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Shore aners Play Politics with Great Lakes

by Terry Yonker T
-~ GLU Executwe Director )

owncrs is stcppmg up 1ts dcmands for.

control of water levels ahd flows i m the:
Grcat Lakes and St. Lawrence River. In ¢

. an eleventh-hour effort toinfluence the
rccommendatlons of the chels Refer-
- ence Study Board of the Internatxonal

Joint Commission, a group of shore -

ownersis playing polmcs with the future
health of the Great Lakes--St. Lawrence

River Basin Ecosystem. Theyare lobby- '
mg for f.hc construction of dams, dredg- -~

mg f. conncctmg channcls, and

" most of the damage to shoreline proper-
ties ‘subjgc;t to scrious crosion and flood-

ing.
Thcrc are approx1matcly 100, OOO

- ‘owners of lake shore and riverfront prop--

“ertyonthe Great Lakcs and St. Lawrence
R_IVCI' . There are 42 ,000,000 other citi-
zens lwmg in thc Great Lakes-—St

Lawrence River Basin Ecosystem who

. ; . - depend on the health of that ecosystem
A small, vocal coalmon of lake front

for their very existence. A group that at
ostrepresents less than 2/10 percent of
e population of the ecosystemis deter-

“/ mined that the governments of Canada

and the United States spend more than

' -2 billion dollars to protect property

owners from a threat that would exist
even if water level fluctuations were con-

trolled.
“Ttis estimated that only a small per-

* centage of the 100,000 riparians are ac-
--_jbg;tuallly experiencing serious erosion and
“flooding problems due to fluctuating
mampulatlon of water levels with' the.
nnstakcn notion that control of natural -’
varlatlons in water levels will prevent

water levels. Erosion oflake front prop-

erties has been shown through site stud-
- ies to; be caused principally by storm
-events, not high water levels. The 12-
footstormsurges thatare experienced on .
Lake Erie would not be appreciably

- dampened by a reduction of water levels

of a foot or two. High bluffs along Lake
Michigan may experience a temporary
reduction in erosion if the amplitude of
lake level variations were reduced by a

Love of the Lakes Runs
Deep for New Director

‘Basin and you probably agree that these
freshwater oceans are our lifeblood.

Terry Yonker.is a man who under—
stands this common bond-we sharc as
. residents of the Great Lakes region.

Yonkcr, who became the new dlrcc- o

torofGLUonAugust3 1992,
is a“native of Mlchlgan but
he’s quick to point out that he
has always considered hlmsclf )
2 “citizen of the Great Lakes
Basm He believes protect-
mg thc Lakes is an issue too
‘important to be defined by
_boundares that may be politi
cally real but have little bear-
.ingon thie cbb and ﬂow ofth_c
Lakcs o .
Yonkcr uses Nlagara falls ’
as an example of the Basin’s |
mterconncctcdncss ‘Youlook'
a,t,Nxagapa F_alls and you think
"tha't‘s alot of water. Butwhen
you stop and consider the size
of the entire Great Lakcs ba
sin and then you look at the
falls"aglain, you realize this is
dll we've got. Almost all the
Grcat Lakes water narrows and
.‘passes through this point
. f‘sooncr orlater,” hesaid.
Yonkcr, who comes to

GLU with a wealth of coalition-build- .

- ing cxpcnencc has dealtwith everything
from grassro ots orgamzatxons to pnvatc
mdustry :

‘2 Before acccptmgthc posmon at GLU

- ,__Yonkcr was director of the M:clugan.

~-Audubon Society for five years. Yonker
“said he's exatcd aboutworkmg for GLU

bccausc it W111 give hlm 4. chancc to .

become even: more mvolved with his
driving passmn—Grcat Lakes issues.

"Michigan Audubon is a large orga-

nization, a conservation conglomerate,”

says Yonker. “Itvcncompasscs the entire
state of Michigan, supports 35 employ-

, ees, operates two nature centers, 15 wild-

life sanctuaries, and supports 45 local
chaptcrs But GLU gave me the oppor-

tunity to take a job with a basin-wide
pérspective.”

After attending University of Wis-
-consin at Madison where he received a
-~ degreein sociology/human ecology and

_ mctcorology, hesoon found himselfbe-

mg swcpt up in awave of environmental
conséiousness, the likes of which North

continued on page 2

couple of feet, but the impact of storms,
and the eventual erosion of the bluff
regardless of the controls applied, would
be inevitable.

The governments of Canada and the

U.S. (and theirrespective tax payers) will

be asked to foot the bill for:

e theconstruction of adamacross the
Niagara Riverbetween Buffalo, NY and
Fort Erie, Ontario;

. drcdging of the Niagara River down-

stream from Buffalo and Fort Erie;

o further balancing of water levels
between Lake Superior and Lakes Michi-
gan-Huron by increased regulation of
Lake Superior; and

o further actions to control levels and
flows in the St. Lawrence River and
Lake Ontario.

It is estimated that the cost/benefit
ratio for construction and operation of
the proposed works is .5 or less, which
means that for every $10 invested in
controls, a maximum of $5 of damage
protéction might be realized. In the
unlikely event that even one-tenth of the
property owners are actually experienc-
ing serious damage from flooding and
erosion problems that could be miti-
gated through the construction of con-
trol works, the bill would amountto over
$100,000 per affected property.

The damage that new level controls
would causeto ecosystem wetlands, wild-
life habitat, and fish spawning areas
would be devastating, studies show.

U.S. Election A Breath of FreshAlr

by Bruce Kershner

GLU Editor/Field Coordinator
This November’s 'U.S. elections

_brought relief to the environmental

community and hope that the last 12
years of unfavorable policies have fi-
nally ended. Theelection of Bill Clinton
and Al Gore have brought hope that
protecting theenvironmentwillbe seen
as a priority, not as a conflict with
business agendas. The contrast is par-
ticularly dramatic between AlGore, an
environmental leader in the Senate,
and Dan Quayle, whose Council on
Competitiveness attacked awide range
of environmental rcgulations

. The contrast is just.as great for
Clmtons new cabinet. Former Ari-
zona Governor Bruce Babbitt, an envi-
ronmentalist, will head the U.Ss
primary public lands agency, the De-
partment of Interior. . He replaces
Manuel Lijjan, who almostalways sided
with resource exploiters and industry.
Gore’s environmental staffer, Carol
Browner, who will head the EPA,
brought cheers from environmental-
ists. She replaces well- meaning but
impotent William Reilly, who regu-
larly got overruled by the Bush Admin-
istration. Two cabinet appomtces are
seen as unknown to environmentalists
and it is hoped they w";‘lvl’bc receptive.
These are Mike Esby of the Depart-

- mentof Agriculture, the seconidlargest -

publiclands agency, and Donna Shalala

water level fluctuations. The periodic
inundation of wetlands forces out woody

: Hcait.hy, diverse wetlands depend on

vegetation and shrubs that encroach-on -

wetlands during low water periods.
Lower water levels thenallow the regen-
erationof wetland vegetation through the

_gcrmmatlon and growth of seeds and

NEWS FLASH

Reference Study Board voted to op-
" pose the construction’ of control
works described in this article. The
decision will be hotly contested by
the shore owners.coalition at the
upcoming - February hearings. The
no votewas caused by the last-minute
revelation that damage to the St.
‘Lawrence River and the costof dredg-
ing and shore protection structures
to handle extreme water flows would
have cost more than 84 billion.

Great Lakes would be destroyed by the

construction and operation of newlevels -

control structures, according tositestud-

On January 25, 1993, the Levels -

ies conducted for the Level Reference - .

Study. Finally, little attention has been -
- paid to mounting evidence that global

warming effects, on-the ecosystem may -
contintued on page 2

of Health and Human Services, which
includes the Federal Drug Administra--
tion. Onlyone appointee, | Hazel O’ Leary
who will head Departmcnt‘of Encrgy,

‘raises concern because of hcr role in’

industry in siting a radioactive waste .
dlsposal site in Minnesota.

In the U.S. Congrcss, environmen-
talists were very pleased with mostofthe *
results, though there were some disap- .
pointments. In the Senate, Great Lakes

supporters cheered the election. of

Wisconsin’s Russ Feingold (who beat.
moderate Republican Bob Kasten) and -

Illinois' Carol Moseley Braun, aswell as -

thereelectionof Ohio’s Sen. John Glenn.

But lakes advocates were dlsappomtcd
at the defeat of New York's strong envi-
ronmentalist Attorney-General Bob.
Abrams toincumbent Sen. A1D’Amato,

who has adismalrecord. Also notewor-" "

thyis N.Y. Senator Pat Moynihan, who
just became the new'Finance Comm1t-
tee Chair ahopcful S1gn for Grcat Lakcs
fundmg

In the House, many strong environ- -

mental supporters were elected: Ohio’s

Eric Fingerhut (replacing retiring Great

Lakes friend Dennis Eckert); NY's
Maurice Hinchey (whose State Assem-
bly seat was replaced by another envi- .
ronmental supporter); Ohio’s Shaxrod
Brown will represent the Black chr
area. Some major environmental foes
were defeated:

*».1',,

Michigan’s Guy -

[N

- plants that lay dormant in wetland soils - -
‘during high water periods. Asignificant
portion of the remaining wetlands of the .

