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Lake Michigan Reglon

B ]e_[fery Foran, Ph. D and Barbara
Glenn M.P.H., National Wildlife

. Federatzon G. L. Natural Resource Center

and economic gold mine for the
Great'Lakes Basin. " The estimated-
annual economic.value of the Great."

: S port fishing has been a recreational

- Lakes sport fishery is over 4 billion dol-.

lars, and nearly 4 million people fished

‘ ,othhe Great Lakes in 1985. Unfor-:

tunately, there are hazards as well' as

" benefits associated w1th frshmg on the

Great Lakes.

-Many. Great Lakes fish carry large R

- ibodyburdens of toxic substances:-When
humans catch and consume these fish,

- theyare exposed to toxic substances and
* their health risks: These include cancer,

~ liver.damage, and reproductive and

: developmental impacts,

“ stateshave recognized that sportfishare
© contaminated with toxic substances.and -

. Since the:late"1960s;:the G tfitLa]{é‘S'_i

have warned. people ‘to reduce or-

- eliminate- consumphon -of these species:

However, the states did not coordinate -

~ theéiradvisories,and-different consump-
.tion'advicewas often issued forthe same

" fish containing the same types and

-~amounts of contammants In 1986, the .

"Great Lakes Governors signed the Great'

Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agree-

. ment, which mandated that their states

wreyBupioed A paId

.'-.ﬂ_develop uniform consumptlon adv1ce
- ‘on’ a lake-by-lake basis.

A 1987 National erdhfe Federatron

o - states generally rely onUS Food & Drug
L andmrmstratron (FDA) action levels to

i

trigger consumption advice. When

toxic concentrations in sport fish tissue’

exceed these levels, the states isSue con-
sumption ‘advice ranging from "restrict

corisumption” (no more than one meal

per week or one meal per month) to "do-
not-eat” any of the fish. The NWF study
determined that this process was out-
dated and is perhaps dangerous. In
place of the current state process, the US
EPA has suggested that a risk-based ap-
proach be used to develop consumption

i advice.

Unfortunately, the NWF study
showed that, except Minnesota, the

. Great Lakes states have not. adépted -

* the EPA risk-based procedure. Further,

" the study showed that statés still i issue
~ different advice for fish with thé same
~amounts and types of contammants

do-not-eat" to"eat.all: you :want™forthe
-sume-fish;-dependirig on- where*it was

" Lakes states not' met the mandate of the
Toxic Substances-Control' Agreement,

but the consumption-advice likely-does

not protect the health of individuals
who consume Great Lakes sport fish.

In response to the states” inability to
adopt a uniform, risk-based approach to

fish consumption advisories, the NWF. -

conducted a new study of the health

risks of eating contaminated Lake

Michigan sport fish. This study is the

* most comprehensive investigation of its
kind in the Great Lakes Basin. =~ -

‘NWEF.found that the cancer risks for

peoplewho eat Lake Michigan sport fish

‘overa lifetime may be hlgher than had

caught.” Thus;not-only-have the Great -

:Consumption: advicé~canrange“from - -

" Coho Salmon (Any size)

*-‘*yEatlng Fish: Risky Business

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF LAKE MICHIGAN SPORT FISH MEALS *THAT YOU CAN EAT .
DURING YOUR LlFET]ME ‘ASSOCIATED WITH DIFFERENT CHOICES OF LIFETIME CANCER RISKQ

SPECIES/
SIZE CLASS.- 1-IN-10,000
Lake Trout 11 mea)s in your lifetime

(but not more than 1meal
in any one year). -

(30" or more)

Lake Trout (20-30")
Chinook Salmon
(30" or more)

- 30 meals in your lifetime
(but not more than 3 meals
“in any' bne year). *

Brown Trout (Any size)
Lake Trout (10-20")
Chinook Salmon (10-30") -

70 meals in your lifetime
(but not more than 7 meals
. inanyo one year)

150 meals in your- llfetlme

l meal in your

(but not more than 17 meals .

CANCER RISK (Choose level you wish to be expese

~1-IN- 100000

‘e -
- - 4

llfetlme

"~ 3meals in your ‘*
lifetime.

7 meals in your - .
lifetime.
SR 1

1S mealsin -
your lifetime.

t .
)a‘..-,.:.

++* One'meal in
) yo’ur lifetim'e‘.
e t .

.. -

<
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No meals in )

your lifetime.

No meals in’

your lifetime. - .

