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Why are Regional Accounts Important?

The indicator quantifies dominant economic and resource stocks
(capital) of the Lake Ontario basin. The principal purposes of
these regional accounts are to (1) inform people and governments
of how their regional capital is being used, and (2) stimulate
reconsideration of today's stewardship. The importance of
knowing-the true bank account, including natural resources, of
one's own community should not require lengthy rationales.

Where appropriate (for the Gross Regional Product), the indicator
units are dollars (mean of $ U.S. and $ Canadian, 1990 value).
Stocks not appropriately accounted in dollars (water, land use,
etc.) are scaled as indicated below.

Description of the Indicator

Indicator 1: Gross Regional Product = conventional Gross Regional .
Product - "defensive expenditures"

As conventionally calculated, the gross regional product is ....

The recommended measure of gross regional product debits
expenditures that are not truly productive. That is, costs that
are "defensive," spent to protect us from our way of life, are
not legitimate contributions to regional productivity. Such
costs include, for example, pollution-control and environmental
remediation expenditures.

{or the Besin,
These costs, not now known, are readily calculable. These costs
for the Basin must be coné@quential and growing. Total aggregate
pollution control costs alone for the U.S. were estimated to be $
115 billion, or 2.1% of the GNP, in 1990'. Even assuming that
recent rates of increase continue, these costs would exceed 5% of
the U.S. GNP well before most of today's workforce retires.
Further, EPA's estimated pollution control costs do not capture
all of the "defense expenditures"' Another, partial, early and
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"very conservative" cost estimate for cleaning up just 10 Great
Lakes areas of concern ranged from $2.9 to 3.4 billion.? <%f——(::>

Indicator 2: Care of Water

The indicator tracks where water in the Basin comes from and
where it goes, naturally and through human ﬁﬁ?%ﬁ#ﬁh.éh w)eerlhf
Cenveptiomal water budgeting conventions are used in unlts of mi?
and km’. Features of the indicator of greatest interest are (1)
Basin input rates,am (2) human-dominated rates of export from-
the Ba51n7 and g Lake hV¢}6M),

(3} mean anwual ) ) éﬁ@\ .
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