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an mtemanonal cOalmon to conserve and protect the Great La.kes/St. Lawrence RlVCl‘ ecosystem ;

U S. EPA’s Great Lakes Initiative finally relééiééd

l)y Rebecca Shriner .

National Wildlife Federation

" In a giant step toward remedying the
Great Lakes’ polluted discharge prob-

" lems, the U.S. Environmental Protec-

tion Agency in late March released its
draft Great Lakes’ Water Quality Initia-
tive Guidance.

The GLI promises uniform water
qualitystandardsand anti-pollutionregu-
lations across the U.S. side of the Great
Lakes Basin. If adopted, it will mean

less toxic dumping, cleaner fish for people -

" andwildlife,and a healthierGreat Lakes

ecosystem.

- A five-month public comment pe-

" riod began as of the release date—this

will be one of the greatest opportunities
the people in the Great Lakes region
have ever had to make a difference in

Fd
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by Karen Murphy

‘Great Lakes United

Qlestron Why would at least elcven
representanves :of -major - Great Lakes - _

- mdustnes—mcludmg Doéw Chemical,
" Canadian Pacific-Forest Products;
Upjohn, and the New York State Power -
Authority—show up for an hour-long

meeting with the commissioners of the
International Joint Commission and
members ofits Biennial Planning Com-
mittee to discuss thelr parm:lpatron at
the upcoming IJC Biennial Meeting?
Perhaps, given the recently released
* Great Lakes Initiative, theindustries are
afraid thatthe Great Lakes Water Qual-
ity Agreement will finally begin to be
takenseriously. Ifso, perhaps the indus-

. tries have decided that the IJC may soon
~.belessthe papertigerithas seemed tobe

for so many years. Whateverthe reason,

industry representatives indicated they -

would get their people outin forceto this
year's Biennial Meeting. :

It is time for citizens in the Basin to
begm mobilizing for the [JC Biennial
Meeting. This year it will be held Octo-
ber22 to24in Windsor, Ontario. Major

publicopportunities forsendmgour mes-

sage to the commissioners include a
- panel discussion session on Lake Supe-
‘rior, a one-hour formal presentation

* during Saturday and, public hearings

iSaturday evening. There will also be

_presentations by the governments on
" progress in meeting the goals of the

<Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement

and by IJC committees such as the Vir-
“tual Elimination Task Force.

TheIJCis also sponsonng aseries of
. workshops on various topics 1nc1ud1ng

]

protecting our “sweetwater seas.” Your

action is vital.

Scientific evidence shows that even
low-level exposure to the invisible toxic
chemicals to be regulated by the GLI

- threaten our children’s health and learn-

ing abiliﬁc_s. Bald eagles, cormorants,
mink and otherwildlife around the Great
Lakes areborn deformed or are unable to
reproducc. Some fish are not safe to eat.
The chemicals responsible for these prob-
lems remain in the lake ecosystem, con-

-centratinginandjeopardizing the health

of people and wildlife for generations to
come.
The newwater quality standards will:

¢ Replace thc-hodge-podgc of indi-
vidual state rules with consistent,

- Gieat Lakes polluters are
suddenly interested in the IJC

financing for RAPs, Lake Erie ecosys-
tem collapse, enhandng awareness of
Great Lakes issues in the educational ..

a1d health, conﬁnumtres atid. the future - f :
-of science in the Great Lakes.

- A"number of Basin environmental

Vgroups are planning events to coincide
* with the Biennial Meeting—details will,

be forthcoming; already scheduled is a
“Chlorine Free ’93” conference spon-
sored by Greenpeace on Thursday
evcmng

We need your help! There are avancty

~ofactivities that citizens across the Basin

cantake to get people out to the Biennial
Meeting: .

¢ Get information on the meeting in
your local or organizational newslet-
ter. GLU will be developing a packet
- ofinformation that Basin groups can
use for this purpose.

¢ Organize 2 community meeting and
* we will come and talk about the
Biennial and the importance of sav-
ing the Great Lakes Water Quality

. Agreement from attack.

¢ Get commitments from ten people

to-attend the Biennial Meeting and
work outjoint transportation. Great
Lakes United and groups in the
Windsorareasuch as Citizen’s Envi-
ronment Alliance are trying to find
inexpensive lodging.

For information on how to getinvolved,
contact Mary Ginnebaugh, Great Lakes
United, 76 University West, P.O. Box
548, Station A, Windsor, Ontario N9A

. 6M6, 519-255-7141, fax -7361.

3

stronger regulations

¢ Reduce by about 80 per_ccnt the
dumping oftoxic pollutionfrom point
sources into the Great Lakes

Reduce the bioaccumulation of pol-
lutants, making(ﬁsh safer; the
initiative for the first time would
- control pollutants based on their po-
tential to accumulate in the food
chain

End polluters’ practice of diluting

their most dangerous dlschargcs to
hide them

¢ Begintoshiftto pollutcrs the burden |

of proof about a pollutant’s safety

¢ Implement several measures to pre-

by Jay Palter

Greenpeace

After five years of intense campaigning,
the drive to éliminate the use of chlorine
m the Great Lakes pulp and paper

. =5
government issued regulatrons requmn _

theindustry to plan for eliminating chls-
tine-based bleaching by 2002.

Since the 1987 release of the Green-
peace report “No Margin of Safety,”

: supported by tclewsxon and

serve t.he relatrvely pnstmc nature of
Lake. Supcnor o -
¢ Strengthen federal polrcylumtmgncw

_of increased in toxic d1schargcs :

These proposed rules are a giant step
forward. However, they need to be even
stronger and your help is important! -
Polluters with self-serving interests have

weaken the GLI rules. Two of the most
important, the Great Lakes Water Qual-
ity Coalition and the Coindil of Great -
Lakes Industries, arcwéli“ﬁnanccd coa=
litions of industrial and’ mumupa.l dls-
chargets Their oppositionto the GLI is
a large part of the reason it is two- ycars
behind schedile.

stchargers havebenefitted foryears

in the Ontario pulp and paper industry
grew more likely. Last year, the chlo-
rine-free mmpaign made 2 final push by
organizing a massive postcard ma.rhng

contmued on page 4 '

formed organizations determined to

[

. result of many people’s efforts and'com--

mitment over the past five years, but
special credit must go to the clever tactics
and passionate campaigning of Gord

which docu- Perks in
mented  the Greenpeace’s
cover-up of di- Toro toofﬁ e:
oxinpollutionby .
the paperindus- E] nation '
oy and regula— Task Force
tory agencies, ; :
the drive for With the ap-
chlorine-free proach of the-
paper-making International
has been the -Joint Com-
leading zero dis- -mission’s; Sev- - *.
charge effort in enth Biennial
the Great Lakes Meeting this
Basin. October, envi-
Green- ronmeéntzlists

peace’s Basin pulp and paper effort was
punctuated with two expeditions through
the Great Lakes, aboard the Beluga in

1988 and the Moby Dickin1991. These
tours successfully raised public concern

aboutchlorine-based threatstothe health .

of the Great Lakes ecosystem while fo-

cusing the political energies of the re- -
gional environmental movement on

converting the paper industry to chlo-

rine-free production as the first step in

achieving zéro discharge in the Great

Lakes. _ .
With the election of 2 New Demo-

cratic governmentin fall 1990, the pros-.

pects for regulations toeliminate chlorine

are urging governments to beginimple- .

menting the visionary recommendations-
of the IJC’s Sixth Biennial Report.
Meanwhile, chemicalindustry lobbyists

are actively campaigning toreverse them, '._4 “
- and they plan abig presence at thrs year s

meeting.

- In1990 the JJC appomtcd a Virtual
EliminationTask Force(VETF); whose
mission is to advise the commissiofion
the stéps that must be taken toreach the
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement’s

“goal of“virtual elimination” of petsrstent

toxic substances in the Basin ecosystém:
Anncx 12 of the agreement:states that,

contmued on page 2
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? - continii dﬁampage,

, Lakes Cmes~f o

e ::"Ghlorme"free paperin Canada?

. “The ph1losophy adopted for- control of
inputs of persistent toxxcsubstances shall
-be-zero.discharge.” ;52
In its 1991 Interim chort the task
ree. concluded “It is logical to investi-
L gate proceSSes that produce chlorinated
“organic substandes, and to con51der sun-
setﬁng the tse of chlonne.” This helped
pave theway for the IJC’s Sixth Biennial .-
-zReport’srecommendationto “sunset the
;-use of chlorine and chlotine-containing
: compounds as industrial feedstocks.”
ite, contaxmng
¢ VETTs Draft
result oftrymg
“fo”l;uﬂd conserisiis ot “of the dwergent
posmons ‘of enviroriientalists and the
hlorin ihdusti'y' the foritier want to
' 4 ‘chlorine
ié att ‘ quesuonthe need

ey

‘out in- the ﬁ place.

~0,

for the P

Tramers, LT

PVC I)loxm factones

The weight of -evidence-suppoiting a
;cphase-outofal chlorine: chemistry grew
heavier with the publxc release-of new
informationuncoveringa dxsturbmg pat-
“tern of high levels of organochlorines
(including ultra“toxic dioxin) emitted
‘from PVC plants in' Europe.
... Four plants were studied in a Green-
. ““pedcereport entitled, “Dioxin Factones.
Creation and D1scharge ‘5f Didkins and
~Othier Organothlorines frofm-thé Pro-
duction of PVC.” The report estimates
that at ledst 5 to 10 grams of dioxin are
* formed for every. 100,000 tonnes PVC
manufacturing components ethylene di-
‘chloride (EDC) and vinyl chloride
monomer(VCM). Dioxin levels were as

highas 320 grams for-100,000 tonnes of- .

- EDC produced at a‘plant in Sweden. -
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"< About. 18 million: tonnes of EDC/
..V CMare produced to make PVC every
year. If European figures are typical of
other PVC plants around the world, the
“dioxin” output of EDC/VCM produc-
" donalonie would be. equlvalent to the
* maximum annual dose for 8.1 billion
qpeople-substantlally more .than the
" world’s ciitrent population. This calcu-
“~fation 1s based on the World Health
Orgamzat:on s tolerable dally intake for
“"dioxin: 10 p1cograms per kilogram of
bodywexght assurmnganaveragewelght
- of 60 kilograms (132 pounds) per per-
“soni: “The U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency has a tolerable intake
" guideline more than 10 ,000 times lower:
0. 006‘pg/kg bodywelght/ day. Dioxinis
extrernely toxic—a picogram is a tril-
honth ofagram. = .
) nyl chlonde, PVC or sxmply
v1ny1 "isthe second-fhost common plas-
tic, accounting for a fifth of world plastic
consumption. Itisusedinthe packaging
industry to-make mineral water bottles,
tubs, and boxes; in consumer articles
such as credit cards, records, oys, : and
" imitationileath -, ini the construction of
‘window frames, doors walls panellmg,
pipes and gutters; in private homes for
vinyl flooring, wallpaper, blinds, shower
curtains, and garden furniture; in the
office for furniture, binders, folders, and
pensyin; cirs, espec1ally as underseal; in
B hosp1tals For medical. dxsposables andin

-

electronics as wire and cable insulation.

