant levels found in any species should 
be evaluated for

follow-up action. The categorization of Niagara River data, 
for

j~ instance, included not only sportfish but 
also spottail shiner

l~ data.

In response to a Secretariat request 
in 1989, the River

Monitoring Committee established an ad hoc 
work group to

encourage and coordinate development of 
standard protocols for

biomonitoring sampling and analysis by DEC and 
MOE. The

committee concluded that standardized 
biomonitoring protocols,

while desirable, should await issuance of 
biomonitoring

procedures by the International Joint Commission. 
The

Secretariat will then consider standardized 
biomonitoring under

the NRTMP.

Question #6: How well are we doing in carrying out the 
public

involvement plan? How would you suggest we

improve?

What the Public Says

The public was generally pleased with the 
format of the meeting

and complimented the Secretariat on raising 
the key issues for

discussion.

The Four Parties' publib participation plan 
could be improved by:

o Mailing briefing materials well before the 
meetings;

o Inviting more of the public that should be 
interested to the

meetings, such as industry, union and student

representatives;
i

o Communicating loadings and environmental status in 
layman's

terms;

o Improving communications among technical 
committees and

ti between technical committees and their 
correspondents;

o Improving use of the media;
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Some expressed a need for better quality assurance in 

biomonitoring, and for common criteria and integrated 

biomonitoring between the u.S. and Canada. Some recommended that 

all permits include biomonitoring. 

Response 

The Four Parties agree that biomonitoring is essential to detect 

the levels of certain chemicals in the ecosystem, and that 

contaminant levels found in any species should be evaluated for 

follow-up action. The categorization of Niagara River data, for 

instance, included not only sportfish but also spottail shiner 

-data. 

In response to a Secretariat request in 1989, the River 

Monitoring Committee established an ad hoc work group to 

encourage and coordinate development of standard protocols for 

biomonitoring sampling and analysis by DEC and MOE. The 

committee concluded that standardized biomonitoring protocols, 

while desirable, should await issuance of biomonitoring 

procedures by the International Joint Commission. The 

Secretariat will then consider standardized biomonitoring under 

the NRTMP. 

Question #6: How well are we doing in carrying out the public 
involvement plan? How would you suggest we 
improve? 

What the Public Says 

T~e public was generally pleased with the format of the meeting 

and complimented the Secretariat on raising the key issues for 

discussion. 

The Four Parties' public participation plan could be improved by: 

o Mailing briefing materials well before the meetings; 

o Inviting more of the public that should be interested to the 

meetings, such as industry, union and student 
representatives; 

o Communicating loadings and environmental status in layman's 

terms: 

o Improving communications among technical committees and 

between technical committees and their correspondents; 

o Improving use of the media: 
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o Defining areas of coordination.with the 
Remedial Action

Plans (RAPS):; and

o Ensuring public participation is meaningful.

Response

The Four Parties have:

3 weeks
o Set an objective of mailing briefing 

materials

before meetings;

o Begun expanding the mailing lists to include 
other interest

groups;

o Made a commitment to prepare articles on the 
NRTMP, in

layman's 
terms, for RAP newsletter use;

o Prepared a guidance memo to technical committee 
chairs,

their roles andmembers and correspondents on
responsibilities, including communications;

o Made a commitment to facilitate use of the. media;

o Defined categorization with localized data as an 
area for

coordination with'the RAPS; and

o Developed a Public Involvement workplan to improve

interaction with the public, for instance, by 
scheduling

workshops before the Secretariat prepares its

recommendations to the Coordination Committee.

The following question was identified by the 
Public as worthy of

discussion, in addition to the six proposed by the 
Secretariat:

Question #7: Do You feel that the goal of the NRTMP should 
be

expanded or revised? If so. how?

What the Public Says -

The public feels that the 1996 goal of 50% 
reduction should be an

interim target for the Plan, and that the ultimate 
goal should be

zero discharge. Some asked what goal would apply after 1996.

Response

Consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement, the Four

Parties agree that zero discharge of persistent 
toxic substances

is the ultimate goal for the Great Lakes and 
connecting channels

like the Niagara River.

a

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o· 
o 
o 
o 
o 

:0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

9 

o Defining areq,s of coordination with the Remedial Action 

Plans (RAPs).: and· 

o Ensuring pub~icparticipation is meaningful. 

