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Great Lakes States
Sign Toxics Accord

by David Miller, Executive Director, GLU

Proper management of the Great
Lakes—St. Lawrence River Ecosys-

Principle #1: The Governors of
the Great Lakes states agree that

tem crosses political boundaries,
making regional cooperation a

management of the water resources
of the Great Lakes should be based

necessity in protecting this fragile
resource. Toxic substances emitted

on recognition of the economic and
environmental importance of this

into the air, discharged from indus-
trial sources or leached into the

natural resource.
Principle #2: The Governors

lakes from nearby landfills, know commit to managing the Great
only ecological boundaries as they
travel through the Great Lakes.
Great Lakes jurisdictions are begin-

Lakes as an integrated ecosystem,
recognizing that the water resour-
ces of the Basin transcend political

ning to recognize the need for a
regional perspective to Great Lakes

boundaries.

Principle #3: The signatory
ecosystem protection. To this end, a
new initiative to control toxies was

States concur that the problem of
persistent toxic substances consti-

launched at a recent Council of
Great Lakes Governors' session on

tutes the foremost environmental
issue confronting the Great Lakes.

Mackinac Island, Michigan.Principle #4: The signatory
On Wednesday, May 21, 1986, the

eight Great Lakes states'Governors
States commit to continue reducing
toxics in the Great Lakes Basin to

signed a Toxic Substance Control
Agreement designed to coopers-

the maximum extent possible. Such
actions shall be consistent with the

tively work towards the protection Federal Clean Water Act goal of
of the Great Lakes from toxic con-
tamination. The Provi nee of Ontario

prohibiting the discharge of toxic
pollutants in toxic amounts, as well

has committed to develop a memor-
andum of understanding for the

as the Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement's aim to "virtually elim-

toxics agreement to be instituted inate" the discharge of all persistent
sometime this fall.
Similar to the design of the Great

toxic substances.
Principle #5: The signatory

Lakes Charter, an earlier agree- States commit to cooperating
ment to combat the threat of water
diversion, the toxies agreement sets

among themselves and with local
and state agencies, regional groups,

forth a series of joint principles. In
addition, the toxics agreement con-

the federal government, the Inter-
national Joint Commission and the

tains plans to develop cooperative public in the study, monitoring and
efforts to address airborne toxic pol-
lution, water quality standards, fish

management of the water resources
of the Great Lakes Basin.

advisories, research initiatives and Principle #6: The signatory
other rehabilitative/preventative
programs to implement the six

States agree to work cooperatively
to improve the region's information

principles. The principles are: retrieval and technical analysis

G.L. U. Tackles Toxics

at Annual Meeting
In a return trip to the area which

witnessed the birth of Great fakes
United, over 150 representatives of
member groups, government offi-
cials and interested individuals met
in Mackinaw City May 16, 17, and
18, for the fourth annual meeting
of Great Lakes United. Working
with a tremendous spirit of coopera-
tion, excitement and commitment,
delegates elected new officers, met
in task force groups and formu-
lated 20 policy resolutions for
approval by the general assembly.
Participants heard several dynamic
presentations from Congressmen,
scientists, administrators and
citizens.
The Saturday morning program

began with an address by Congress-
man Robert Davis (R) Michigan.
Davis was questioned by delegates
about his role in the weakening of an
amended Superfund package by his
colleagues in the House.

Perhaps the most stimulating
portion of the entire meeting was a
panel discussion on "Toxics in the
Great Lakes: What Does It Mean To
Us All?" Panelists included Dr.
Katherine Davies of the Toronto
Department of Health, Dr. Robert
Ginsburg of Citizens For a Better
Environment, Chicago, Dr. Doug
Hallet, Canadian toxicologist and
Timothy Kubiak of the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service. The entire discus-
sion was video taped for a public
access television program, thanks to
the cooperation of Dr. Kay Dodge of
the Center for Environmental
Study.
Kubiak shocked the audience

when he brought out a stuffed cor-
morant with a grotesquely twisted
beak. The deformity is thought to be
the result of eating PCB contami-
nated fish from Green Bay. Davies
revealed her recent study which
suggests that residents of the

continued on page t

=1
Great Lakes Gomrrwrs sign Toricx Agreement on Mackinac Island MI.

capabilities, recognizing that com- 2. That lowering environmental
patible data bases are key to the and health standards, or weakening
development of effective regula- enforcement standards, to attract
tions and the control of toxic sub- new business to an individual state,
stances basin-wide. is unacceptable.
The Governors agree to take the 3. To work together to develop an

following actions to control toxic agreement by September 1,
substances: 1986 which will coordinate the con-

1. To work together through Con- trol of toxic releases, and strive for
gressional delegations and other greater uniformity of regulations
national associations to advocate an governing such releases within the
increased federal emphasis on toxic Great Lakes Basin.
pollution prevention. 

continued on page x

From the President's Desk:
by Frederick L. Broom Ph.D., M. U.C.C.

Great Lakes United has demon-
strated that it can effectuate consid-
eration of basin-wide citizen views

direct internal communication with
emphasis on existinglocal problems
and the means to initiate corrective

on Great Lakes management. We action. For example, progress is
have learned to respect each other's
differing views and, I believe, sur-

continuing on expanding "across-
the-border" citizen involvement in

prised ourselves by extensive agree- resolving pollution problems in the
ment on both broadbased issues and
on the necessity to consider the
"whole-basin" impact of these

St. Clair River. GLU will be giving
close attention to implementation of
the newly-signed Great Lakes Tox-

issues. The diversity of organiza-
tional membership continues to
expand, again emphasizing GLU's

ics Agreement. Contacts with both
federal governments and with pro-
vincial, state and municipal govern-

unique opportunity to bring-to-bear
wide spread (both geographical and

menns as well, will be maintained
and expanded.

issue oriented) citizen involvement Your elected leaders accept this
on management questions.

Officers, directors and staff will
responsibility. We look forward to a
challenging and busy year. We wel-

expand the program on this well-
established base. Already under-

come your input.

way is a major program to develop
citizen input on the Great Lakes Frederick L. Broom is the newly
Water Quality Agreement with
meetings to be held around the

elected President of Great Lakes
United and serves as a delegate for

Basin. Additional local meetings
will be considered to provide more

Michigan United Conservation
Clubs.
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Great Lakes States 
Sign Toxics Accord 

~ Datrid Miller, E:.r:(C1di~ Dir«tor, GLU 

Proper management of the Greal 
Lak_St. Lawrerw:e River Ecosy .. 
tem erosses political hollndari@s. 
makinit' rellional cooperation a 
necessity in pro~cting thi~ fragile 
reeouree. Toxic subsUnces emitted 
intothc air. discharged rrom indus­
trial IIOUrces or leached inlo the 
lake! (rom nearby landfills. know 
only eeological boundarilll &II they 
travel through the Great Lakes. 
GrE'llt LakesjurlSdictionure begin. 
ning to recolrfli7;.e the need ror a 
regional perspecti\'e to Great Lakes 
ecosystem protection. To Ihisend.a 
nev.· iniliativeto wntrol toxi('ll WI..8 
launched at a recent Coundl of 
Great Lakes Governors' aesslon on 
Maddnac bland. Michipn. 

On Wednesday. May 21. 1986. the 
eight Greal Laktl ltates' Goverl"lor. 
lIilfTled 1 Toxic Substance Control 
Agreement delligned to (()Opera­
th'cly work towards the protection 
of the Great Lalt" from 'oleic eon· 
lamlnatJon. The Pnl\'inceofOntario 
has committed to develop I memor· 
Indum of undentanding for the 
toxa ~ent lO be instituted 
80rnetime this fall 

Similar to the uesign uf theGreat 
LakCII Chuter. an earlier II..g'T1!e­
mel'll to combat the threlt or water 
diversion. the toxic~agrl!emer'l~SI!tJi 
forthll:serj~orjoint principles.!n 
addition, the taxies Il8'J'eement con­
taiM plan. to develop coo~rative 
erfOl'L~ It) addreu airOOrl"le toxic pol· 
lution. water QuaHty ~tandards. fish 
advilOries, re&earch initiativeli and 
other rehabi litative/preventative 
progT&.na to implemer'lt the six 
princ iplea. The principle!! flre: 

Principle "I: The Governors ot 
the Great Lakea states ag~ that 
manag~ml'!r'It of the water rellOurcet. 
of the Great Lakes should be hued 
on re(Ol{Jlitiun of ttl<.! ecvnQmie and 
environmental imporU.m:e of thi' 
r'Iaturll resource. 

Prineipic '2: The Governors 
commit to managing the Great 
Lakes III an ir'lt.egrated ecnsynem. 
reeogr'lizing that the wat.er reaour· 
eeJorthe BlIlin trRlltcer'ld polltieal 
bounclaries. 

Prineiple 113: The signatory 
Statea concur that the problem of 
~rsistent loxic substances ooMti­
tutes the roremost environmental 
issue confrontin, the Great L.t.kea. 

Princillie U: The signalory 
States oommit to oor'ltinue reducing 
toxic. in theGreatL.t.kes Buinto 
the maximum extent possible. Such 
actiol\$ shill be OOr'lsister'lt with the 
Federal Clean Water Aet gOAl of 
prohibiting the discharge of toxic 
pollutants In Ulxic amaunu. III Will 
AS the Greilt Well Water Quality 
AgTeement'1 aim llI'"virtually eU m­
ir'l8te" the dlsehar,e orall penlistenl 
tox~ aubstanees 

Principle .5: The 8igr'lalt)fY 
Statu commit to cooper.tin, 
among themsel\e'! ar'ld with local 
and It&t.cagencies, regior'lal groups, 
the federal gII\·ernment. the infer. 
national Joint Commi!llion and the 
public in the etudy. mOr'litoring ami 
management ot the water rC!lOurte!! 
of the Great Lakes. Baain. 

Principle 116: The Bignll.tory 
States agree to work cooperatively 
to impl'O\'e the region'l informllliOl"l 
retrieval and technical analysis 

G.L. U. Tackles Toxics 
at Annual Meeting 

In a return trip lo the an!a which 
witnessed the birth of Great Lakes 
Ur'lital. over 150 repn..;;er'lt.utivesof 
m~mocr groups. gov~rr'lment offi­
cials Ind interested individuals met 
in Mackinaw Ci ty May 16. 17. and 
18. for the fourth annual meetini 
of Great Lakes Ur'lit.ed. Working 
with a tromer'ldousapirilofcoopcra 
tion. excitement and r:omml tmenl. 
delegates electfil new officen. mtt 
in t&llk force groups and formu­
lated 2{) policy resolutioM for 
apprOV1l.I by the If('nl!ral assembly. 
Participants heard 5CIIerai dynamle 
pre!lentations from Conlfreunum. 
l!Ie iel"lti aU. administrators and 
eitizer'll. 

The Saturday morning progrllm 
began with an IIddn.ss by Conl{rt'SS­
mnn Robert Davis (R) MichiRan. 
Davi' Wall questioned by delegatee. 
about his role in the weakenir'lg'oflln 
Imeooed Suptrrund package lJyhis 
colleagues in the lIou.!le. 

Perhap:s th~ mOllt stimulating 
portion of the er'ltire mee~ing was II 
IlaIlP! di!!eussion on "Toxu:s In the 
Grl!lIt Lakes: What Does It Mell1l To 
Us All?" Panelists inc.luded Dr. 
Katherine Davies of the Toronto 
Department of Health. Dr. Hobert 
Ginsburg of Citizens for a HeWr 
Environment. Chical((). Or. Dolij( 
Hallet. Canadian toxicologist and 
Timothy Kubiak of the U.S. 1o'ilh & 
WlIdlife Service. Thl! cntiredisc1l8' 
sion Wil$ vidw t.a~ for Ii public 
u.e~C!IIIlelevision program. thanks to 
the cool)Cration of Dr . Kay Dodge of 
the Center for Environmenta! 
Stud). 

Kubiak shocked the audience 
..... hen h~ brought out a sturred COl"­
ml)r!l.~t With l!. grnte'Quely lV.·isted 
belk. Thederormitl' is thought to be 
the rr.IUlt of ellinll: PCB contami­
natre fi$h from Creen Bay. Davif'B 
!'<.lvealed her recent study which 
suI[R'ut.s that reaidents of the 

tf>1II.;utd"~_i/ 

capabilities, rccolfllizing that com· 
pillble data baaet al'{! key to t he 
development of e ffec;th'e regula· 
tions ar'lo the .:ontrvl of loxic sub· 
lIanccs basin ·wide. 

The Goveroors agree to take the 
following lletio~M lO contro l lOxie 
lu bsl.ll.nca: 

I. To work together through Con· 
areuional delegations and other 
national lS8OI'iltions to advoeatea.n 
inereased federal emphasis on wxie 
pollution prevention. 

2. That lowering er'lvironmental 
and health alandarda. or .... ea.kening 
enforcement standards, 10 attract 
new bu!lnelll to an individuallaU!. 
i!un&t~table. 

3. To work togcthCl" to develop an 
agreement by September 1. 
1986 which will coordinate the eon· 
trol of toxic rell.!lL%S. and strjvefor 
grealH Ur'lirormity of regulatiun3 
goverr'ling Buch relClllCS withir'l the 
Greal Lakes Huin. 

From the President's Desk: 
b. Fwdff~k 1- BWHCIt PIt.D .. M.U.C.C. 

Great Lakes UnIted has demOl"l' 
strated. that it can effectlllU!eonsid· 
eratior'l of buin-wide ci tizen 'IIiews 
01'1 Grelt Lakes managemenl We 
bave learned to re:!peet eaeh other's 
dirreringviews lind. I believe. sur­
pri!ed ourseh"es by cxknsi'lle agree­
menton both broadbaKd issuesar'ld 
on the nreessity lo ('(lllllidu the 
"whole·b8$in" impact of these 
~uel. The diversity of organiza· 
tiOl"lal membership oontir'luts Ul 
npar'ld. again emphasizing GLU's 
unique opportunity lo bring-to-bear 
widel!.pread(both gOOl{raphicalllnd 
iSliue oriented.) citizen involvement 
nl"l mllM/I'eml!r'Il questi'mll. 

Oi'ficeN. directors and Itatr will 
expand the prOJrram on this well· 
C'St&blished base. All't!ady ur'lder­
way 15 a major program III develop 
dtizen input on the Great Lakes 
Water Quality Al[I'eement with 
me<'tlnlr.'l to be held around the 
Buin. Ad dit ior'lll local mt."Ctings 
will be eonsirlered lo provide more 

directinterr'lal communication with 
emphlSis on exlstirurlocal problema 
and th e mear'lS lo initiate corrective 
actior'l. For txample. p!"Ogrt'M i3 
(l[lr'ltlnuing on expanding "aer066-
the-border" citiu!Yl. involvement Ir'I 

reKllving pollutiun problems in the 
SL Clair River. GLU willl>e giving 
close attention to implemtr'ltation of 
the newly-ligned G~t Lake'! Tox· 
ia; AllfeemenL Contact:; with both 
rederal governments and 'Nith p~ 
vincial. _taw and municipal govern­
ments 119 well. will be mlinllinlld 
and expanded. 

Your electtd leadel'3 accept this 
responsibility. We look forward to a 
ehallenging and bus)!' yelr. We 1Od­
to~/IOllrilll'W 

Frull'n('1r L. H,,,u ... is th r ,u',t'llt 
dedi'll PTtijidDlt oj Grttlr Lak~ 
U.iU:d. a...d ~'1.'t'.', !U u f.hlegalejar 
Miehi,afl United CaH'UL'otiOJl 
CIII~. 



Mulroney Weak On Great Lakes Protection
by Sarah Miller, Canadian Environmental Law Association

Reaganomics is alive and well in
Canada. The conservative adminis-

banner headlines on free trade for James Bay to change it to a fresh its recommendations.
tration of Prime Minister Brian

months leading up to the recent
Reagan/Mulroney summit, the sub-

water lake, rerouting the water
into "storage"

The Canadian Government's atti-
Mulroney is dragging its feeton tac. sequent vote in the U.S. House of

south the Great Likes
basin where it can be rerouted to the

tude toward the Great Lakes was
kling the serious issues facingGreat
Lakes residents. Economicrecovery

Representatives and Senate thirsty southwest. Mr. Reisman has
evident when they failed to fill two
vacancies out of three

dominates the Canadian federal
received little press attention in the
U.S. The

made his bias clear in public state-
positions on

the International Joint Commission
Government's agenda.

significance of these nego-
tiations to the environment has

ments that he believes water
exports could be the keyp0

for over two years. During that
Canadian environmentalists have

become increasingly more alarmed
likely escaped concerned Ameri-

whichY will
open the door to free trade and will

period they guaranteed Canada
would not have a strong role to play.

as the federal government has
cans.