PVC is everywhere and responsible for
discouraging the use of many ecologi-
cally compatible materials such aswood,
ceramics, and glass.
PVC is the only major chlorine use
sector thatis growing in North America.
_Asthedangers. of other organochlonnes

B an TR ds bnf e an s Dnemialn

havebeenidentified and productsbanned .

‘orwithdrawri from the market, the PVC
industry has become the “sink” for sur-
plus chlorine. Markets in developing
countries are also being targeted for sig-
nificant:growth:

Nearly a hundred European munici-

palities, including the cities of Berlin, -
‘Salzburg, Bremen, and Lingz, have de- -

clared “PVC-free” policies because of
environmental contaminationfrom PVC
production and accidental building fires
involving PVC, . Concern with recent
discoveries of high dioxin levels in PVC
wastes has prompted the Norwegian
environment minister to postpone his
decision on an application by Norsk
Hydro to expand PVC production at its
Rafnes plant. In Germany, state envi-
ronmental ministers recently adopted a
report recommending the phase-out of
PVC in packaging and construction.
Today Canada moved a giant step
toward ending chlorine bleaching in
North America; somedaywe will see the
end of all world chlorine production.

" Documents

To obtain:

¢+ The Ontario government’s pulp and
. paperregulation, call 416-323-4321.

¢ The IJC Virtual Elimination Task
Force’s Draft Final Report and
supplementary “Case Study” report
-documenting the chlorine phaseout,
-contact Marty Bratzel at 519-257-
6701.

¢ Greenpeace's report on PVC, “Di-
oxin Factories,” and for more
information on the PVC phaseout
campaignin Europe, contactJay Pal-
ter at 416-345-8408.
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_‘Of c1t1es, d1vers1ty, outreach, Poland, and religion

,Eu:»ﬁct. 23 lnamnour

g,what for many m1ght beatime -
for rcﬂectlon for 'me is rather one of
antxcxpatxon. In its twelfth year Great
Lakes United will of course be dealing -
.} W1th many issues of long standmg, but

Thxs yiear's Annual Mcetmg is focus—

Aing on “Healthy Communities.” While

GLU has had conicerns in this area for

’ manvl, years, our approach has~bccn
pxecemcal rather than wholxstlc. Our

efforts focused on a given incinerator or
wastewater treatment plant rather than

“on all components of the affected com--
: murutv < 4A- more* whole approach 1s

espeaallylmportant fori inner-city'areas, .
which have ofteny beéenvictimizéd through
‘the citing of polluting facilities such as
“waste dumps-and highiways. ‘Re51dents
here dfe also” ﬁequent constifhiers of ¢ con-
‘taminiated:fish readxly caught along in-
- duistrialized ' waterfronts: ' We need’to’
develop d eomplete’ strategy for deahng’

with env:u'onmental 15sues in our Great

- wpr e e
o L 5 v e ‘.",

51b111tv for smcere outreach to and coop—

Eration~with-” minofi “communities.
-Blacks, Hispahics; Asians and otherSare
all: bemg hurt by arban- pollutlon. Of
“course, ‘if such outreach is’ successful,
GLUs board, staff,” and pnontlcs “will
have to change ‘to reflect: the

-organization’s new greater diversity.

The same can be said for our devel— ‘

“opingtélationship with native peoples in
the Basin. Our current annual meeting
program reflects this and I expect the
momentum to continue. Hopefully,
GLU can serve as a catalyst for change
and understandmg among all the peoples
ofitheBasini*= -+
With "1 *bioader and" ~deéper
constltuancvwe canmore effecnvely serve
as advocates for the restoration of the
lakes. In order to do this we must

_-incréase ;organizational and individual

membershxp in Great Lakes United. This
raises another issue that faces all larger
“environmental groups, especially GLU,
with its amazing membership diversity.
-How can we better serve the grassroots
and in turn, deserve stronger support
from them? Thxs has been a concern.of
“long standlng with us, but it must be
“dealt with successfully in the immediate
future e

*It"has been suggested that Great
“Lakcs Uhiited consider exporting its bi-
national, multi- -interest format to other
-parts of the globe espeaally relatmg to
pollution in large bodles of water. Qur
working mode] of’ ditizen action has op-

- erated succcssfully forovera decade; itis

unique, and* I believe could be of great
“service mternanonally With this in
: mmd 1 have begun preliminary discus-
sions with arepresentative of the Poland’s

foremost environmental organization,

“the Polish Ecologxcal Club, with specific
focus on restoration of the Baltic Sea.

The Great lakes United

Thus far the Swedes have made some
attempts to interest various jurisdictions
in nongovernmental organization-type
activity, but to little effect. GLU could
be of help in this situation. It's some-
thing to think about.

Finally, I raise the possibility of de-
veloping awarenessof environmental re-
mediation and protection among the
various religious denominations in both
Canada and the United States. Pope
John Paul II has shown strong support
for such efforts. Carl Sagan, the re-
spected scientist, spearheaded a meeting
of scientificand religious leaders (Catho-
lic, Protestant, Orthodox, Jewish, and
Muslim) last June in Washington, D.C.
with a view to sharing ideas among the
scientific 'and religious communities
about the global environmental prob-
lems. 1believe that Great Lakes United
could exercise significant leadership in
enlisting the aid of religious leaders and
organizations in this area for the benefit
of us all.

"This is by no means an exhaustive list
of potential directions for our future.
Pursuit of some of these are absolutely
essential to our short and long term
viability, others are a matter of environ-
mental and social justice, and a few are
mostly fascinating to contemplate. I
encourage all of you to comment on
these points. Please call or write and I'll
respond.

Dick Kubiak
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gFlrst-step taken on National Pollutant Release: Inventory

by Karen Murphy. - 7.~

" Great Lakes United - .
Canada’s federal toxic substances infor-
mation database, the National Pollutant
Release Inventory, has finally been es-
tablished. Unfortunately, it is only a

. smallstcp forcommunityright-to-know

“in Canada because the government re-

~ fused to address the many issues left

unresolved by the NPRI's formulators.

~ Under the Green Plan the federal

" government committed to develop a

- right-to-know programme for Canada
modeled after the U.S. Toxic Release
Inventory, only better. -For the last year
a multistakeholder advisory committee
met to hash out-recommendations for

- the planned NPRI programme: InDe-

- . cember the multistakeholder committee

transmitted its final report and recom-
mendations to Environment Minister
Jean Charest.

The committee failed to agree on a
number of key issues. Threewere critical
to the establishment of a comprehensive
right to know about toxic chemicals:

+ The committee agreed that toxic
chemicals being emitted from a facil-
ity should be reported, but the
committee did not agree that infor-
mation on the toxic chemicals being
used should be reported. Informa-
tion about the use of toxic chemicals
is essential for tracking pollution pre-
vention activities.

¢ The committee was able to agree to
report on the storage, treatment, re-
cycling and disposal of wastes sent

offsite, but unable to agree onreport-
ing that same information about
~ wastes kept onsite.

3 Fmally, the committee also failed to

agree on provisions to protect public
access toinformation reported under

the NPRI.

The final report of the multistake-
holder committee was transmitted to
Charest with the expectation that the
government would decide on the unre-
solved issues. But in March Charest
merely announced his acceptance of the
report, adding only that, “Further con-
sultation will take place as the inventory
evolves over the coming years.” A Sec-
tion 16 notice was issued in the March
27 Canada Gazette requiring compamcs
to rcport

Charest’s announcement was a clcar
indication thatcritical, unresolved issues
would not be addressed this year. Envi-
ronmental, community and labourlead-
ers must therefore continue to advocate

for expansron of the NPRIand for sepa-

'Canadzan federal environmental developments

" by Sarabh Miller .
- On April 1, the third anniversary of the
* Canadian federal’s government’s failure
to renegotiate the-Canada-Ontario
Agreementm, Great Lakes United, Pol-
lution Probe, and the Canadian Envi-
ronmental Law Association announced
aboycott of fur’rhcr government consul-
P tations. .
 Last ncgotratcd in' 1986 and exprred
1n 1991, COA spells out the human and
+ fiscal resources each government com-
mits to implementing the Great Lakes
- Water Quality Agreement. Once COA
** was the foundation of Canadian Great
- Lakes programming but over the years

. ‘,_evcn 1986 comrmtments havc bcen’
) f‘dropped e e .

- The most s1gmﬁcant of those com-
* mitments is the federal government’s
. cost sharing” “of water and' sewer infra-
* structiire and improvemerits. The 1986
COAis wocﬁlllymadc:quatc todeal with
1993 impératives as are 1986 funding
~ lévels. The agreement was to renegoti-

i | ate COA every fiveyears butin 1991 and

" 1992 both goverriments simply renewed

- the 1986 contract. Thisyear the Ontario
* government refused tocontinuéthis prac-
tice, creating a virtual standoff, While it
- is difficult to know the consequences of

having no agreement atall; Great Lakes -

- surveillance programs could be- stoppcd
* Windsor M.P: Hugh Grayasked the

government in Parhamcnt to explain its

. failure to protect the Great Lakes. En- ,

. vironment Minister Charest’s parliamen-

oo tary secretary stated thathis government

- 1s prepared to return to the. negotiating
““'table as soon as the govcrnmcnt of On-

“ tario is ready to do so.

Ontario has been belcagucred by
decreasing transfer payments from the
federal government even as it has the
most jurisdictional responsibilities for
- actual pollution ‘control and deanup.
Signs are the provindal government
might be wise to wait for the upcoming
federal electionwhichcould bringa more
. generous partner. ’

The main issue kecplng the govern—
ments away from the table s the issue of
funding for sewer and water costs. The
federal government’s water. policy sug-
gests that providers of water and sewage
should move to-full-cost pricing.. The
federal government suggest that the rev-
enues raised from these increased charges
be used for remediation and new,water
- and sewage needs. Although Ontariois

‘moving to do this (see separate article),

it is clear that new revenues will.-not be
adequate or timely to address all of the
province’s Great Lakes cleanup needs.
The historical pollution residing in the
contaminated sediments ofall but one of
the seventeen Canadian Areas of Con-
cernwill require huge amounts of money
that no one level of govcrnmcnt can
provide alone.

Traditionallythe federal government
has spent most of its Great Lakes bud-
gets on scentific research and demon-
stration projects. The expectations of
the Remedial Action Plans is that gov-
ernments will be moving from research
to action in the next few years.