Response 

The Four Parties have: 

o Set an objective of mailing briefing materials 3 weeks 

before meetings: 

o Begun expanding the mailing lists to include other interest 

groups: 

o Made a commitment to prepare articles on the NRTMP, in 

laymanfs terms, for RAP newsletter use; 

o Prepared a guidance memo to technical committee chairs, 

members and correspondents on their roles and 
responsibilities, including communications; 

o Made a commitment to facilitate use of the media: 

o Defined categorization with localized data as an area for 

coordination with the RAPs; and 

o Developed a Public Involvement workplan to improve 
interaction with the public, for instance, by scheduling 

workshops before the Secretariat prepares its 
recommendations to the Coordination Committee. 

The following question was identified by the public as worthy of 

discussion, in addition to the six proposed by the Secretariat: 

Question #7: Do you feel that the goal of the NRTMP should be 
expanded or revised? If so, how? 

What the Public Says 

The public feels that the 1996 goal of 50% reduction should be an 

interim target for the Plan, and that the ultimate goal should be 

zero discharge. Some asked what goal would apply after 1996. 

Response 

Consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the Four 

Parties agree that zero discharge of persistent toxic substances 

is the ultimate goal for the Great Lakes and connecting channels 

like the Niagara River. 
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`! To move us in that direction, 
the Four Parties agreed to the 

1996

target of 50% reduction of point 
and non-point sources of these

toxics. In addition, DEC and EPA are 
initiating implementation

of an Antidegradation Policy 
to, in essence, freeze the 

point

source discharge of persistent 
toxic substances at no more 

than

current levels.

It is logical that when the 50% 
interim target is met, if not

before, the Four Parties would set 
the following additional

goals:

o Attainment and maintenance of 
appropriate water column and

fish tissue standards and 
criteria in the Niagara River and

Lake Ontario; and

o Zero discharge.

Other Ouestions/Comments from the 
Workshop

(1) There was a statement regarding a 
lack of action and

accomplishments of goals under the Plan.

Response

Since the release of the Niagara 
River Toxics Committee Report in

the fall of 1984, the Four 
Parties, acting individually and

together, have undertaken a variety 
of initiatives. Some of the

major accomplishments of the Four 
Parties since that time are:

o We have reduced the loadings of 
EPA priority pollutants to

the Niagara River from Canadian 
and U.S. point sources by

more than 80 percent, as-compared 
with the levels in 1981-

182.

o' We have agreed on sampling 
and analytical protocols, for

monitoring the ambient Niagara River 
water column; the

ambient water quality data 
developed using these protocols

serve as the primary basis for 
other analytical efforts

under the NRTMP.

o We determined that fifteen toxic 
chemicals are problems in

the Niagara River/Lake Ontario 
ecosystem. We are continuing

to assess additional chemical 
data for possible expansion of

this list.

e o We determined that a subset of 
the fifteen problem chemicals

has significant Niagara River 
sources; they are the

chemicals subject to the 50 percent 
reduction requirement of

the Declaration of Intent. Ten chemicals are already
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To move us in that direction, the Four Parties agreed to the 1996 

-target of 50% reduction of point and non-point sources of these 

toxics. In addition, DEC and EPA are initiating implementation 

of an Antidegradation Policy to, in essence, freeze the point 

source discharge of persistent toxic sUbstances at no more than 

current levels. 

It is logical that when the 50% interim target is met, if not 

before, the Four Parties would set the following additional 

goals: 

o Attainment and maintenance of appropriate water column and 

fish tissue standards and criteria in the Niagara River and 

Lake Ontario: and 

o Zero discharge. 

Other Questions/Comments from the Workshop 

(1) There was a statement regarding a lack of action and 

accomplishments of goals under the Plan. 