.
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=New D1rector Sees Expanded

Grassroots Effort for GLU

rontmutzlﬁom pagt 7
America had never seen before

publishing of Silent Spring, the imple-

-mientation of the Clean Water Act and

“thearrival of othér environmentally aware -
- writings made éverage Americans, as

~well as their government, situp and take

notice of the harm they were.doing to
their land, air and water. For Yonker,

. who comes from a family whose love for

the Lakes runs deep, the country’s new-
found concern rmeant opportunity.
. ‘Having nothing to lose; Yonker sent -

~ aletter to Michigan Governor Milliken
in February of 1969. By May, he was -

working for the Governor. He says-it -
was an exciting time. One of their first
assignments ‘was to do the unheard of:
shut down industrial operations on’ the
Detroit and St. Clair Rivers that were -

i releasing mercury into the water.

: '“It’was our first real toxics emer-

N «gency We found mercury levels up to 2

ppm. in ﬁsh, said Yonker. “But at the
time we had absolutely nothing to go on,

- there were no records to compare our

findings to. It was an extremely steep
learning curve for me but then agam, it
was for all of us.” :

- Yonker went on to work for the state

- of Michigan for 17 years before moving

on to Audubon. VVhat l1e considers as

“one of the best prOJCCtS he was involved

with was the; establishment of the Great
Lakes Regional Corporate Environmen-
tal Council. The binational organiza-
tion was de51gned to bring industry and

i envuonmental groups together inanon-

The

adversarial atmosphere There was no
government intervention and no media
involvement and that, says Yonker, al-
lowed conversation between the two sides
tobe uncharacteristically open and hon-
est. He said he hopes to foster that same
air of cooperation between GLU and its

- member organizations.

“I think'one of our main objectives is
the care and. feeding of our coalition;
there are more groups that need more
support I think we need to be more
single-minded aboutdoing that,” he said.

Among his’ ‘other past accomplish- -

me_nts, Yonker says he is particularly
proud of the Great Lakes Regional Cor-

porate Environmeéntal Council’s drive to

develop a moré comprehensive recycling

program throughout the basin. Using a

pragmatic approach to the problem, the
council was -able to convince some of
Michigan’s biggest companies and envi-
ronmental groups to purchase only re-
cycled paper for printing operations. -

 “What we did is create a markét in
the basin for recycled paper.”

As Yonker talks about these accom-
plishments very matter-of-factly, it’s
apparent that the welfare of the Lakes
and their citizens are his overriding pas-
sion—not padding for his portfolio.

He speaks in a clear, subdued voice
about a range of topics, from family to
the trout flies he ties, but the conversa-
tion always comes back to the environ-
ment and particularly, the Great Lakes.
Tall, trim and athletic looking, the 49-
year oldYonker, is 2 man who gets as

continued from page 1

verywell lower water levels permanentdy
by .5 to 1.5 meters or more within the
next 50 years. Construction works in-
stalled today may be worthless a few
years from now. :

The Level Reference Study Board
will likely recommend other shoreline
management measures to reduce dam-
age from fluctuating water levels. These-
measures includeland use setbacks, flood
elevation requirements, shoreline alter-
ation requirements, real. estate disclo-
sure, changes in flood and erosion
insurance programs, relocation of resi-

much of his knowledge about the Great

Lakes from personal experience as he

. does from books and meetings. Anavid

satlor, Yonker talked about a sfnonth-
long trip he, his brothers and several
friends took around the Lakes last sum-
mer. He saw the Lakesboth asa danger-
ous adversary as he battled waves and
storms and as victim when they came
across sick and dying fish and waterfowl.

“Throughout the trip I was "con-
stantly struck with the reality of how
powerful and at the same time how
fragile the Lakes really are,” he said.

Now that the break-in period is over,
he hopes to get some of his plans for
GLU on the table. He said one of his
major priorities will be to assess the
success or failure of the governments in
implementing the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement. “If things are not
progressing the way they should be, it’s
up to us to point that out.”

l Pl‘eSId

ent 'S, Message

-~ Lakes’ Future Lzes in Levels Decision

dences away from the shore, and llmlta—
tions on the construction of infrastruc-
ture improvements in-hazard-prone
areas. There is widespread'support for
these non-structural measures: - :

The Great Lakes-United Board of
Directors adopted a resolution on Janu-
ary 17, 1993, reaffirming GLU's' oppo~
sition to the - construction. of major
additional structural works and GLU’s
support for land use management mea--
sures as the most acceptable and efficierit
methods- to alleviate adverse impacts
from ﬂuctuatmg water levels.

Hearings will be held on the final
draftreport of the Level Reference Study
Board onFebruary22in Sault Ste. Marie,. .
Ontario; on February"23 in Chicago,
llinois; on Februrary24 inBuffalo _Newi
York; and on February 25 in Dorvil;-
Quebec. Individual GLU members and
members of the GLU coalitionare urged
to speak out at these hearings.

Write or call Terry Yonker, GLU’s
executive director, for more informa-.
tion. ' - -

: Great' Lakes United _’

A _quiet. but determmed struggle 1s. now

" taking placé between the corporate and

environmental community. The focusis

‘ the Great LakesInitiative,a U.S. federal

proposal that would establish stronger
regulation’ of municipal séwage treat-
ment plants and businesses discharging

- treated wastewaterinto the Great Lakes.

Until recently, the corporaté sector, sup-

ported by the now-departed Bush ad-

. ministration and a number of state
~-governors, has been successful in pre-

venting pubhcatmn of the document in
the Federal Register. This would allow
comment from the publxc, including the
regulated. community, which could

" modify and perhaps improve the docu--

ment. The end result would be reduc-
tion of the toxicloading of the lakes (137
pollutants would be regulated). -

The question before us is:

Why"

' would the business’ commumty oppose

the initiative’s publication and the envi-
ronmental and economic benefits that '
would  accrue from cleaner lakes?
Pennsylvania’s reasons were. published-

- inan Erte Daily Timesarticle of Septem-

: ties.

ber2,1992. Thearticle summarized the

" views of local. industries presented at a -

meeting of the Manufacturer’s Associa~ -

" tion of Northwest Pennsylvania called
specifically to discuss the initiative’s im-

pact onlocal businesses and municipali-
. The state Department of

. Envxronm_ental -Resources was, repre-

sented; no representation was solicited

from the nongovernmental environmen-..

tal community.
- . Following are mdustry' s arguments

- against the proposal, with our responses

“out of the market

Cost. Alocal tannery led the charge
here arguing thatbeing forced to comply
with the draft proposal would “blow us

The regulatxon of

mumcxpal treatment plants an industry
study conclided, “could increase the

-average. homeowner’s sewer bill in the

regionby $75 per year.” Further, indus-
tries that discharge into such systems
would also see costs rise.

Our response: True, the initiative will
cost companies, municipalities and resi-
dents a significant amount of money
(EPA officials say that these cost projec-
tions have been dramatically overesti-
mated byindustry). But after all, we are
the polluters, and in my view should bear
the burden. Besides, what is the cost of

continuing the current level of poisoning -

of the environment, ourselves included?
Cost-benefit ratio. International
Paper'’s Hammermill plant argued that
based on the above study “only 20 per-
cent of Great Lakes pollutlon comes
from point sources. Do you want to
spend $2.7 billion to address 20 percent
of the pollution?” In other words, too
much money for too little benefit.
* Ourresponse: First of all, 20 percent
in my viewis a hell of a lot! One of the

" benefits would be a reduction in envi-

ronmentally generated illnesses: cancers,
‘Tespiratory. diseases, behavioral abnor-
malities:~And what about the benefit to
a $4 billion fishery riow increasingly

plagued by contaminated fish adviso-

ries> Would a Great Lakes bald eagle
population free of contaminants and
normally reproducing itself be worth'
something? How about the reopening
of beaches long closed in the Basin -
would their use not improve the lakes’

- tourist economy? This will cost, but

there are tremendous benefits to be real-

ized from removing "only" 20 percent!

Competitive disadvantageis claimed
by the Manufacturer’s Association and
International Paper:’ new business will

S e
Conght
BRI

not locate in the Basin because of the
initiative’s restrictions; those remaining
will incur higher regulatory costs, plac-
ing them at a competitive disadvantage
with their counterparts in other areas of
the country. They claim, “We're not sure
that the Great Lakes Initiative, which is
based on somewhat shaky data, is really
needed.” And to this point the
Manufacturer’s Association is working

"to organize businesses, municipalities

and residents in the region to “moder-
ate” the initiative,

Our response: Competitive disadvan-
tage will disappear if we have the cour-
age to apply the principles of the Great
Lakes Initiative to the rest of the nation.

Why couldn’t the Great Lakes commu-

nity, including its businesses, serve as an
exemplarto therest of the country? Why
couldn’twe lead the charge for environ-
mental change! By doing so we remove
competitive disadvantage and enjoy a
much more healthful environment.