It is becoming increasingly clear
dominate Canada-U.S. relations in
the 21st century.

Funding of the federal govern-
revealed its attitudeonenvironmen-
tall protection by budget freezes and

to Canadians that their natural The Canadian federal govern-
ment's Great Lakes program has
been frozen for seven years. Some

cuts, censorship of Ministry of the
resources, including their waters,
are likely to beamongthecommodi-

ment has been dragging its heels on
the development

600 positions within the federal
Environment staff and information
flow and by its failure to

ties that will flow more freely if a
of a comprehensive

water management policy foryears.
Ministry of the Environment are
being cut over the next fivemove ahead

with domestic and diplomatic nego-
free trade agreement between Can-
ada and the U.S. is reached.

Canadians who have been without
years.

Subtle interdepartmental reorgani-
tiations necessary to advance Great The first sign that Canada's water

any policy or any enforceable stan-
dards to their

zations are being used to shift
Lakes cleanup.
In the Ottawa

was being considered asacommod-
protect waters from

contaminants havebeen demanding
emphasis from abatement to less
contentious emphasiscurrent climate, all

issues are evaluated on their ability
itY was the federal appointment of
financial

action. The Federal Inquiry on
conservation

and to public relations programs.
to boost Canada's free trade negotia-

consultant Simon Reis-
man to head up Canada's free trade

Water Policy which was under-
taken by

Environmentalists have been
tions with the United States. It is
clear that no transboundary issue

negotiations. Mr. Reisman, prior to
the previous federal Lib-

eral administration, made its
shocked recently by two actions of
the new Minister of the Environ-

which could cause tensions between
this appointment, acted as a private
consultant to GRAND CO., the

recommendations in September, ment Tom McMillan. In February,
the two governments will be receiv-

com-
pany which is the proponent of the

1985, and to date there has been lit-
tle effort from the Conservative

Mr. McMillan announced that the
ing any attention in Ottawa.
While Canadian had

ambitious GRAND Canal scheme. Government to begin implementing
press and public will only have

papers This scheme involves diking of continued on page 
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Director Da,id M,4ter and Field Coordinator Tim Eder,

T:

Jm a Elder and M¢rk Pelereon diatueeing uycoming policy resolutums.

Y

~t

77`omax Washington (M. U. C.C.) and Kay Dodge (C.E.S.) enjoy banquet

Annual Meeting
eontgtued from pay` t

the future.' Ask the EPA to replace contributions to the initial growth of
Great Lakes may be exposed to dan.

its policy of containment at hazard-
ous waste sites toone which emphas-

GLU. Outgoing President Robert
Boicegerous levels of dioxin from food

produced in the region. She said her izes more permanent solutions.
Ask the Great Lakes

was awarded a painting and a
plaque for his "unselfish and dili-

study points out that research
states to give

waters of the Great Lakes the high-
gent leadership" as GLU's first
President. Sherry Finkbeinershould be refocused on food as a

potential source of as muchas80%of
est possible protection by designat-
ing them as "outstanding national

was
recognized for her outstanding and

the contaminants ingested by
humans.

resources" under the U.S. Clean
unselfish contribution to member-
ship growth and her service as the

In official action, delegates voted
Water Act, ' Ask Congress to
reauthorize strong Superfund and

first Treasurer of GLU. Daniel
Greento:' Endorse the Toxic Substances

Control Agreement signed by the
Clean Water Acts quickly and pro-

was recognized for his out
standing service as the first vice-

Great Lakes Governors. At the same
vide funding for Great Lakes
research programs. " Begin eva-

President of GLU.
Ontime however, the membership was

disgruntled inadequate
luating proposed structural mea-

Sunday a new slate of officers
were elected. They are Presidentover and

inconsistent public input in the
sures to reduce Great Lakes water
level damage and land useoptions to

Frederick L. Brown, Ph.D. from
development of the accord and
called upon the jurisdictions to bet-

better understand the risks in-
Midland, Michigan; Vice-President
John Jackson, Kitchener, Ontario;

ter involve the public in implemen-
volved.
At a banqueton Saturdayevening

U.S. Treasurer Joshua Wunsch,
Traverse City, Michigan;tation of the document and in the

development of similar vehicles in
several leaders of the organization
were for

Canadian
Treasurer Julia Langer, Toronto,

page 2

recognized outstanding

1
Ontario; and Secretary John
Hickey, Cortland, N.Y.
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Mulroney Weak On Great Lakes Protection 
ReapnomiC!! i~ lIlive and "ell in 

Canada. The conservative adminis­
tration of Prime Minister Brian 
Mulroney is dragving its f~ton tac­
kling toolOl.'rious iHueS facing Great 
Lakes residell\,;;. Economic recovery 
dominllU>!< thf' Cllnw.iilln federal 
Government's ~enda. 

Canadian envLronm~ntal iKu. have 
become increasingly mor~ alarmed 
u the federal government hl3 
n'vea!ed itslltti~udeone.n'·lronmen­
tal proteetion by budget frt'C'tl'S and 
CUll!. cen!lllrllhipof Ministry ufthe 
Environmentstaff and inrormll.tion 
now and by ill! failure to move ahead 
with domestic and diplomatic nep 
lJalion~ necessary to advance Great 
Lakps cleanup. 

In thecuTn'!nt OLtaw8elimll.le. all 
iMLJ('!; are evaluated on their ability 
to boost Canada's free trade npgotia­
lions with the United Slat,e,. It is 
clear that nil trarlsooufldary issue 
.... ' hich could CAU!IC wn,ion:! bel\\~n 
the two governments will t... n!l.·('iv­
inll any attention in Utta,,· .. 

While Canadian papers had 

Annual Meeting 
.... ,,~.tJJ"""'_1 
Great Lakes may be e).poIIed 10 dan­
gcroW\ I",yels of dioxin from food 
produced in the rell'Lon. She said her 
~ludy points out that n'&earch 
!hould be refocused on food as a 
potential!lOurceofa.smuchas8{l'!6of 
the contaminants ingeoled by 
humans, 

In official action. delt'llll\eS,"(lled 
to: • Endo~ the Toxic Substances 
Corltrol Agreement !igned by the 
Great Lakes Governors, At thesamf' 
time MOI.""ver. the mem~rshipwM 
di!!gl'untled ol'er inadequakl and 
znconsistent public mput in the 
dcvl'lopment of the accord and 
called upon the Jurl!!dictions til beL­
WI' involve the public in implemen­
!.ation of the doeument and in the 
development of similar vehicles in 

bJI Surah Mil/fr. Clllt,"#im. E).,L'7Qltncenloll.tJ1.I' AnocilttWR 
barlner headlillE'S on (ree trade ror James Bay to change it to II fr<.1!h montns leadIng up to the reeen t wllter lakc. n>routing the wllter Reagun/ Mulroney summ it. thr$ub- !I(luth into too Great LakCll-storagen 
sequent vote in the U.S, HouS/! of ua;'nwheroiteanbererouteiltoOle Rl'presentalives and Senate thiuty !IOlllhwesL Mr. ReiBma.n h8.9 rPr.:;ved little press attention in the made hi~ bias rll'Kr in public titate-U.S. The signif'canL'I;' uftht'lie nego- rnl'nts lhat he believt..; "'awr tiations W the en"iz"I;lIlmll'l1t has e"ports could be the key which will !illely escaped C(mcernf'd Arneri- open the door II) fT«' trade and will cans. ullln!nate Canada-U.S, relalLons in It is becoming incn:aainll'ly clear th" 2ht l·cntury. 
to C:!Lnadianl that their natural The Canadian fedeul g<zvern-reliOUree8. including their ..... aten. ment hM hef!nnral;gjul!f itA heeklon are likely to bo! amnngthecommodi- the developmentofaCl'lmprch"nsi;·e ties that will now mON! freely if II water management policy fnrye .... >I. fl'H trade agr~ment betwl!en Can- Canadian! who have been wilhout ad~ and the U.S. is reached. any pvliey or any enforct>llble stan-The (i'"'ll signtha~Canada'swat.er dard~ to protect their water!! from 
WM beingrohl!io.ler't'd lUI aeommod contllmin&nOJ hll""~ndem"nding Lty was the fedl'1'lL1 appuzntment or action. The Fedtrnl IrtqIliryJ QJI financial consultant Sima" Rei5- Wnlrr PolkJl which 11'",0 under man to head up Canada's frN' traIl.. t:l.ken by too prC'o'iou, federal l.ih, negotiations, Mr. Reisman, priort.o eral administration, made its thi' apP'-'inlment, acted u a private reeommendalioos in &1ptember. consultant to GRAND CO" theoom- 1986. and Io date then! ha, be!!n lit-pany wl1l(:h is the proponent of the tIe effort from the Con!tr~ative ambitiOlls GRAND Canal M:heme. Governmentt.oberm implementing This scheme involves diking or 

the future. · Ask thcEPA til replace 
iu polky of containment a t hazard­
ous wl.Stes ite8 t.ooncwhi~hemp.has­
izes more permanent IIOlulLon5. 
• Ask the Great LakE1lstates to ~ve 
watenllf the Gn>at t.aJces the high­
est possible protection by desig1Hlt 
ing them 1111 "<llltlltanding n;.tional 
rl'9Ourees- under the U.s. Clean 
WlLter Act .• Ask ConjfreS! til 
reauthorite strong Superfund and 
Clean Water Acts Quickly and pro­
.. ide funding for Great Lakes 
resean>h programs .• Regin eva· 
luating proposed structural mea· 
~un':l! to reduce Great Lakes water 
level damagl! IOnd land use options to 
better undel'!!t.l.nd the rillh in­
volved. 

At a banqooton Saturday evening 
.'\I!veral leaden of the orpnization 
lI'ere reo::oJTIized Cor outitandlng 

corltributiolls Wthe initial growth of 
GLU Outgoing Prt'fident Robert 
Boice w,.,; awarded .. painting and II 
plaque for hi3 "unselfish anu dili­
gent l ead~l'l!hip" as GLU·. first 
Prt"Sident. Sherry t'inkocincr was 
N!(ogni:u;o.l fur her outstandins;:-and 
un&elfish cOlltributi(.lll 10 memocr­
ship growth and h ......... rvice all the 
firet Trl!~urcr of GLU, Daniel 
Grtoen WII.!! reeognized for hi s out· 
standing S('rvice ~ the first Vice­
PresidentofGJ.U. 

On Sundll.Y a new slate of offioors 
were elected. They aN! President 
Frederick 1.. Brown. Ph.D. from 
MidllULd. MIchigan; Vice-President 
John Jack!lOn, Ki~hener. Ontario; 
U.S. Treasurer .Joshua Wuns.;,h. 
Traverse City, Michigan; Canadian 
T~urer Julia Langer. Toronto. 
Onllaria; and Secretary John 
Hickey. rortland. N.Y. 

itsrC(:ommendations. 
Tho Canadian GO\·ernment·aatti· 

tude toward the Gn'D.t Lakes Wlloll 
evirlenL wt.on they failed tel fill two 

:h~i~~~:t~no!l ~:~~ t:i':i:: L:~ 
for over two YCfl.r8. During thaI 
perioo they R'uarlnteed Canad" 
would nothavea Stl"Ong role 10 play. 

Funding uf the {oderal l'O\'ern ­
ment's Great lAkes program ha.'! 
been froun for Rven yeal1i. Some 
600 position! within the federal 
Mini8try of the Environmpnt Me 
being (!,It O\'er the next five years. 
Subtle interdepartmental rrorgani-
1:&tion~ are ~ing used to shi ft 
empha5LB from abfl.lI"m~nt w less 
contentious oon3l'rvatioll empha.sili 
and w public relations pf'OIITam!i. 

Envirorlmentaliet.~ have been 
s~ked reeently by two actions of 
the nCVo' Minillter of the Environ­
ment Tom McMillan In F\·UrUKTY. 
:\lr. McMillan announced thll.t tl'M' 
Pn'51 and public ... ilI only hll\'e 

......,.'-.~ .... pogt~ 

Great LakH United 
24 Ar-LliClrclt 

R"ffalo,NY.\"n4 
\116jl!8lKlJ.t2 

KOAJl.OO?' DlRErTORS 
OmeElR 
~,~,­

l'l-tdWldlI...8,uwft.I'1'l.f! 
Ioh:llr.nd.N' 

\' ..... f'I ... ;d •• I-J"~nJ'~k_ 
Kl~ ... ,On"""" 

~1:;hN~ltkf)' 
I'..~. 'T'tr<,.~ .. , -J ....... Wu..tL 

T ... ~_t'i1;.·.M I 

0' .... '",.7 ......... , 
hlilolarl!l:lt 

T_t4, ...... ""1<0 
P.~ 1W;:';;:;;,..~rll So!", 

UGIO"' ALUlItU."'I'ORB 

~Js~::~ 
1lir",,11 II~_ 
Jah II. &yd ... 

1I.y; •• 1I/ ,V"A ..... 
J ... t'l~~hei ..... 
".."",./1'.£,,, 
Amo.8 ... kwWl 
~.V·(M.", .. , 

.sau~)fiJ,et 
~VI_:;"IA"-'-' 

R;~"ard~r 

VUlElTORS·AT·LAItCY. 
Calh)o AlpAuch 

1> •. 1.&"'" ..... 0. •• 
llobo-~i:~:!~Ph.D 
R~I~biak,Ph.D. 

" .... MW.' 
KaiMill1Vd )\"'"''''-RoIL !IcnotI&Io.Ph.O 

r • ..,IS .. k>Eur1. 

STAFP 
J)u04Y"Ie •• E,"",,' ... O,o"f(fut 

TI.., E<kr,F,..l./ (-",onii"~1W 
1 ....... nnDiB.rvd,u. 

01/'''''''''''''' 
AJ!:;~~~i~~O"f 

Sjr. .... ...... h It> Gr....t /Mo /J~i"'O/ ,.It ..... s ..... (lr~.", ... ,<;,w, ..... , ............. !.1 
::.~,.J,';'"iI.II>~-'t .... "rod."". ,,/~;.. 

ni.poo/lI ... '_ .... "' .. ",._~'A,..... 
..... _/1.- "'. IJ.MtI' t; • ..J F-...r.t ..... 



Ontario Region

Shoreline Erosion: An Alternative Soluti®n

Record high water levels in most
of the Great Lakes have shoreline
residents and agency representatives
concerned about flood damages and
erosion to shoreline properties.
High lake levels coupled with large
storm waves cause extensive erosion
of shoreline properties resulting in
millions of dollars in damages each
year.
A debate continues on whether

action should be taken to lower
Great Lakes water levels through
water diversions, channel modifica-
tion or increasing flow at intercon-
necting channels. Although these
actions claim local relief to shore-
line residents, the overall effect of
any of these suggested remedies will
be of limited value in reducing
shoreline erosion. Storm waves
cause the most extensive damage to
shore properties and lowering lake
levels by a few inches to a foot will
not eliminate this problem.
Most of the shoreline damage

along coastal areas result from the
action of large storm waves. Storm
waves dissipate their energy as they
break on the shore, eroding beaches.

by Ronald J. Serudato, SUNY at Oswego

These sediments are then relocated
to deeper parts of the lake or other
coastal areas. The most commonly
employed method used to combat
shoreline erosion has been to con-
struct protective bulkheads
(groins) or place large stones and
debris along the shoreline which are
less readily moved by wave action.
Local, state and federal agencies
have provided financial and techni-
cal assistance to shore residents to
build structures to protect against
shoreline erosion with mixed
results. All too often the effects are
highly localized and temporary in
nature. Unless coordinated, the local
efforts of a single or a few residents
may lead to more extensive erosion
of adjoining, unprotected properties.
It has long been recognized that

natural offshore bars provide pro-
tection to coastal areas. An alterna-
tive to the most commonly used
methods of shoreline protection is to
use offshore submerged structures
to reduce storm wave energies
before they reach the beach. If the
erosive forces of storm wave ener-
gies can be dissipated before reach-

ing the shore, wave damages would
be significantly reduced, and in
some areas, eliminated. Strategi-
cally placed offshore bars could be
constructed which are designed to
reduce storm wave energies, and if
properly placed and oriented, could
also provide habitat to lake fish spe-
cies. In addition, submerged, pro-
tective bars could also serve to
protect small boat operators who
get caught in the offshore area dur-
ing sudden storms. The water
behind the offshore structure would
be calmer providing a "harbor of
refuge" for boat operators.