Response 

Since the release of the Niagara River Toxics Committee Report in 

the fall of 1984, the Four parties, acting individually and 

together, have undertaken a variety of initiatives. Some of the 

major accomplishments of the Four Parties since that time are: 

o We have reduced the loadings of EPA priority pollutants to 

the Niagara River from Canadian and U.S. point sources by 

more than 80 percent, as. compared with the levels in 1981-

'82. 

o We have agreed on sampling and analytical protocols, for 

monitoring the ambient Niagara River water column; the 

ambient water quality data developed using these protocols 

serve as the primary basis for other analytical efforts 

under the NRTMP. 

o We determined that fifteen toxic chemicals are problems in 

the Niagara River/Lake Ontario ecosystem. We are continuing 

to assess additional chemical data for possible expansion of 

this list. 

o We determined that a subset of the fifteen problem chemicals 

has significant Niagara River sources; they are the 

chemicals subject to the 50 percent reduction requirement of 

the Declaration of Intent. Ten chemicals are already 
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listed, and we are continuing to assess additional chemical

data for possible expansion of this list.

o 
We quantified the base-year loadings of the 

ten chemicals to

the river from point sources and estimated, by 
inference,

the loadings from non-point sources. These are the basis

for specific numerical load reduction 
targets for point and

non-point sources of these ten chemicals by 
1996.

Consistent with the Declaration of Intent, these 
targets are

50 percent of the 1986- 187 base year loads. Targets will be

refined as the data base is improved.

o We have agreed on a framework for tracking 
progress in

meeting the 50 percent load reduction 
commitments. The

first annual progress report will be issued in December

1990.

o We. identif ied the twenty hazardous waste site 
clusters in

the U.S. estimated to contribute 99 percent of 
the toxic

chemical loading from all hazardous waste sites in 
the U.S.

to the Niagara River. We also presented ambitious schedules

intended to drive cleanup of these twenty site 
clusters.

The best estimate of the potential toxic 
chemical loading

from these sites to the river (694 pounds per day or 315

kilograms per day) is expected to be reduced to 8 pounds per

day (4- kilograms per day) by 1996.

o We identified certain toxic chemicals entering 
the Niagara

River from Lake Erie at elevated levels. We brought this

issue to the attention of the International Joint
commission, and we intend to make specific 

recommendations

to ensure that the responsible jurisdictions 
address this

inter-lake transport issue.

(2) Loadings and reductions should be defined in an 
ecosystem

perspective, including upstream and upwind, with non
-point

sources as the key factor.

Response

The basic principle of the modelling of the 
Niagara River is the

mass balance, that is, that the upstream loading 
of each chemical

plus point and non-point source loadings, 
plus/minus gains and

losses must equal the downstream loading of each 
chemical. This

is an ecosystem approach to the river and 
lake. It is being

applied now on a chemical-by-chemical approach, that 
is,

'identifying toxics of concern and seeking reductions in their

levels in the river and lake so as to meet the 50% 
reduction

commitment and to attain and maintain standards and criteria.

With the proposal of ecosystem objectives for 
Lake Ontario in
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listed; and we are continuing to assess additional chemical 

--data for possible expansion of this list. 

- 0 - We quantified the base-year loadings of the ten chemicals to 

the river from point sources and estimated, by inference, 

the loadings from non-point sources. These are the basis 

for specific numerical load reduction targets for point and 

non-point sources of these ten chemicals by 1996. 

Consistent with the Declaration of Intent, these targets are 

50 percent of the 1986-'87 base year loads. Targets will be 

refined as the data base is improved. -

o We have agreed on a framework for tracking progress in 

meeting the 50 percent load reduction commitments. The 

first annual progress report will be issued in December 

1990. 

o We identified the twenty hazardous waste site clusters in 

the U.S. estimated to contribute 99 percent of the toxic 

chemical loading from all hazardous waste sites in the U.S. 

to the Niagara River. We also presented ambitious schedules 

intended to drive cleanup of these twenty site clusters. 

The best estimate of the potential toxic chemical loading 

from these sites to the river (694 pounds per day or 315 

kilograms per day) is-expected to be reduced to 8 pounds per 

-day (4 kilograms per day) by 1996. ' 

o We identified certain toxic chemicals entering the Niagara 

River from Lake Erie at elevated levels. We brought this 

issue to the attention of the International Joint 

Commission, and we intend to make specific recommendations 

to ensure that the responsible jurisdictions address this 

inter-lake transport issue. 

(2) Loadings and reductions should be defined in an ecosystem 

perspective, including upstream and upwind, with non-point 

sources as the key factor. 