'

¢ One meal in )
" . your lifetime. - "¢
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Women who mtend to have chlldren, pregnant women, nursing mothers, and chlldren (a5 years and R
younger) should not €at any of the Lake Mlchngan sport fish species listed below ’ o

“Yellow:Perch (Any:size): -
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By Tim Eder Nattonal Wzldlzfe Federatzon

tal groups met-withRegional: Ad- !
ministrator Valdas-Adamkus.and?~
other US-Environmental Protectron
Agency/(EPA) offidials: in” Chicago-on

Representatlves of 21:¢nvirohmen- ¢

June 14 to demandithat the -agency:2 and ’ =

the Great Lakés states adopt “a o ;
. prehenswe program to stop toxic pollu-

tion of the Great Lakes. : The ‘groups; .
representing over 1.5 m1lhon residents-

- . of the Great Lakes region; presented

- -.EPAwith a specific proposal to control -

all sources of the most’ dangerous toxics

_poisoning the Lakes. The program calls:

on EPA and the eight states to 1mmed1-
ately adopt four measures:

eUniform water quallty‘ standards .,}

and pollution control requlrements for..!

‘toxic pollutants to end competition be-
tween the States for heavy- pollutlng in-.~

dustries, such as paper mills;

dangerous toxic chemicals into the:air,

water, or onto land wrthm the Great'u
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Lakes Ecosystem,
- @A timetable-to reduce dumpmg of
chemicals from-all sourcessothat:serious

- «progress’ can be-made by the-year-2000 -

“.towatd-the.goal-of-Zero Discharge; and
- eAscomprehensive:pcllution:preven-

toxic wastes.

The clean-up program is descnbed in
a 23-page report prepared by the Na-
- tionalyWildlife-Federation, in coopera-

tion with Great Lakes United and 20-

other groups. -

The groups have long been cntlcal of

the Federal and State Governments for
_ failing to hozor the promises of the US-
* Canada Gréat Lakes Water Quality

Agreement "We will not accept the IJC -

(Intematronal Joint Commission), the
EPA and the states playing ‘hot potato’
with the’ responsrblllty for implement-
ing the..Agreement," the report charges.

i t
"eA "Toxics Freege" prohlbltlng'any_,~ One of the key pnncxples of the pact is

-increased dumping of . the: most.

that persistent toxic pollution shouldbe
halted. according to a phllosophy of
"zefo discharge” (a requirement of the

L I A P
N

tion-strategy:to-avoid the- creation of

Walleye (Any size)
. o, in any one year)

=% 420'mealsin your llfetime -
- s o ‘(but not more-than 35-meals
-in-anyone year). . =

'4 mealsﬁl
your llfetlme

~:42-mealsin-your .

“lifetime (but not-

* morethan 35 meals ’
'ln any one year)

: "(I/Z-pound medl size, skin-on ﬁllets) The maximum number of meals for any ohe year is shown't to -

protect against the development of health-problems other than cancer, like liver damage.. The possublllty
of these other health problems becomes greater if the fish are eaten more frequently.  «

been recognized by state health agen-
cies. The chart above is from the NWF
booklet, Lake Michigan Sport Fish:
Should You Eat Your Catch?, for con-
sumers of Lake Michigan sport fish, It
shows the fish species studied by NWF
and the number of meals, that, if eaten
over a 70-year lifetime, may result in an
excess cancer risk of 1-in-10,000, 1-in-
100,000, and 1-in-1,000,000. These can-
cer risks mean that, out of an exposed
population of, for example 10,000, one’

person may develop cancer in addition -
to those individuals who- would ‘have -

developed cancer even if they did not
eat Lake Michigan sport fish. A
- Mealfrequenciés f6i7d Fangeof ¢aii=
cer risks were provided because people
are different and are willing to accept
different risk levels. It is important to
give people enough information so that

they are able to makean informed choice

about eating Lake Michigan sport fish.

The numbers in the chart need to be
interpreted carefully.
with US EPA gu1dellnes for risk assess-
ment, assumptions must ensure that
health risks are not underestimated.
Therefore, the actual risk from consum-
ing these sport fish is probably lower
than those calculated by NWF. Exactly
how much lower is not known., :

On the other hand, more than 100
toxic substances have been identified in
Great Lakes fish, and some are suspected

Great Lakes Groups Call for
New Clean-up Program

~Water Quality Agreement)

According to- Great 'Lakes United
President John Jackson, who attended

the'June 14 meeting, "Thereis currently -
‘no comprehensive government-plan or -

timetable to:identify and eliminate:the
sources of pollutants p01son1ng the
Lakes.”