It's time to rethink the methods
currently used to provide protection
to shoreline property owners
against shore erosion. Perhaps we
should begin considering alterna-
tives to the piecemeal, questionably
effective shoreline protection mea-
sures currently being advanced by
state and federal agencies. Strategi-
cally placed offshore structures
constructed of stone and submerged
a few feet below the surface would
cause storm waves to break offshore
of the beach and thereby reduce the

erosive forces of the waves. This
suggested method will not be suita-
ble for all areas of the Great Lakes,
although I'm confident many coas-
tal areas would benefit from this
alternative approach. Despite the
many problems related to this
shoreline protective alternative, it
offers a solution to a problem which
draws from well known natural
coastal processes. It will not cure the
flooding problems related to Great
Lakes high water levels, but neither
will the proposed lowering of lake
levels cure shoreline erosion. The
piecemeal approach currently used
to protect Great Lakes coastal
properties is expensive and, for the
most part, ineffective.

Ronald J. Serudato is a newly
elected Board Member of Great
Lakes United and a geologist who
has directed the Research Center at
the State University of New York
College at Oswego for the past eight
years.

Erie Region

-Pennsylvania's Wind®w ®n the Great Lakes:

An Overview of Environmental blunders

The site of the City of Erie was a
gift of the lake. Protected by a uni-
quely beautiful, seven-mile long,
gently curving sand spit, a natural
harbor was thus created, attracting
late eighteenth century settlers who
established a town in 1804. This
community, born in the wilderness,
prospered. Population, agriculture,
industry and commerce grew.
Over 150 years of such develop-

ment created the state's third larg-
est city and its only Great Lakes
port. Unfortunately, Erie citizens
repaid the munificence of the lake
and harbor with abuse. Exploita-
tion of excellent fishing, pollution
of lake waters and the inland water-
shed has increased.
Ten major discharges developed

which carried agricultural, indus-
trial and human waste into this
once magnificent fishery and- qual-
ity drinking water supply. Most of
these pollution sources have been
known and ignored by successive
political administrations and local
citizens since the turn of the cen-
tury. One such source, the infamous
Millcreek Tube, has been a verita-
ble "river of human feces" since its
construction some 70 years ago.
ago.
The community's Waste Water

Treatment Plant has the distinction
of being the longest continuous
municipal violator of water quality
standards on any of the Great Lakes.
Industrial waste discharges and

even the city's Potable Water Treat-

by Richard Kubiak, Pennsylvania Sportsman Federation

ment.Plant at the foot of Chestnut
Street have created toxic hotspots in
the harbor. Tumorous fish with ele-
vated P.C.B. levels are currently
being studied by the Fish and Wild-
life Service and worried over by the
local angling community.
These are some past abuses. Pres-

ent transgressions may be of even
greater concern.
The City of Erie relies on its tour-

ism industry. It is valued at between
$100 and $300 million and hinges
entirely on Presque Isle State Park,
the 1,800 acre sand spit mentioned.
This park has a truly amazing eco-
logical diversity, so great that it
has been designated aNational Nat-
ural Landmark. Unfortunately, we
are in the process of beating the
park to death.
Presque Isle is the second most

heavily used park in the United
States, second only to the Great
Smokey National Park. Six million
people visited the peninsula last
year and Erie economic develop-
ment people wish to increase that
number with no end in sight! A four-
lane highway funnels the recreation-
ists onto and through the sand spit
and a new "all purpose trail" brings
even more people to an already over-
crowded facility. To make matters
worse, the trail was built through
some of the most important
wetlands in the eastern U.S. in vio-
lation of both federal and state
statutes. More people, more pave-
ment. This appears to be the future

trend for Presque Isle.
But there's more. The waste from

six million visitors is disposed of
through an elevated sand mound
system. For example, there is sewage
disposal at .13 park sites. Sands
do not renovate waste. Sand mounds,
according to D.E.R. regulations,
cannot be placed on sandy non-soil
sites, especially where the water
table is less than 20" from the sur-
face (on Presque Isle the water table
is often 5" or less). These waste facil-
ities directly discharge human sew-
age effluent into the ground water.
Due to the park's sandy nature, this
mixes directly with waters of the
lake and harbor. Visitors to the park
unknowingly sw-im in their own
waste.
These elements are compounded

by two proposed assaults on the
lake environment. A Waste to
Energy Incineration Plant is sche-
duled to be built this year in the
heart of the city's west side. This
facility will use a Swedish burn
technology, currently under morato-
rium in that country due to exces-
sive generation of dioxins.
Southwesterly winds will carry the
plant's emissions directly to the har-
bor, the park and the lake.

Finally, Erie has rediscovered its
waterfront and explosive "develop-
ment fever" threatens to restrict all
but the rich from the harbor. Public
access has thus far been relegated to
two points; a 16-acre launch area on
the west bayfront and a 35-acre

"park" next to the sewage treatment
plant. Developers of condominiums,
marinas, shops and other enter-
prises have turned a deaf ear to
requests for "free public access"
along the remaining four and one-
half miles of waterfront.
Unfortunately, this is how Erie

has repaid its debt to the lake. It's
time citizens work to reverse this
trend, before it is too late.

Richard Kubick is a board mem-
ber of Great Lakes United and serves
as a delegate from Pennsylvania
Sportsman Federation.

National Marine
Educators Association
Annual Conference

August 4-9, 1986

Presentations will cover a variety
of aspects of marine and aquatic
education: curricula, programs,
research, cultural and natural
history.
For registration information,

contact Ohio State . University,
Dept. of Conferences and Institutes,
Fawcett Center for Tomorrow, 2400
Olentangy River Road, Columbus,
Ohio 43210 . (614) 422-8571.
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Ontario Region 

Shoreline Erosion: An Alternative Solution 

Record high water levels in most 
of the Great Lakes have shoreline 
residents and agency representatives 
concerned about flood damages and 
erosion to shoreline properties. 
High lake levels coupled with large 
storm waves cause extensive erosion 
of shoreline properties resulting in 
millions of dollars in damages each 
year. 

A debate continues on whether 
action should be taken to lower 
Great Lakes water levels through 
water diversions, channel modifica­
tion or increasing flow at intercon­
necting channels. Although these 
actions claim local relief to shore­
line residents, the overall effect of 
any of these suggested remedies will 
be of limited value in reducing 
shoreline erosion. Storm waves 
cause the most extensive damage to 
shore properties and lowering lake 
levels by a few inches to a foot will 
not eliminate this problem. 

Most of the shoreline damage 
along coastal areas result from the 
action of large storm waves. Storm 
waves dissipate their energy as they 
break on the shore, eroding beaches. 

by Ronald J. Scrudato, SUNY at Oswego 

These sediments are then relocated 
to deeper parts of the lake or other 
coastal areas. The most commonly 
employed method used to combat 
shoreline erosion has been to con­
struct protective bulkheads 
(groins) or place large stones and 
debris along the shoreline which are 
less readily moved by wave action. 
Local, state and federal agencies 
have provided financial and techni­
cal assistance to shore residents to 
build structures to protect against 
shoreline erosion with mixed 
results. All too often the effects are 
highly localized and temporary in 
nature. Unless coordinated, the local 
efforts of a single or a few residents 
may lead to more extensive erosion 
of adjoining, unprotected properties. 

It has long been recognized that 
natural offshore bars provide pro­
tection to coastal areas. An alterna­
tive to the most commonly used 
methods of shoreline protection is to 
use offshore submerged structures 
to reduce storm wave energies 
before they reach the beach. If the 
erosive forces of storm wave ener­
gies can be dissipated before reach-

ing the shore, wave damages would 
be significantly reduced, and in 
some areas, eliminated. Strategi­
cally placed offshore bars could be 
constructed which are designed to 
reduce storm wave energies, and if 
properly placed and oriented, could 
also provide habitat to lake fish spe­
cies. In addition, submerged, pro­
tective bars could also serve to 
protect small boat operators who 
get caught in the offshore area dur­
ing sudden storms. The water 
behind the offshore structure would 
be calmer providing a "harbor of 
refuge" for boat operators. 

It's time to rethink the methods 
currently used to provide protection 
to shoreline property owners 
against shore erosion. Perhaps we 
should begin considering alterna­
tives to the piecemeal, questionably 
effective shoreline protection mea­
sures currently being advanced by 
state and federal agencies. Strategi­
cally placed offshore structures 
constructed of stone and submerged 
a few feet below the surface would 
cause storm waves to break offshore 
of the beach and thereby reduce the 

erosive forces of the waves. This 
suggested method will not be suita­
ble for all areas of the Great Lakes, 
although I'm confident many coas­
tal areas would benefit from this 
alternative approach. Despite the 
many problems related to this 
shoreline protective alternative, it 
offers a solution to a problem which 
draws from well known natural 
coastal processes. It wi I I not cure the 
flooding problems related to Great 
Lakes high water levels, but neither 
will the proposed lowering of lake 
levels cure shoreline erosion. The 
piecemeal approach currently used 
to protect Great Lakes coastal 
properties is expensive and, for the 
most part, ineffective. 

Ronald J. Scrudato is a newly 
elected Board Member of Great 
Lakes United and a geologist who 
has directed the Research Center at 
the State Um:1Jersity of New York 
College at Oswego for the past eight 
years. 

Erie Region 

Pennsylvania's Window on the Great Lakes: 

An Overview of Environmental Blunders 

The site of the City of Erie was a 
gift of the lake. Protected by a uni­
quely beautiful, seven-mile long, 
gently curving sand spit, a natural 
harbor was thus created, attracting 
late eighteenth century settlers who 
established a town in 1804. This 
community, born in the wilderness, 
prospered. Population, agriculture, 
industry and commerce grew. 

Over 150 years of such develop­
ment created the state's third larg­
est city and its only Great Lakes 
port. Unfortunately, Erie citizens 
repaid the munificence of the lake 
and harbor with abuse. Exploita­
tion of excellent fishing, pollution 
of lake waters and the inland water­
shed has increased. 

Ten major discharges developed 
which carried agricultural, indus­
trial and human waste into this 
once magnificent fishery and· qual­
ity drinking water supply. Most of 
these pollution sources have been 
known and ignored by successive 
political administrations and local 
citizens since the turn of the cen­
tury. One such source, the infamous 
Millcreek Tube, has been a verita­
ble "river of human feces" since its 
construction some 70 years ago. 
ago. 

The community's Waste Water 
Treatment Plant has the distinction 
of being the longest continuous 
municipal violator of water quality 
standards on any of the Great Lakes. 

Industrial waste discharges and 
even the city's Potable Water Treat-
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by Richard Kubiak, Pennsylvania Sportsman Federation 

mentPlant at the foot of Chestnut f 

Street have created toxic hotspots in 
the harbor. Tumorous fish with ele­
vated P.C.B. levels are currently 
being studied by the Fish and Wild­
life Service and worried over by the 
local angling community. 

These are some past abuses. Pres­
ent transgressions may be of even 
greater concern. 

The City of Erie relies on its tour­
ism industry. It is valued at between 
$100 and $300 million and hinges 
entirely on Presque Isle State Park, 
the 1,800 acre sand spit mentioned. 
This park has a truly amazing eco­
logical diversity, so great that it 
has been designated aN ational N at­
ural Landmark. Unfortunately, we 
are in the process of beating the 
park to death. 

Presque Isle is the second most 
heavily used park in the United 
States, second only to the Great 
Smokey National Park. Six million 
people visited the peninsula last 
year and Erie economic develop­
ment people wish to increase that 
number with no end in sight! A four­
lane highway funnels the recreation­
ists onto and through the sand spit 
and a new "all purpose trail" brings 
even more people to an already over­
crowded facility. To make matters 
worse, the trail was built through 
some of the most important 
wetlands in the eastern U.S. in vio­
lation of both federal and state 
statutes. More people, more pave­
ment. This appears to be the future 

trend for Presque Isle. 
But there's more. The waste from 

six million visitors is disposed of 
through an elevated sand mound 
system. For example, there is sewage 
disposal at ·13 park sites. Sands 
do not renovate waste. Sand mounds, 
according to D.E.R. regulations, 
cannot be placed on sandy non-soil 
sites, especially where the water 
table is less than 20/1 from the sur­
face (on Presque Isle the water table 
is often 5/1 or less). These waste facil­
ities directly discharge human sew­
age effluent into the ground water. 
Due to the park's sandy nature, this 
mixes directly with waters of the 
lake and harbor. Visitors to the park 
unknowingly sw-im in their own 
waste. 

These elements are compounded 
by two proposed assaults on the 
lake environment. A Waste to 
Energy Incineration Plant is sche­
duled to be built this year in the 
heart of the city's west side. This 
facility will use a Swedish burn 
technology, currently under morato­
rium in that country due to exces­
sive generation of dioxins. 
Southwesterly winds will carry the 
plant's emissions directly to the har­
bor, the park and the lake. 

Finally, Erie has rediscovered its 
waterfront and explosive "develop­
ment fever" threatens to restrict all 
but the rich from the harbor. Public 
access has thus far been relegated to 
two points; a 16-acre launch area on 
the west bayfront and a 35-acre 

"park" next to the sewage treatment 
plant. Developers of condominiums, 
marinas, shops and other enter­
prises have turned a deaf ear to 
requests for "free public access" 
along the remaining four and one­
half miles of waterfront. 

Unfortunately, this is how Erie 
has repaid its debt to the lake. It's 
time citizens work to reverse this 
trend, before it is too late. 

Richard Kubick is a board mem­
ber of Great Lakes United and serves 
as a delegate from Pennsylvania 
Sportsman Federation. 

National Marine 
Educators Association 

Annual Conference 

August 4-9, 1986 
Presentations will cover a variety 

of aspects of marine and aquatic 
education: curricula, programs, 
research, cultural and natural 
history. 

For registration information, 
contact Ohio State University, 
Dept. of Conferences and Institutes, 
Fawcett Center for Tomorrow, 2400 
Olentangy River Road, Columbus, 
Ohio 43210 . (614) 422-8571. 
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Task Force To Tony Hot-Spots, Hold Hearings

Great Lakes United's Water
Quality Task Force will be travel-
ing to 19 cities this summer and fall
to conduct public hearings and meet
with local citizen leaders to review
the 1978 Great Lakes Water Qual-
ity Agreement between the U.S.
and Canada. Across the basin, citi-
zens _and groups are gearing .up for
the tour, preparing to make presen-
tations at the hearings and to guide
the Task Force on a visit to local
toxic hot-spots.
In some locations, citizens will be

using the hearings as a forum to
suggest ways the Agreement should
be expanded, such as to address toxic
rain or to enforce the clean-up of
hot-spots. At other locations the
Task Force will be hearing citizens'
reactions to proposed remedial
action plans. At all locations the

major topic of concern will be toxic
chemical contamination of the
Great Lakes—how bad the public
believes it is, what the public wants
done about it and how the public
wants the Agreement used to elimi-
nate it.
The Agreement is the principal

instrument which guides federal,
state andprovincial water pollution
control programs. One of its goals is
the virtual elimination of the dis-
charge of toxic substances. That
goal is restated in the U.S. Clean
Water Act and the Toxic Substance
Control Agreement recently signed
by the Great Lakes Governors.
"We're anxious to hear from the

public how our governments have
done in achieving that goal, and how
pollution control efforts should be
focused in the future," according to
John Jackson of Kitchener, Ontario,
Chairman of the GLU Water Qual-
ity Task Force.
The hearings are particularly

important to Great Lakes interests
now as the U.S. and Canadian
governments will soon begin a com-
prehensive review of the 1978
Agreement and will have the oppor-
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by Tim Eder, Field Coordinator, GLU

GLU Photo
tunity to rewrite or amend the docu-
ment. The public will have no other
formal chance to review the Agree-
ment before this governmental
review. The IJC's third biennial
report on the Agreement, the
release of which will trigger the
governmental review, is presently
being drafted, and will likely be
released in late summer.
In addition to its general goals,

the Agreement contains guidelines
for specific pollutants and spells out
deadlines for the adoption of certain
programs. When they signed the
Agreement, our two governments
committed themselves to enacting
laws and designing programs to
carry out both the general and
specific objectives of the Agree-
ment. In some cases, most notably
in controlling phosphorus and
checking eutrophication, the
commitments have largely been
met.
Unfortunately, that same success

story does not apply to toxic chemi-
cals. Have the EPA, Ministries of
Environment and state agencies
done all they can to virtually elimi-
nate toxic substances? Is progress
toward that goal being made? Have
standards been adopted to meet the
Agreement's specific objectives?
Are present government programs
adequate to deal with the "tough"
sources of toxics, like toxic rain and
hazardous waste storage sites? How

disturbed are you by recent reports
that residents of the Great Lakes
region have higher body burdens of
toxic chemicals than elsewhere in
North America? Are you, the pub-

lic, willing to pay the high price to
clean up in-place pollutants? Just
how valuable is clean water to our
health and our economy?
These are among the questions on

which the Task Force hopes to hear
public comments. A report which
summarizes comments from the
19 hearings and makes recommen-
dations, will be presented to the two
governments prior to their review.
In addition, the Center for the Great
Lakes is holding a summit on the
Water Quality Agreement and has
invited Great Lakes United's parti-
cipation. The Task Force's findings
will be presented at that meeting,
scheduled for November 17-19 in
Detroit.