Response 

The basic principle of the modelling of the Niagara River is the 

mass balance, that is, that the upstream loading of each chemical 

plus point and non-point source loadings, plus/minus gains and 

losses must equal the downstream loading of each chemical. This 

is an ecosystem approach to the river and lake. It is being 

applied now on a chemical-by-chemical approach, that is, 

"identifying toxics of concern and seeking reductions in their 

levels in the river and lake so as to meet the 50% reduction 

commitment and to attain and maintain standards and criteria. 

With the proposal of ecosystem objectives for Lake ontario in 
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June 1990, and the development of 
ecosystem indicators in the

near future, we will have the beginning 
of an ecosystem check on

the adequacy of our chemical 
standards and criteria.

With point sources relatively well 
characterized, the Four

Parties agree that the focus of most of 
our attention needs to be

paid to non-point sources.

(3) Regarding one category of non-point sources, 
hazardous waste

sites, the following requests were made by 
one or more

citizens:

- Describe the degree of confidence in the 
estimated

loadings to the Niagara River from waste sites.

- Project the discharge from capped landfills.

- Describe the status of monitoring at waste 
sites.

- Describe the cleanup methods used at waste 
sites; clean

up waste sites permanently.

Response

The degree of confidence in the estimated 
loadings to the river

from waste sites in the U.S. varies 
greatly from site to site,

depending on how much was known about the 
quality and quantity of

the ground water leaving each site. The loadings report,

prepared by Gradient/Geotrans under an EPA 
contract,

characterized the degree of confidence for each 
site

qualitatively as high, medium and low (Table I 
summarizes these

estimates of confidence). EPA and DEC have committed to refine

these loading estimates first to make them 
chemical-specific,

and second, to incorporate improved 
groundwater flow estimates

from the United States Geological Survey. 
Then we intend to

conduct site-specific modelling to 
substantially improve our

confidence in the loading estimates.

The loadings estimates were developed for 
all sites considered to

contribute significant loadings of toxics to the 
river, whether

the sites were capped or not. Table I specifies the loadings

estimated for the sites that are capped 
landfills.

Monitoring at each site varies greatly depending 
on the need to

characterize further the conditions on and off site, 
and in all

environmental media. Table I identifies the year of the most

recent groundwater monitoring at each site. 
Under an agreement

with EPA, the United States Geological 
Survey has also

established 9 regional monitoring wells to better 
characterize

ground water flow in the Niagara Falls area.
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June 1990, and the development of ecosystem indicators in the 

near future, we will have the beginning of an ecosystem check on 

the adequacy of our chemical standards and criteria. 

With point sources relatively well characterized, the Four 

Parties agree that the focus of most of our attention needs to be 

paid to non-point sources. 

(3) Regarding one category of non-point sources, hazardous waste 

sites, the following requests were made by one or more 

citizens: 

Response 

Describe the degree of confidence in the estimated 
loadings to the Niagara River from waste sites. 

Project the discharge from capped landfills. 

Describe the status of monitoring at waste sites. 

Describe the cleanup methods used at waste sites; clean 

up waste sites permanently. 

The degree of confidence in the estimated loadings to the river 

from waste sites in the U.S. varies greatly from site to site, 

depending on how much was known about the quality and quantity of 

the ground water leaving each site. The loadings report, 

prepared by Gradient/Geotrans under an EPA contract, 

characterized the degree of confidence for each site 

qualitatively as high, medium and low (Table I summarizes these 

estimates of confidence). EPA and DEC have committed to refine 

these loading estimates, first to make them chemical-specific, 

and second, to incorporate improved groundwater flow estimates 

from the United States Geological Survey. Then we intend to 

conduct site-specific modelling to substantially improve our 

confidence in the loading estimates. 

The loadings estimates were developed for all sites considered to 

contribute significant loadings of toxics to the river, whether 

the sites were capped or not. Table I specifies the loadings 

estimated for the sites that are capped landfills. 