Without a Canada-Ontario Agree-
ment and in this recessionary climate a
review of Great Lakes programs reveals
an erodmg patchworkand little hope for
actlon
' Federalgovernment fundinghas been
thrown into the Great Lakes in election

years more for big splash effects than to

build strong, consistent programs. Two
such programs havebeen the Great Lakes
ActionPlan and the Canada Green Plan.

InJuly 1990 the Green plan commit-
ted Canada to work with the United
States to develop a bilateral plan for
pollution prevention. This plan has not
beenproduced. The Green Plan did set

up a Great Lakes Pollution Prevention -
‘Centre i Sarnia, Ontario’s chemical

valley on the St. Clair River. The man-
date of the centre is characteristically
vague, to act as a catalyst (for others) and
_todisseminate pollution prevention suc-
cess stories. However, the centre has too
few resources toserve as a clearing house.

Increasingly the actual pollution pre-
vention initiatives are being left to vague
arrangements termed volunteerism and
partnierships in what can onlybe called a

~ deregulation agenda. When the Green

Plan programs were firstannounced they
were to-be companions to “command
and control measures,” but such mea-
sures have not followed.

The Great Lakes Action Plan was a
five-year plan consisting of three pro-
grams: the Preservation Plan, the
Cleanup Plan and the Health Effects
Program. In the first year of the plan no

:mo’neywas allocated and sincethen fund-
fing has been well below targeted levels.

‘For instance, the Health Effects pro-
grambudget hasslipped from $5 million

-to $3 million.

What we do have is diminished ex-
pectations.  Environment Canada re-

~

Spring 1993 _

NEW

The Great lakes Uhited

‘ centlycalléda mcetmgoﬁts Grcat Lakes

Action Plan Strategic Adv1sory Com-
mittee for the first time in overa year. At
the meeting the government presented
its draft Great Lakes Strategy.

Great Lakes United board members
who attended the meeting, John Jack-
son, Paul’ Muldoom anid this author,

“Wete dismayed by the stratcgy “A'status

quostrategy put forward based on today’s
eroded allocations, it commits the fed-
eral government to the restoration of
only seven of the seventeen Canadian
Areas of concern.

Objective number one of the strat-
egy,. “Restore Degraded Sites,” states,
“The federal government will contnbute
to the restoration of seven Areas of Con-
cern in partnership with other stake-
holders, and will continue to work
towards the restoration of the other Ar-
eas of Concern .. .”

What happened to the cost-sharing
partnerships between the federal and
provincial governments on all of the
R.APS> . . e

Will the pubhc voluntccrs who have
already worked for six years on the
unincluded RAPs accept the complete

absence of a federal commitment to the

restoration of their Area of Concern for
another five years?:

Is the expectation that. the. provmcc
of Ontario will assume respons1b1hty for

all the other RAP implementations?

"Nitisnal PIlGaRe Reléaseé” Inven

rate enabling language - for -the " pro—’
" gramme that would protect the pubhc s
* rightto know., -+ - - - ' :

This is NPRI s overall- framcwork

0,:,,Compames whose employecs work

' more than 20,000 hours during 1993

v and that manufacture, process or use
more. than 10 tonnes ofa hsted sub-

. stance are reqmred to report R

" Fadlities whose employees: work—less
than-20,000-hours during 1993-are
not rcqilircd to report. A e

T e 'Ccrtam ‘Industrial sectors were ex*

_empted fromeporting’ ‘under NPRI
' mcludmg fisheries, foresfrya and agn-
cultural ‘industries; compames
involved in the distribution, storage,

~or reta11 sa.le of fuels research institu-

" tions;. compame mvolved inthe

" maintenance and repair Fof transpor- o

tationvehidles; andorl andg gas d.nll.mg ‘

and well operation.

¢ A preliminary list of 178 toxic sub-

" .. stancesihassbeen dentrﬁ ed” for ,

o "reportmg i

& ‘Companies that meet the employce _
and manufacture, processing and use: =
thresholds are required to file NPRI -

reports on the 178 listed substances

AL A

o EnvrronmcntCanada nolatert than '

The ﬁrst rc‘po’rts (for. 1993 relcases)

w111 be available to the public in late

1994,
Documents ,

“Substances in the National Pollutant

Release Inventory,” Canada Gazette,.' -

March 27, 1993, Part I~

SO ax IR R e n‘% \rrhr-w»

“A National Pollutant Relcase Invcn- o
Final Report of the
Multl—Stakcholder Advisory Commit- . -
tee, December 1992. - . T

tory for Canada

“Reporting to the Natiorial Poilut'a?ft .

Release Inventory” (avmlablc mid- 1993)

All the documents are ava11ablc from
Gordon Pope, Environment Canada,

’

10th Floor, 351'St. ]os h, Hu.ll QI}C-
bec K1A OH3, 819~ 953 1654 fax9542

Be sure to get on the mailing hst for any
future notices or draft review documents

-on the NPRI.

.. - For_more. mfo,rmatlon,on:.cnvuon- -
_mental activities.onthe National Pollut-
~ ant Release Inventory:.contact: Karen
. Murphy at Great Lakes United: - -

The Ethical Shopper’s Guide to Canadian
Supermarket Products, by Joan Helson et
al., EthicScan,  Broadview Press, P.O.
Box 1243, Peterborough, Ont. K9] 7HS,
705-743-8357, $14.95.
Empowering the Public, Lessons and
Ideas for Communicating in the Great
Lates’ Areas of Concern, by Noah Eiger
and Peter McAvoy. Fora copy contact

- Mark Elsterat the U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency, Great Lakes Na-~
tional Program Office, 77 W..Jackson
Blvd., Chicago, IL 60604-3590, orwrite
the Center for the Great Lakes, 35 East
Wacker Dr. #1870, Chicago, IL 60601.
Under RAPs: Toward Grassroots Eco-
logical Demacracy in the Great Lakes Ba-
sin, edited by John H. Hartig and Michael
A. Zarull, University of Michigan Press,
P.O.Box 1104, Ann Arbor, MI 48106-

1104, 313-764-4330, $45.00 cloth, $23°

 _normalities.

papcr -.
The Great Lakes Ecasystem Pratectran
Agenda, Sierra Club Great Lakes-Pro-

gram, 214 N. Henry St. #203, Madison, '_ _
‘WI 53703, 608-257-4994, free, .-

Cbemtcall_y Induced . Alteratwm in
S exual and Functional Dwelopment Tbe
Wildlife/Human . Connection, edited by
Theo Colburn, -a zoologist- with - the

-World Wildlife Fund. Thisbook com-
“piles the work of twenty-one scientists

studying the adverse affects -of toxic

chemical releases on Great Lakes fish - -

and wildlife. Documented problems
include reduced fertility, birth-defects,
immune deficiendies, thyroid (hormone
control) dysfunction, and behavioral ab=

Wildlife Fund, 125024th St. NW, Suite
400, Wash. D.C. 20037, -or (202) 293-
4800. R SR TN

For info. contact: World -
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by Tmcy East})ape* T
- Ecology Center.. . .. scn o -
DowChemrcal Corp rec1eved approval

waste rncmerator, clearing the way for it
“ite become: only the second cofmerical -

States 5

_ _ 1gan Department ofN atu- -
5 “ral’ Resources issued Dow 2 permrt

i .burden of Mrdland'arga residénts-and
theJGreat Lakes ecosystem., »; v 22

“to destroy dioxin 'Wastes, dioxin is also
- cess. The compound is one of the most

_“cause immune, endocnne and reproduc—
nve system(damage ‘at ‘or near” current
““evels of & exposure,” accordmg téarecent
preliminary assessment of dioxin by the

* Environmental Protection Agency. The

. EPA scientistin charge of thatstudysays
there may be no safe level of exposure to

. ~;droxm LTI M ‘S:_u::.--.’j
The ] Dow,tperm,xt:uame_ndment was

, granted on the day of a meeting sched-

,k"uw,v&.

ronmentalists to discuss: concerns with

-andbeen promised ameeting priortothe
. permitting to resolve well-documented
- - concerns about. the incinerator’s safety

iis Mighigan DMR agreed’té Hold thie meet-

; 1ssued the } permrt anyway. -

. and Dow Chemical,” said :Charles
" Grffith from the Ecology Center of
.Ann Arbor, one of the groups involved

-ncenceWith'the company inthe hopes'that -
. some of our coticerns could be allayed or
o ,recexved the permit.” «

© Environmental and commumty

| mahigjor concerns:with the Dow facility: -

by Bruie Kershner
Great Lakes United R

N drversrons of Great Lakes waterrnsouth—
“ern VVisconsm came to a head dunng a

-----

ate.

testrﬁed before the committee. - -~ s

- - ties'of Kenosha, since ended, and Pleas-

' efded eventua]ly

4

' 1nc;1nerators are not able to meet feder-

©in late Aprrl to.burn dioxin-contami- .
. nated waste at its Mrdland ‘hazardous

. droxm—burmngmanerator in the  United -

...efficiency means increased releases of
_ - +..this super-toxic chemical tothe commu-
: p wamendm‘ent desprte srgmﬁcant opposi- 5.} '
tion by area. envrronmental groups, who__’- e
~claim that the permit violates federal law *
: -~ iand will significantly.add to the dioxin" .,

*Although the incinerator is mtended ‘
: » created and released in'the burmng pro-
;,,toxrc known, and: has been found to  -country. Dioxin persists in the.environ- -
~x>.ment and builds up inliving things. No
+.study of-the amount of dioxin.in the
.~ fluids and fat of area residents has been
~done.

- »»compound. to be far-more toxic than

- previously thoughty even in..small -
.. amounts. Dioxinthay actlikea hormone -

-~ uled with local residents and area envi- - .in the body, causing human immune,

- the permit. Arearesidentshad requested - .-.age at current levels of exposure.

" -zand burmng efﬁcrency .Dow and the -
-5 Ehe already-highly -contaminatedscom- -
.. ing, but'i m a dramatxc reversal the DNR :

“Thisisclearlyanact ofbad faithand
. ‘backroom dealing between the DNR

‘ ) commercral droxrn—burmng incinerators
*..ointheissue. “Wehad requested ahaudi- -

. addressed. Dow agreed, but then hap-.
pilyannouncedtothe press thatthey had -

- groups. have expressed the. followmg

#irove EPA docuinentsindicate that droxrn :

Wzsco:h‘smr Senate looks mto
the Kenosha dzverszon

7 The 1nvest1gatron of two unatthorized
o SlOnS

""'_1 ing Pleasant Prairie was" “planning to
. provrde diverted water to riew’ develop—{
< At the hearmg the Wisdonsin De-

( i " partment of Natural ‘Resources ‘finally
¢ “admitted that it had not obtained ap- -
':' provals for the diversions from ‘all the. ",
Great Lakes ‘governors, as required by :*

" federal law. ‘Great Lakes United, Lake
Mrchrgan Federation, and Siérra Club

: -fmanded by one of the governors‘that did- -+

' Grbsonprovxded evxdencethatPleas- S
‘ant Prairie and' Kenosha are also’ plan— o
~ ning to annex the’ nerghbonng'town of ..
,v_fanstoltoburldma]orsubdmsrons whrch - planfing
~also could be supphed wi rllega.lly dr—_ *through

“verted water.