Remedial Action Plans
In addition to providing the pub-

lie with a chance to review the effec-
tiveness of agency efforts to meet
the goals of the Agreement, the pub-
lic hearings serve another impor-
tant function. The IJC's Great Lakes
Water Quality Board, made up of
top level water pollution control
program managers from the fed-
eral, state and provincial level, has a
major effort underway to clean-up
the 42 Areas of Concern in the
Basin. At present, a Remedial
Action Plan (RAP) is being written to
clean-up these toxic hot-spots and
restore the beneficial uses. The RAP
process is described in the accom-
panying article about Toronto's
waterfront. Completely cleaning up
these sites means eliminating the
sources of pollution and removing
contaminated sediments, and will
require a tremendous amount of
political will and financial commit-
ment. It is absolutely essential that
the public be involved with the RAP
process.
With some notable exceptions like

as 
o Areas of concern in the Great Lakes Basin*

* Site of GLU Citizens Hearing
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the Grand-Cal, Green Bay, the
Rouge River and Toronto, the public
has not been involved in the process.
The hearing locations were chosen
partly to coincide with the hot-spots
and the Task Force is inviting the
public to use the hearings to review
the plans where that is possible and
to join in the RAP process.
Enclosed in this issue of The

Great Lakes United is a brochure
listing the dates and locations of the
hearings. We urge you to join us in
this important review. If you wish to
submit comments to the Task Force
but are unable to attend a hearing
you may do so in writing, prior to
November 15, 1986, care of Great
Lakes United.
At each hearing location, local

organizers are already working to
help set up the hearing and bring
out the public. Below is a list of con-
tacts for each of the hearings. You
may wish to contact them to find out
what is planned for the hearing
nearest you.
The map below shows the IJC's

42 Areas of Concern. A team of wri-
ters from governmental agencies
has been assigned to develop a
Remedial Action Plan for each site.
If you are interested, we urge you to
contact your Ministry, your state
pollution control agency or myself
at GLU to find out who is working
on these plans and to become
involved in their review.

Milwaukee, Green Bay, Duluth
Dorothy Lageroos
(608) 437-8009 -

Green Bay
Becky Leighton
(414)432-0881

Marquette
Scot Stewart
(906)225-1418

Sault Ste. Marie
Ruth Fletcher
(705) 949-8639

Kingston
David Bigley
(315) 686-2010

Cornwall
Mario Sarda
(613) 932-3243

Montreal
Daniel Green
(514) 844-5477

Chicago, Gary
John Laue
(312)263-5550

Grand Rapids
Dr. Kay Dodge
(616) 456-4848

Saginaw Bay
Bill Yocum
(517) 752-0100

Detroit/Windsor
Cathy Alpaugh
(519) 253-4232 ext. 2333

Sarnia
John Jackson
(519)744-7503

Toledo, Cleveland
Steve Sedam
(614) 224-4900

Erie
Richard Kubiak
(814) 899-9676

Toronto
Sarah Miller
(416) 977-2410

Buffalo
GLU Headquarters
(716)886-0142
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Task Force To Tour Hot-Spots, Hold Hearings 

Great Lakes United's Water 
Quality Task Force will be travel­
ing to 19 cities this summer and fall 
to conduct public hearings and meet 
with local citizen leaders to review 
the 1978 Great Lakes Water Qual­
ity Agreement between the U.S. 
and Canada. Across the basin, citi­
zens·and groups are gearing up for 
the tour, preparing to makepresen­
tatioiis at the hearings and to guide 
the Task Force on a visit to local 
toxic hot-spots. 

In some locations, citizens will be 
using the hearings as a forum to 
suggest ways the Agreement should 
be expanded, such as to address toxic 
rain or to enforce the clean-up of 
hot-spots. At other locations the 
Task Force will be hearing citizens' 
reactions to Proposed remedial 
action plans. At all locations the 
major topic of concern will be toxic 
chemical contamination of the 
Great Lakes-how bad the public 
believes it is, what the public wants 
done about it and how the public 
wants the Agreement used to elimi­
nate it. 

The Agreement is the principal 
instrument which guides federal, 
state and provincial water pollution 
control programs. One of its goals is 
the virtual elimination of the dis­
charge of toxic substances. That 
goal is restated in the U.S. Clean 
Water Act and the Toxic Substance 
Control Agreement recently signed 
by the Great Lakes Governors. 

"We're anxious to hear from the 
public how our government.':; have 
done in achieving that goal. and how 
pollution control efforts should be 
focused in the future," according to 
John Jackson of Kitchener, Ontario, 
Chairman of the GLU Water Qual­
ity Task Force. 

The hearings are particularly 
important to Great Lakes interests 
now as the U.S. and Canadian 
governments will soon begin a com­
prehensive review of the 1978. 
Agreement and will have the oppor-
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by Tim Eder, Field Coordinator, GLU 

GLU Photo 
tunity to rewrite or amend the docu­
ment. The public will have no other 
formal chance to review the Agree­
ment before this governmental 
review. The IJC's third biennial 
report on the Agreement, the 
release of which will trigger the 
governmental review, is presently 
being drafted, and will likely be 
released in late summer. 

In addition to its general goals, 
the Agreement contains guidelines 
for specific pollutants and spells out 
deadlines for the adoption of certain 
programs. When they signed the 
Agreement, our two governments 
committed themselves to enacting 
laws and designing programs to 
carry out both the general and 
specific objectives of the Agree­
ment. In some cases, most notably 
in controlling phosphorus and 
checking eutrophication, the 
commitments have largely been 
met. 

Unfortunately, that same success 
story does not apply to toxic chemi­
cals. Have the EPA, Ministries of 
Knvironment and state agencies 
done all they can to virtually elimi· 
nate toxic substances? Is progress 
toward that goal being made? Have 
standards been adopted to meet the 
Agreement's specific objectives? 
Are present government programs 
adequate to deal with the "tough" 
sources of toxics, like toxic rain and 
hazardous waste storage sites? How 

disturbed are you by recent reports 
that residents of the Great Lakes 
region have higher body burdens of 
toxic chemicals than elsewhere in 
North America? Are you, the pub­
lic, willing to pay the high price to 
clean up in-place pollutants? Just 
how valuable is clean water to our 
health and our economy? 

These are among the questions on 
which the Task Force hopes to hear 
public comments. A report which 
summarizes comments from the 
19 hearings and makes recommen­
dations, will be presented to the two 
governments prior to their review. 
In addition, the Center for the Great 
Lakes is holding a summit on the 
Water Quality Agreement and has 
invited Great Lakes United's parti­
cipation. The Task Force's findings 
will be presented at that meeting, 
scheduled for November 17-19 in 
Detroit. 

Remedial Action Plans 
In addition to providing the pub­

lic with a chance to review the effec­
tiveness of agency efforts to meet 
the goals of the Agreement, the pub­
lic hearings serve another impor­
tant function. The IJC's Great Lakes 
Water Quality Board, made up of 
top level water pollution control 
program managers from the fed­
eral, state and provincial level, has a 
major effort underway to clean-up 
the 42 Areas of Concern in the 
Basin. At present, a Remedial 
Action Plan (RAP) is being written to 
clean-up these toxic hot-spots and 
restore the beneficial uses. The RAP 
process is described in the accom­
panying article about Toronto's 
waterfront. Completely cleaning up 
these sites means eliminating the 
sources of pollution and removing 
contaminated sediments, and will 
require a tremendous amount of 
political will and financial commit­
ment. It is absolutely essential that 
the public be involved with the RAP 
process. 

With some notable exceptions like 

a Areas of concern in the Great Lakes Basin* 
* Site of GLU Citizens Hearing 
... 80111"('41: Gl'mf Ll1ke."I li.T"f,',. (JllrJlifJl Hllllni n'jJfJI" to till' /II/fl"­
Iwfimwl Jfliut Com mis,i 1011, /,fJN/i. 

the Grand-Cal, Green Bay, the 
Rouge River and Toronto, the public 
has not been involved in the process. 
The hearing locations were chosen 
partly to coincide with the hot-spots 
and the Task Force is inviting the 
public to use the hearings to review 
the plans where that is possible and 
to join in the RAP process. 

Enclosed in this issue of The 
Great Lakes United is a brochure 
listi ng the dates and locations of the 
hearings. We urge you to join us in 
this important review. If you wish to 
submit comments to the Task Force 
but are unable to attend a hearing 
you may do so in writing, prior to 
November 15, 1986, care of Great 
Lakes United. 

At each hearing location, local 
organizers are already working to 
help set up the hearing and bring 
out the public. Below is a list of con­
tacts for each of the hearings. You 
may wish to contact them to find out 
what is planned for the hearing 
nearest you. 

The map below shows the IJC's 
42 Areas of Concern. A team of wri­
ters from governmental agencies 
has been assigned to develop a 
Remedial Action Plan for each site. 
If you are interested, we urge you to 
contact your Ministry, your state 
pollution control agency or myself 
at GLU to find out who is working 
on these plans and to become 
involved in their review. 

Milwaukee, Green Bay, Duluth 
Dorothy Lageroos 
(608) 437-8009 

Green Bay 
Becky Leighton 
(414) 432-0881 

Marquette 
Scot Stewart 
(906) 225-1418 

Sault Ste. Marie 
Ruth Fletcher 
(705) 949-8639 

Kingston 
David Bigley 
(315) 686-2010 

Cornwall 
Mario Sarda 
(613) 932-3243 

Montreal 
Daniel Green 
(514) 844-5477 

Chicago, Gary 
John Laue 
(312) 263-5550 

Grand Rapids 
Dr. Kay Dodge 
(616) 456-4848 

Saginaw Bay 
Bill Yocum 
(517) 752-0100 

Detroit/Windsor 
Cathy Alpaugh 
(519) 253-4232 ext. 2333 

Sarnia 
John Jackson 
(519) 744-7503 

Toledo. Cleveland 
Steve Sedam 
(614) 224-4900 

Erie 
Richard Kubiak 
(814) 899-9676 

Toronto 
Sarah Miller 
(416) 977-2410 

Buffalo 
GLU Headquarters 
(716) 886-0142 



Toronto flans Own Clean- Up

The Metropolitan Toronto area is
one of very intensive and often
conflicting water uses—
swimming, boating, fishing,
wildlife, port facilities, industry,
municipal drinking water, sew-
age disposal and major lakefill-
ing activities.

Richardson, 1980

These lakes are all things to all
people—sources of drinking and
dumps for waste, platforms for
commerce and playgrounds for
recreation, repositories of food
and sources of coolant for power
plants, inspiration for poets and
raw material for industrialists.
As the scale of human endeavor
increases, some things must
change—or something will give.

The Hon. James Bradley
Minister of Environment,
Ontario
Large Lakes Conference,

May, 1986.

The City of Toronto is in the unique

position in Ontario of preparing

a remedial action plan for the
Toronto Waterfront. This article is

about the City's anomalous role in

the International Joint Commis-
sion's (IJC) process of remediation
strategies.

Last June, the Water Quality
Board of the IJC presented its

progress report on Great Lakes
clean-up initiatives since the sign-

ing of the Great Lakes Water. Qual-
ity Agreement in 1978.
While there were some improve=

ments with respect to conventional
pollutants like phosphorus, oil and

grease, oxygen demand (or BOD as

it is often called), the actual major
clean-up operations involving con-
taminated sediments and persistent

toxic substances were disappoint-

ing.
It was obvious that better

indicators on the status of an area

and its long-term strategy for clean-

up were needed. Consequently, the

areas of concern previously identi-

fied by the Board were reviewed.
In the end, the Board had identi-

fied 42 areas of concern where
environmental quality was
degraded and beneficial uses were
impaired. Seventeen of these areas

were in Ontario. Twenty-five were

in the United States. The Toronto
Waterfront was one of the 17 identi-

fied in Ontario. (see map).
Having identified the areas of

concern, the Board then decided to
classify each according to the status

of their remediation efforts.
Had causative factors been identi-

fied? Were investigating programs
under way to determine the causes
and the extent of the impairment?
Was a plan in place to deal with

these problems? If not, was a plan at
least in the preliminary stages of

being developed? Based on these
questions and more, the Board clas-

sified each area of concern. Now at
least in theory, there is a mechan-
ism to determine the status of
remediation efforts.
The Toronto Waterfront was clas-

sified as category 3. This meant that
for the most part causative factors
were determined but a remedial
action plan was not yet developed.
As a result, remedial measures
were not fully identified nor imple-
mented.
The Water Quality Board

by Theresa Zanatta, Toronto Dept. of Public Health

informed the various jurisdictions

and requested that written Reme-

dial Action Plans be completed by
December, 1986. That date has
since been pushed forward to
March, 1987.

Officially, the Federal Depart-
ment of Environment and the Pro-
vincial Ministry of the Environ-
ment through the Canada-Ontario
Agreement were requested to write

the Remedial Action Plans for Onta-
rio's 17 areas of concern.
However, because of the City of

Toronto's own Waterfront manage-
ment scheme, and its involvement
in both the creation and the clean-up
of pollutants along the Waterfront,

a group of representatives from
environmental research and advo-

cacy groups in Toronto appeared
before the Neighbourhoods Com-
mittee of City Council: last October.

They recommended that a special

City of Toronto committee of con-
cerned citizens groups and appro-
priate City staff be established to

draft a Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
for the Toronto Waterfront.
As a result of their submission,

the Neighbourhoods Committee
recommended to City Council that a
working committee be established

to develop the Remedial Action Plan

for the Toronto Waterfront as
recommended by the IJC. Council
concurred.
On February 24th, a research

assistant was hired and work on the
Plan began. In effect, the group had
recognized that public input was
crucial to the development of these
remedial action plans. While both

the Ministry and Environment Can-
ada had intended to include public
input in their process, they had felt
that public input would be more
appropriate once the plan was com-
pleted. The public could then review

it and make their comments. Aside

from Toronto, most of the RAPs in
Ontario will proceed in this way.
Hence, Toronto is in the unusual
position of creating its own Water-
front Remedial Action Plan
through citizen input, while work-
ing in association with the Ministry

and the Federal Government. How-
ever, Environment Ontario and
Environment Canada will still

jointly prepare their own plan.

The Committee calls itself the
WRAP (Waterfront Remedial
Action Plan) Committee and is 10-
groups strong including Great
Lakes United. It has met monthly

since February and to date, has col-
lected a fair amount of the data that

has been documented. The report
will contain a problem definition, a
source definition, and an action
definition.
The problem definition will docu-

ment the extent of the- impairment

based on data collected to date. The
Committee will look at how recrea-
tional water quality has been
affected, how drinking water

quality has been affected, the
integrity of natural areas of habitat,

our fish and wildlife and the extent

of navigation.
The source definition will list

those agents which have been iden-

tified as the source of the problems

listed above. The Committee will

look at in-place pollutants, storm
sewer outfalls, combined sewer
overflows, our sewage treatment
plants, river watersheds, atmos-

pheric fallout and shipping, dredg-

ing and lakefilling practices.

The action definition will list a
series of recommendations for

action. These will be intended to re-

store the impaired uses. This is the
most critical part of the plan. Up to

this point, the plan is merely a status
report. With the action definition,

the Committee will have developed

a blueprint for the management of

the environmental problems of the
Toronto Waterfront.

Our Remedial Action Plan will be
consistent with what the IJC has
requested of such a plan. It will
embody the spirit and the rationale

of ecosystem management. In addi-

tion, our report will be written so as

to provide a vehicle for informed
public debate.
Public input is an especially

important part of our remedial
action plan. I think it is possible for
Toronto's approach to serve as a
model for other communities inter-
ested in contributing to the process
and the development of a RAP.
From both Richardson's and

Bradley's words quoted at the begin-

ning of this article, it is clear that

the RAP will be no easy task. In the
context of a multi-user and multi-
used resource, as is the Toronto
Waterfront, many conflicting
desired uses must be considered.