Sierra Club representatrve Jane Elder

said evidence of the problems resulting
from toxic poisoning is mounting. "We

have fish with cancerous tumors, birds

being born with crossed bills and other
hideous deformities, bald- éagles that
can’t reproduce, and, perhaps worst of

all, babies being born to Great Lakes -
fish-eating mothers: that are smaller,

lighter and less well-developed than
they should be. ‘Action to cease toxic
dumping is long overdue." '

The environmental groups’ récom-

mendations are aimed at implementing.

the principles of the international agree-

ment through the development of
uniform regulations under the US Clean

Water Act. The Great Lakes States

In accordance’

human carcinogens. Therefore, the total S

risk from all toxics in fish may be hi her .. j

than the risks for the four toxics studied.. - -
'NWF also recommends that. women,

who intend to have children; pregnant;"

women, nursing mothers, and children— o
15 years old and younger not eat any of -
the fish evaluated. This is due to the
subtle abnormalities in the children of :
PCB-exposed -mothers, and develop-
mental- and reproductrve problems in -

the offspring of several animal specres;

that have been documented. .. )
Whether or not a person follows the s

NWF recommendations, the NWF book- - -

let urges that fish consumers always

-properly-fillérand jprepare thelr fish'to.

reduce their expOSure to toxicants. This
involves trimming away fatty areason.
the fillet and broiling, baking, or grlllmg‘ .
so fats drip away from the fish. ;. ", .= -
The long-term solution to the prob-
lem of contammated fish is not to stop,t
eating the fish, it is to stop the toxic’.
pollution of the-Lake: NWF and other
groups haveproposed a strategy to con- *
trol all sources of toxic pollution so that
all of the fish in Lake Michigan will be; .
edible once again. For a copy of the:)
NWEF booklet and information on NWE "
programs to stop toxic pollution of the :
Great ' Lakes, write to: * Great Lakes
Natural Resource Center, 802 Monroe;')
Ann Arbor, M1ch1gan 48104..
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would-be:required to adopt unrform,{.

regulations-and pollutlon-control -

programs when they revise. state water
quality=standards every three years S et
mandated-under. the Clean Water Act. s -~
- Thevenvironmental groups’ actioh. L
comes in the wake of a recent dec1s10n gy
by the US EPA to approve a package. ofj' '
water pollution standards developed. by: .

-the State of WlSCO[’lSln Env1ronmen-

talists were, highly. critical of, EPA’;Q,'
decision and the. Wisconsin: rules
cause, "They allow industries to dllute '

’4

_ the toxics they dump instead of treating "

them; they fail to regulate all PCBs- as,
human carclnogens and they fail toA‘

freeze additional dumping of foxics,” ac- .

cordingto Mark-Van Putten, Drrector of‘& .
the National Wildlife Federation’ s Great ,
Lakes Natural Resource Center. ; © ™.
"EPA’s decision shows. the complete

failure of the present regulatory system’y
to protect the Great Lakes.and to keep,, .
the.promises of the Great Lakes Water { -
Quality Agreement Van Putten said.[], -
T pageidd
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- Contaminated Sediments Focus of
Great Lakes Week in Washington

By Philip Weller, GLU Exécutive Director .
- Si&ing behind ‘a-collection of plastic

bottles containing contaminated
sediment from harbors in the Great

' Lakes, Glenda Daniel of the Lake

.-LAKES' AND_MARINE COASTS AND.

Michigan Federation told a congtes-
sional hearing in June chaired by Rep.

Henry Nowak (D-NY): .

problem and MAKE. OUR GREAT

. HARBORS SAFE AGAIN.". - . ...

: Daniel’s testimony, presented on be- - »
half of Great Lakes environmental.
groups, was the culmination of a week .
. of education on the problém of con-. .
" - -taminated sediments. .. " - U
.- Participants at this Sierra Club-spon---
- sored Great Lakes Week, called "No Safe -

. Harbor: Cleaning up Great Lakes Toxic -
. Hot Spots,” included GLU President -
. John Jackson, Past President Frederick .
. Brown and Executive Director Philip_
CWeller. . T L T s
.. During the. week,
presented officials from. the Environ- "~
mental Protection Agency, the Interna- .
_tional Joint Commission and the Army -
- Corps of Engineers a report outlining

Ty s

necessary programs for cleaning up con-
taminated sediments. The report called
for development of national sediment

criteria, a federal study to assess the full -
extent of the contaminated sediment -
problem, and an exploration of funding .
- mechanisms to remediate areas of con- -

: the‘ gr‘(‘)‘-p}") '

taminated sediments. The urgency of -

dealing with this issue was summarized
by Brett Hulsey of the Sierra Club who

" noted, "We are no longer talking about
. protecting future generations; our own

health and that of our children are at
stake.” Evidenceé presented at the Con-

-gressional hearing by John Geisy of

) g 4 s . Michigan State University further em-
+ "There is an urgent neéd to get'a . 8 v '

“handle on the contaminated sediments

‘phasized the importance of the issue.