~ Adiversion is the use of Great Lakes
water thatis eventually reléased outside -
- ; 'the Great La.kes Bisin. The heanngwas C :
o lookmg into'diversions bythe communi- .

‘ P _:consrdermg writing legislation:to pre— o
" ant Prairie, ongomg but expected tobe -

ighting Incinerators

by John Jackson

Our society keeps spending ever more
money and time trying to site huge haz-
ardous waste incinerators and landfills
when it is clear that both the need and
safety of these facilities cannot be proven.

The Ontario government has spent

the past thirteen years and $130 million
in such an exercise. A provincial crown
agency, the Ontario Wiste Manage-
ment Corporation, went through a
lengthy site search process and is now
‘completing over three years of hearings
on its proposal for a 300,000-tonne-a-
year hazardous waste iIncinerator and
landfill in West Lincoln in the Niagara
Peninsula. But the evidence presented
at the OWMC hearings presented a
picture fundamentally different from that
touted by the OWMC and other propo-
nents of such plants.
. The OWMC spent almost a year
trying to prove the need for the incinera-
. tor, but despite a desperate search it has
been unable to find the wastes it says the
plant would burn. The Ontario Toxic
‘Waste Research Coalition, a coalition of
agricultural, environmental, and citizens’
groups opposed to the plant, persistently
probed the OWMC’s need numbers
. and presented its own .experts on the
<1sste. “Finally, the OWMC admitted
that the wastes received at the plant
might be as low as 35,000 tonnes a
year—just over a tenth of the original
estimates. Even these estimates
downplay the potential for hazardous
waste reduction and recycling.

Like all proponents .of hazardous
..waste incinerators and landfills, the
~ OWMC has claimed that the plant will
. be safe. But despite OWMC'’s ability to

buy the best consultants on the conti-
. nent, its safety claims have been shat-
tered. The OWMC’s risk assessment
supposedly proved that the additional
risk caused by the facility would be less
than oneinamillion, but the assessment
was _systematically. shown to seriously
understate those risks. Evidence at the
- hearings showed that, if all pathways of
- contaminants to humans were consid-
ered, the risk ﬁ'om the emission of only

“ally mandated burning efﬁcrency stan-
.dards for destroyrng dioxin wastesimilar
to.Dow’s, :

--In an ongoing court case m]ackson—
v11le Arkansas, EPA lawyers and incin-
{ erator_operators in: that.city admitted
that they would be unible to meet the
federal standard. Failure to achieve this

nity. . . - : .
Midiand - area residents should be
~studied to assess whether the level of
chemicals alreadyin their bodies poses a
risk before a.new source of dioxin (the
mcrneratron) in the. commumty is per-
3+ mitted. . Wonnt

-Area resrdents ‘have reason to worry
~Midland area soils and resources have
some of the highestlevels of dioxinin the

EPA scientists are currently reassess-
ing the toxicity of dioxin. Preliminary
findings by the review panel found the

reproductive, and endocrinesystem dam-

. Dow should wait until the scientific
community has completed the review
‘and new safety levels. have been estab-
- lished before adding any more dioxin to

“muniy 6fMidland. The reviewis duein
early 1994, _

Although Dow has prormsed pub-
licly to burn only waste from Dow and
subsrdrary corporations, it refused to put
~this in writing.. As one of only two

in the country, the Great Lakes ecosys-
- tem-could now: become a- pnmary dis-
posal site'for:dioxin.

chhrgan envrronmentalxsts and
community groups have sent a letter to
Attorney General Frank Kellyasking for -
“an investigation of the DNR's permit-
ting of the Dow facility despite evidence
that it may not meet federal standards

L it Lan

continued from page 1

from the cheap disposal of toxic pollu-
tion into the environment—individuals
- suffer health problems and the taxpayer
pays for cleanups. Pollutérs are telling
elected officials and EPA that GLI's
stricter rules will be too tough and ex-
- pensive. - Our elected decisionmakers
need to hear from us that we can’t afford
. nottoreducetoxicdumping inthe Lakes.
To help citizens write comments on
these complex rules, the National Wild-
“life Federation’s Great Lakes Natural
" ‘Resourcé Center, along with' a team of
‘ment, in vrolatron of the condmons de- - env1ronmenta.l scientists;are conducting
a thorough review of the GLI Guidance
| docurnent. ‘May‘wewﬂl pubhsh our
.+ findings”on.the -areas’ where the GLI

should be strengthened
T p pecple learn’ more aboutthrs

T Also testrfyrngwere Tom Dibbleand
KarenGibson, individual memberswho
had alerted GLU to the 1llegal diver-

". Dibble provrded new ewdenoe show—

the state of VVisconsrn :

ea general verview ‘of the
‘elements in the proposed new rules: For
information. on the dates and locatiohs-
of these; meetrngs, call: .in Ohio and
" states west, 800-621- 8431; in Pennsyl-

. Committee. charr -Sen. ‘-Bnan Burke
_,mdlcated at the hearmg ‘that he-was

vent future: unauthonzed drversrons :

" The Gréa’/ lakes Un/'reo’ o

’ :..1_,.,format $90.00). -

Te Educatronal Resource Informatron.

_h' ge:documen EPA andithe. states, are
lic information® meetmgs:'

. vania, 2,215:597-6 6911 and inNew York

Needlessness in West Lincoln, Ontario

one contaminant—dioxin—could be as
high as onein a thousand, even with the
incinerator operating at only half its
proposed capacity.

The OWMC did not even include
thelandfill inits risk assessment because
it claimed ‘there would be no hazard
associated with.it. However, more than
halfway through the three-year hearing -
process, the OWMC admitted that its
landfill as presently planned would per- .
manently contaminate groundwater un-
der three thousand acres of land. After .
the public uproar created by this revela-
tion, the OWMC announced that it
would redesignits landfill and dispose of

“chlorides in the waste in a deep well.

This shift raises additional issues of the
effectiveness of the chlorideremoval and
the environmental wisdom of injecting
wastes deep into the ground in the first

" place. The OWMC has not carried out - .

in-depth studies of this revised approach '
Noise, dust, and odour emissions
from the proposed plant were proven to
exceed provincial guidelines. Many air
contaminants from the proposed plant
were alsoshown'to exceed the guidelines
currently being considered by .the On-
tario government under its Clean Air
Programme. Some air contaminants
would exceed these gurdehnes by over a
hundred times.
Perhaps the OWMC can take a cue
from the manufacturers it is trying to
serve. Recognizing that what is accept-
ableenvironmental practice has changed,
even theindustrylobby that ten years ago
was calling foran OWMC-type plantin
Ontario is no longer promoting it.
-"The OWMC hearings have helped
shatter many of the myths that have long
surrounded the need for and safety of
huge hazardous waste incinerators and
landfills. Perhapsgovernments through-
out-the Basin will learn from Ontario’s
expensive exercise. Then the hearings
will not have been a complete waste of - - *./
taxpayers dollars and of the energy of -
atizens.who have fought for so many
yéars-to -prevent this hazardous waste
incinerator- ar_rd:landﬁll from being built. -

...GLI finally released

State, 716-285-8842.

The full, 308-page Guidance docu-
ment is available for viewing at some
libraries. Ask for Federal Register#20802,
April16,1993. Fora fee youcangetyour
own copy from'one of the following
distribution operations: L
+ U.S. Government Printing Office;

202-783-3238, Federal Register

#20802, April 16, 1993, $4.50.

¢ National Technical Information Ser-

. vice, 703-487-4650, #PB93-164-514
" (paper, $44.50, or microfiche, .
'$17.50), or #PB93-504-504 (com-

-~ puter disk, mIBM WordPerfectS 1.

- -Center, 614-292-6717, document
. #527D (paper,$30 75) or#526 (com-

puter disk, 824 95)

“over the-opportunity is gone. ..

Soring 1993

. During the publrc comment perrod L

luters It's essential they hear from u ,squ‘-:- :
too! Once the publrc commentpenod s =

R e e

o



*y

U S federal government a -fziotbed of Great Lakes 1ssues

. Safe DrmkmgWaterAct standards. The

by George Go/mg
Sterra Club. .
Great Lakes environmental issues were

-_ .not exactly show-stoppers in the- 102nd

,U S. Congress but there is promxse for

v srgmﬁcant Congressronal action in the

new 103rd session. .
Positive action has already begun in
“the Clinton Administration. On March

» 31, Environmental ‘Protection Agency

» Administrator Carol Browner released

, the' draft Great Lakes Water Quality
" Initiative; long blocked by the Bush
. ‘Administration. The draft calls for uni-

form}water quality standards for each of
‘the eight Great Lakes states and prom-
ises to frame a major public policy de-

* bate, as various stakeholders around the

Basin comment on the draft (see sepa-

" " rate story).’

.InF ebruary, environmentalists wrote

' EPA Admisistrator Browner, askrng for
- her action on- several other measures:

’ 4;-- 'Droppmg the appeal of a succ_essful

lawsuit won in 1992 by Friends of
* Crystal River in Michigan against
' ‘EPA. This vxctory forbade the State
of Mrchlgan from issuing a wetlands
_ permit for developmg a golf course
: “ona pristine river near Traverse City.

Dropping the appe_al would assure a

proper role for EPA in overseemg '

' wetlands delegated to state supervi-

sion. So far, Michigan is the only .

such state, but EPA wants other
_ states to assume deleganon

® Appomtmg officials that are sensi-
" ive 1o ecosystem management and

-+ . the'needs of low-income communi-
- ties 1n such key positions as assistant
s adrninistrator fo/r water, assistant
admrmstrator for air and:radiation,

it and Region'Viadhiinistrator. Region i

V,based in Chicago, houses the Great
- Lakes National Program Ofﬁee
(GLNPO).

& Securing enwronmentally sound in-

" frastructure i unprovements, suchasa
smgle full-scale . cleanup of a con-
» tarnmated Great Lakes harbor

. The presrdent s sumulus package d1d
" not include the latter récommendation,
- Aho’vg‘eVer, the package did include a new
. state revolving fund from which small .
. co}rrmunitles mayborrow money to meet

president’s bill was defeated by a Repub-

. lican filibuster, but the drinking water

revolving fund will be included in sepa-
rate EPA-sponsored legrslatxon, accord-
ing to Browner.:

Environmentalists still await action
on the first three requests. In testimony

~on April 21 to the House subcommittee

overseeing the EPA appropriations for
fiscal year 1994, Administrator Browner

and GLNPO" Director Chrrstopher
- Grundler promrsed ‘

% Continuedactionona pollution pre-
‘vention initiative with the Big Three

auto makers

¢ A new program working with the

Nature Conservancy to protcct criti-

LT o- el habxtats

+ A contrnued Clean Sweep program
encouraging farmers to turn in old
pesticides whose use has been sus-

pended by EPA

« Continued diligent work on Reme-

“dial Action Plans and Lakewide
" Management Plans.