Report Reviews
Agreement
by Scott O'Connor, Intern, GLU

In a unique international joint
project, the National Research
Council of the U.S. and the Royal

Society of Canada have published a
Review of the 1978 Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement.
The committee found that

humans living in and using the Great
Lakes basin are exposed to and
accumulate appreciably more toxic
chemical burden than people in

other similarly large regions of

North America. The difference
appears to be due to the higher con-
taminant levels in food products
derived from the lakes and the

basin. Infants are also a high-risk
population as they represent an

even higher trophic level than
adults, and are at a sensitive stage of
devel=ent.
The report found that the sources

of toxic substances in the Great
Lakes basin is larger and more
diverse than was anticipated and
management will need to be much
more comprehensive.
GLU suggests you obtain this

report. It is an excellent source of
information and can be a valuable
reference in preparation for the
public hearings described in the
accompanying article. To obtain a

copy write to: National Research
Council, 2101 Constitution Avenue,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20418.

More importantly, their effect' on

the ecosystem specific to the
Toronto Waterfront must and will

be analyzed.
The process is an exciting one.

The Committee has much to con-
tribute and Toronto much to be
gained by developing an overall,
holistic approach to the manage-
ment of Toronto's Waterfront.

The Toronto Waterfront was the
prime reason for development of

the City. Indeed its name, Toronto,
means "meeting place. Through

the years, the Waterfront has con-
tinued to serve as a meeting place
for both commercial and recrea-
tional endeavours. It has provided a
valuable asset to the people of
Toronto and the many tourists who
visit each year.
Citizen groups in Toronto,

including representation from
Great Lakes United have recog-
nized that we have a responsibility
to develop a tradition of good water
resource management for ourselves
and future generations. The fact
that citizens have chosen to become
involved bodes well for the process.

Theresa Zanatta is the Remedial
Action Plan Coordinator for the
Toronto Department of Health.

The Regulation of
Toxic and Oxident
Air Pollution in
North America
The Canadian Environmental

Law. Research Foundation of

Toronto and the Environmental

Law Institute of Washington, D.C.,

have recently completed a joint

study of toxic and oxidant air pollu-

tants and regulatory problems they

impose. The resulting book is a
groundbreaking work which will

become the standard reference on

toxic and oxidant air pollution and a

catalyst for regulatory change.
This book documents the sources,

transport and effects of toxic air pol-

lutants. It addresses current regula-

tory approaches in Canada and the

U.S. Existing bilateral controls on

both sides of the border are criti-

cally analyzed and future bilateral
negotiations are discussed. The

book concludes with a listing of spe-

cific recommendations to American

and Canadian policy makers, both

with respect to domestic regulation

in each country and cooperative
approaches at the international

level.
The book is 270 pages with a

heavy paper cover and costs $27.95.

It is available from CCH Canadian
Limited, 6 Garamond Court, Don

Mills, Ontario M3C 1Z5.

National Pesticide Telecommunication Network

A toll free telephone service is
available to provide information to

the health profession and genet -'
public on pesticides. Information
for the health profession includes:
Pesticide product information;
recognition and management of poi-
sonings; toxicology and sympto-
matic reviews; referrals for lab
analysis; training in recognition of
poisonings; investigation of pesti-

cide incidents and emergency treat-
ment information. Information for
the general public includes: product
information; protective equipment
for safety; health and environmental
effects; clean-up procedures and
disposal, and regulatory laws. This
service runs 24 hours a day, 365
days per year. The telephone
number is 1-800-585-7378.
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The Metropolitan Toronto area is 
one of very intensive and often 
conflicting water uses­
swimming, boating, fishing, 
wildlife, port facilities, industry, 
municipal drinking water, sew­
age disposal and major lakefill­
ing activities. 

Richardson, 1980 

These lakes are all things to all 
people-sources of drinking and 
dumps for waste, platforms for 
commerce and playgrounds for 
recreation, repositories of food 
and sources of coolant for power 
plants, inspiration for poets and 
raw material for industrialists. 
As the scale of human endeavor 
increases, some things must 
change-or something will give. 

The Hon. James Bradley 
Minister of Environment, 
Ontario 
Large Lakes Coil/erence, 

May, 1986. 

The City of Toronto is in the unique 
position in Ontario of preparing 
a remedial action plan for the 
Toronto Waterfront. This article is 
about the City's anomalous role in 
the International Joint Commis­
sion's (IJC) process of remediation 
strategies. 

Last June, the Water Quality 
Board of the IJC presented its 
progress report on Great Lakes 
clean-up initiatives since the sign­
ing of the Great Lakes Water Qual­
ity Agreement in 1918. 

While there were some improve~ 
ments with respect to conventional 
pollutants like phosphorus, oil and 
grease, oxygen demand (or BOD as 
it is often called), the actual major 
clean-up operations involving con­
taminated sediments and persistent 
toxic substances were disappoint­
ing. 

It was obvious that better 
indicators on the status of an area 
and its long-term strategy for clean­
up were needed. Consequently, the 
areas of concern previously identi­
fied by the Board were reviewed. 

In the end, the Board had identi­
fied 42 areas of concern where 
environmental quality was 
degraded and beneficial uses were 
impaired. Seventeen of these areas 
were in Ontario. Twenty-five were 
in the United States. The Toronto 
Waterfront was one of the 17 identi­
fied in Ontario. (see map). 

Having identified the areas of 
concern, the Board then decided to 
classify each according to the status 
of their remediation efforts. 

Had causative factors been identi­
fied? Were investigating programs 
under way to determine the causes 
and the extent of the impairment? 
Was a plan in place to deal with 
these problems? If not, was a plan at 
least in the preliminary stages of 
being developed? Based on these 
questions and more, the Board clas­
sified each area of concern. Now at 
least in theory, there is a mechan­
ism to determine the status of 
remediation efforts. 

The Toronto Waterfront was clas­
sified as category 3. This meant that 
for the most part causative factors 
were determined but a remedial 
action plan was not yet developed. 
As a result, remedial measures 
were not fully identified nor imple­
mented. 

The Water Quality Board 
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Toronto Plans Own Clean-Up 
by Theresa Zanatta, Toronto Dept. of Public Health 

informed the various jurisdictions 
and requested that written Reme­
dial Action Plans be completed by 
December, 1986. That date has 
since been pushed forward to 
March, 1987. 

Officially, the Federal Depart­
ment of Environment and the Pro­
vincial Ministry of the Environ­
ment through the Canada-Ontario 
Agreement were requested to write 
the Remedial Action Plans for Onta­
rio's 17 areas of concern. 

However, because of the City of 
Toronto's own Waterfront manage­
ment scheme, and its involvement 
in both the creation and the clean-up 
of pollutants along the Waterfront, 
a group of representatives from 
environmental research and advo­
cacy groups in Toronto appeared 
before the Neighbourhoods Com­
mittee of City Council last October. 
They recommended that a special 
City of Toronto committee of con­
cerned citizens groups and appro­
priate City staff be established to 
draft a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) 
for the Toronto Waterfront. 

As a result of their submission, 
the Neighbourhoods Committee 
recommended to City Council that a 
working committee be established 
to develop the Remedial Action Plan 
for the Toronto Waterfront as 
recommended by the IJC. Council 
concurred. 

On February 24th, a research 
assistant was hired and work on the 
Plan began. In effect, the group had 
recognized that public input was 
crucial to the development of these 
remedial action plans. While both 
the Ministry and Environment Can­
ada had intended to include public 
input in their process, they had felt 
that public input would be more 
appropriate once the plan was com­
pleted. The public could then review 
it and make their comments. Aside 
from Toronto, most of the RAPs in 
Ontario will proceed in this way. 
Hence, Toronto is in the unusual 
position of creating its own Water­
front Remedial Action Plan 
through citizen input, while work­
ing in association with the Ministry 
and the Federal Government. How­
ever, Environment Ontario and 
Environment Canada will still 
jointly prepare their own plan. 

The Committee calls itself the 
WRAP (Waterfront Remedial 
Action Plan) Committee and is 10-
groups strong including Great 
Lakes United. It has met monthly 
since February and to date, has col­
lected a fair amount of the data that 
has been documented. The report 
will contain a problem definition, a 
source definition, and an action 
definition. 

The action definition will list a 
series of recommendations for 
action. These will be intended to re­
store the impaired uses. This is the 
most critical part of the plan. Up to 
this point, the plan is merely a status 
report. With the action definition, 
the Committee will have developed 
a blueprint for the management of 
the environmental problems of the 
Toronto Waterfront. 

Our Remedial Action Plan will be 
consistent with what the IJC has 
requested of such a plan. It will 
embody the spirit and the rationale 
of ecosystem management. In addi­
tion, our report will be written so as 
to provide a vehicle for informed 
public debate. 

Public input is an especially 
important part of our remedial 
action plan. I think it is possible for 
Toronto's approach to serve as $I­

model for other communities inter­
ested in contributing to the process 
and the development of a RAP. 

From both Richardson's and 
Bradley's words quoted at the begin­
ning of this article, it is clear that 
the RAP will be no easy task. In the 
context of a multi-user and multi­
used resource, as is the Toronto 
Waterfront, many conflicting 
desired uses must be considered. 

Report Reviews 
Agreement 
by Scott O'Connor, Intern, GLU 

In a unique international joint 
project, the National Research 
Council of the U.S. and the Royal 
Society of Canada have published a 
Review of the 1978 Great Lakes 
Water Quality Agreement. 

The committee found that 
humans living in and usingthe Great 
Lakes basin are exposed to and 
accumulate appreciably more toxic 
chemical burden than people in 
other similarly large regions of 
North America. The difference 
appears to be due to the higher con­
taminant levels in food products 
derived from the lakes and the 
basin. Infants are also a high-risk 
population as they represent an 
even higher trophic level than 
adults'land are at a sensitive stage of 
development. 

The report found that the sourceS 
of toxic substances in the Great 

I Lakes basin is larger and more 
diverse than was anticipated and 
management will need to be much 
more comprehensive. 

GLU suggests you obtain this 
report. It is an excellent source of 
information and can be a valuable 
reference in preparation for the 
public hearings described in the 
accompanying article. To obtain a 
copy write to: National Research 
Council, 2101 Constitution Avenue, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20418. 

More importantly, their effect' on 
the ecosystem specific to the 
Toronto Waterfront must and will 
be analyzed. 

The process is an exciting one. 
The Committee has much to con­
tribute and Toronto much to be 
gained by developing an overall. 
holistic approach to the manage­
ment of Toronto's Waterfront. 

The Toronto Waterfront was the 
prime reason for development of 
the City. Indeed its name, Toront{), 
means "meeting place." Through 
the years, the Waterfront has con­
tinued to serve as a meeting place 
for both commercial and recrea­
tional endeavours. It has provided a 
valuable asset to the people of 
Toronto and the many tourists who 
visit each year. 

Citizen groups in Toronto, 
including representation from 
Great Lakes United have recog­
nized that we have a responsibility 
to develop a tradition of good water 
resource management for ourselves 
and future generations. The fact 
that citizens have chosen to become 
involved bodes well for the process. 

Theresa Zanatta is the Remedial 
Action Plan Coordinator for the 
Toronto Department of Health. 

The Regulation of 
Toxic and Oxident 
Air Pollution in 
North America 

The Canadian Environmental 
Law Research Foundation of 
Toronto and the Environmental 
Law Institute of Washington, D.C., 
have recently completed a joint 
study of tox ic and oxidant air pollu­
tants and regulatory problems they 
impose. The resulting book is' a 
groundbreaking work which will 
become the standard reference on 
toxic and oxidant air pollution and a 
catalyst for regulatory change. 

This book documents the sources, 
transport and effects of toxic air pol­
lutants. It addresses current regula­
tory approaches in Canada and the 
U.S. Existing bilateral controls on 
both sides of the border are criti­
cally analyzed and future bilateral 
negotiations are discussed. The 
book concludes with a listing of spe­
cific recommendations to American 
and Canadian policy makers, both 
with respect to domestic regulation 
in each country and cooperative 
approaches at the international 
level. 

The book is 270 pages with a 
heavy paper cover and costs $27.95. 
It is available from CCH Canadian 
Limited, 6 Garamond Court, Don 
M ills, Ontario M3C lZ5. 

The problem definition will docu­
ment the extent of the' impairment 
based on data collected to date. The 
Committee will look at how recrea­
tional water quality has been 
affected, how drinking water 
quality has been affected, the 
integrity of natural areas of habitat, 
our fish and wildlife and the extent 
of navigation. 

National Pesticide Telecommunication Network 

The source definition will list 
those agents which have been iden­
tified as the source of the problems 
listed above. The Committee will 
look at in-place pollutants, storm 
sewer outfalls, combined sewer 
overflows, our sewage treatment 
plants, river watersheds, atmos­
pheric fallout and shipping, dredg­
ing and lakefilling practices. 

A toll free telephone service is 
available to provide information to 
the health profession and geneI -1 

public on pesticides. Information 
for the health profession includes: 
pesticide product information; 
recognition and managementofpoi­
sonings; toxicology and sYmpto­
matic reviews; referrals for lab 
analysis; training in recognition of 
poisonings; investigation of pesti-

cide incidents and emergency treat­
ment information. Information for 
the general public includes: product 
information; protective equipment 
for safety; health and environmental 
effects; clean-up procedures and 
disposal, and regulatory laws. This 
service runs 24 hours a day, 365 
days per year. The telephone 
number is 1-800-585-7378. 
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Superior Region

Superior States Fight Nuke- Waste Facility
by Mark R. Peterson, Sigurd Olson Environmental Institute

The reaction was swift and fer-
vent among state officials and resi-
dents of Wisconsin and Minnesota
last January 16. On that morning,
the U.S. Department of Energy
announced that ten specific sites in
those states—along with ten other
sites in Maine, New Hampshire,
Virginia, North Carolina and
Georgia—would be studied as bur-
ial grounds for extremely lethal
radioactive wastes. Twelve of these
sites will be given especially serious
study with the remaining eight
being looked at if one of these prim-
ary study sites is found unsuitable.
People of these states are adamantly
opposed to burying these wastes
near the top of the Great Lakes and
in the headwaters of tremendous
groundwater reservoirs.
Now that the dust has begun to

settle from that announcement, we
can stand back and analyze what
this might mean to the Great Lakes
and the people whose lives are
dependent on the Lakes.
Contrary to the near unanimous

disapproval by citizens to DOE's
announcement, there was some
good news. First, DOE has narrowed
the search from 235 potential sites
in 17 states to 20 sites in seven
states. We can now begin to closely
examine these sites in a manner that
is comprehensive and understand-
able. This was not the situation pre-
viously.
Secondly, many very special and

ecologically fragile areas were
excluded. We can breathe easier
knowing they are no longer viewed
as viable candidates. Of particular
note is the exclusion of northeastern
Minnesota's Arrowhead region.
Lying between Lake Superior and
the million-acre Boundary Waters
Canoe Area Wilderness, it is a fresh-
water and recreational paradise of
no equal.
Everyone's backyard is special,

but the entire Great Lakes region
appears to have a lot at risk should a
site in this region be selected.

Transportation of the wastes is of
special concern. Officials estimate
that at least eight or nine shipments
of nuclear materials would be car-
ried by truck and rail to the site each
day for thirty years or more. Despite
elaborate safeguards, on-site acci-
dents are possible with disastrous
consequences. Besides the obvious
health effects on local populations,
surface water contamination from
an accident in Wisconsin or Minne-
sota could end up in either the Great
Lakes or the Mississippi River,
threatening the drinking water of
millions. Many areas under consid-
eration lack a modern, well-
developed transportation network
designed to transport hazard-
ous wastes of this type. In addition,
an accident enroute to the reposi-
tory in the upper midwest or north-
east could result in contamination
of several of the Great Lakes.

Although one can only speculate
about methods of transportation, it
is not unreasonable to assume that
shipments on the Great Lakes would
be seriously studied should one of
the possible Wisconsin or Minnesota
sites be chosen.
One fact is clear: large amounts of

radioactive waste will need to be

transported, much of it through the
Great Lakes watershed. Once the
repository reaches full operations,
the amount of spent fuel trans-
ported each year to the dump site
will be about the same amount as
the total shipped during the entire
history of the nuclear industry.
Sub-surface water is also at risk.