Monitoring at each site varies greatly depending on the need to 

characterize further the conditions on and off site, and in all 

environmental media. Table I identifies the year of the most 

recent groundwater monitoring at each site. Under an agreement 

with EPA, the United states Geological Survey has also 

established 9 regional monitoring wells to better characterize 

ground water flow in the Niagara Falls area. 
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Regarding the last request, there is a great 
range of cleanup

. methods used at waste sites, depending on the 
circumstances at

each site. Table I identifies some of the actions taken on the

sites to initiate cleanup.

d
With improved techniques, the cleanup methods 

are becoming more

tailored to site details and more permanent. For example, under

the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act (SARA) of 1986

there has been an increased emphasis on site 
clean-up to treat

hazardous waste, rather than just containing it, 
that is, more

innovative and alternative solutions in preference 
to

conventional remedies.

- Before SARA, innovative and alternative 
remedies (such as off-

site incineration, removal, air stripping, and 
pump-and-treat

remedies) were used on only six out of the ten 
Superfund sites

undergoing clean-up action in New York State (data 
through fiscal

year 1989). The other four sites used conventional 
methods, such

as containment, capping, and slurry walls. 
Since SARA, the

innovative remedies have been used more than three 
times as

often.D
Of the 26 sites undergoing clean-up after SARA 

and through 1989,

19 of the sites employed innovative and 
alternative solutions,

whereas the conventional method was used on only 9 
sites

(Attachment III provides summary information for 
sites in New

York State).

D The solutions that EPA implements in cleaning up 
sites are those

that, under law and regulation, provide for the 
optimal

combination of protection of human health and 
environmental

protection. The alternatives selection process takes into

account nine criteria established under CERCLA, 
Section 121. The

first two criteria are )cnown as the threshold 
criteria, which

must be met by each alternative: a

o overall protection of human health and the 
environment; and

D o Compliance with applicable, or relevant and 
appropriate

requirements (ARAB).

The next five criteria, known as the primary 
balancing criteria,

are evaluated together for each site:

o Long-term effectiveness and permanence;

o Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through

[~I treatment;

~} o Short-term effectiveness;

D
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Regarding the last request, there is a great range of cleanup 

methods used at waste sites, depending on the circumstances at 

each site. Table I identifies some of the actions taken on the 

sites to initiate cleanup. 

With improved techniques, the cleanup methods are becoming more 

tailored to site details and more permanent. For example, under 

the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 

there has been an increased emphasis on site clean-up to treat 

hazardous waste, rather than just containing it, that is, more 

innovative and alternative solutions in preference to 

conventional remedies • 

. Before SARA, innovative and alternative remedies (such as off­

site incineration, removal, air stripping, and pump-and-treat 

remedies) were used on only six out of the ten Superfund sites 

undergoing clean-up action in New York State (data through fiscal 

year 1989). The other four sites used conventional methods, such 

as containment, capping, and slurry walls. Since SARA, the 

innovative remedies have been used more than three times as 

often. 

Of the 26 sites undergoing clean-up after SARA and through 1989, 

19 of the sites employed innovative and alternative solutions, 

whereas the conventional method was used on only 9 sites 

(Attachment III provides summary information for sites in New 

York State). 

The solutions that EPA implements in cleaning up sites are those 

that, under law and regulation, provide for the optimal 

combination of protection of human health and environmental 

protection. The alternatives selection process takes into 

account nine criteria established under CERCLA, section 121. The 

first two criteria are Xnown as the threshold criteria, which 

must be met by each alternative: 

o Overall protection of human health and the environment; and 

o Compliance with applicable, or relevant and appropriate 

requirements (ARAR). 

The next five criteria, known as the primary balancing criteria, 

are evaluated together for each site: 

o Long-term effectiveness and permanence; 

o Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through 
treatment; 

o Short-term effectiveness; 
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o Implementability; and

o Cost.

The last two criteria, known as the 
modifying criteria, are

evaluated following the Remedial Investigation 
and Feasibility

Studies (RI/FS) and the proposed plan. They are state and

community acceptance.

These nine criteria and the program 
procedures ensure that the

selected remedy will be protective of human 
health and the

environment and will not be compromised by other 
factors, such as

cost.

In some instances the chosen remedial 
action may not remove all

the waste from the site. This may be -the case if removal of the

waste will cause a threat to human health 
(e.g., through release

of harmful chemicals). Instead, by using on-site pumping and

treatment, the waste may be contained and 
treated and provide a

best solution satisfying the criteria. In this instance the site

would be continually monitored. If site cleanup leaves hazardous

substances on site, a review of the chosen 
remedy is conducted

under the CERCLA program every five years 
to ensure that human

health and the environment are being 
protected.