This would also give us the incentive
todevelop environmentally friendly tech-
nologies and create the jobs that we all
need, notjust for the 21st century, but for
the next several centuries.

Finally, for the environmental com-
munity, light has appeared at the end of
this tunnel. A few days ago a federal
judge ruled that the initiative must be

published in the Federal Register for =

public comment within the next 120
days (by April). Let's all participate in

. this democratic process for a cleaner

Great Lakes and 2 healthier world.

I would appreciate hearing your re-
sponse to these ideas. Please contact me
at 814-824-2345 (work), 814-899-9676
(home), or at-2534 East 33rdStreet,

+ Erie, Pennsylvania 16510.

—Dick Kubiak

The Greaflakes Un//eo’

Fall Winter 1993







ot~

| i, | Lake Superior and Zero Dlscharge

&

Jake VanderWal, Ontario Ministr)r of

tbe Environment .

s

1lton, Ontarioin 1989, the International.
_Joint Commission (IJC) recommended

N cal will be permitted.”’ .
i In response to. this cha]lenge,'

. governments of Canada and the United
States formed a Task Force of Senior
. Managcrs to outline "A Binational Pro-
v gram to Restore and Protect the Lake
: Superior Basin." This program reflects
a ‘strong commitment of the govern-
i - meéntsofCanadaand the U.S., the states

e BT

" ofMichigan, Wisconsin; anesota and-

[ .. the provmce of Ontario to restore de-

k graded areas of the basinand protect this’

Great Lake for future gencratlons

gram 1t was recognized that dealing with
‘toxic chemicals alone, as specified under
Atnex2ofthe Great Lakes Water Qual-
ity: Agreement, would limit the effec-
tiveness of any efforts to protect the Lake
Superior ecosystem in the long term.
Thus, a broader, more extensive and
ccomprehensive approach to managing
==  thewatershed evolved. The Lake Supe-
rior Binational Program was released at
~theé IJC’s 1991 Sixth Biennial Meeting

in Traverse City, Michigan.
‘The ultimate goal of this program is
 torestore and protect the integrity of the
Lake Superior ecosystem through the
=+ development of creative pollution pre-
vention strategies, enhanced regulatory

measures, and, where necessary, reme- -
**"*——Wdlal programs*‘ *Flreuniqué ~charatter -
l’ and pristine nature of Lake Superiorwill

| - -be highlighted through a special desig-
‘ " nationstatus, and,asimmediate progress
‘l . is made towards virtual elimination of
.. - designated persistent bioaccumulative
toxic substances, a broader, long-term
program will be developed to protect the
.. 'basin from the release of other toxic
P substances and from further habitat de-
struction. - o
The broader program embodrcs a
2 - holistic approach to understanding and
T managing this headwater lake. As part
-+ of this program, the state of the basin is
L being assessed and a “vision” is being
W developed from which goals and objec-
- t1ves will be stated. This. information
: o owill prowdc the foundation necessary to
' . complete a long-term, basin-wide man-
. agement plan.” This broader program
will include measures to control point
and ‘non-point source impacts, habitat
management (with special emphasis on
rare or endangered species), and activi-
ties to reclaim and restore degraded ar-
cas. + It will also fulfill commitments
undér Annex2 of the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement (revised, 1978). A
monitoringand surveillance strategy will
be established to track the success of the

. program.
e The Lake Superior Bmatronal Pro-
i gram builds upon the development of
: partrierships between all levels of gov-
ernment, and incorporates the expertise
of industry, municipalities, universities,
aboriginal peoples, environmental orga-
'. - nizations and the public. To facilitate
; citizen input, the Lake Superior Forum
was created, and has been supported by
. .the parties. This public advisory group
has both Canadian and U.S. co-chairs,
and a membership of twenty-two indi-
viduals representing the various interest
groups identified. Secretariat was origi-

- 1

A

« Inits Fifth Biennial Meetingin Ham— :

3 that, “The parties designate Lake Supe-
T rior as a demonstration area where no ;¥
1 .=  pointsourcedischarge of any toxicchemi- |

" the

public outreach

« i Intheearly development of this pro-

The Eﬁort By Government

17}! Chuck Ledin, Wisconsin DNR, and

nally provided by the Lake Superior
Centre in Duluth, Minnesota, but is
now housed on both sides of the border

“at the Sigurd Olson Environmental In- -

stitute in Ashland, Wi. and Lakehead
University in Thunder Bay, Ontario.
The Lake Superior Forum has con-

“ducted 31 stakeholder interviews in the
..-basin to identify barriers to pollution
. reduction and to propose means of over-

coming them. Anexecutive summary is
available. The Forum has also en-

dorsed a vision statement
(January 31, 1991), and
has- promoted aware-
ness of the Lake Su-
perior Binational
Program through

(e.g,, Inland Sea
Symposium, Bay-
field, Wi.; National
Council on Air and
Stream Improve-
ment, Minneapolis,
Mn.; MultiStakeholder
Meeting, Sarnia, Ont.).
Theseactivities havebeensupported

by the Governments.

The Superior Work Group, com-
prised of technical and scientific profes-
sionals from each of the sixth
jurisdictions, is in the process of devel-
oping and implementing the Lake Su-
perior Binational Program. A workplan
addressing each of the thirty-seven ac-
tion items in the Program has been
drafted. The development of this docu-
ment has already stimulated binational
dialogue and resultedin greater program
coordinationbetween Federal, State and

Provindial agencies New'it 1mnat1ves Have -

been proposed, and somé existing pro-
grams have been expanded or acceler-

 ated to meet the IJC’s challenge.

Accomplishments to date include:
Pollution Prevention

® An Environmental Community Ac-
tion Plan program has been launched by
Environment Canada and the Conser-
vation Council of Ontario on the Cana-
dian side of the Lake Superior Basin to
introduce this program in four focus
communities. Community Action Plans
provide a framework for increasing the
effectiveness of environmental problem
solving, by identifying and prioritizing
issues, developing acommunity network
and seeking technical and financial as-
sistance.

® Domtar, Inc., Environment Canada
and Environment Ontario have initiated
afeasibility study of chlorine free bleach-
ing technologies that will be demon-
strated at Domtar’s Red Rock Mill. This
laboratory program will focus on ozone
delignification or oxygen/peroxide
delignification as a first stage, enhanced
by pretreatment such as with enzymes or
sequestering agents. Pulp brightening
agents such as hydrogen or sodium hy-
drosulfite will be used to achieve the
target brightness for semi-bleaches pulp.
Bleaching technologies that approach
80+ pulp brightness levels will be inves-
tigated, thereby increasing the number

.of mills capable of implementing the

research findings.

US EPA is conducting an inventory of
hazardous waste sites in the Lake Supe-
rior Basinand identifying pollutants dis-
posed of, generated, or stored at these
facilities. The three basin states are also
conducting facility audits to evaluate fur-
ther reduction opportunities.
¢ AU.S.-based agricultural Clean Sweep

The Greatlakes United

Environmentalists Respond

by Gayle Coyer, National Wildlife Fed- -

eration and John Jackson, Ontario Toxic
Waste Coalition _ '
The words “zero discharge” are not
even mentioned in the governments’ ar-
ticle (see adjoining) on the Lake Supe-

- rior Agreement. This omission, more
> r

than anything else, shows the failure of
the governments to live up to the com-
mitment made a year ago to achieve zero
discharge in Lake Superior.

The Lake Superior Binational Pro-

gram was released with much
fanfare in Traverse City,
Michigan, at the In-
ternational - Joint
Commission’s Sixth
Biennial meeting
in October 1991.
In the Binational
Program, the gov-
ernments with ju-
risdiction in the

Lake Superior ba-

the United States, Wis-
consin, Michigan and Min-
nesota—committed “to achieve zero
discharge and zero emission of certain
designated .persistent; bioaccumulative
toxicsubstances, which may degrade the
ecosystem of the Lake Superior basin.”
Regrettably, the governments are not
developing programs that will achieve
zero discharge. Instead, they are focus-
ing on monitoring and cautious volun-
tary toxics reduction programs.

The whole point of zero discharge
and the thrust of Lake Superior as a
demonstration area for zero discharge is
a recognition that we must fundamen-

tally “shift how “we deal " with” control

measures have not and will not work.
Only by changing production processes
so that we do not use, generate or dis-
charge ‘these substances will zero dis-
charge be achieved.

Achieving zero discharge in Lake
Superior means examining existing in-
dustries on a sector by sector basis, ana-
lyzing the wastestreams of the industries
in that sector, and determining alterna-
tive production processes to eliminate

sin—Canada, Ontario, -

the use and release: of persistcnt toxic
pollutants It means giving special des-
ignation in the U. S.and a comparablc
designation in Canada—to prohibitnew
or increased sources of persistent toxic
pollutants. The designations must be”
grven to theentire Lake and notjust little
pleces ofit, as the governments propose,
since pollution knows no boundaries.
Bold, innovative programs are also
needed toeliminate pollutantsthatcome
from the atmosphere. .