About 70,000 tons of radioactive
shipments will come to their final
resting place in caverns 2,000 to
4,000 feet below the ground. Here
the granitic bedrock is "compara-
tively" unfractured and nonporous.
Groundwater travels slowly. The
waste is lethal for 10,000 years and
scientists believe its intense
radioactivity will corrode the
underground containers within 500
years. What happens then is
anyone's guess, unless we devise bet-
ter alternatives in the meantime.
We also know that many wetlands

found in Wisconsin and Minnesota
exist because of groundwater dis-
charge. If one of these discharge
areas was near a radioactive leak, it
could provide underground
radioactivity a pathway to the
surface.
The eleven Chippewa tribes in

Wisconsin and Minnesota have been
adamant in their opposition to the
siting of a nuclear repository in this
region.
"Potential impacts for reserva-

tions are proportionally much
greater than for the state," says Al
Roger, Environmental Biologist for
the Great Lakes Indian Fish and
Wildlife Commission. "For exam-
ple, a tribe's economy may be
dependent on a lake for wild rice.
The loss of the lake through contam-
ination or a decrease in ground-
water levels would destroy that
tribe's economy."
DOE officials point out that the

site will employ 2,000 to 3,000 con-
struction workers and 1,000 per-
manent employees. The operation
will generate about $150 million
annually for the local community.
But others counter that this will

not offset the loss of tourism dollars
to the area and that no one can put a
price tag on damage should an acci-
dent occur.
Federal backers of the project

argue that we all benefit from
nuclear technology; from the elec-
tricity it generates and from the
national defense it provides. Thus,
they say, we have a national respon-
sibility to bear the burden should
studies show that a site in the Great
Lakes region is most suitable. They
blame detractors as having a case of
NIMBY (an acronym for "Not In
My Back Yard").
Indeed, we do benefit from

nuclear technology. It supplies
about 12% of the nation's power. In
addition, much of the wastes
already generated and in tempor-
ary storage (10,000 metric tons) are
from the Defense Department's
nuclear testing programs.
Yet, many critics of the repository

suggest that what is needed is to
eliminate the sources of high-level
nuclear waste generation. If the
nation put the $30-$40 billion into
energy conservation measures and
more efficient power generation,
they contend, we might not need

nuclear generation for power. At
the same time, they feel, a path to
nuclear disarmament must be
found. Without such a course of
action. more nuclear waste reposito-
roes will be needed about 40 years
from now.
However, applying a NIMBY

attitude in this case may not be the
same as opposing a local landfill or
power plant. With a nuclear waste
dump, the stakes are raised much
higher and the risks will be with us,
basically, forever.
No matter what the final out-

come, the process will go like this:
For the next six years, DOE will
conduct studies at each of the 12
"potentially acceptable" sites to
determine their suitability for the
project. In the event that one or
more of these sites proves undesir-
able, one of the eight back-up sites
could be considered and studied. In
1991, DOE will select three sites for
full-scale geological study. Seven
years later in 1998, DOE will nomi-
nate one of these sites for the reposi-
tory. States have power to veto a
site, but the veto can be overruledby
a majority vote in both houses of
Congress. Twenty years from now,
in 2006, the project would be com-
pleted. This eastern repository,
along with a western respository,
would be sized to accommodate all
high-level radioactive wastes antici-
pated to be generated through 2020.
After that, presumably, more stor-
age area would need to be found.
The debate will be with us for sev-

eralyears until a final siting deci-
sion is made. Let's use this time to
learn all we can about this issue and
strongly voice our concerns. Let's
try to determine whether there isn't
a wiser site than a location in or near
the Great Lakes watershed.

Mark Peterson is the newly-
appointed Director of the Sigurd
Olson Environmental Institute at

GLU Photo

Northland College in Ashland, Wis-
consin, and was elected to GLbs
Board of Directors at the May
Annual Meeting.

Author's Note
At press time, the U.S. Dept. of

Energy announced its decision to
drop from further consideration
potential radioactive waste sites in
the eastern United States. However,
funding for research on deep site
repositories will be continued.
Potential sites in the basin, such as
Wisconsin, will be studied over the
next ten years and transportation of
nuclear wastes in the watershed
remains a concern as the Depart-
ment of Energy shifts their current
focus to the western United States.

Letter to the Editor
Dear Editor,

I read with great interest your
story on the potential selection of a
Great Lakes state to host a national
high level nuclear waste repository.

It is irresponsible to house the
nation's nuclear waste in a state sit-
uated on top of many of the country's
critical watersheds. A radioactive
leak could jeopardize the largest
body of fresh water in the world.
The question we must focus on,

rather, is whether to build a second
repository at all. It would be safer
and cost billions less to operate a
single waste facility rather than
develop two facilities that perform
the same function.

It is essential that all the Great
Lakes states stand together in oppo-
sition to the location of a nuclear
dump in the Great Lakes
watershed.

Best regards,
The Honorable
Robert W. Kasten, Jr.
United Slates Senate
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Superior States Fight Nuke-Waste Facility 

The rcution wu swift and fer­
vent among Illite offidall and Nsi­
dents of Wisconsin and Minnesota 
last JanuAry 16. Ofl that mOrlling, 
the U.S. DepartmeM of Energy 
announced that (.en speeiric site5 in 
those llates-along with ten other 
sites in Maine. New Hampshire. 
Virginia, North Carolina and 
Georgia-would be studied as bur­
ial grounds for e:ltremely lethal 
radioactive wastes. Twelve of these 
sites will be (lven especially scriol.ls 
Atud)' with the remaining eight 
beinK looked at if on~orlhl'!>eprlm­
sry '!Iludy ~ites is found unsuitable. 
People of theilc nates are adamant Iy 
oppos«l to bury ing UtI$(! WILW!S 
ntar the ~Il u( the Great u.,kes and 
in the hcadwal.(!rs of treTTlCndous 
groundwuer reservoirs. 

Now that the du!t has begun 10 
settle from thuarmounccment, "'e 
can stand back and analyze wlll.t 
thi! might mean to the Great Lakes 
and the people whose lives Ire 
dependent on !.he Lakes. 

Contl'1lry to the near unanimous 
diupproVlI by citizens to DOE'1t 
ll1110UI)Celllent. there .... &l\ llOme 
good ne .... s. First, DOE hu nlLl'rowed 
the search from 235 potential sites 
in 17 states to 20 sites in lleven 
states. We can now begin to dosely 
examine thes.esitcs in a manner that 
is rompreheTlllive and understand­
able. This was not the situation pre-­
vioully. 
~ndl)'. many very special And 

ecologically fragile area~ we re 
excluded, We can breathe euier 
knowing they are 00 longer viewed 
as viable candidates. or particular 
note is the exclusion of northeastern 
Minnesota's Arrowhead region. 
Lying between Lake Superior and 
the million-acre Boundary Waters 
Canoe Area Wilderness, it i~a rr~h­
water arid rec~ational paradise of 
no equal. 

Everyone's backyard is special. 
but the entire Great Lakes region 
appeo" to hllve a lot at risk shoulda 
lilf! in this Tejfion be selected 

TransportatiOn of the wastes ia of 
special concern, Ofrieials estimllte 
that at least eight or nine shipments 
of nuclear materials would be car­
ried by truck and railtothe siteeach 
day forthirtyyearaor more. Despite 
f'laborate ufeguards.. on-site acei­
den\.$ are PClMible with d~'Iastruu~ 
con!ll'!Quenee~. ~idC'$ thl! ob~'ious 
hf'alth effects on local populations. 
surface water contamination from 
an ICcidf'nt in Wiaconsin or Minne­
sam could end up in cithcrthcGreat 
Lakes or the MillSis..qippi River. 
thrt:iltcninll: the tlrillking wau'r of 
millions. Many areas under consid 
eration lad a modern. well­
tleVl"lopt.od transportation network 
designf'd 10 transport hazard­
ous "'asluof t!'lis type. In addilion. 
an accident enroute to the repo:!i· 
tory in the upper midw('Stor north­
ellllt could reault in cont.mination 
of several of the Great Lakes. 

Although one can only speculate 
about methoda of transporution. it 
i. not unreasonllble \.() a.!Ulumethat 
Ahipmentson theGreM Lttkes "'ollid 
~ seriously studied $hould one of 
the possibl~ Wi$OOnsinor Minne!JOw 
,iln becllOlE'n. 

One fact is c\ear: larg't amounlllof 
radioactive waste will need \.() be 
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transported, much of itthrouxh the 
Great Lakes watershed. Once !.he 
reposttory reach" full OPE't'ltiora. 
the amollnt of spen t fuf'1 trans­
ported each year to the dump site 
will be about the lame amount 113 
the totallhipped during the entire 
history of the nuclear industry. 

Sub·surf..::e water is al!tO at ri sk. 
About 70.000 tons of radioacth'e 
shipmenlS will come UI their final 
restinjf placf' in eavt:rns 2.000 tv 
4.000 feel below the ground. Here 
the grallitic bed rock il ~compara­
tively" unfractured and nonJXIrous. 
Groundwater travels slowly. The 
WllSlC is lethal for 10.000 YC(11'3 and 
scientists bellevf' its intense 
radioactivity witt corrode the 
underground conlainers within 500 
yean. WhM happens then is 
an)'one's gUeM. un IN wedl!\'t!W! IM!t· 
ler alternatives in the meantime. 

We al!JO know that man)' wetlands 
found in Wisconsin and Mionesota 
f'xist bKause of groundwater dis­
charge. If onf' of these discharge 
areas WIls near a radioacth'e leak, it 
eould provide underground 
radioactivity I pathway to the 
surf&CE: 

The cleven Chippe"'a tribes in 
Wisconsin and Minne!lOta have been 
adamant in their opposition tu the 
sitini'ofa nuelear repository in this 
region 
~Potential impacts for reserva· 

lions are proportionally much 
I{l'eater than for the .tate,R saya Al 
Rugf'r. Environmental Bioloaistfor 
the Great Lakes Indian Fish and 
Wildlife Commission. ~For eum­
pIe. a tribe's !'COlIOmy may be 
df'pendent on II. lake for wnd rice 
T!'Ie lou of !.he lake through contam­
ination or a. decrease in ground­
water levels .... ·ould riestroy that 
tribe's econOmy," 

DOE officiala point out that the 
site will employ 2.000 to 3.000 oon· 
struction "'orkers and 1.000 per' 
mlnent employeetl. The operation 
will generate about $ISO millio~ 
annulll1y for th., loe11 community. 

But others wl.lnter tha.tthis .... ill 
nol offset Ihe loss or \.()urism dollW't 
to the arell and that no olle can pul a 
price tal{ on damllJ{C should an acd· 
dentoc~ur. 

,"'edenl backen of l!'Ie projeCt 
ara'U1! that we all benefit from 
nudt:ar technology; (rom the elec· 
tricity it generales and from th~ 
national dt'fenllof' il pTO\'ldes ThUll. 
thfY say. we have a national respon­
libility to belLI' the burden should 
studi(lS ghow that a site in the Great 
l.akt's rfjfion i3 moBt suitable. They 
10iaUle detracwrs as ha"ing a case of 
NIMBY (an acronym for "Not In 
My Back YA,rln. 

Indeed. we do loem:fil fr<ml 
nuclear technology. It supplies 
about l~ oCthe nation's power. In 
addition. much of the wastes 
already Kf'nerat.ed and in ttmpor­
ory storage(IO.OOO metric ton,)ar~ 
from the ])(ofeoSi' Dfopartmf>nt's 
nucleal' te!ltinlt pTOgr'amS. 

Yel. manyerit~ofthel'epo!litol'Y 
suggest that what is needed b to 
eHminate t!'le IIOUret'8 of hhrh·lf'vt!l 
nucil.'lIr w&IIk gener.tion. If the 
nlltion put the $30·$40 billion inlo 
enerto' coolII'rvation measu res and 
more effiden~ pG\\er generation, 
they contend, we might not need 

nuclear generation for power. At 
the same time, they feel . 8 path to 
nuclear disllrmament muat be 
found. Without luch a eou rse of 
aClion. more nuclear wasLe reJXllito­
roeI will be needed about 40 yelLl'lJ 
from now. 

Uowever, applying a NIM BY 
attitude in thill case may oot be the 
Mome as oppoaing a loeallandfill or 
power plant. With .II. nuclear waste 
dump. the s\.llkes are raised much 
higher and the risks will be with 1,1.5, 
basically. forever 

No matter ,,'hat the final out­
come. the procf'!ll! will go like this; 
ror tile next six years. DOE will 
eonduct 6h1dies at each of the 12 
~potentiall y aoo:!ptahle~ sites to 
determine their $l.Iilabilil)' for the 
proJ~t. In the event that one or 
mo~ of these $I~ provP.!\ undetnr­
able. une of the eight back-up sites 
could be considered lind studied. In 
1991. DOE will select throollite.for 
full,scale J1!Ological study. Seven 
yean III""r in 1998. DOE will nomi­
nnte one of theae aites ror thereJXlSi­
tory. States have power to veto a 
si tf', but the veto can beoverruled by 
a ms.jorily vol<! in both hoUSClI of 
Congl'l'l;S. Twenty }'earli from now. 
ill 2006. lile project would be com­
pleted. This eastern repositury, 
along wilh a western rellpot:itory. 
WOl.lld he lIizi!d to accommodate all 
hill'h·level radiQiiCtivc wIISlo::Sa"tic; ­
pated to be generated through 2020, 
After thllt. presumably. more stor­
alre arl!a would need to be round . 

The df'bate will be with us for!ttv­
eral yean until a final aiting deei ­
sian is made. Let's use (his time 10 
learn alt Wf' can about this iMueand 
st rongly voice our coneerllll. Let's 
try to determine whether there isn't 
a Wi!!eT site !.han a location inor nellr 
Ihe Great Lakes watershed. 

Mark PQ~OfI ill the ~~~!I­
uppoinlld Dirtdor of llu Sigurd 
OLltm EnL1.rflflffl£nlul in.al.illile lit 

Author's Note 
At preu time. the U.S. Dept. of 

Ene rlD' announced its d(l(:i&ion to 
drop from further eonsid@Mltion 
pot.entiall'1l.dioa.cti\'e w .. ~te site!! in 
thee&llU!rn United States. However. 
funding (or r@IIHrch On deep site 
repositoriu will be continued. 
Potenti .. 1 sites in the basin. auch as 
WilCOnsin. ",ill be 5ludied OV'f'r the 
next ten Ye&Mland transportation of 
nuclear wute!! in the .... lI lt!nlheti 
remaina a concem lUI the Depart­
ment of Energy 8hifUthei r eurrent 
focus to the wetern Unit.ed Stal.f'S. 

utter to tlte Ed'itor 
Dear f.ditor, 

I Telld with Knoat illtf'rest your 
~tory on the potential IK'leclion of a 
GrHt Lakt'Sllltate tA) host a national 
!'Iitch It\'~1 nudear waste repO!iiUlry. 

It i5 irre&poru;ible to hou~e the 
nauon" nud"lIr wa~t{' in a~t.at.>\lit­
ualed on topllfmiln}' of the country'! 
critical w.tel'3heds, A rlldioactivc­
Ink l'Ould Jeopardize the larlt\'ll 
bod}' or frt'!Sh \uter in thl' world. 

The IIUt'OltiUIl we Ill,.t fucu~ on, 
ruth('r. is whethl·r to build aaccond 
rt'po<iltll')' a' all It "'ould I)(> lilfl'r 
lind CIJ~t blllioO$ le!JII to opf'ralE' a 
"inglc .... I:'t.e fllCili~' rather !.hall 
d .. velop tWII f.~ilitiH thAt pt>rfurm 
ml' ""m~ function 

It UI .. ~nllaJ ,hat alllht Great 
1.II'k~'II ~tatesatand togeth .. r in oppo­
,it ion to t!'le location of a nuclear 
dump in tho: GI't:&t Lakes 
....atcr~h('d 

B<.>St n.'l{ard~ 
n~ H6J16J'ff6/, 
Hdwr, W. Krul .... Jr 
l.h.ic.od S,ok. Svt~ 



Legislative/Calendar

House Subcommittee Great Lakes Week—July 20-26, 1986
Approves Acid Rain Bill
By a 16-9 vote on May 20, the

House Subcommittee on Environ-
ment passed H.R. 4567 the Acid

Act by establishing a national pro-
gram to control emissions of sul-
phur dioxide (S02) and nitrogen

Deposition Control Act. The bill was
introduced in April by Represents-

oxides (NOx). The bill calls for a 10
million ton reduction in sulphurtiv" 

Gerry Sikorski (D-MN), Silvio
Conte (D-MA), Sherwood Boehlert

dioxide and a4milliontonreduction
in nitrogen oxide emissions by 1997.

(R-NY) and Bill Richardson (D-
MN).

For further information, contact
Chris Ballantyne, Sierra Club, (608)

The Acid Deposition Control Act 257-4994.
of 1986 would amend the Clean Air

Studies Released On
Reef Systems for Erosion Control
Erosion control effectiveness by back and three tapered channels.