" Geisy said, "bald eagles which nest
“within five miles of the Great Lakes
" 'shoreline reproduce significantly less
> than eagles nesting away from the
* lakeshore.™ o :
:* The focus of discussions throughout
- the week was on Great Lakes con-

taminated sédiments, but Beth Mil-

‘lemann’of the Coast Alliance brought to

the group the concerns of other coastal

_environmental groups.- She noted that
‘contaminated sediments are more than
“just a ‘Great Lakes problem. "EPA

studies show virtually every harbor and

‘port in the nation has contamination. If

we don't clean them up, they will.con-

“tinue to poison us," she said.

" Participants considered the "No Safe"
. Harbor" activities a success. Lynn

Kaatz-Chary of Indiana concluded, "We'

~have focused attention on the issue and

now federal agencies are beginning to
pay attention to it -- and they are taking
it seriously."

Copies of the draft position paper on
contaminated sediments prepared by

" participating environmental groups can
. be obtained from Great Lakes United.[]

GLU INVITED TO HEAR BUSH'S AIR QUALITY PLAN

fter a personal invitation from the

'\ White House, GLU Executive Direc- -
-tor Philip, Weller,attended.the White .
House East Rbom preséntation of Presi- -

dent George Bush’s June 12 an-
nouncement of his new initiatives on air

quality. :

In his presentation, President Bush
emphasized commitment to "cleaning
the air" and to protecting public health
from air pollution. "We commend the
President’s initiatives to protect public
health but are very concerned that the
proposals he outlined will not adequate-
ly reach the goals he has set,” said Philip

Weller. The President’s proposals do -

not provide the mechanisms to clamp
down strongly on the industries. that

currently emit 2.7 billion pounds of toxic -

* air pollution annually.

- GLU has-been a strong advocate of
improved programs for reducing the
threat posed to human health and the
environment by toxic air pollution. This

. .pollution is a major contributor of toxic

substances to the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence River Basin.

The week prior to the Bush presenta-
tiori, GLU had been encouraged in its
efforts to reduce toxic air pollution with
the introduction by Rep. Mickey Leland
(D-Texas) of a bill which has proposals
for increased control of toxic air pol-
lutants. This bill, HR 2585, includes
specific provisions dealing with air
quality in the Great Lakes region.

The Clean Air Act debate is heating

up and GLU will respond to these and .

other air pollution initiatives in_a
forthcoming newsletter.”

By Paul Muldoon and Richard Lippes -

new - but in light of the increasing
‘understanding of the problems posed
by toxic substances, it has gained much
-more attention in recenttimes. The goal
of zero discharge is found in the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement,  an

“Jagreement between the national

governments of Canada and United:

States. While originally concluded in
1972, the Agreement was re-negotiated
}in 1978 with the-inclusion of some very

important provisions. One of the most
important provisions is found in Ar-

Y ticle 1L Under‘that provision, the na-

tional governments. committed
themselves "to eliminate or reduce to
the maximum extent practicable the
discharge of pollutants into the Great

substances, a special or more onerous

-} duty was agreed to -- - that the- dis-

‘charge of all persistent toxic substances
be virtually eliminated. This "virtual
elimination” goal is then implemented
in Annex 12 which states that the
regulatory philosophy for the control
of persistent toxic chemicals "shall be
zero discharge." o

- The obligations by governments are
not limited to those under the Great

of 1986, all the U.S Great Lakes states

in_lgter), signed the Great Lakes Toxic
Substances Agreement which committed
the governments to strive for the goal.
The US Clean Water Act incorporates a
"zero discharge” goal in that it states
that "it is the national goal that the
discharge of pollutants into navigable
waters be eliminated by 1985." Al-
though that provision has stirred con-
siderable -controversy, it should be

" In the Public Interest -

Every time | hear something
gabout toxic pollution in the Great: ‘.
Lakes, the goal -of zero discharge is"
mentioned. Where does this goal come .
_{from and what does it mean?

- bodied in the Great Lakes Water

_ticular emphasis on

AThe goal of zero disthargé is not

persistent toxic substances. .~ ¢ . .

- discharge means the elimination of all | -
inputs of persistent chemicals, whether it be-

: . _ s e kural or urban run-off, or inadvertent dis- }.
Lakes System.” -For persistént toxic .