Inits Sixth Biennial Report, the JJC
evaluated the Lake Superior Binational
Program. The Commission astutely S
concluded that the Binational Program '+ #
appeared to be more of a program to
reduce and manage persistent toxic pol- L
lutants, rather than to eliminate them.
The IJC defined for the governments™
what zero discharge for Lake Supcrror '
should mean: prohibit newor increased’
sources of point source discharges and ~
phase-out existing sources. The-Com-

mission alsorecommended that the gov- e

ernments establish a specific date by -
which no point source releases of any
persistent toxic substance will be al-
lowed into Lake Superior or its tributar--
ies. ) s

The six governmentsdeserve credit
fortheunprecedented way theyare work-
ing together to develop programs for = =
Lake Superior. However, the govern-~ .
ments still have not gotten it right—they

arenotimplementing programs thatwill . "=

achieve zero discharge. It is up to the
citizens of the Great Lakes basin to
continue to pressure the govcrnments
until they truly understand zero dis-
charge means changmg productlon pro— '
cessés and until programs to do this are
implemented for Lake ' Superior..
The United States Congress hasjust -
appropriated an additional $950,000 for
the Lake Superior Binationial Program. _
Wecallonelectedofficialstoensure that . -~
this money and addltronal monies from
Canada are used for zero discharge pro-
grams and not for monitoring and vol-
untary toxic use reduction programs.

program has beenimplementedto prop-
erly dispose of banned or cancelled pes-
ticides to prevent contamination of the
watershed in four Minnesota Lake-Su-
perior Counties.

* US EPA has launched a Lake Superior
“Mini Exchange” to permit individuals
and organizations to access a clearing-
house oftechnical, policy, programmatic,
legislative and financial information on
efforts to reduce pollution in the area.
This information canbe accessed by any
computer with 2 modem at (703) 605-
1025. For more information, please
contact Chris Flaherty, US EPA—Re-
gion 5 at (312) 886-4077.

¢ The Lake Superior Partnership is a
joint project between the State of Min-
nesota and the Western Lake Superior
Sanitary District in Duluth to conduct
multi-media complianceinspections and
identify pollution prevention opportu-
nities. Ten inspections have been un-
dertaken over the past year, each
reflecting the type of operation and per-
mits held by that facility. This multi-
media inspection, involving air quality,
water quality, solid waste, hazardous
wasteand wastewater pretreatment, dem-
onstrates, at a smaller scale, the holistic
approach which is being applied to the
Lake Superior watershed. The Lake

Superior Partnership is an example of
government, industry, small business,
academia, and environmental organiza-
tions working together to reduce the
discharge and emissions of toxic sub-
stances into the environment. F
® TheWestern Lake Superior Sanitary
District (WLSSD) has conducted four-. .
teen household hazardous waste collec-
tions in northeast Minnesota in the last
year, and has’established a permanent .
hazardous waste collection site as part of
their regular operations. Over the last
three years, this facility has been utilized
on an average of over 3000 households -
per year, which is effectively diverting
tons of hazardous waste from improper _
disposal atlandfillsites. Inaddition, the
WLSSD has developed programs for
collectingnickel-cadmium (rechargable)
batteries and button batteries, and is in
the process of developing 2 program for
collecting materials containing mercury
from small business.

Control and Regulation

¢ A demonstration project to develop
comprehensive stormwater management
plans for nine Lake Superior cities in the
United States is underway. Monitoring -
stormwater discharge for the presence of ... -
continued on page 5
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;by]obn]ackson, ‘
" ‘Ontario. T oxic Waste: Caa/ttt. s
+ Karen Mwy)/]y, GLU Field Coordmator

Imagmc having free access to.the .
»vmost up to- ~date mformatlon on indus- -
; tnal pollutcrs in your community in
Canada Imagme being able to find out
- the composmon and volumcs of chemi-

; 'fa/// l/l//n/er /993

Canada R1ght -to-Know Decision Immment

cal emissions to the air, water, and soil;’
thc names and locanons of the worst
pollutcrs in the countxy, and the extent

" of .waste reduction efforts in Canada

with the ease of consulting an almanac

A

com‘mutdﬁam page 5

' persistent bxoaccumulanve substanices

will help to 1dent1fy sources and lead to
greater control. The need for Best Man-
agement Pracnccs to control pollunon

frém bulk storagc sites along the water-
_ front in these nine cities will also be

evaluated Q

¢ Canada has finalized thc Pulp and V

Paper Regulatory Package to ensure
stricter and consistent regulations for
pulp and paper mills in Canada, by
reducing conventional pollutants and
ehmmatmg dioxins. This new legisla-
tion sets more stringent effluent limits
onBOD and total suspended solids, no
acutely lcthal effluent, no measurable

conccntranons “of 2 ,3,4,8-TCDD_ and‘

2,3,7,8-TCDFin pulp mill cfﬂuent and
a ban on the use of pentachlorophenol
treated woodclups by pulp mills. Envi-

ronment Canadais currentlvlmplcment— S

1ng these regulanons

° Ontano sMumc1 al;Indusmal Strat—
egy for Abatement (MISA) is fmahzmg '
~ regulations for thc pulp and paper. Ne- ~

gonanonsthh the pulpand paper sector
are currently underway to finalize these
rcgulanons Federal- prov1nc1al discus-

: s1ons are bcmg undcrtaken concurrcntly

_omze MISA rcgulatlons with

rcccnt‘Canadxan Enwromncntal Pro—

tection Act and Flsherxes Act amend- .

ments.

® Lakefilling and Sediment Quality

* Guidelines were released by the prov-

ince in June 1992 that will ensure that
rhaterials added to Ontario’s waters will

set safe levels for mctals nutncnts and '

organic compounds.
*.InMay 0f1992' the | provmce released
a Cand1date Substances List for Baris ot

Phase- otits, composcd of 21 of thc most_,

*_ hazardous substances. -

. Thc U.S. iriitiated a comprehenswc
lakc trlbutary and atmosphenc moni-
tormg program t to further 1dent1fysources
of] pcmstcntbloaccumulaung substances.
AnewIntcmanonalAtmosphcnchpo-

sition thwork Station has been estab-

g llshed on thc chcenaw Pcnmsula o

: Imagmc having the kmd of information -
that can leverage industrialists to reduce |

emissions and lobby politicians to pass :

better Canadian environmental leg1sla- '
 tion at your fingertips.
Unfortunatcly, we do not now have'a

right-to- know programme in Canada.
Andit may ‘not occur unless the Canada

- EnvironmentMinister Jean Charestsup-

ports it.
The NPRI is intended to be an ex-

- tensive database on toxic chémical re-

leases and emissions to the air, water and

+ "fourvolumes thatwill identify the agency
strategies, chemical threats and impair-
ments, the management challenges and
a binational, basin-wide management

~ plan that will restore degraded portions

of the Basin, and protect the integrity of

. this Great Lakes ecosystem.

* Remedial Action Plan programs will
be accelerated where possible. Contami-
nated sediment remediation programs
are underway at two Areas of Concern
{Torch Lake and Thunder Bay), while
degraded aquatic ecosystems are being
restored at Thunder and Nipigon Bays.

*: The current status and loadings of
persistent toxic chemiicals in air, water,

- sedimentand biota are being collected as

part of the State of the Basin Report.
Water qualitystandards, sediment guide-

. lines and fish consumption advisories
-will be compared to ambient levels of

contaminants. Exceedance ofacceptable
* ‘levels will define "critical” pollutants
and 1dcnt1fy where immediate action is,
necessary- to reduce loadings. ]anuary
- 1991 has bccn established as a baseline

- from which to measure success.

‘s, The SupcriorWorkGroup hasiden-

' tified the neéd to develop a coordinated
" and.complimentarymonitoring and sur-

veillance program to track progress of
restoring and protecting Lake Superior.
Government agencies are developing
standards for identification of chemi-
cals, loadings, use impairments and eco-
logical indicators of environmental

-health. Over the next five years, existing
programs will be integrated and new

programs developed to ensure stream-
lined and efficient reporting of the status
of the Lake Superior basin.

As the Binational program develops
and unfolds, Lake Superior has its own

__chapter_in IJC's Sixth Biennial Report

on Great Lakes Water Quality. The
Commission recognized that "over the
past two years, no other recommenda-
tion has generated more enthustasm and
hard work on the part of governments,
non-governmental organizations and
individuals to develop such a program."

sSpec1alDes1gnat10n b

‘e The U.S. will explorc the poss1b1hty »
: of a Lake Superior Water Trall

* The U.S.'and Canada are cxplonng

. :thc potennal of a “binational” Lake Su-
o pcnor Blosphcre Rescrvc as part of the

UN’s Man and the BlOSPhCI‘C Program

N The U.S. has proposed ade51gnatlon )

system for’ Outstanding National and

Lakes Water Ql'.la.llWImt.lathC and’ En- -

- _Internanonal Resource Waters” m_the ‘
Lake Superior-Basin*under the Great -

viroament Canadals consxdenng a sum— v

lar de51gnanon

Restonng and Protectmg the oL
) Lake Supenor Basin - e

e The Supenor Work Group w111 1ssue .