Several legislative vehicles have

emerged at the start of the 103rd Con-.

gress thataddress Great Lakes concerns.
Environmentalists are asking the Clinton

adr_ninistration»to support the Edwards -
- wetlands protection bill (H.R. 350); the
" Oberstar Nonpoint Source Pollution

Prevention Act of 1993, currendy in
draft, and the Metzenbaum Great Lakes
Sediment Control Act (S. 75).

"~ Wetlands
- Rep.DonEdwards(D-CA)isemerging

-. - asthe House champron forwetlands-this
“session: ofCongress,Just ashe'was in the

“last. His bill would

+ Establish a national policy to protect
wetlands .

« Expand thenumber ofactivities regu-
lated in the attempt to preserve
wetlands

) Strengthen EPA oversrght of the
~ permitprogram managed by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers

4 Requiregovernment decisionsto con-
sider a forthcoming National

The Great lakes United

Academy of Scrences study on what
defines a wetland '

4+ Create taxbreaks forlandowners who
“ " donate. wetlands to the Wetlands
Stewardshrp Trust

Big business, organized landholders
and conservative politicians proposed
two counter measures. H.R. 1330, in-
troduced by Rep. Jimmy: Hayes (D-
LA), would change the. definition of

wetlands inthe current Clean Water Act

to drastically reduce the amount of wet-

- lands protected by the law. - A similar

Hayes bill had substantial support last

session. However, Edwards then intro-
duced his bill and the environmentalist -

lobbying for cosponsorship killed the
momentum of the Hayes bill.

sure is the “Takings Amendment” (S. -
177), introduced by Sen. Bob Dole (R- :
KS). This measure would require the
Justice Department to review any regu-
lation that might take away a citizens’
private property withoutjustcompensa-

" tion.. The proposed process includes -

neithercitizen partrcrpanon norany pro-
vision for judicial review should the Jus-
tice Department choose to delay needed
regulations.

Sen. Dole, his twelve Senate cospon-
“sors, and monied interests describe the
amendment as"a;way of protecting.pri-
~vate property.- Howevér, labor, con-

sumer and environmentalists point out
that the U.S. Constitution already guar-
antees adequate compensation. They
charge that the Dole bill is a smoke

screen for a generalized attack on gov- -

ernment regulation that would effec-
tively roll back all federal environmental

«:laws.as-well-as-federal laws for transpor-

" tation safety, Worker heilth and other
regulatory programs.

So far, Hayes has gottenabout e1ghty
cosponsors for his bill, Edwards about
seventy. Both representatives have tes-
tified before the House Water Resources
Subcommittee, which is beginning the
process of rewriting the Clean Water

LAct: Hayes isamefmberofthissubeom- ;
mittee; Edwards is.not:. At:sofne-point .
in the next few months the subcommit-
tee may vote on the two competing bills,
or it may craft a compromise. Subcom-

mittee chair Douglas Applegate (D-OH)

will play a central rolein the debate. The

Senate will watch House activity before
going anywhere with this issue.

Just the opposite is true with the
Takings bill. Sen. Dole may offeritasan
amendment to legislation to make EPA.
a Cabinet agency, as that bill is marked
up by the Senate Government Affairs-
Committee. However, Dole may be
scared off by the Senate’s 50-48 vote on
April 29 tabling an amendment by Sen.
Don Nickles (R-OK) that would have
required economic impact analysis of
regulatory action. The Clinton admin-
‘istration and consumer, labor, and envi-
ronmental groups convinced the Senate
that such analyses would be 1nherently

" slanted and anti- envrronmental

If the Senate adds the Dole or other -

anti-environmental language tothe EPA
Cabinet bill, then, since it would be
“unlikely to pass in the House, the issue
would probably be decrded inthe House-
~ Senate Conference Comrmttee

‘on the EPA Cabinet bill.

On January' 5, Sen. ‘Howard  ~

" Metzenbaum (D- OH) introduced a bill
similar to one he was almost able to

attach to the Water Resources Develop-

ment Act in the last session, The bill

SRy

,The

House is currently conducting hearmgs

) would

Lakes contamrnated sedrments

¢ Require better cooperan"'n among
“federal-agencies responsrbl for'the
sedimerit cléanup | program "

o kerphiiogsdl -

" Requrre stronger controls for.con- :
taminated sednnentdrsposalfacxhnes s

Y Expand the federal cleanup of Great

¢ Have the Army Corps of E gmeers B
proﬁle the upstream sources s of sedi-

‘a brllwnttenby Sen. Joh' '
OH) in the last Congr S,

-So far, no hearmgs havebeen held in’

. the'Senate on this bill, and*no oréin’ ‘the
The other significant countermea-

House has mtroduced a srmrlar brll

s o rle e

Nonpomt sources

Rep. James Oberstar (D-MN) is dircu- "
lating draft legislation’ generally prarsed
by envxronmentalxsts The bill would

mng agencres Funded 1 under. Sectxon

319 of the Clean Water Act to up-

S

grade their efforts té bring !

runoff-polluted streams into com- -

pliance with water quality standards

¢ Require better managernent ‘ofihun-
xoff on“federaifla‘nds o s *f"'

* Support a natnonal ditizen momtor- .

1ng program.

A Natural Resources Defense Coun- -

cil fact sheet on this draft bill pomts out
that it presumes that all land users in a
319 management area are exempt until
the state agency designates them ascov-

*ered$* NRDC-proposed thedsverseiall — -

*"“land users should be covered utless ex-

empted. This policy is supported by - *

several consortia’ of resource manage-:

ment and environmental orgamzauons
The matter will continue to be de-
bated as the bill is introduced -in the

House Water Resources Subcommittee, -

of which Oberstar.is'a senior member.

i1 Nozsenatdrs: havefbegunidraxfung on-

- “poifit.source-bitls: o

' Admrmstratmn approach

In the larger picture, enwromnentahsts

are pressing EPA to include ‘all these -

environmental protection measuresina -

- single strongreauthorizationof thé Clean

* *Watet:Act.:Sucha proactive'7olé would-

bea sharp contrastto the approach of the
Bushand Reaganadministrations, which

refused to draft or endorse any Cle‘n '

Water Act 1mprovements

ST e ‘“

: w0
o “Enwronmental_]ustlce_ Iy

Congress may consrder some sort of

environmental justice - legrslatron ‘this

session. Alikely candidate for consider- - .

‘ation1s a bill to be mtroduced by Rep

" John Lewis (D-GA)_ and Sen Hamis |

Wofford (D PA), wl'uch would Thave
" the government list the 100 areas of the

country most highly impacted by toxic -
contamination. Special cleanup 'assis- " - |
tance would then be dlrected toithese HE

Tocales. Most of t.hemw111 be commum-
ties of color, such as South Chn:ago or'
the Mohawk Natxon (Akwesasne) to
i name two 1n t.he Gre La.kes ec

Wish lrst

tive vehrcle and sponsor are crrculatmg
One of the most unportant is the’ ught—
" ening of Title III of the Clean Water
Act, whrch prescnbes the federal pro-

A number of 1deas in search of aleglsla— ;

N
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:Cooperative models of wetlands regulation

~ Canadian. and Ontar1o governments

- s
o il

by Bruce Kersbner 5

" Great Lakes Umtea' o m e o)

. While envxronmentahsts in. the Umted
States were fighting off attempts by the_
late Bush ad,rmmst._m_t_lo’n to w_eakenwet

land laws,.the Ontario and _Canadjgn

governments were quietly working with ...,
environmentalists to strengthen wetland -

protection. s Ty e
The; Jomt effort. has resu.l in.the
Great. Lakes. Wetlands , Conservation
Action Plan; wh1ch has set objectives to' .
achieve a zero loss of Great Lakes wet-. .
lands, and to reestablish 30,000 hectares
(72 000 acres) of wetlands by 2020,
Inoontrast tothe hypocritical“no et
loss of wetlands”.statement . by, former.

what happens when government offi-
cials are genuinely working to protect

wetlands.
' The plan proposes $9.6 mﬂhon in
funding to -implement. actions  for, the e
first five § years;: with half going to secur=--... .

ing and acquiring wetlands.
- Great Lakes United chaired one of

the’ commxttees as well as the initial
convemng of environmental groups.

Most of the recommendations made by
the 1991 dtizen: GreatnLakes ‘Wetland, ,

Consomum -were: mcorporated nto the oo

new pla.n, demonstrating the value. of
gmssroots consensus for spurnng gOV

. _ernment action.

Y

Actions to be carried out include:

Secunng a.nd acquiring wetlands

KX Provxdmg incentives for landowners
tmpmtwt.thelr own wetlands.:

;I&%Kﬁﬁi’ﬁ}; ind protecting govern-

ment—owned wetlands .

e Developmg a priority list of s1tes for .. |

wetland rehabilitation and creation”

° Deweloping sites where effective wet-
‘land creation and techniques can be

demonst:rated .

* Developxng 2 GreatrLakes wetland frifii

SYITINS, fihen «1:\1" Sreoe "

NILE [

database to monitor stresses and
changes in wetland area.

. Inthe legaland policy arena, the Plan :
‘aimstoimprove enforcement of all exist-
ing statutes and regulations and to de-

velop direct wetland protectionlegislation
in future years. Govérnment programs
that' support wetland conversion will be

~ restricted. ' Tax credit programs that
" 'ﬁrotectwetlands will be ‘expanded. Sec-

.tions of the Great Lakes Water Quality
“" Agreement that apply to wetlands will
be targeted for faster 1mplementatlon
The plan will attempt to “encourage
pubhc accountab1hty in government at
alllevels by unprovmg access to wetland

Presi dentBush the Cana dian plan shows. o inventory data and t to decisions that af-

fect wetlands.” _
The Ontario Association of Munici-

" palities played a key role in the coopera-
tive effort, in contrast to the obstructionist .