O In summary, using these criteria, 
EPA/DEC select the.most

appropriate and effective action to clean up 
hazardous waste

sites. They seek to implement the site cleanup 
method that

provides a permanent solution. However, implementing the

solution wherein no further site action is 
needed is not always

the best of the available solutions.

(4) One statement was made regarding the lack of 
ecosystem

consideration in sjetting standards.

Response

Standards and criteria are established based on 
receptors

(humans, or aquatic or other wildlife) that need 
to be protected

from contamination through various pathways of 
exposure (drinking

water, fish consumption, etc.). We believe this is an ecosystem

approach.

(5) How does one determine the most sensitive 
organisms?

` Response

The simple answer to this question is to test 
the organisms.

However, we know of no simple answer that also 
defines the

criteria for determining which organism is the most 
sensitive.
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o ImplementabilitYi and 

o Cost. 

The last two criteria, known as the modifying criteria, are 

evaluated following the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility 

Studies (RI/FS) and the proposed plan. They are state and 

community acceptance. 

These nine criteria and the program procedures ensure that the 

selected remedy will be protective of hUman health and the 

environment and will not be compromised by other factors, such as 

cost. 

In some instances the chosen remedial action may not remove all 

the waste from the site. This may be :the case if removal of the 

waste will cause a threat to human health (e.g., through release 

of harmful chemicals). Instead, by using on-site pumping and 

treatment, the waste may be contained and treated and provide a 

best solution satisfying the criteria. In this instance the site 

would be continually monitored. If site cleanup leaves hazardous 

substances on site, a review of the chosen remedy is conducted 

under the CERCLA program every five years to ensure that human 

health and the environment are being protected. 

In summary, using these criteria, EPA/DEC select the. most 

appropriate and effective action to clean up hazardous waste 

sites. They seek to implement the site cleanup method that 

provides a permanent solution. However, implementing the 

solution wherein no further site action is needed is not always 

the best of the available solutions. 

(4) One statement was made regarding the lack of ecosystem 

consideration in sptting standards. 

Response 

Standards and criteria are established based on receptors 

(humans, or aquatic or other wildlife) that need to be protected 

from contamination through various pathways of exposure (drinking 

water, fish consumption, etc.). We believe this is an ecosystem 

approach. 

(5) How does one determine the most sensitive organisms? 

Response 

The simple answer to this question is to test the organisms. 

However, we know of no simple answer that also defines the 

criteria for determining which organism is the most sensitive. 
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Annex 10 of the Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement identifies

criteria to be applied to hazardous contaminants, 
such as acute

toxicological effects, as determined by whether 
the substance is

lethal to:

i) one half of a test population of 
aquatic animals in 96 hours

or less at a concentration of 500 mg/1 per kg 
of body weight; or

v) aquatic flora measured by a maximum 
specific growth rate or

total yield of biomass which is 50% lower than 
a control culture

over 14 days in a medium at concentrations 
equal to or less than

100 mg/1.

Perhaps a more practical answer is to-consider 
an organism

sensitive if it exhibits acute effects from a 
toxic at less than

the median concentration for Lake Ontario 
organisms; and to

consider an organism the most sensitive if it 
shows acute effects

at the lowest concentration found. Another approach would be to

limit this screening process to the important 
organisms in the

lake, based on ecosystem, economic and/or 
recreational

importance.

(6) Is sediment testing being done?

The Niagara River upstream/downstream 
ambient monitoring system

regularly samples the river water column for over 
sixty toxic

chemicals. This includes both the water and the sediment

suspended in it.

On the Canadian side of the river, sampling of 
suspended sediment

was conducted in 1983. The Sir Adam Beck Reservoir was sampled

for sediment in 1985, and the Welland River 
was sampled at Atlas

Specialty Steels (1987-•90) and in the lower Welland 
River (1990).

On the U.S. side, sediments are being analyzed 
for metals and

organic contaminants in the lower Buffalo River as 
part of a

DEC/EPA project to determine the relative 
contribution of

River.contaminants to the total load leaving the Buffalo

Industries in New York have also recently conducted 
sediment

coring surveys in Gill Creek and Pettit Flume.