The program is in its infancy, and as
such, it remains exciting and the chal-
lenges are great. Success ofthis program
depends onbuilding strong partnershlps
between government agencies and all
other stakeholders. The Parties and
jurisdietions have demonstrated a strong
commitment to Lake Superior by focus-
ing 51gmﬁcant financial and technical
resourcesto build these partnerships and
deliver a program to restore and protec:

"“this Great Lake. Lake Superior will be

" ‘the model for the remaining four Great

Lakes, ‘and set an example of global
propomons' TR

771: autl:or: ca-c/mzr t/)e Superior Work Group fora

Bmatmnal Program to Restore aml Protect the Lake
Supmor Ba:m o -

. The Greatlakes United .

soil, and we feel, should providc infor-

mation on the use and storagc of toxic

chemlcals

TheNPRIis anEnwronmcntCanada A L
" Toxic Chermcals

initiative {recommended in the Green
Plan) that could establish an extensive
database on the release of specified toxic
substancesinto the air,water, andsoil, as
well as their use and storage. Based on

theU.S. Toxic Release Inventory (TRI), -

the NPRI would make public the total
annual emissions of some 180 specified
pollutants, and the names and locations
of the emitting facilities. ' The NPRI

" would be a powerful tool for commumty

'-Gov tLake Superzor Progmm B

act1v1sts
For thelast yeara Multi-Stakeholder

Committee has been. developing the

outlines for NPRI: what should be re-

ported, who should report, and what,

;upfront the nccd to kccp NPRI rcports' »

. ‘confidential. -

i

chemicals should be covered. ‘The com- -

mittee did not agree on a number ofkey.
issues. Two of the key issues that will

soonbe decided by Minister Charest are:

What is being reported?—The

Committee could only agree that chemi- -

cals being emitted from a facility be
reported, Thismeans thatlarge volumes
of toxicsubstances stored, treated, incin-
erated or recycled on-site are not re-
ported. Italso means that theuse oftoxic
substances by a facility are not reported,
thus making it impossible to track re-
ductions in the use of these chemicals.
Environmental and Labour representa-
tives on the committee also argued that
information on the maximum quantity
of toxic chemicals stored at a-facility at

‘any one time should be reported so that

communities could be prepared to re-

. Aspond inthe event ofan accldcnt involv- -

ing these chemicals.

Trade Secret and Conﬁde'ntiality

Reporting Inforrnatxon of the Use of

e The purpose of the National Pollut- '

- ant Release Inventory should be ex-

panded to include information on the
use of toxic chemicals.

* Companies should be required to
report on the total quantity of a hazard-
ous chemical that is m anufactured, pro-.
cessed, used, and generated as by-product
prior to any treatment, handling, trans-

fer or release, and report the amount of

that-substance consumed, recycled or
transferred in or as product.

U Informatlon on ptoductlon activity v '

tions or increases in the use and rclcasé o

of toxic chemicals.
* Facilities should be required to re-.

, poxt the quantity of substance used by

Claims—When potentially sensitivein- -

formation is reported to the U.S. Toxic '

Release Inventory, American industry

must prove to-the U.S. Environmental.

Protection Agency that therelease of the

data threatens their business and should'
therefore not be released for public re- -

view. In Canada, however, undér con-
fidentiality provisions of the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act, a request

by a company that data be kept confi-

dential automatically ensures that this
informationiswithheld from the NPRI.
It is then up to Environment Canada to
prove that an industry’s report is not
confidential and can be reported.

In order for the NPRI to be a com-
munity right-to-know program, public
access to the data is essential.
Minister needs to take steps to develop
a separate legislative mandate for the
NPRI that would protect the public’s
right to know. This could be done by
amending CEPA or by developing sepa-
rate legislation.

Through the Canadian Environmen-
tal Network, a caucus of environmental
representatives from across Canada was
established to review proposals on the
NPRI and to provide guidance to the
stakeholder committee. Some of our key
recommendations are:

Use Environmental Protection Act

We recommend that the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act be
amended or developed as a separate leg-

_islative framework for the NPRI. that

will protect the public’s right to know.

" Newlegislationor amendments to CEPA

can protect public access to NPRI data
by requiring companies to substantiate

The .

Lxsted Chermcals

“use” category. 3:_‘
i

Waste Strearn .Reporting

On-site treatment, recovery, reuse,
recycling, and incineration of wastes

should be reported under the NPRI. In -

addition, companies should be required
to report the total amount of an NPRI
substancegenerated as waste prior to any
treatment, rccyclmg, reuse, rccovery, or
dlsposal

Emergency Response Planmng Infor- »

matlon

Facilities should be rcqmrcd to reporton -

the maximum quantity of substance’ on-
site at any time durmg the yea.r

Reportmg Thresholds and NPRI

. Thc use of the 10-employee thrésh-
old should be elunmated for future re-

. portmg years.

* The number of NPRI chericals
should be significantly cxpandcd in fu- ’
ture years. - '

Public. Access to NPRI Data '

o The federal government should sup- B
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port a public education programme that ./ ;

could mclude the preparation of a citi=’

zens’ guide, an NPRI newsletter, advei |

tising, and training workshops. Most

importantly, it should include-a toll free
. numberto rcspond to requcsts for mfor- ot

mation.

e The NPRI should be available at _'
municipal and university libraries, re- -
gional provincial ministry of the envi-

ronment offices and at regional
Environment Canada offices.

database without cost at these locations. -
® The federal government should fa-

cilitate access to and use of the computer -

database by citizens and commumty or- =

gamzanons

The NPRI is expécted to go’into -
force later this year, and the toxicreleas- -

ers will have to report their discharges

for 1993. These 1993 data will be re--

leased by Envxronmcnt Canada by the |

end of 1994. : T

- See cqmparison of right-to-know s .-
" .programmes on the next two pages. .+ -

Pcople B
should be able to gain access tothe NPRI
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-Some Differences in Right-to-Know Programmes
'%' U.s. A ~ - Canadign
3 Pollution u.s. Canadian National = |
s : - Prevention Community Chemical Pollutont  : |!
R ' Act/EPCRA/  Massachusetts/ Rightto Know  Producers  Release
' y PR . Toxic Release New Jersey More Act (3)  Association - Inventory(5) . |. -
- (See article, "Canada Right-to-Know Decision Imminent,” on page 5) “Inventory (1) Laws (2) (proposed 1992) (4) (proposedl993)

Legend -

LI

This table covers onIy the prrmury issues (portrtulorly unresolved rssues)uddressed by the Multi-Stakeholder Advrsory Committes. . » e T

o indicotes that the specrfr( component is port of the Iegrslntron or programme. For the Ntionat Pollurom Release [nventory, g check indicates consensus on the Multi-Stakeholder Advrsory Commitiee obout | specrfrt upprou(h
wo indicates that u specific companent is not part of the legislotion or programme. .

2 isused only with respect to the National Pollutant Releass Inventory. It identifies those issues that the Multi-Stokeholder Advrsory Committee did not reach consensus on and therefore remain unresolved. ’ e B
-§ N.A. indicates not opplicable to the progromme o legrslotron :

Notes . .- . | .‘~‘* - L . o : el LY o

1. The.Toxic Release Invemory (TR1) is one setion of the 1986 U.S. Emergenty Plunnrng ond Community Right to Know Act (EPCRA, ond also known as SARA Title I11). EPCRA requires reporting of routine relenses of toxic chemicols and both accidentol relenses ond

" storage informotion for hundreds of other chemicals; in particulor those that could couse (otustrophrc accidents. The U.S. Pollutron Prevention Act, enncted in 1990, significantly expanded EPCRA's TRI reporting requrremems Additionol-occident prevemron et
- tequirements were enacted with-the 1991 omendments to the (Ieun Air Act.- L

e w2 ey -

2. Mossachusetts possed the onrt Use. Reducrron Actin1989.. The'oct requrred (ompanies 1o report process- specrfr( redutrrons in the use of toxic chemicols ond to prepara pollution preventron pluns » T : :
New Jersey enacted the Worker and Community Right to Know Act in 1983, The act required companies to report routine releases of toxic chemicals and irformation-on facility-wide toxic use-ond toxic moferials throughput The federol right- -to-know- Iegrslnhon

 of 1986 was bosed-on this law. New Jersey supplemented the law in 1990 by enacting-the Pollution Prevention Act, which requires companes to report information 6n redutnons in the use of toxic chemicals on o production unit basis ond to prepare pollutron
_ prevention plnns New Jersey has o separote low decting with emergenty plunnrng dnd omdem prevemron ,- .