Surgebreakers Offshore Reef Sys-
tems in Lake Michigan and the Gulf

These patented modules are
designed to reduce the destructive

of Mexico is documented in two new energy of waves by tripping them
research reports.
Surgebreakers are pre-cast steel

fiber reinforced concrete modules,

and slowing their passage over and
through the barrier. Surgebreakers
are aligned parallel to the shore in

that are 4 feet high and 4 feet by 6
feet at the base, with sloped front,

the surf zone and encourages sedi-
ment deposits in front and in back of
the reef.
In addition to its positive protec-

tion, the reef system does not incur
Great Lakes the negative effects of breakwaters,

Wildlife Federation
seawalls, and groins, such as under-
mining and flanking of structures,

Meetin Setg
deepened waters, and accelerated

For August
down-drift erosion.
Copies of the research reports

The Illinois Wildlife Federation
done by Dr. Charles W. Shabica,
Coastal Geologist and Chairman of

will be hosting a Great Lakes Affil-
iates meeting August 1-3, 1986, at

Earth Sciences at North Eastern
Illinois University, Chicago,and

the Quality Inn Mid-Way, 5001 Paul A. Kakuris, Co-inventory and
West 79th Street, Burbank, Illinois.
For more information contact the

Illinois Wildlife Federation, 123

President of Great Lakes Environ-
mental Marine Ltd., are available
from Great Lakes Environmental

South Chicago, Rossville, Illinois
60963, (217) 748-6365.

Marine Ltd., 39 LaSalle Street, Chi-
cago, Illinois 60603.

■
■

Join Us!
United! Together we can protect and promote our :
common treasure—the Great Lakes Basin.

Name

0 Organization:

: Address: a

State/Province: Zip/Postal Code: 0

Phone: ( ) on
■

MN ❑ Individual Membership ($15.00) •■
13 Organizational Membership ($100.00)

Information Request:

j o By-Laws 13 Member Organizations

a Resolutions c3 Other (Please Specify) a

■

Would you be interested in volunteering for Great Lakes United? :
■

: Yes o No •

Time Available?:
■
■

~ Please return this form with checks payable to: ■
■

Great Lakes United ■
• 24 Agassiz Circle :
a Buffalo, New York 14214 •

For additional information, send request to the above address or
• contact:

David J. Miller, Executive director •
■ (716)886-0142 •
■

&y Sally Shearer, Great Lakes Week Chairperson

The Great Lakes United
Education Task Force requests the
assistance of all Great Lakes United !
member organizations in making
the 3rd Annual Great Lakes Week a
success! This year's event is sche-
duled for July 20-26, 1986 and
requests for proclamations have
been sent out to all ten Great Lakes
jurisdictions and forty major cities
in the basin. If you would like a proc-
lamation kit for your locality, please
contact me or the GLU office.

If each member organization
would help to publicize Great Lakes
Week in their own localities as well
as commiting to sponsor at least
one educational activity during the
week, we could greatly increase the
number of individuals interested in
protecting the Great Lakes-St. Law-
rence River system. Some possible
activities include—film and slide
shows, panel discussions on basin
issues, educational workshops,
boat tours, picnics, hikes, etc.

Let's put some additional efforts
into making this year's week a
worthwhile endeavor.
Special thanks goes out to last

year's sponsors of events including Neu, York State Senator HughT..Farley
Northeast Ohio group of the Sierra
Club, Save The River, Save Oswego

and Assemblyman Francis Pordum
sponsor Great Lakes Week Proctama-

County, the United Auto Workers hon. GLUPhoto

and all thosejurisdictions who made information, please contact me at
proclamations last year. Please let
me know of your group's activities

Save Oswego County, RD tt2, Box
52, County Home Road, Mexico,

this year so we can help publicize
them. If you have any questions or

New York 13114 (315) 963-8904.
Good Luck and Keep'em Great!

Detroit Audubon Requests
Moratorium on Incinerators
With a unanimous vote of support fully remove dioxins, furans, heavy

by its Board of Directors, the metals, and acid gases; D) that land-
Detroit Audubon Society (DAS) has
formally requested that the State of

fills will still be required for the dis-
posal of toxics laden ash from the

Michigan impose a one year mora-
torium on the construction of all

incinerator; E) that citizens have
been excluded from the decision-

solid waste incinerators. DAS is
calling for a careful analysis of

making process which led to the
states solid waste incineration pol-

health risks, a thorough investiga- icy; and a F) that recycling and
tion of alternatives, and the develop-
ment of what they are calling a
"prudent" waste management plan

waste reduction strategies are
likely to be "foreclosed," for perhaps
a generation.

for the state. "Waste separation and recycling
The DAS request for a morator-

ium hinges on the following con-
terns: A) that the safety of solid

can save the state millions of dollars
in the long-term while reducing
toxic air emissions," says Grant Rut-

waste incineration has not been
proven; B) that significant differen-

tinger, Chairman of the DAS Con-
servation Committee, "but the

ces of opinion exist as to the defini- state's rush to incinerate eliminates
tion of Best Available Control
Technology; C)thatcurrent technol-

these alternatives for an entire gen-
eration.

ogies have not shown that they can

Public Information Hearings
Set for Michigan
Michigan's Office of the Great

Lakes (OGL), as part of the state's
to ensure that clean-up plans are
finished promptly.

"Clean Water 86", is sponsoring a
seriesof meetings in10CreatLakes

The OGL evening meetings are
scheduled as follows: Kalamazoo

locations. Thomas D. Martin, Direc-
for of OGL, has been commissioned

(June 3); White Lake (June 17);
River Raisin (July 3); Clinton River

by Governor James Blanchard to (July 17); Torch Lake (July 29);
conduct meetings which will focus
on the nature of the water quality

Muskegon Lake(August2l); Manis-
tique River (September 2); Saginaw

problems in the area, the progress
being made in developing a plan to

River/Bay (September 16); Detroit
River (October 9). A meeting con-

solve the problems, the potential
solutions, and what the community

cerning Deer Lake/Carp River was
held in May: the Rouge River is

can do to become involved.
The areas of concern were desig-

already receiving citizen input
through aspecial task force; Canada

nated by the International Joint
Commission, since water quality in
those areas is not meeting the objet-

is spearheading action on the St.
Clair and St. Mary's Rivers; and the
state of Wisconsin is taking the lead

tives set under the U.S.—Canada on the Menominee River. For
Great Lakes Water Quality Agree-
ment of 1978. Governor Blanchard

further details about meeting times
and locations, contact Thomas Mar-

has pledged that these areas will
receive special funds and attention

tin, P.O. Box 30028, Lansing, MI
48909; (517) 373-3588.
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House Subcommittee 
Approves Acid Rain Bill 

By a 16·9 vote on May 20. the 
HoulII! Subcommittee on Environ­
mf'nt p~ H.R. 4567 the A~id 
DeVUlition Control Act. The !Jill was 
introduted in April by Repreu.nta­
live. Gerry Sikorski (D-MN). Silvio 
Conte (D-MA). Sherwood RnEohlert 
(R-NY) .nd Bill Richardson (0-
MN). 

The Acid Deposition Control Act 
of 1986 would amend theelean Air 

Studies Released On 

Act by eslabl~hjng a national pro­
gram to control emiuions or 11,11-
phur dinxidf' (502) and nitrogen 
o1lO.ides(NOx). The bill caU. for a 10 
million Ion reduction in sulphur 
dioxide.nd.4 million ton r«Iuction 
in nit.l'Of1!noxideemiuionB by 1997. 
For further informatiorJ. oonta.ct 
Chris Baltantyne, Sierr.Club. (608) 
257-499~. 

Reef Systems for Erosion Control 
Erosion control efrectiver.e.s by 

Surgebreaktn OndlOre Reef Sys­
tems in We Michigan and theGulr 
of Mexico IB doeumenleri in twn new 
research re\XIr'Ul. 

Surge/lreakerl are pre-cui steel 
fiber reinrorcl!d concrete modulell, 
that are 4 feet high and 4 feet by 6 
feet at the base. with lIloped rront, 

Great Lakes 
Wild!;!e Federation 
Meeting Set 
For August 

The Illinois Wildlile Federation 
.... ill be hOilting II. Great Lak'!& AWl­
iatea meeting A.UglI!t \-3. 1986. at 
the Quality Inn Mid-Way, 5001 
West 79th Street, Burbank. Illinoi s. 

"'or mOl'e infonnation c:ontaet the 
Illinois Wildlife Federation. 123 
South Chicq;o. RoIIsville, Illinois 
60963, (217) 748-6366. 

back and three tapered channels. 
Thest r1atented moduld are 
deai",ed to reduce the destructive 
enfrllY of waves by tripPing them 
and !lowing their pasAII.geover and 
through the barrier. Surltt!Ureakers 
are alimed parl.llel to the shore in 
the Iurf zone and eneouTaga .edi­
mentdepMitli in frontlnd inbac:k of 
therref. 

In addition to ita positive protec­
tion , the reef system does nOI ineur 
the negative dfect&ofbreakwaters. 
seawalls, and groins, such as under· 
mining and flankin, of . tMJctures, 
d~ned waters. and a~elerated 
down..lrifterosion. 

Copies of the TelICaJ"ch repom 
done by Dr. Chari. W. Shabica, 
Coastal Geologi!t and Chairman of 
Earth Sciences at North EUlern 
11Iinoie Univenity, Chicago. and 
Paul A. KakurlS, Co-inventory and 
President of Greal Lakes Environ· 
mcnW MariJ'le Ltd., arl! available 
from Great Lake!li Environmllntal 
Marine Ltd .. 39 LaSalle S tr eet,Chi· 
cago, Illinois G0003. 

Join Us! 
United! Together we can protect and promol~ uur 
common treasure-lhe Great Lakes Basin. 

Name _ ____ _ _______ _ 

Organiution: 
Addre88: _ ____ _______ _ 

State/ Province: ____ Zip/ PQlItaICode: ____ _ 

PIIon(!:{ ) ____________ _ 

o Individual Membership (SI5,OO) 

1:1 Organiutional Membership ($100.00) 

Information ReQUt'!lt: 

C By·Laws 

c Resolutiona 

C Member Organizations 

o Other (Please Spe<:iry) 

Would you be Interee;ted in \"(I]unteering for Great Lakel United~ 

o Yes DNo 

TlIneAvllilable!: ___________ _ 

Ple~ return this form with (!hetka payable to: 

Great Lakes United 
24 Ag8.8!ir.Circ:le 
BuHalo. New York 1421<1 

For additional infor mation. send reqUetit to the above address or 
oontact: 

Davi<l J. Miller. E.lt'Ctltirr DifTriur 
(7161886-0142 .................................................• 
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Legislative/Calendar 
Great Lakes Week-July 20-26,1986 

The GreAt LAkea United 
Education Task Fol'(e reQuests the 
Jl.38istan(!e 01 all Great Lakes United 
member organizationa in making 
the 3rd A nnuAt GreaL Lakes Week a 
success! This year's event ill sche­
duled for July 20-26. 1986 and 
requesta for prodamations have 
been sent out to all ten Great Lakes 
juril$dictions anti forty mlljor (!ities 
in thebuin. H you woutd like a proc· 
lamation kit for yourtocality.pleast> 
conWI me or the GLU offite. 

If each member orpnil:lltion 
would help to publi(!it(! Gr(!at Lakes 
WH!kintheirownloealitiesa5well 
as oommiting- to apon.50r a l least 
one educa.tionalactivity during the 
week. we eould greatly increBl!e the 
number of individuals interested in 
prvt.ectin~ IheGrtal Lak.es·St. Law· 
renee River system. Some pOlSlllble 
aetivitiet indude- film and 81idt 
ShoWI, pinel dliICuuionl on buin 
luues. edu~ational workshopl. 
boat lours. picnics. hikes, etc. 

l..et"s put 1I01T"1C additional efforts 
inl.o making this year'l week a 
worthwhile enrlelvor. 

Special thinks goes oul 1.0 last 
year'a lponaors of evenu ineluding 
Northeut Ohio group of the Sierra 
Club, Save The River. Savl' OsWf2-JO 
County, the United Auto Workers 
and allthosejur lsdietions whQ made 
pr~tam.IiOM last )·car. Please let 
me know of your \Z"roup's activities 
this year 50 "'e can help publidze 
them. If you have any questions or 

N",' Yo"," Slnlr&.!lIh1r H~gIt T. Farlt'll 
..,.,1 AlllflftbilllNlll i"rallt'UJ f\lnlMIII 
~p"'_r Gnal L<.ka Wtt" 1'r1.1o;/a",a· 
/ ;(1tI Gl.U Pltf>l<1 

information, please eonta.ct me at 
Sav(! Oswego CouMy. RD Ir'''!. Box 
52, County Home Road. Mexieo. 
New York 13114 (315) 963-8904. 
Good Lu~k and Keep 'em Grellt~ 

Detroit Audubon Requests 
Morato,-ium on Incinerators 

With a unanimousvoteohupport 
by i~ Board of Oiretwn. the 
Detroit Audubon Society (DAS) haa 
formally requesttd Ihat the State of 
Mic.higan imJ.lO!i'll a oneyea.r mora· 
torium on the construction of all 
iOlid wute indneratorl. DAS il 
calling for a eareful analysis of 
health ri5k.s. a Ihorough investiga' 
tion of al~rnativcs, and the develop 
ment of what they are (!lllling :II. 
~prudentH waste manacement plan 
for thl! Sla.te. 

The DAS request for a morator­
ium hinges on the fnllnwir.( <:fin­
cerns: A) thal the safely of liOlid 
Wlll!le in(!intralion "as not ~n 
proven; BJthat ~ ;gniric.:II.ntdifferen. 

ces of opinion exist as to the defini· 
tion of !Jest Available Control 
T(!i!hnology: C)thateurrent technol 
ngi(oll havt not shown thaI the}' can 

fully remove dioxin •• furan50 heav)' 
metals. and add casta: D)that land­
fill8 will slil1 be required forthedi5-
I>OIBI of to:.:ie& lad(!n ash from the 
incinerator; E) that eititenll have 
Ueen excluded from thll decillion· 
making pJ'Ol:eS9 which led to the 
,latH IKllid "'ute incin~r ation pol· 
k}': and a to') that recycling and 
waite reduction strategies are 
likely to be "forecIOlled." for perhaps 
alf'!neration. 

·Wute separation and rec),(!ling 
can uve the Bla.te mil1ionllofdollars 
in the long·tcrm while reducing 
toxi(! airemiuions.Hn,ylIGrant Rut· 
tinKer. Chairman or the DA.B COli' 
BCT\'ation Commillee, ·'but the 
R\..R~·S TUsh to ineinerlL~ehminates 
th_ "hernatlves for an entire Ken' 
eration. 

Public Inforrnation Hearings 
Set for Michigan 

MichigJIn'lI Office of the Great 
Lakes (OGL), lIS part of the state's 
~Clean Water 131), is sponsoring a 
&eries of meetings in IOGreatLakes 
locationl. Thorn .. D. Martin. Diret'· 
tor of OCL. has been commiuioned 
by GO\'eI"nor Jlmes Blanchard to 
condutl meetings whieh will focus 
on the nature of thp wllter quality 
problems in the area. the pl"OlJ"Tt'!SS 
being made in developing a plan to 
iOlve the problems, the potential 
IIOlutio!'l!. and what the communit.y 
can do to beoome involved. 

Thc Ireas of concern were dCilig­
nllted by the International Joint 
Commisl!ion. since .... ater quality in 
Illose an., il not meeting theobjec· 
livet aet i.Jnder the U.S.-Canada 
Greal Lakes Water Quality Avee­
mpnt of 1978. Governor Blanchard 
hu plool(ed that these areaa will 
reeei\'e special funds and attention 

to ensure that eleon·up plnns arc 
finished pr(lmptly 

The OCL evening meetinlr.l are 
scheduled Ill! follows: Kalamazoo 
(June 3,: White Lake (June 17): 
River Raisin (July 3): Clinton Ri"er 
(July 17); Torch Lake IJul)' 29); 
Mu&kepn La.ke(Augult21): Manis­
tique River (Stptember 2); Saginaw 
River/ BlI,)' (September 16): Detroit 
River ,October 9). A meeting C()J1. 

eerninlJ Deer Lake/Carp River \\'IS 
held in May: the Rouge River is 
already receiving citizen input 
through aBpttial tlRk lorC<!: Canada 
is spearheading scti(ln on t"e SL 
Clair and SL Mary'~ Riven; and the 
sllll.c of Wiscon~in is taking Ihe lead 
on the Menomln~ River. For 
further detail! aboul meeting t.imes 
aoo loeal.ions, conla.ct Thomas Mar· 
tin. P.O. Box 30028. Lansinsr, MI 
48909: (517) 373·3588. 



4. To work toward interstate coop-
eration in hazardous waste manage-
ment planning, with recommenda-
tions for cooperative actions by
January 31, 1987.

5. To initiate a study of long-term
funding sources that will permit
continued progress toward a heal-
thier Great Lakes ecosystem, with a
preliminary report to be developed
by December 31, 1986.