* important goals for the governments of

the Great Lakes to strive: for. Unfor-{ -
. tunately, governments have yet to take |-
- it seriously.. .Mest importantly, no [.’ --

Lakes Water Quality Agreement. In May

(with the Canadian provinces joining

Muldoon, CIELAP, 517 College-St.;|

récalled that the 1987 amendments to
the Clean Water Act state that the US
should "seek to attain the goals em-

‘Quality Agreement of 1978 with par-

goals related to

toxic substances.” o ’ '

In Ontario, the Municipal-In- |

dustrial Strategy for Abatement |

(MISA) and the Clean Air Program |
(CAP) in Ontario both expressly have

as their aim the virtual elimination of | <+ :

‘While there is support for the goal, o

what doés zero discharge mean? A ™

working definition has recently been |

Lakes office. It'is proposed that zero

from direct discharges into waterways or

‘articulated- by the Program for Zero | = -
Discharge, a joint program of the{ " -
- Canadian Institute for Environmental | ™ -
Law & Policy (CIELAP) and the Na- |
tional Wildlife Federation’s Great | -~ =~

theair, indirect discharges such as agricul- A

charges,.such as from leaking landfills or |.
reactivation of contaminated sediments.

The guiding assumption behind: this R

definition is that all sources of persist-
ent toxic chemicals must be eliminated.
Zero discharge-is one of the most

timetables or. schedules have been set
to-achieve zero discharge for many of
the nastiest persistent toxic chemicals,
Like many other initiatives; it will be
important that the residents ‘of the

Great: Lakes remind govérnments of | 7

their-.commitments and:work to

achieve this goal both in their com- | "

munity and throughout the Basin. ;-
For more information on the Pro-
gram for Zero Discharge, contact Paul

Suite 400, Toronto, Ont. M6G 1A8 or-
Tim Eder, National Wildlife Federa-
tion, 802 Monroe, Ann Arbor, MI 48104,

Michigan, which has the world’s
largest fresh water sand dune system,

now has increased protection for them.

The Sand Dune Protection Act was
signed into law after a 5-year campaign
by the Michigan Environmental Council
and other GLU members. It requires

zoning, that prevents some damaging
.development on sand dunes, such as on
.the beach slope and the crest. It protects

70,000 acres of dunes, some up to 400 feet
high. _ o

~ Citizen groups also succeeded in ad-
ding protective measures to a bill that
declassifies incinerator ash from a haz-
ardous waste to a special solid waste.

"The added measures reduce environ-

mental damage by requiring improved

Canadian Spill Prevention
Hearings to be Held .

The tragedy of the Valdez incident in
Alaska and an oil spill off the B.C. coast
earlier in the year graphically high-
lighted the potential dangers of

- transporting hazardous and polluting

substances by ship. In response to the
two incidents, the Canadian federal
government has announced the forma-
tion of a public review on Tanker Safety
and Marine Spills Response Capability.-

A three-member panel will review "sys- -

tems currently in place to support the
safe movement of oil and chemicals in
bulk through Canadian waters and fish-
ing zones; assess existing national legis-
lation and international standards
regarding Canadian and foreign
tankers; emergency preparedness; pol-
lution countermeasures capability; as

-tal Council spokesperson. - =~ -

landfill design standards for incinerator-. -
ash. "The ash shouldn’t have been ex::" "}
empted, but atleast the law was changed .7
to greatly reduce environmental- - -

damage," says a. Michigan Environmen:

Michigan Governor Blanchard estéb—f

lished the new Council on Environmen= =~ ==
tal Quality to develop and coordinate::

Michigan Legislation Update =~

environimental policy for the state. En-
vironmentalists are pleased that the -~

Council includes environmental advo- .. e

cates and-that it has strengthened EIS;

Greenhouse Effect and public input. []

?

well-as the related damage compensa- -
tion and spill response policy issues.” -
The panel will be receiving input at
public meetings across Canada includ- -
ing five locations in the Great Lakes.
Thelocations and dates for Great Lakes

hearings are as follows:. = = - e
Sault Ste. Marie:September 25,1989 - -
Sarnia: September 27, 1989 Cors

Toronto: September 28,1989 -

N
s i e 2

- guidelines. “They hope it will play-fa;f;f.':.
strong role in the state’s policy includ-
ing recycling, fish contamination, .

Moitreal: October 10-11,1989 -+

Persons wishing to make presenta-

tions should contact the Secretariat at. -
‘1-800-567-6876. Great Lakes United will

be preparing a submission and anybody |
with any information or ideas for this "

presentation-should contact Philip
Weller at (716) 886-0142."." "] page ;« o
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