" role local government oftenplays on the
US. 51de Asa result the plan outlines
actions to rnaxumze protectxon of wet-
- lands in local zoning and master plans.
Principles will be devised to guide mu-
nicipalities during planning processes.
The primary government agencies
1nvo1vcd inthe effort were the Canadian
Wildhfe Serv1ce, the federal’ Depa.rt-

“"mentof Fithefiéd and’ Oceans the On-" _

tario Ministry of Environment, and the’
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources.
Besides GLU, the Nature Conservancy

ngh lead in some Lakes tapwater

by Bruce Kershner
The: U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency tested thelead confent of drink-

ing water from 660 public systemsin the -

United States and found that 20

* . percent—meaning 32 million homes in

130 aties—had lead levels exceeding the

federal action level of 15 'parté perbil-
hon. Of these, 31 cities in the*Great
Lakes watershed, home to’$ milliosi’
“ people, had unsafe lead levels.
Not every house in a listed city will .
have contaminated water—only high-
risk homes were tested, that is, houses .
thought to have contammated water
‘because - of suspicion that plpes in th
street or the. home were leachmg lead. -
The report does niot necessanly imply"

that the public water supply itself is

" contaminated; the report did not inves- -

tigate causes.

For readers living in a 2 Listed uty,

what the report does mean is that testing
the house water for lead is essential.

Plumbing fixtures with lead solder, or ~

old lead pipe connectors in pipes under-
neath the street are the primary sources
of contamination.

Listed cities will be reqiired by EPA -

to begm mixing lime or othet substances

. inwiththewater supply inanattempt to
* coat pipe surfaces and'j6irits so they do’:

In Western New York

by Bruce Kershner

A model of cooperation between the
builders industry, environmental groups
and state and federal government in
Western New York has led to agreement
on fourteen principles to resolve regula-
tory problems while continuing to pro-
tect wetlands. The agreements will be
used to develop a regional wetland per-
mitand to help New York State develop
regional wetland strategies.

The effort, named the Western New
York Wetland Roundtable, was co-
founded by Great Lakes United to help
defuse the often rancorous controversy

surrounding wetland regulations in the

area. Western New York is considered
to be one of the “hot spots” of contro-
versy in the United States.

The roundtable convened the full
range of stakeholders to create a neutral
forum for dialogue, airing of concerns,
and reaching understandings of other
positions. GLU also saw it as a way to
head off attempts to weaken wetland

. protection.

Among the principles reached-were
that:

¢ The state and federal governments
should reconcile their differences in
wetland delineation methods and
developjointregulatory permits; both
are major sources of frustration for

landowners

+ A wetland mapping program should
be created and appropniately funded

¢ Affected communities should de-
velop broad public processesto assess -

local values of wetlands.

+ A system should be devised to track
regional changes in wetland area and

function to aid future decisions on

cumulative impacts

+ Government wetland decisions
should be sensitive .to both private
landowner nghts and wetland ben-
efits for society.

The roundtable succeeded because:

1) The representzitives of each side.were
carefully chosen

-2) The forum was closed to the media

and the presence of politicians

3) Ground rules ensured that the meet-
ings were nonconfrontational, and

4) All parties agreed beforehand that
wetland protection was not to be
weakened.
Formore information, contact Barry

Boyer, Baldy Hall, State University of

New York at Buffalo Law School, Buf-

falo, NY 14260, 716-636-2052.

of Canada, the Ontario Federation of K h
Naturalists and the Canadian Environ- Lead CGor :::: r::\uei::uzsi:\:l;u lies
mental Law Association were among - PPE —s

' enlvironmental groups that played key  |¢ o city ’((;:::;v:e::l"l::)e '

roles . — ‘
The'flext $teps aré final endorsernent 7 |NewYork . : + |Syracuse . 50
by the steering committee, settxng upof  {Pennsylvania Erie 6
animplementation téam, and obtaining ot Ok Park
. funding: For a copy of the plan, contact o l LA
Nancy Patterson, Canadian Wildlife Cicero 28
Service, 25 St. Clair Ave, E., 7th floor, Evanston 25
Toronto, Ontario, M4T 1M2, 416-954- :
5620 . Glenview . 25
; r X Waukegan ‘ 20
; QOak Lawn » N8
Palatine .17
Indiana. Hammond 27
_ not leach lead. If this technique is Forl Wayne 21
- unsuccessful in lowering lead levels be- . ] '
Mich Grand Rapid
low the 15 ppb guideline, lead service il e : 3

_ pipes will be required to be dug up and Taylor 35 i

-replaced. Livonia 34
Michigan and Illinois had the great- -

est number of contaminated water sup- Dearborn Heights . 33

plies, with twelve and seven respectively. Dearborn 29

Wisconsinand Ohio each had four con- St Clair Sh 3

taminated water supplies in the Basin, T dhores

Indiana two, and New York and Penn- Detroit 21
sylvania one each. Warren 21

Syracuse, New York, had the highest
levels oflead contaminationin the Great Wesllond 2 d

"Lakes' Basin at 50 ppb. Next highest Clinton Township 19

_ were the Chicago suburb of ©ak Park Formi il

(39), the Detroit subuzbs of Taylor (35) Farmington Hils v

-and Dearborn Heights (33), and the Royal Oak 7o

ol G Rapde 05 il v Py P
© ""All of Detroit’s, all of Cleveland’s, Minneapolis 19
and most of Chicago's suburbs all had Ohio Cleveland - Baldwin Plant 25
unsafe water. Other dities in the Great - '

" Lakes states but outside the Basin that Cleveland - Nottingham B ;
had unsafe water were New York City Cleveland - Crown Plant .20 .
S}Z I;gl;) and Minneapolis-St. Paul (55 Cleveland - Morgan 20

Nationwide, the worst cities were in. | Wisconsin West Allis ‘ 22
‘Massachusetts, Florida,and South Caro- Racine 8
lina. Charleston had lead levels of 211
ppb, nearly fifteen times higher than the Oshkosh v_

,‘EP,A guideline. Madison 6

The Great lakes United
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Clean water requlres 1nvolv1ng Ontario’s mun1c1pa11t1e‘s

- by He/zn Caapzr

Mayor, Kingston, Ontaric
Thewater supply in Ontario is mwsrblc
As with many other municipal services,
‘the province’s users and providers alike
take the availability. of water and its
safetylargely for grantcd Unfortunately,
such an attitude causes problems.

The institutional political forum for

» dcbatc .on Great Lakes water quality, of .

course, is the International Joint Com-
mission, but thereare veryfew municipal

. polmaans who would be able to tell you -

what the IJC doesjvor even what its
initials stand for. Despitesome attempts
in the 1980s by the Ontario Association
- of Municipalities to gain some presence
at the IJC Biennial meetings, recogni-
“tion of the municipal role and participa-

s ‘__._..tion by municipal officials- in the
X prov1ncc s water pohcy 1s vrrtually non- -

existent.
JAsa resu.lt deasronmakers in the
- local context are not encouraged to look
_atthe ramifications of the decisions thcy
make beyond their own boundaries.

Many Great Lakes municipalities use

the lakes as. their principal source of
dnnkmg water but forget thatitis every-
body else’s drinking water as well. For
mumcrpal governments there is little
incentive to take this collective interest
intoaccount. Thebest illustration of this
is simply the fact that in virtually every
municipality the intake pipe for the

mumapa.l watersystem is upstream from

- theoutlet for the sewage treatment plant.
. This leads to the blatant disregard of the
problcms of neighbouring municipali-

.= -ties and:alack-of-upnderstanding’ of-the'

- importance of collective responsibility
for sewage treatment problems. .

™ . IR T
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I cannot begin to estimate what the
backlog in capital funding for the provi-
sion of adequate sewage treatment must
be just within the jurisdiction of the

' province of Ontario alone. Throughout

theprovince existingwater lines have too
little capacity and water treatment plants
are of insufficient quality. Itis of course
not only a problem of inadequate capital

- funds, but also agrave political problem.
Municipal boundaries in Ontario were
‘determined in many cases over'a hun-

dred years ago and are now grossly mis-
placcd given the change from a rural to
an urban population.

Each _,unsdrctton continues toberela-
tlvely autonomous in its water and sew-

age treatment decisions.- Obtaining the
.funds to adequately deal with those te-
sponsibilities is of course proving to be

impossible because of both. provincial
and municipal taxing restraint.  With
traditional sources of revenue drsappear-

ing, pressure on municipalities to find -

new sources of funding could lead to

decisions that may prove costly and en-

vironmentally unsound in thelong term.
The effects on groundwater systems are
potentially very serious.

- The province of Ontario has recently
revived the proposal of the previous gov-
ernment for the establishment of a sepa-
rate sewage and water corporation,

“primarily as a vehicle for the raising of

capital for both replacement and new
installations. However, this mechanism
can in no ‘way address the far more
fundamental problems of the rnadequacy

of existing-political structures to make =
ways for both the Canadian and United

appropriate deasxons fof the allocation

: of that capital. :
Theinadequacy goes far fiirther than

stmply one of obsolescence. It is quite
traditional for people in drawing  po-
litical boundary, whether local or na-
tional, toidentify certain natural features
for that boundary. Hence, many mu-
nicipal boundaries are defined by water
courses. This has led to very serious
planning problems for the assurance of
water quality. Forinstance, many of the
streams that run into the Great Lakes
systemn are part of an extensive'natural

wetlands system, which of course is also -

a natural cleansing system.” With the
municipal boundary running through
the middle of thewetlands system, there
are many disincentives working against

~ wetland preservation. If a municipality

on one side of the line with very good
intentions seesits neighbour onthe other
side of the line allowing extensive in-fill
and development—and being rewarded,

-of course, with greater assessment rev-

enue from property development—then
the first municipality is likely to cave in
aswell. And thereis oftenlittleincentive
to place water treatment systems logi-
cally, at river and stream outlets to the
lake system, because thesesystems would
then be right on the boundary lines.
The fundamental role that miunici*
palities playinthe determinationof water

‘quality throughout the Great Lakes sys-

temn must be recognized by both federal
and provincial authorities. And the need
for reform of municipal political struc-
tures and financing must be jointly rec-
ognized by municipalities and provincial
politicians.