` Great Lakes United believes that
? the toxic agreement is an important

first step in basin-wide programs to
control toxic contamination to the
system. The key element to insure
incorporation of the six principles
will be public participation at each
stage of reporting and implementa-
tion by the jurisdictions.
"It is our view that implementa-

tion of the broad toxic agreement
will not be easy, making basin-wide
public participation essential," said
Frederick L. Brown, President of
Great Lakes United from Midland,
Michigan.
The Great Lakes United member-

ship passed a resolution of support
for the principles and programs out-
lined in the toxics agreement during
the fourth annual meeting held in
Mackinaw City in May. The dele-
gates at GLU's annual meeting
echoed President Brown's concerns,

1 marking the importance of sound
i and open implementation of the
t toxics agreement.

Once again, Great Lakes United
can provide the information
exchange and forum to assist in
basin-wide implementation of the
agreement. We ask that citizens and
organizations commit themselves to
becoming involved in its implemen-
tation for the sake of long-term eco-
system protection. Great Lakes
United hopes citizens in each juris-
diction will:
L Contact their governor's offices

and regulatory agencies to deter-
mine avenues for public workshops,
hearings and comment periods for
agreement implementation;
2. Work to insure that the Cana-

dian provinces are involved in the
programs outlined in the toxics
agreement; and

3. Inform Great Lakes United of
Your activities so we can better
assist in ensuring information
exchange and sound public involve-
ment programs.
page 8
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Great Lakes United Wins Water Quality Suit
On June 4, 1986, a New York

State Supreme Court justice
rejected challenges by 29 Niagara
Falls companies to the state's new
water quality standards. Defenders
of these standards, Great Lakes
United, the Hudson River Sloop
Clearwater, the State Attorney
General and the Department of
Environmental Conservation, mark
Justice Robert C. Williams' decision
as a major victory for environmen-
talists in and out of government.
Great Lakes United has long

maintained that we must work
1 together to improve and properly

manage the water resources of the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River. To
achieve this, direct and indirect dis-
charges of toxic chemicals in our
waterways must be eliminated over
time and toward that end tougher
standards must be established. The
intent of this goal has been sup-
ported by federal laws and interna-
tional agreements, and will provide
long-term benefits to the region's

environmental, social and economic "
well-being. Unfortunately, this
view is not always embraced by
those who are responsible for dis-
charging toxic chemicals into our
environment.
In December of 1985, the Niagara

Falls Industrial Liasion Committee
and the National Solid Waste Man-
agement Association filed suit
against the New York State Depart-
ment of Environmental Conserva-
tion in an attempt to overturn newly
promulgated water discharge
standards for some 95 toxic chemi-
cals. In response to this action Great
Lakes United and the Hudson River
Sloop Clearwater, (an environmen-
tal organization based in Pough-
keepsie, N.Y.), filed a separate suit
in defense of the state's water qual-
ity standards.
The industrial groups claim that

the Department of Environmental
Conservation's decision on stand-
ards was arbitrary and did not fully
consider the social and economic

impacts of stricter standards. GLU
and Clearwater views the new
standards as an essential step
toward achieving the goals of the
federal Clean Water Act and the
Great Lakes International Water
Quality Agreement. John Mylod,
director of Clearwater, stated that
the industrial challenge is without
merit and. the standards are needed
to improve the quality of our water-
ways from an ecological and
enforcement standpoint.
In the spring of 1986, legal argu-

ments were heard from the indus-
trial, enviromental and state agency
representatives before the Supreme
Court of the State of New York, in
the County of Albany. The argu-
ments were confined to the issues
raised in the administrative hear-
ings, which approved the standards
in 1985. The Clearwater and Great
Lakes United memorandum
emphasized the legality of the pro-
cess, the need for standards and
asked that the annulment petition e.

Toxics Agreement g The toxics agreement will only be McMillan has been his withdrawal "Ontario's goal is virtual elimina-coidinued fratn page r another booksh if d tion" of toxic substances, Mr.
Bradley said. "There's more work to
be done so we can have a meaningful
agreement that will have a chance
to clean up the river." j
Mr. McMillan, upset at Ontario's

reluctance to be signatories to a
weak agreement which does not
include excavations or a tangible
timetable for clean up, publicly
attacked Mr. Bradley's standardsas
"too high." He has accused him of 

.,.

"playing politics" with the environ-
ment. Mr. McMillan wiiliagnpss to .
sign the insubstantial and weak
Niagara River Accord is seen as
another public relations effort by
his government to further their j
efforts to cooperate with the Rea-
gan Administration.
Great Lakes United members

will have the opportunity to bring
their concerns to Ottawa and to the
Ontario Government when GLU
holds its first lobby effort in Canada i
this winter. It will be important to
urge them to take their role in the j
Great Lakes seriously or the whole j
basin will suffer the consequences of 1
their lack of will. j
Sarah Miller, a Canadian Dir-

ector of Great Lakes United, is the
Coordinator of the Canadian '
Environmental Law Association
and lives on an island in Toronto
Harbour. I

I ocument unless
citizens and organizations push for
increased jurisdictional budgets
and stronger laws to implement
these goals. Already, certain juris-
dictions have stronger water and air
quality laws than others. It is our
goal to strengthen all jurisdictional
laws in the quest of "eliminating the
discharge of all persistent toxic sub-
stances" into the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River System.

Mulroney

continued front page 2

access to appointed spokespersons
in his ministry, a move he said to
"silence loose cannons" in his
department. This is a serious set-
back for groups like the Canadian
Environmental Law Association
and Pollution Probe who relied on
the expertise of federal government
scientists in their interventions on
behalf of Canadians on the Niagara
River dump sites. This censorship
has resulted in the resignation of
one of the most dedicated Great
Lakes scientists, Douglas Hallet,
from Environment Canada. It was
Mr. Hallet's research which led to
the initial discovery of dioxin in the
Great Lakes ecosystem.
The second most revealing ges-

ture of Environment Minister

GREAT LAKES UNITED
24 Agassiz Circle
Buffalo, NY 14214

of a pamphlet entitled "Storm
Warning" issued by his own Ontario
office. This pamphlet described how
toxic chemicals are transported
atmospherically and deposited in
food and ingested by humans. The
report concluded that "airborne pol-
lution poses a distinct threat to
human health" and is the next major
battle to be fought in the Great
Lakes basin.
The explanation of the withdrawal

,of this eight-page -.report was
that the format did not conform to
government specifications for
-layout and design. Due to budget
restraints, it will not be reprinted. It
is clear that the federal government
is not willing to undertake the new
emphasis and programs which the
findings of this report would entail
if taken seriously.
GLU's Canadian Directors are

placing a lot of hope in the new
Ontario Liberal Environment Min-
ister James Bradley, who has dis-
placed 42 years of Conservative
government rule in Ontario. Mr.
Bradley has proven that he takes his
responsibility for Lake Ontario
seriously. In an unprecedented
move, he has made it known he is not
happy with the progress of talks
between Canada, the U.S., New
York State and Ontario on the Nia-
gara River Accord.

be dismissed, with costs.
The reasons Great Lakes United's

board of directors decided to join the
suit in defense of the standards are
simple. The new standards are a
first step toward the water quality
goals of the organization. Secondly,
and foremost, Great Lakes United
believes the annulment of these
standards could pose a significant
threat to jurisdictional standard
setting processes across the,
Great Lakes United hopes that this
sound victory in the New York case
will provide legal precedents to help
other jurisdictions in their quest for
improved Great Lakes water
quality.

It may prove to be one of the most
significant water quality legal deci-
sions facing the Great Lakes this
decade. Great Lakes United hopes
its involvement not only assists the
state of New York in upholding its
standards,-but also helps its member
organizations in their future
defenses of challenges to com

rns: zaran --milrer- -

Canadian Environmental Law Associat

1 243 Queen Street
!Toronto Ontario

I

4th Floor
M5V 1Z4 CANADA

1
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Great Lakes United Wins Water Quality Suit 
On June 4, 1986, a New York 

State Supreme Court justice 
rejected challenges by 29 Niagara 
Falls companies to the state's new 
water quality standards. Defenders 
of these standards, Great Lakes 
United, the Hudson River Sloop 
Clearwater, the State Attorney 
General and the Department of 
Environmental Conservation, mark 
Justice Robert C. Williams' decision 
as a major victory for environmen­
talists in and out of government. 

Great Lakes United has long 
maintained that we must work 
together to improve and properly 
manage the water resources of the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River. To 
achieve this, direct and indirect dis­
charges of toxic chemicals in our 
waterways must be eliminated over 
time and toward that end tougher 
standards must be established. The 
intent of this goal has been sup­
ported by federal laws and interna­
tional agreements, and will provide 
long-term benefits to the region's 

Toxics Agreement 
continued/rom pagp 1 

4. To work toward interstate coop­
eration in hazardous waste manage­
ment planning, with recommenda­
tions for cooperative actions by 
January 31, 1987. 

5. To initiate a study of long-term 
funding sources that will permit 
continued progress toward a heal­
thier Great Lakes ecosystem, with a 
preliminary report to be developed 
by December 31, 1986. 

Great Lakes United believes that 
the toxic agreement is an important 
first step in basin-wide programs to 
control toxic contamination to the 
system. The key element to insure 
incorporation of the six principles 
will be public participation at each 
stage of reporting and implementa­
tion by the jurisdictions. 

"It is our view that implementa­
tion of the broad toxic agreement 
will not be easy, making basin-wide 
public participation essential," said 

. Frederick L. Brown, President of 
Great Lakes United from Midland, 
Michigan. 

The Great Lakes United member­
ship passed a resolution of support 
for the principles and programs out­
lined in the tox ics agreement during 
the fourth annual meeting held in 
Mackinaw City in May. The dele­
gates at GLU's annual meeting 
echoed President Brown's concerns, 
marking the importance of sound 
and open implementation of the 
taxics agreement. 

Once again, Great Lakes United 
can provide the information 
exchange and forum to assist in 
basin-wide implementation of the 
agreement. We ask that citizens and 
organizations commit themselves to 
becoming involved in its implemen­
tation for the sake of long-term eco­
system protection. Great Lakes 
United hopes citizens in each juris­
diction will: 

environmental, social and economic· 
well-being. Unfortunately, this 
view is not always embraced by 
those who are responsible for dis­
charging toxic chemicals into our 
environment. 

In December of 1985, the Niagara 
Falls Industrial Liasion Committee 
and the National Solid Waste Man­
agement Association filed suit 
against the N ew York State Depart­
ment of Environmental Conserva­
tion in an attempt to overturn newly 
promulgated water discharge 
standards for some 95 toxic chemi­
cals. In response to this action Great 
Lakes United and the Hudson River 
Sloop Clearwater, (an environmen­
tal organization based in Pough­
keepsie, N.Y.), filed a separate suit 
in defense of the state's water qual­
ity standards. 

The industrial groups claim that 
the Department of Environmental 
Conservation's decision on stand­
ards was arbitrary and did not fully 
consider the social and economic 

The toxies agreement will only be 
another bookshelf document unless 
citizens and organizations push for 
increased jurisdictional budgets 
and stronger laws to implement 
these goals. Already, certain juris­
dictions have stronger water and air 
quality laws than others. It is our 
goal to strengthen all jurisdictional 
laws in the quest of "eliminating the 
discharge ofall persistenttoxicsub­
stances" into the Great Lakes-St. 
Lawrence River System. 

- . Mulroney 
continl1ed/rorn page 2 

access to appointed spokespersons 
in his ministry, a move he said to 
"silence loose cannons" in his 
department. This is a serious set­
back for groups like the Canadian 
Environmental Law Association 
and Pollution Probe who relied on 
the expertise of federal government 
sc{entists in their interventions on 
behalf of Canadians on the Niagara 
River dump sites. This censorship 
has resulted in the resignation of 
one of the most dedicated Great 
Lakes scientists, Douglas Hallet, 
from Environment Canada. It was 
Mr. Hallet's research which led to 
the initial discovery of dioxin in the 
Great Lakes ecooystem. 

The second most revealing ges­
ture of Environment Minister 

GREAT LAKES UNITED 
24 Agassiz Circle 
Buffalo, NY 14214 

impacts of stricter standards. GLU 
and Clearwater views the new 
standards as an essential step 
toward achieving the goals of the 
federal Clean Water Act and the 
Great Lakes International Water 
Quality Agreement. John Mylod, 
director of Clearwater, stated that 
the industrial challenge is without 
merit and the standards are needed 
to improve the quality of our water­
ways from an ecological and 
enforcement standpoint. 

In the spring of 1986, legal argu­
ments were heard from the indus­
trial, enviromental and state agency 
representatives before the Supreme 
Court of the State of New York, in 
the County of Albany. The argu­
ments were confined to the issues 
raised in the administrative hear­
ings, which approved the standards 
in 1985. The Clearwater and Great 
Lakes United memorandum 
emphasized the legality of the pro­
cess, the need for standards and 
asked that the annulment petition 

McMillan has been his withdrawal 
of a pamphlet entitled "Storm 
Warning" issued by his own Ontario 
office. This pamphlet described how 
toxic chemicals are transported 
atmospherically and deposited in 
food and ingested by humans. The 
report concluded that "airborne pol­
lution poses a distinct threat to 
human health" and is the next major 
battle to be fought in the Great 
Lakes basin. 

The explanation of the withdrawal 
,of .this eight-page -.r:epovj; was 
that the format did not conform to 
government specifications for 
layout and design. Due to budget 
restraints, it will not be reprinted. It 
is clear that the federal government 
is not willing to undertake the new 
emphasis and programs which the 
findings of this report would entail 
if taken seriously. 

GLU's Canadian Directors are 
placing a lot of hope in the new 
Ontario Liberal Environment Min­
ister James Bradley, who has dis­
placed 42 years of Conservative 
government rule in Ontario. Mr. 
Bradley has proven that he takes his 
responsibility for Lake Ontario 
seriously. In an unprecedented 
move, he has made it known he is not 
happy with the progress of talks 
between Canada, the U.S., New 
York State and Ontario on the Nia­
gara River Accord. 
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be dismissed, with costs. 
The reasons Great Lakes United's 

board of directors decided to join the 
suit in defense of the standards are 
simple. The new standards are a 
first step toward the water quality 
goals of the organization. Secondly, 
and foremost,Great Lakes United 
believes the annulment of these 
standards could pose a significant. 
threat to jurisdictional standard 
setting processes across the. bas'ln. 
Great Lakes United hopes that this 
sound victory in the New York case 
will provide legal precedents to help 
other jurisdictions in their quest for 
improved Great Lakes water 
quality. 

It may prove to be one of the most 
significant water quality legal deci­
sions facing the Great Lakes this 
decade. Great Lakes United hopes 
its involvement not only assists the 
state of New York in upholding its 
standards,. but also helps its member 
organizations in their future 
defenses of challenges to come. 

"Ontario's goal is virtual elimina­
tion" of toxic substances, Mr. 
Bradley said. "There's more work to 
be done so we can have a meaningful 
agreement that will have a chance 
ta clean up the river." 

Mr. McMillan, upset at Ontario's 
reluctance to be signatories to a 
weak agreement which does not 
include excavations or a tangible 
timetable for clean up, publicly i 
attacked Mr. Bradley's standards as 4J 
"too high." He has accused him of '-<., ' . 
"playing politics" with the environ- • " 
ment. Mr. McMilla~_w.illiug:tl.Qss to -~<t 
sign the insubstantial and weak I 

\. j Niagara River Accord is seen as, ! 
another public relations effort by, ' 
his government to further their ;, . 
efforts to cooperate with the Rea-·!' 
gan Administration. 

Great Lakes United members 
will have the opportunity to bring 
their concerns to Ottawa and to the 
Ontario Government when GL U 
holds its first lobby effort in Canada 
this winter. It will be important to 
urge them to take their role in the 
Great Lakes seriously or the whole 
basin will suffer theconsequences of 
their lack of will. 

Sarah Miller, a Canadian D1:r­
ector of Great Lakes United, is the 
Coordinator of the Canadian 
Environmental Law Association 
and lives on an island in Toronto 
Harbour. 

'} 
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1. Contact their governor's offices 
and regulatory agencies to deter­
mine avenues for public workshops, 
hearings and comment periods for 
agreem~nt implementation; 

Canadian Environmental Law Association 
I 

1243 Queen street 4th Floor 2. Wo!"k to insure that the Cana­
dian provinces are involved in the 
programs outlined in the toxics 
agreement; and 

: Toronto Ontario M5V lZ4 CANADA 

3. Inform Great Lakes United of 
your activities so we can better 
assist in ensuring information 
exchange and sound public involve­
ment programs. 
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