.‘,}‘.,,"k.‘ e e

. 3. The Community Rrght to Know More Att ws rmroduted into the us. Congress in: 1992 Ihere were more thun 160-cosponsors in the. House of Representatives, moking possuge of some form of the brll Irkely in 1993 The brll proposed srgnrfrcont expnnslon of
. 1. existing right-to-know ond pollutron prevention reporting requrremems ond would re require componies to report produmon unit and focility-wide toxics use mformonon

4. “The Conadion Chemical Producer's Asso:runon has established o reporting progrumme for its member organizations talled the National Emissions Reduttron Mosterplun Progromme informotron wos obtorned from 0 droft November 28 1991 ossotrorron documem .
. whose contents were verrhed with the ossocrotron by phone in Jonunry 1993." The osseciation plars revisions to the: progromme for the 1992 reporting year: - :

R | 5 |nformot|on on ihe Nolronol Pollurom Refeose Inventory was drown from the Mullr Stakeholder Advrsory Committee Reporr Aquesrron mark rndr(otes thnt the committee did not reach £onsensus on rhe issus. .

Wl e In Mossothusetts tomponres are requrred to report the umoums vsed hy use® cotegory on o focility-wide bosrs The.use totegories include monrrfodured processed-'-"produted os byproduct' 'shipped in produd * or "othérwise rrsed' In uddiﬁon com’punies . 1
P . report the use of toxic chemicals-on o production unit bosis (in ranges for each use category) and on byproduct reductions.and increases.

, “ | InNew Jersey actuol quantities of substances used per production unit ore nof reported. Companies are required fo reporr percenluge redumons ond increoses in usuge from one’ yeor o, the next ond to-indicate. the umounr of materil used inanges 50 thur the g
© 7] - stoteenvironmental protectionagency will be able to tell whether or ot o redurtron o increase is srgmfrtum v : ’

e L IR A rnesfearzakesunrreo" ' S ;‘!*‘ifa///r?wh)ef-m&a_’l_,
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| -=: (Differences in Programmes, cont'd) .
* S u.s. : R Cunudmn"‘, ;
R - : Pollution u.s. ' ' National: .
O kS : Prevention Community Canadian Pollutant .~
B R Act/EPCRA/  Massachusetts/ Right to Know  Chemical Release -
‘ S e T ' , Toxic Release New Jersey More Act Producers  Inventory -v
R ; N ) | ~ Inventory Laws (proposed 1992) Association (proposed 1993) |

Legend -~ o I _ : S T
i : o
= -1 Thistable covers only the pririary-issues (porticulorly unresolved issues) addressed by the Multi-Stakehelder Advisory Commiﬂee _
' ¢ indicotes thot the specific component is port of the programme or legislation. Fov the National Pollutant Release Inventory, o check indicotes consensus on the Multi-Stakeholder Advisory Committee obout o specific opprosch
%0 indicotes thot o specific component is not part of the legislation or programme.
7 is used only with respect to the Nationol Pollutant Release Inventory. It |dem|f|es those issues thot the Multi- Stukeholder Advisory Committee did not rench consensus on and therefore remain unresolved.
N. A indicates not uppluuhle to tiep progrumme or Ieglslonon ; :
Note  “H' |
. (ompunies in Massachussetts that meet this threshold for one chemical must report on oll other chemicals whose manufacture, processing, or use exceeds 4,500 kilograms. g
. Acknowledgments SR 5
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Detr01t Sewage. Good News & Bad

by Mary Gmnebaugb :
GLU Wmdror Office: Dtrector o

Frrst the'good néws. The combrned;
sewer overflow problems in the metro-:
pohtan Detroit area moved towardreso- -
lution in August when the Michigan *
Water Resources Commission unani-

. . mously voted to accept the modified

~
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimina-
tion System (NPDES) permit. Affect-
ing some two dozen southeast Michigan
communities, the new permit reflects a
compromise in a three-year dispute over
CSO problems in the Detroit area.

. And now, the bad news. The modi-
fications tothe highly contésted NPDES
permit for the Detroit Wastewater Treat-
- “ment Plant do little to eliminate toxic

substances, such as PCBs, mercury, and

heavy metals from being discharged into
- the Detroit River. The permitmodifica-

tions lower the daily maximum effluent _

limitations for cadmium, copper and
lead tobe 63, 129, and 732 times higher,

respectively, than the Michigan Rule 57

" (2) allowable levels. The permiit also
lowers the amount of wet- weather flow
for which the permittee is requrred to

provide secondary treatment.
The Detroit Waste Water Treat-

~ment Plant has been identified as the
largest point source of pollutants in the -

entire Great Lakes Basin. The need to
~ control and eliminate the toxic substances
that are being discharged by the plant is
obvious. Any progress that can be made

toward remediating the Detroit Riveras -

an Area of Concern. and the Wwestern

Lake Erie Basin hinges drrectly on'what

s allowed to be drscharged through the
NPDES- proccss )

The permrttmg battle began in Oc-

. tober 1989, wheén the Mrchrgan Water

Resources ‘Comitission -issued 4 new -

permitto Detrolt and several other com-~
_ mumtres requmng 1) specrﬁc actions to

: ;Tcorrect CSO. discharges, 2) llmrtatrons

- on the discharge of persrstent toxic sub-
:stances and; 3).1ncreascs in secondary
treatment capacity. Detroit as well as

B scveral other communities contcsted this

- permit, claiming that the requrrements
were too stringent. .
" Several environmental organizations,
including Great Lakes United, National
Wildlife Federation and the Michigan

" United Conservation Clubs, contested

the permit, claiming that its require-
ments did not aggressively pursueareso-
lution of the CSO issue or adequately
address toxicsubstances dlscharged from
the treatment plant.
.. Further complrcatrng the situation,
#Detroit and the countiesiof Oakland and

»Wayne filed federal court petitions ask-

ing for district court oversight of the
" dispute based on its involvement in the
Detroit permit datingback tothe 1970s.
In order to sort out the various claims
made by all the parties involved, U.S.

Jonathon Bulkley of the University of
Michigan as court monitorand instructed
him to negotiate a settlement.
- After many months of negotiations
“conducted concurrent with state admin-
1strative proceedings, a settlement was
reached. The settlement specifies that
CSO correction projects must be imme-
dxately undertaken by the permrttees,
and demonstration projects carried out
' to test alternative technologies. Af-
fected communities must also begin to
address the issue of financing the CSO
remediation projects. The year for final
control of CSOs is set for the 2005.

District Judge Fikens appointed Dr.

The Great Lakes Water Cuality

‘Agreement calls for virtual elimination

of persistent toxic substances "This goal

canonly béT teached when too.s, suchas
the NPDES are apphed,properly o

. (DEC). We aiso

. discharge and use of
"persistent toxic substances wrthrn ﬁve

Groups Demand Freeze on

by E d Cooper, Atlantic S tates Lega[ Foun-

dation and Diane Heminway,

- Citizens Environmental Coalition

. A freeze on all toxic discharges by
Kodak is what Atlantic States Legal
Foundation, Citizens’ Environmental
Coalition'and Great Lakes United have
asked for from the NY Department of
Environmental

Kodak’s Toxic Drschares

Lakes St: -Lawrence R.wer ccosystem o
have been virtually 1gnored by DEC 1n &

the development of this draft permit,”

N

said Karen Murphy, a GLU field coor- = -

dinator. “DEC should requrre Kodak to

eliminate the use and’ drscharge of per— i

sistent toxic substances altogether
The groups recommended that the

Conservation

want DEC to man-
date reductions in
toxic discharges
from Kodak's
Rochester, New
York. facility, and
to require that
Kodakeliminateits™

' mrt as follows

rized . to-
- discharged. -

years.
“The draft permitis in direct contra-
diction to the goals of the Clean Water

Act and the Great Lakes Water Quality

Agreement,” said Ed Cooper, legal coun-
sel for Atlantic States Legal Foundation.
“We should be moving towards reduc-
tions in discharges; this permit would
authorize the discharge of more chemi-
cals to the Genesee River.”

Kodak’s Rochester facility is one of

the largest polluters in the Great Lakes
Basin. The Citizen’s Fund and the
Industrial States Policy Center, in a re-
portentitled “Poisoning the Great Lakes:
Manufacturers Toxic Chemical Re-
leases” (1992), identified the facility as

*.thesecond largest source of toxic chemi-*

. cal; drscharges (17 million pounds) 1nton.
" the Great Lakes Basin in 1989, A very
“significant quantity of toxic .chemiéals,

. more than 415,000 pounds, were re-

Wanted Keepers of the Shore

éy Margaret/l Rader

Lake Michigan Federation

- Eatlier this year, the Lake Michigan
Federatron (LMF) launched a new vol-

unteer program called “Shorekeepets”
to h.rinomtor the shores of the lake.