DEC has also conducted extensive sediment 
analyses in the lower

reaches of most of the major tributaries to the 
Niagara River in

New York. Samples were collected and analyzed for metals and
Ship

organic contaminants in about 1985 to 1987 from the 
Buffalo

Canal, Scajaquada Creek, the Black Rock Canal, 
Ellicott Creek,

Tonawanda Creek, Pettit Flume, Cayuga Creek, Cayuga 
Island Little

River, Gill Creek, Smokes Creek and the Union Ship 
Canal.
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Annex 10 of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement identifies 

criteria to be applied to hazardous contaminants, such as acute 

toxicological effects, as determined by whether the substance is 

lethal to: 

i) one half of a test population of aquatic animals in 96 hours 

or less at a concentration of 500 mg/l per kg of body weight; or 

v) aquatic flora measured by a maximum specific growth rate or 

total yield of biomass which is 50% lower than a control culture 

over 14 days in a medium at concentrations equal to or less than 

100 mg/1. 

Perhaps a more practical answer is to, consider an organism 

sensitive if it exhibits acute effects from a toxic at less than 

the median concentration for Lake Ontario organisms; and to 

consider an organism the most sensitive if it shows acute effects 

at the lowest concentration found. Another approach would be to 

limit this screening process to the important organisms in the 

. lake, based on ecosystem, economic and/or recreational 
"importance. 

(6) Is sediment testing being done? 

The Niagara River upstream/downstream ambient monitoring system 

regularly samples the river water column for over sixty toxic 

chemicals. This includes both the water and the sediment 

suspended in it. 

On the Canadian side of the river, sampling of suspended sediment 

was conducted in 1983. The Sir Adam Beck Reservoir was sampled 

for sediment in 1985, and the WeIland River was sampled at Atlas 

Specialty Steels (1987~90) and in the lower WeIland River (1990). 

On the U.S. side, sediments are being analyzed for metals and 

, organic contaminants in the lower Buffalo River a's part of a 

DEC/EPA project to determine the relative contribution of 

contaminants to the total load leaving the Buffalo River. 

Industries in New York have also recently conducted sediment 

coring surveys in Gill Creek and Pettit Flume. 

DEC has also conducted extensive sediment analyses in the lower 

reaches of most of the major tributaries to the Niagara River in 

New York. Samples were collected and analyzed for metals and 

organic contaminants in about 1985 to 1987 from the Buffalo Ship 

Canal, Scajaquada Creek, the Black Rock Canal, Ellicott Creek, 

Tonawanda Creek, Pettit Flume, Cayuga Creek, Cayuga Island Little 

River, Gill Creek, Smokes Creek and the Union Ship Canal. 
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(7) How many sewers discharge 
directly to the Niagara River?

On the Canadian side, the 
sewers are:

o Queenston WPCP;

o Fort Erie (Anger Ave.) WPCP;

o Fort Erie 
(Stevensville/Douglastown) continuous discharge

lagoon; and

o Combined sewer overflows at:

- Niagara Falls, Ont. (4),

- Fort Erie (5), and

- Niagara-on-the-Lake (2).

On the U.S I. side, there are a number of sewers. More

significantly, perhaps, there are 26 U.S. 
and 8 Canadian

significant discharges to the river. 
These include both

municipal and industrial discharges 
with at least one toxic

pollutant in their effluent. The MOE and DEC point source

reports provide further details on the 
loadings from these

wastewater discharges.
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(7) How many sewers discharge directly to the Niagara River? 

On the Canadian side, the sewers are: 

o Queenston WPCP; 
o Fort Erie (Anger Ave.) WPCP: 
o Fort Erie (Stevensville/Douglastown) continuous discharge 

lagoon; and 
o Combined sewer overflows at: 

Niagara Falls, Onto (4), 

Fort Erie (5), and 
Niagara-on-the-Lake (2). 

On the U.s. side, there are a number of sewers. More 

significantly, perhaps, there are 26 U.S. and 8 Canadian 

significant discharges to the river. ,These include both 

municipal and industrial discharges with at least one toxic 

pollutant in their effluent. The MOE and DEC point source 

reports provide further details on the loadings from these 

wastewater discharges. 
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