Oneofthefirst and most appropriate

States governments to facilitate this rec-

~ ognition would be to offer official status

-ture mumapal govemment e

grams. These ténd to tike on

‘"has-shown s longiter i

. rmatchies the ¢ quality-6f

L o

to mumapa.lmes within the:s structure of o
the IJC in the sarné way that they cur-- ot od
rently recognize state and provindalau- - o

thority. This would force' mumapal
leadersand those they serve'to view their
role inaffecting water quality more real- i
istically and résponsibly. Such recogni- -~ - *

tion would also provide a logrca.l forum ‘
to force discussion of the: need to restriie

“Inthe long fun, 1nvestment in ‘clean -

‘water is-one of the most unportant wc

can make.” Municipal govcrnments a.rc
1ncteasmgly involved in operating ¢ com-
munity economic development pro-

supcrﬁaal ghtzy trapprngs in

tensely competitive race to attract new
‘employers from one municipality to the

next. These bells and whistles will seem
to be only so much ﬁ'ayed tinsel if viable
industry and’ buisines is' ot guar tced
adeqiate basic services it thc 160 term;
witer supplyand quality toppmgthe list.
Great Lakes United could and should
contribute to the very important and .
long-overdue process of municipal self-
examination. I therefore invite Great
Lakes United, as an orgamzauon that

ar ASCTR A 9
tme

i

Heéalitiy the’ Great'Lakes: to"ali6 Witk

towards the goal of greater municipal -
involvementin water issues and in Great -

Lakes United itself. It might begin by -

asking every municipal coundil in the

Great Lakes Basin one very fundamen- -
tal question—whether the quality of its
effluent into the water course inany way .. :
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For those who strolled Great Lakes
beaches in the 19605, memories of the

- stench of dead alewives strewn along the
- shorelme still offend the senses.
.': alew1fe a small fish in the herrmg fam-

1ly, is thought to be native to Lakc '

Ontano but in fact entered’ the upper
lakes through the St. Lawrence Seaway
and the Welland Canal. Fol lowing the
demrse of the indigenous lake trout due
to overﬁshmg and the invasion of the sea
lamprey, the alewife proliferated with-
out the natural controls exerted by top
“order predators At the same time,

inkcreased levels of phosphorus from de-

tergents and inadequately treated sew-

":l"agc' entered the lakes, causing an
-, overabundance of aquatic plant Life and '
: hugc mats of decaying algae.
"*4* The control of both phosphorus and
B the sea lamprey and the introduction of
- Pacrﬁc salmon into the Great Lakes-St.”
- Lawrence RlverBasrn ecosystem resulted
‘indramatic water qualityimprovements, .°
i alloWed reintroduction of the lake trout- - *

in the middle and lower lakes, caused a

- gradual decline in the number of ale-- “ s
‘wives, and allowed the developmentofa - ;p
‘thriving spott angler and charterboat S

ﬁshmg industry.

-Today we again face major changes
in the Great Lakes St. Lawrence River

Basin ecosystem. We see changes that -

The_ ,

':-ichmook salmor.- Thelake. trout
; everyone-hoped would bccome

'__irn Lake Supenor e '

. result from the lingering' effects of tox1c :
- wastes still being discharged to the eco-
system and a gradual but significant de- 7

cline in the biota of the system as well.

sion of the zebra mussel, and other fac-

“fors have reduced the amount -of
phytoplankton (small plants) in the

middle and lower lakes. Zooplankton
(small animals) which feed upon phyto-

plankton have declined asa result. Zoop- -

lankton serve as the principalfood source
ofyoung game fish and'small fishlike the
alewife and smelt. Alewives and smelt

-are a significant part of the forage base
. for top order predators such as-the lake
trout and salmon. At thesame timethe |
-'_foragc base is being stressed from the.;.'
" bottom by the lack of food, it is ‘also
being stressed from above by thc over-

abundanceof . predators ‘pr

sustaining population agarn, do

: S,br/hty 1093 -

' “the. lake trout.”

[ /7e _Gr_eaf L G}ées Unt'fed

insalmon plantrng, the models prcdlct a
frightening decline in forage base fishes

and ultimately poor survival among the

.- predators in Lakes Ontario, Michigan
The reduction in phosphorus, the inva-

and possibly Lake Erie. Charter boat
operators and sport anglers are under-
standably concerned, bu_t have resisted
efforts to limit salmon planting. Others
have even suggested allowinganincrease
in the levels of phosphorus that can be
discharged to the lakes so that more
nutrients would be. available for phyto-
plarikton at the lowest end of the food
chain.

Great Lakes United has strongly sup- -

ported measures to control phosphorus

~-and other pollutants- drscha.rged to.the

Great Lakes. . GLU has also supportcd

_ restoration of the Great Lakes-St. Law-

rence River Basinecosystem through the

“¥ feintroduction- of mative spcaes such as
: The': suppfession and
.. possible collapse of the:alewife popula-

Aionand the need to rediice the planting

. 7 of salmon and other nonnative salmo-
: "mds will lrkelv have both .positive and "
- -negative-impacts.. “The New York State
i 'Department of Environmental Conser-
" vation has alreadv decided to reduce the
planting of trout and ‘salmon in “Lake
! 0 i “Ontario to try to: head off the collapse of
" fishes such as the alewrfe, smclt ad
- '.bloater chubs.’ VV'xthoutarna]or cutback'__

the forage base. Other stateswill follow
suit. The charterboat fishery and the

salmon based sport ﬁshery may dechne .
as a result. - =

On the positive side, therc may. be a
resirgence of yellow perch and other
game fish that Were limited be ‘ .of
predation by alewife on the voung of
those species.” Over time lake trout may
be reestablished as the pnnapal Great
Lakes predator, hopefully with enough
of areduction of toxic chemicals i in their s
flesh to make them safe for anglcrspa d
anglers families toeat. Further supprés=’
sion of the sea lamprey (hopcfullv with-
out the use of harmful chemlcals) wﬂl
continue to. provide an opportumtv for -
lakc trouttorecover and t reproduce nati-
rally. Controls on the acadental and
deliberate mtroducttons of nonnatxvc
species and ificreased efforts to lrmrt the *
discharge’ of toxic chemicals into the -
Basin through the Great Lakes Imtxauve
will- also’ hclp protcct thc ccosvstem

- The sunsetting ‘and virtiial elimination

of persistent ‘toxic. chemicals through
adherenice to the prowsrons of the Great .
Lakes :-Water -Quality' Agreement may
give theGreat Lakes-St. Lawrence Rrver
Basin ecosystem halfa chance to récover _
and becomeé 2 productrve, natural and
hcncc stable system.. . T

: Terr_v'Y_o‘nker
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:There’sicopperin the I\ewee'naw-Penin—
~ssula; a part of Michigan’s Upper Penin-
wsula that.juts-.out sixty miles into’the
. gréatest.-of .the. Great Lakes,Lake
:.Superior=-but artempts to mine that cop-
‘per areturning into abattle overenviron-
.- mental quality, corporate respon51bxhty,

andJobs PPN T
. The'Keweenawhas a copper mlmng
vhxstory ‘dating back to.prehistoric times
-when Natve Amencansbrokeoffchunks
> of pure copper from veins uncovered by
- erosion. . Until the 1970s only this “na-
< tive”. copper.interested miners, but then
there :were*some abortivefattempts to
*mine’a copper 'bea‘rin’g’ ore :called
~«chalcoéite: that isalso *present-in: the

BKeweenaw: 1+ . .o 0 os

*In 1990 a Canadian company was

.. formed specifically to attempt to mine
"7the Keweenaw's chalcocite .ore. This
irm; GreatiLiakes -Minerals~(GLM),
srannouniced its*intention in the fall of
*"1991 and shortly thereafter appeared at
"a public meeting called by the National
Wildlife Federation and the state De-
partment of Natural Resources to dis-

. -cuss the proposal and inform the'public.
~The company was- targeting five deposits
iobfchalcotite with's one; sitef543-S%tobe
~nined first.~ Trater in'the fall-the coin-
pany announced that it had entered into

a jointventure agreement with Noranda
‘Explorations,’ a subsidiary of another
- Canadian corporation,to explore 41,000

-actes in the Keweenaw for additional

. déposits of copper. T e

The 543-Ssiteislocated abouta mile
bandiitalf flowithe laigest laketn the
“Keweefiaw, Gratiot Lake.” Many of the
*- residents of the Gratiot Lake area took a
dimview of the proposal to mine in their
backyard and an organizationwas formed
to combat the proposal. .- ;

+ This ad hoc informal group,-Work- .
ing Against*Keweenaw LExplmtanon
(VVAKE) began to gather and dissemi-
nate information about, the proposed

“mine. GLM ostenslbly
;WAKEs fact sheets and threatened a
.lawsmt against four members of the
group, mcludmg this author. This phe-
* nomenon is known among public activ-
sts‘as a “strategic lawsuit. against public
'artmpauon —a “SLAPP” suit. Its plr-
G518y 16 Ssilence -Oppositios through
“intimidatiori and fihancial-duress::One
f the -four entered ‘ifito -negotiations

e
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" retraction. ‘The other three; including
* thistauthor,- refused and were‘sued by
GLM lastJune'19925 The caséissched-
uled for trial this September ™ =o7

tal community and have continued to
express confidence in our eventual vindi-
0 .;\‘catlon ‘An‘indication of the strength. of
ur Case came this springwhen a'media-
. tion panel made a recommendation for
. .- settlement that.was. favorable to us.and
“+s0 unpalatable to GLM that the com-
. pany filed a motion with the court to
»havethe mediation overturned. The
“;judge denied the motion. . -~
- Last fall Noranda Explorations de-
- cided to pull out of the area and its joint
venture with GLM. During this period
the permitting process was moving for-
vard. There are no laws in Michigan
sspecificto permitting mining. Neitheris
~therea mechanismin Michiganbywhich
© “’an environmental impzct study can be
“ordered. The required permits in this

1sputed some™”

with GLM “and eventually printed-a

As defendants we have recexved con= ’

Michigan’s Gratiot mine
~ shows state permlttlng ease

instance are for water discharge and an
air permit due to crushing, the only
processing that will take place on site.
The crushed ore will be hauled by
truck for processing by the Copper Range
"milland smelter, located about 100 miles
southwest of 543-S near White Pine,
close to the shore of Lake Superior.
Copper Rangeisbeing sued by the states
. of Michigan and Wisconsin, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and
the ‘National Wildlife Federation for
violating air pollution laws. The pro-
posed mining operationin effect asks the
state to allow the processing to be done

at an illegal smelter, one we have heard -

on good authority will not be brought
into complianceby the negotiations now
being conducted under the pendinglaw-
suit against Copper Range.

The water permitwill be voted upon
by the Water Resources Commission at
itsregularly scheduled meeting on April

* 22; coimcidentally:and ironically, Earth
Day. The DNR is recommending that
the permit be granted. Its chances of
passage have been further enhanced by
recent appointments to the board by
pro-business/anti-environment Michi-
gan Governor John Engler There is
every indication that the air permlt see
“similarly easy passage. '

Transport of the ore will do severe
damage to the highway system between
the mine and Copper Range, will quite
possibly pollute the Snake Creek system
into which the mine discharge will go,
will degrade the quality of life of the
residents of the area and will provide
only thlrly—ﬁve to.fifty jobs for five to
‘seven years—Jobs that will quite likely
deprive miners ofjobs at Copper Range,
since the ore GLM sends there will
displace ore now being mined by Copper

+. Range miners. None of these problems.

_can be considered by the state because
there the current permitting process has
no criteria to allow the state to do so.

5
R Tttt T SN T Y H B AN

2
&4

4 N

SLAPP suits

Strategic lawsuits against public
participation (SLAPP suits) have
existed indifferent forms for many
years in the United States. Law-
suits against citizen activists by
developers, industries, and even
municipalities are often intended
to harass citizens and inhibit them
from exercising their constitutional
rights. The idea s usually to chill
a person’s desire to use his or her
First Amendment rights to pro-
mote or oppose a project.