I orekeepers adopt a stretch of shore-

to’ observe on a regular basis for”
problems including pollution discharges
and beachlitter, aswell as natural aspects
.of the shore

LMF~ Executive Dlrector Glenda -

Danicl ‘explained: . “The idea for
Shorekeepers grew out of a program
called Lakewatch that some of our Board

"members orgamzed several years agoin

Chlcago Similar programs exist along
some.rivers and sections of the marine

" coastline but not around anentire Great

Lake. Wehope'the program canserve as
a model for others in the region.”
‘Lastyear’s Great Lakes Beach Sweep

-pointed out the need forshoreline moni- .

toring. - Cleanup workers along Lake,
Michigan fourid medical wastes, wild-
life strangled by beach litter, and exten-
~sive evidence of combinedsewer

.~ overflows. Many Shorekeepers became

interested in protecting the shore after

participating in the Beach Sweep and
wrtnessrng the threats to the lake ﬁrst-

hand.
The first group of Shorekeepers be-
gan "monitoring the shoreline thisspring
- inIilinois and 1mmedrately became busy
documentrng this year’s unusually large

dieoffs of alewives and salmon. Recently
- a_group: .of volunteers ‘started working -

'ng the shores of the Fox River, Green

Bay and Lake Michigan in northeast
Wisconsin. Over 100 organizations and
individuals have signed up for the pro-
____gramthis far. Volunteersinclude schools
and church groups, youth organizations
and private citizens.
So far, volunteers havereported pos-
sibleillegal filling in wetlands and emp-
“tying of bilge into the lake, as well as
dune erosion and damage to revetments.
Besides pointing out problems along

the shore, the program has proven a’
" valuable tool for environmental educa-
" tion.

: Kohl Children’s Museum in
Wilmette, Illinois has adopted a beach
along with a Wilmette Girl Scout troop.
Shari Leyshon, chair of the museum’s

. environmental Focus Team, accompa-

nies the girls on their monitoring trips.
“The girls have been really excited

: about shorekeeping,” she said. “They're

developingapersonal connection to their
beach that we hope will turn into a
lifelong concern for natural places.”
Eventually the Lake Michigan Fed-
eration will extend the Shorekeepers
Program to cover all public shoreline in
the four states surrounding the lake.
Workshops will be-scheduled around
the lake to train volunteers. If you or
your organization.is interested in
shorekeeping in your community, con-
tact Margaret Rader at 312-939-0838,
or send ‘a postcard with your name,
organization (if applicable), address and
phone number to; Lake Michigan Fed-
“eration, Shorekeepers, 59 East Van

" ‘Buren;:Suite 2215, Chicago, IL 60605. -
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The Great lake's Unjted

leased to water (the Genesee River).
Kodak Park was ranked fourth as an
industrial discharger of toxics towaterin
the Great Lakes states (and by far the
largést in New York). Itwas also iden-
tified as discharging more known or

suspected carcinogens than any other

. industrial facility in the Great Lakes

states, and far more known or suspected
carcinogens directly to water than any’

other facility. _
Things have gottenworse since 1989."

Kodak’s Rochester facility currently dis-
charges as much as 640,000 pounds of
toxic poliutants into e

the Genesee River
each ~year. The
Citizen’s Fundandthe §
Industrial  States f
Policy Center estimate  §
that the total quantity §

" DEC amend the per— N

o Setlimits forall
pollutants ‘autho- ---

be .

each successive year to ensure that
Kodak’stoxicdischarges are reduced”
significantly over a five~year period.”

. Require Kodak to ,-rnake a serious- -

* Imposean initial """

freezeoncurrentdis- =

] charges. Thelimits = °
- should thenbe made - -

more stringent in

advance towards achieving the goal |, -
of zero discharge of persistent toxic- -

.pollutants. By the final year.of the _

permit, the discharge of these pol---

lutants .should .no longer be .

authorized oEen

* Develop nmetables and programs

for sunsetting the use of chlonne )

and chlorme contarmng com-
pounds.

o Requrre,rcgular and‘frequentrnoni- :

toring for all pollutants authorized
to be discharged, as well as, for a

.number of highly.toxic.substances . . B

large quantities at Kodak’s facility.

v The current permrt issued in 1984, was

supposed to be in‘effect for five years. It
has takenDEC and Kodak three years to
negotiate thé new permit; while Kodak -
continues to-operate Under the*198%:-

e

eight-year permit.

It is unacceptable ‘thatin’ 1992 com- -

panies aréstill allowed to drscharge hdn="

dreds of pounds of chericals each day
that are known or suspected of causing ™

2

~ “that are-maniifictiired and used in - -~

* permit, thus"making it, in essence;” an

cancer and birth defects. The DEC 7t

. shouldbebanmngporsons 1nthepubhc s
drinking water rather than'i rssurng per- RRN

mrts for their drscharge

cu(rv\ucr-t— "

of known, suspected B
or experimental car-
cinogens currently dis- §
charged by the facility ¢
may amount to as §
much as 189,000 B
pounds peryear. They g
also estimate that the §
facility presently re- §
leases as much as §
219,000 pounds of B
known or suspected
reproductive toxins ff
and 248,000 pounds
ofknownor suspected §
teratogens. The draft |
permit would allow 3
these amounts to in- |
crease dramatically. - §

“The impacts of
persistent toxic $ub- §
stances on the Great

" Qurtask, gentlemen is to
find that backyard as far as
possxblefrom ourown |
backvard _—

e
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On May 7 8"and 9, 1993, Great
Lakes United will hold its 11th Annual
" General Meetmg on the grounds of
"Queen’s University in ‘the beaunful St.
Lawrence River city of K.mgston ‘On-
“'tario. The theme of this year's meetmg

' ;s “Actrng for Healthy Communities.”

Regrstratlon begxns on F nday after-
noon and parhc:pants will have the op-
portumty to get togeth and share ideas

" at the everung’s reception. 7

.

Saturday’ sagendaincludes panel dis-

. cussions on_the theme of this year's

meeting. Speakers will talk on environ-
imental stress in the inner cities, Natrvez
Peoplein theinner c1ty, grassroots stew-

" ardship and a variety of other topics.

. Saturday will be topped off with a
banquét at the General Wolfe Hotel on
WolfeIsland, a short ferry ride from the
Umvers1ty, where GLU will present its
annual awards and speakers will talk on
the Health of the Great Lake’scitiesand
commumnes
The list of speakers has. not been
ﬁnahzed but the prehmmary list in-

B

-

Come to Beautzful ngston for
| GLU Annual Meetzng

“cludes ngston Mayor Helen Cooper,

"Glenda Daniel of the Lake Michigan

Federation, Sally Lerner, Maxine
Caldwell, Mark Richy, Michelle

Sworenchukand other distinguished gov-
ernment, environmental and aitizenlead-

ers. Six GLU taskforces will focus on
important policy resolutions for Sun-

days general membership Meeting.

“GLU will be reserving blocks of
rooms at Queen’s University as well as at

* local hotels. Information on hotel reser-
- vations can be obtained by calling or

* “writing the GLU office.

Registration will cost $40 and there

- willbea'$10late fee for r participants who

do niot meét the April 23rd registration
deadline. Registration information will
be mailed to GLU members and others,
and should be arriving very soon. So
mark down May 7, 8 and 9 on your
calendar now. We look forward to see-
ing youand working with you at another
productive and exciting Great Lakes

" United Annual Meeting along the shores
“of the beautiful St. Lawrence!

’ 60605 or fank nommatmns to 312—939-2708

WANTED DEAD OR ALIVE

NOMINATIONS

fq_:;;.,Great T.alkes United’s
s 1993 Electlons

Pres1dent Vice Presrdent Secretary,
.. U.S..and Canadian Treasurers, -
Reglo,nal Directors for Lake Huron,
Lake Superior and the St. Lawrence River, and
2 Canadianand 4 U.S. At—Large Directors

BEW.A.BD -
S.A.Y WELIAX™

.' All nominees must be members of a member organization. Please send the names of
-, -suggested nominees, their addresses and their member groups by March 1, 1993, to
..Glenda Daniel, Lake Mlchngan Federatlon, 59 E. Van Buren #2215, Chicago, IL

- Fally Winter 1993__"

"both Canada or the

~ unfavourable ‘candidates.

" The Great lokes United

“GLU Publishes Two New Books

Want to read about how a GLU board
member caused an international inci-
dent when he carried GLU tee-shirts

. across the Canadianborder? Or the “real”

story about the role of the (in)famous

’60s radical Abbie Hoffman played in

the co-founding of GLU? Or why Lake
Superior is not the biggest Great Lake?
Or. which lake means “Lake of the
Shaggy-Haired Tribe”?

If these tidbits get your curiosity, you
maywant to read therest of the fascinat-
ing story about the early years of GLU,
our first victory, how our name was

Great Lakes citizens created. . T

,.Action..

chosen, and a blow by blow narrative on
the first decade of the coalition that |
Allthisis celebratedin“Ten Yearsof
.TenYears of Achievement: A |
Celebration of Great Lakes United,” a.
40-pagebook packed with early photos, . -
stories, facts, newspaper articles, songs
and cartoons. .
ONLY LIMITED COPIES ARE
AVAILABLE.To orderyourcopy,wnte
to GLU, Cassety Hall, 1300 Elmwood- .
Av., Buffalo, NY 14222, Suggested do- ;'
naﬁon is $8.00 plus $2.00 postage. . ..

Announcing the Guide to Pollution Pre-
vention in Your Community, possibly the
definitivereference for community mem-
berswishing to do somethingaboutlocal
pollution problems in

thing from how to go doorknocking to
howto conducta }irofessional presscon~
ference ‘ .

* Pollution prevention success stories « .
: " implementedbyindus-.. -

United States. Discussed
atlengthinthe 128-page
8"x11" book:

* Pollution prevention
asa philosophy of envir-
onmental protection dis-
tinct from traditional
pollution control.

* Getting all kinds -
comprehensiveinforma-
tion on local pollution
problems and specific
polluters:

Guide to

Pol!ution ‘Prevention m
Your’ Community

try, local government
and sewage treatment
plants =~ R
* Eighteen appendl- -
ces, induding lists of -
"regulated chemicals, .
sample pollution re-
porting forms, meth
“ods of assessing -
polluting and pollu
prevention activitiesof ~
industrial facilities, and
. requests.:for” govern- :
ment mformatmn

* Organizing your

community to pressureindustryand gov- -

ernment to take needed environmental
protection measures; included are every-

The guxde ‘was 47
funded by the Great Lakes Protection

Fund. Fora copy send GLU $2. OO for
postage. T PO

.'<_

State Electlon Results Were Mlxed

continued from page 1

Vanderjact lost in the primary,
Minnesota’s Vin Weber was beaten by
David Minge, an environmental friend;
Michigan’s Bob Davis was defeated by
moderate Bart Stupak, (who represents
Michigan’s upper peninsula, the only
U.S. district that touches three Great
Lakes); Michigan's dismal Don Ritter
was replaced by Paul McHale, a Sierra
Club endorsee. Several well-known
Great Lakes friends were reelected:
Ohio’s Marcy Kaptur and Louis Stokes;
Minnesota’s Jim Oberstar.

Onthe downside, manygood friends
retired:  Buffalo, NY’s Henry Nowak
(replaced by Jack Quinn, an unknown
moderate Republican); Michigan’s Den-
nis Hertel and Howard Wolpe; Ohio’s
Dennis Eckart. Major disappoint-
ments include the defeat of long-time

 friends: Pennsylvania’s Peter Kostmayer
(replaced by moderate Republican Jim.

Greenwood); Indiana’s Jim Jontz (de-
feated by Steve Baier with strong sup-
port of anti-environment forces); and
Minnesota’s Jerry Sikorski (beaten by an
unknown Rod Grams). InOhio, Doug
Applegate, who hasa “lousy” record ,got
on the House Commiittee that deals

with the CleanWater Act. The appoint-

ment of Wisconsin Congressman Les
Aspin, who had a mediocre record, to
Clinton’s Secretary of Defense, left a
vacancy to be filled by special election.

The story was very mixed in the state

" races. Moderate supporter Indiana Gov-

ernor Evan Bayh was reelected. There
were similar trends in the State Houses
of Indiana and two other states, Michi-
gan and Ohio: the loss of two major
environmental supporters in each state.
Two good Indiana Senate friends, one of
them Betty Good of South Bend, lost to
Republicans
expanded their majority in the Indiana
Senate, while Démocrats gained in the
House. In Michigan, two environmen-

tal friends lost, but most candidates en-"
dorsed by the Sierra Club won. In Ohio,
Senator Henry of Youngstown, the Re- '
publicanwith the best votingrecord; was
defeated while another Great Lakes -
friend, Eric Fingerhut, retired from his ™~ .
seat (to run successfully for Congress)‘
and was replaced by someone with an' - -
unclear environmental stance. '

Othernews in Ohio: wrthFingerhut’s
move to Congress, there is no environ-
mental champion inthe State Senate any
more. However, long-time powerful
Speaker of the House, Vern Riffe, an
environmental foe, was consrderably
weakened in strength,

Two state houses -- chhlgan and
Pennsylvania -- became tie with each
party holdinganequal proportion. Penn-
sylvania Senate’s even split has an inter-* -
esting story. A Pittsburgh Republican- *’
State Senator ran as a Democrat for -
Congress but lost. His fellow Republi-. -
cans punished him by literally moving
hisdistrictacrossthestateand thusheno’ ;.
longer has his original voter base (and -
can’treside in his own district). He then -
got even by switching to the Dex’rlocrauc" - ,_
Party, ending the Republican's ma)on
and creating a tie.

Little change occuirred manesota s
Legislature, which the SierraClub’s Keith ©* .
Bellairs says is very good since his state’s =" -
voters continued the- trend of electing -
solid environmentalists. InIllinois, the . -.
Senate became Republican-dominated .. .’
for the first time. One disappointment '
was the.defeat of a strong ally, John .
Moatijevich, from Lake County. It is ,-," i

-~ uncertain what his replacement is like.

However, ‘most Sierra Club- endorsed
Illinots state leglslators won. In New
York, there were no surprises, since the
return rate was 90 percent. One notable -
improvement was that one major envi-
ronmental committee positionwas taken:
by an ally, Richard Brodsky. :
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Quebec s St. Lawrence Plans: A Continuing Challenge e

Le Plan de St. Laurent du Québec: Un Défi sans Fin

- The St. Lawrence River is the major
maritime access to the heart of Canada,

. .and hence adniving force behind Quebec’s

* affect its integrity, if not counteracted.

cconomy for the past three centuries.
But it has suffered injiries which will

 ".Centuries of neglect and careless ‘eco-
" nomicdevelopment hasleft the conven-

“ -

s

‘tional pollutants and stripped off whole -

_sections of its productive shoreline.

: Today, five ‘million Quebecers in-

“habitthe St. Lawrence Lowlands. Some
" thtée million depend onits resouircés for
" their livelihood. The basin provides
habitats for a mnltltud_e of. plant and

*ammal species.

 Thissituation hasbeen, overthe past
few decades, of increasing concern for
scientists, environmental groups and gov-

- ernments alike. The St. Lawrence Ac-

tion Plan, announced in 1988, is a

governmental 1n1t1at1ve to protect, ‘con- )

serve and restore the water quality, the

biological d1versxty and. the shoreline

habitats of the nver The Plan results .
from a cooperauve agreement that was

signed betweénthe governments of Que-
bec arid Canada in ordet to coo_rdmatc

effortsand harmonize intervention plans

1_n a common approach Altogether two
’s ministries (Envu'onnement

“and Lmsu's, Chasse et Peche, [Recre” "~

ation, Game:& Fishery]) agreed to re-

. -allocate an equivalent $65 million from -

 their current programs, as Quebec’s con-

- tribution to the federal $110 mllhon
. outlay over five years. RS

- Five obJectlves were stated at the

outset. ngh on the priority list was the
‘foxic loading: ‘it was determined that
;much effort would be devoted to reduc-
ngby 90% the toxiceffluents discharged
by 50 significant industrial plants lo-
cated along the St. Lawrence as well as
on the Saguenay River. It is now being
ascertained that this ObJCCthC may be
met by 1995, when new regulations on
pulp and paper, both federaland provin-
cial, become fully in force. Pollution
abatement programs and enforcing regu-
lation are also supported by the St
Lawrence Center Technology Develop-
ment Branch. This unit works closely
with industry to develop and demon-
strate, when needed, new pollution abate-
ment and control technologies.

A second important objective was to

secure 5000 hectares of prime biological

habitats for conservation. Today, 4000
hectares of highly productive and diver-
sified habitats have been so protected.
Moreover, the Saguenay Marine Park

concept has become a reality. It is now

bcmg 1mplemented jointly with the

mmxs tredes:

Pe

. ’rs, dela Chasseetdela
‘e du Qxebec

A third Ob]CCthC — the cleanup of
contammated federal sites and the resto-

rationi of- wetlands -~ has-led to signifi- -
cantlmprovements mdredglng methods -

and. eqmpment as well as in sediment
treatment techniques.

After consultation of the federal and
provincial teams of biologists, a priority
list of threatened plants and animals was
drafted. This formed the basis for the

development and implantation of sur-
vival plans =~ the fourth objective -- for
dozens of endangered species, including

_ the beluga whale, the striped bass and

the piping plover.

‘ Finally, the fifth objectiveis the pub--
lication of the first “State of Environ-

ment” report for the St. Lawrence, a
-compendium of research data and infor-
mation generated by hundreds of spe-
aalists who devoted in the past much

efforts onlearning about the St. Lawrence

and also by those who participated to
this more recent initiative. :
Managing the St. Lawrence "Action
Plan is a challenge to be proud of. Al-
though this programhas been most grati-
fying for its results and scientific
developments, it must be remembered
that the St. Lawrence Action Plan is

being carried out for the beneﬁt of all
Canadians and all those who use“the
River. This is why, since the beginning
of this program, the public and the fme-
dia were kept informed by means of
annual reports, newsletters, fact shies (s,
maps and other informational material,’
Welook forwa.rd toincreasing our focus
on public participation for the success of
environmental intervention depends not
only on government’ programs ‘but also
onthepopulation’s concerna d;
ment.

Andre  Marsan, Ministere™~ de -
l’Environnement du Quebet ' o

/ean-Pterre Gautbter, Conservatzon et’ s
Pratectton Envtronnement Canada =

This mosaic of Great Lakes, mottos and emblems captures. the essence 0f GLU s first decade a:”: =

dc:crxbed in our 10th anniversaly commemmorative book (see page 11 )
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