In essence, SLAPP suits are
brought by those who have a great
deal ofresources against those who
do not. They can indeed intimi-
date people, but note: inmost such
cases the suits are without merit.
Fortunately, First Amendment
rights to free speech and associa-
tion provide strong and broad pro-
tection. And cases of thiskind can
arouse significant public sym-
pathy—lawyers aresometimes will-
ing to-provide a defense against
SLAPP suits at little or no charge.

Citizenswho havehad SLAPP
suits brought against them should
do everything they can to turn the
suit against the entities trying to
curtail their exercise of their con-
stitutional rights. Countersuits
against them can bring about the
withdrawal of the SLAPPsuitand
even result in damage awards.

Citizens being harassed by a
SLAPP suit might want to publi- .-
cize the suit to point out how
absurd it is. SLAPP suits can
make the entity bringing them
look both foolish and evil.

Some states have leglslated
standards that make it more diffi~"
cult tobring SLAPP suits. InNew

- Yorkthe legislaturerecently passed
a bill allowing the courts more
leewayinsanctioning SLAPP suit-
rs, if the suits were intended
merely to harass.
/
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ANNNOUNCEMENTS

Former GLU presidentand currentboard
member_ John Jackson has been ap-
pointed to the Ontario Environmental
- Appeal Board last October. The twenty-
one-member board hears appeals by
companies and private citizens of orders
and certificates issued to -them under
Ontario’s environmental laws. Jackson
isactivein Ontario environmental groups
onhazardous waste and solidwaste man-
agement issues. The Society of Envi-

The Great lakes United

ronmental Toxicology and 'Chemistry
has awarded Jack Vallentyne its Rachel
Carson Award for his key role in reduc-
ing phosphate loadings to the Great
Lakes and getting the ecosystem ap-
proach into the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement. Vallentyne is an
emeritus research scientist with the Ca-
nadian Department of Fisheries and
Oceans at the Canada Centre for Inland
Waters in Burlington, Ontario.

IJC board says.

no to water levels

by Terry Yonker
Great Lakes United

After lengthy studies and hearings, the -

International Joint Commission’s Wa-
ter Level Reference Study Board has
recommended against ‘building major
structures to control fluctuating water
levels in the Great Lakes. Great Lakes
United has long advocated the position
ultimately-adopted by the board.

The board made the recommenda- .
tion in its final report to the IJC this
March, concurringwith GLU’s position
that land use' management alternatives
such as setback requirements be used to
protect property from erosionandflood-
ing damage during high water periods.

The board took its position despite
heavy pressure from vocal and highly
organized shoreline owners’ groups at
recent hearings held throughout the
Basin. GLU commends the board for
basing its position on the scientific’and
economic facts! '

The board’s study indicates that very
few shoreline property owners have ac-
tuallysuffered damage to theirresidences

as a result of increased erosion or flood="

ing during periods of high water.

However, if water level fluctuations
were controlled by the construction of
dams and the dredging of connecting
channels, the board found that signifi-
cant damage was found likely to occur to
wetlands as well as wildlife and ﬁsh
spawning habitat.

v

Downstream damage to the shore—' .

line of the St. Lawrence Riverwould also
result from shoreowner’s favored three-*

“lake plan, which included Sontructiofiof

adam and dredging at the headwaters of

the Niagara River between Buffalo and .

FortErie. The study found that protect—
ing the St. Lawrence River from extreme
flows was cost-proh1b1t1ve—1nto bllhons
of dollars.

For the past two years GLU Execu-
tive Director Terry Yonker, previous
Executive Director Phil Wellerand GLU
Treasurer Fred Brown have been par-

ticipants in the IJC’s Water Levels Ref _

erence Study Board. %
Now it'is up to the IJC.to review w the
board position and submit its own rec-

-ommendations to the U.S: and Cana-.

“GLUs goal is to .

dian governments. -

follow these actions to ensure that the =

recommendatlons are adopted

GLU Pre51dent D1ck Kublak

'GLU Volunteers

Sering 1993
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control structures .
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Ontarlo S Water pollc1es are undergomg big: changes A

by Sara/_) Muller

- Great Lakes United.
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In February Ontario Premier Bob Rae
announced the creation of a new crown
corporatlon, the Ontano Clean Water
Agency. The new concern would take
over the water and sewer utilities now
operated by the province, about half of

* suchentities inOntario. Provincialgrants

* to municipally run water services would

be. -provided by the new agency as well.
~The'Clean Water Agency was actu-

'ally conceived by’ “the previous Liberal

. government as the Clean Water Secre
" tariat,and was headed byengrncer]ame
" Macl.aren, a pioneer ‘ot water conserva-

; . tionin Canada. It took the NewDemo-

R cratic government two years to decide to
-" goahead with the plan With the rising
provincial deficit, new measurcs to cre-

‘ate_jobs and. cut provincial costs may
have been deciding factors.
‘The goal of the new crown corpora-

- tion will be to help mumapalmes plan

and dcvelop water and sewageservices in

 away that protects humian-health and

the environment,” according to the gov-
ernment announcement: T he. agency
will also “encourage conservation of re-
sources by promoting efﬁaent use if

" existing facilities and will support pro-

vincial land use planmng and growth
and settlement objectives.”

" Thedouble mandate of énvironmen-
_tal conservationand involvementin plan-
“.:ning and development - decisions .is

N important. Envifonmentalistshave been

concerned that the balance:could well

- favor development:that-can'not be sus-

tained by available local water supphes

- As conceived under the Liberal govern-

- ment the agency was to have been under
" 'the jurisdiction of the ministry of Mu-

mentahsts ~argued that the jurisdiction

e over water and’ sewage should remain

i
Y

with the Ontario Ministry of the Envi-
ronment so that it will have a pollution
control bias.

" Since.the inception .of the Clean

- Water Agencyidea, several other initia-
. tives have influenced water and sewage
" control.” In the context of PI‘CdlCthD.S
- that Ontario mumcrpalmcs will double
thelr per-capita use 6f water and related
‘energy by 2011 if water inefficiencies,
_ waste, and use patterns continue at their
current rate, the Ministry of Natural
:Resources, which is responsible for per-

_ mitting water withdrawal from Ontario

- waterways,. held an extensive consulta-
“tion on 'a water, efﬁcrency strategy for
- Ontario last year. This consultation was
attended by Great Lakes United with
representatives of many other sectors.

.y . The ministry’s strategy concentrated
.‘onconservation measures for water and

sewage systems, focusing on a-full-cost
pnc1ng approach It is unclear whether
‘the'water efficiency strategy will be em-

, br_accd by the Clean Water Agency

- Experience with ciown corporations
-inOntariohave giventhepublica healthy
skcptlcrsm toward them.. Corporations
-like Ontario’ Hydro have become self-
“regulatingand have grown exponentially

~ with little accountability to the public'or

t_he governments'who created them.
 Ontario is.now takmg on the hard

taskof mmngbackOntano Hydrowhile

drsmantlmg Ontanos ‘depéndency on

"nuclear power With its scale, mandate,
. and accountability mechanisms still un-

defined, the effectiveness of the new
Clean Watcr Agency with respect to
environmentally sound” | water conserva-
tion and land use planmng issues is still

unclear.

Considerable efforts are also under-
way in the Commission on New Plan-
ning for Ontario to redesign the
provincial planning process around sus-
tainable, environmentally sound prin-
ciples. This reform, due tobe completed
this fall, will be setting new ground rules
forapprovals and expansion of water and

_sewer infrastructure.

The Greater Toronto Area is grow-
ing faster than any other area in the
Great Lakes Basin. Consequently some
areas on the boundaries of the areas of
Toronto’s urban sprawl havereached the
capacity of existing infrastructures. In
order to develop, new and expensive
infrastructures must be approved -and
built, and local watersheds must have
the capacity to receive the waste waters
created by that growth

These development prcssures are ris-
ing during a time when provincial water
control and planning approvals are in
transition. This has created opportuni-
ties for private interests. One such op-

: portunist proposal is a plan to pipe water

from the Georgian Bay to southern On-
tario. TransCanada Pipelines Ltd., a
Calgary-based firm, is proposing to build
the longest drinking water. pipeline in
the province. The $500 million project
proposes to funnel 227 million liters of
water a day to’ mumcrpal customers in
Kitchner, Waterloo, Cambridge, and

 the York region north of Toronto. The
' company proposes an intake and treat-

ment plant originating in the Colling-
wood Area of Concern. This proposal is
currentlyunder review by theMinistry of

~ Municipal A ffairsand several other min-
' istries. However, concern is fast building

in the areas which could be 1mpacted bv

o iy nicipab-Affairs, which-oversces planning —thi¥ projéct.
~and development in Ontario. Environ--

“The Kitchner-Waterloo and Cam-
bridge regionis dependent on dwindling

ground water supplies and some water

Deadlock in renegotzatzon of the Ccmada- :
Ontario Agreement enters its thzrd“j/eat ‘

by ]ane Wilkins

Flipping through some back issues of
the Great Lakes United,] found anarticle
entitled “New Canada-Ontario Agree-

article hadn’t been dated a year ago we
could almost print it again. Most of the

details are unchanged, give or take a few

environment ministers.

The Canada-Ontario Agreement
(COA) is the agreement specifying pro-
implementing the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement (GLWQA), the

- commitment signed by Canada and the

United States intended to assure a clean
Great Lakes. COA expired in March
1991. The agreement has been main-
tained as current for two years to provide
time for the relevant federal and provin-
cial government departments to exam-
ine what could be accomplished by the
year 2000,

Alettersent bya coalition of environ-
mental groups to the governments in
1991 stated that, “The rencgotiation of
the COA provides an excellent opportu-
nity to show government leadership and
willingness to solve the ecological perils
of the Great Lakes.” With a federal
electionlooming this fall, it seems like 2
good time to review the status of COA,
what we can expect, and wherewe might

" want to add a little pressure in the com-

Spring 1993 ~ .= - ¢

The Great lakes United

from the Grand River. Their waste wa-
ter goes into the Grand River and then
into Lake Erte. This region has cur-

" rently has implemented the best water

conservation program in the province
and is undertaking a reassessment of its
long-term water supply strategy with
public involvement.

Region residents are very conscious
ofthe limitations of theirwater resources,
which are largely the result of unbridled
growth 1n the 1980s. Area activists
prefer to examine alternatives and plana
long-term strategy to. buying into the
pipeline—they picketed when the
TransCanada Pipeline road show came
to town to make a presentation to Cam-
bridge Council.

Organizer Brenda Thompson
pointed outa national concernabout the
pipc'linc.~ “Once. you -build.a.pipeline
fromGeorgian Bay to Waterloo Region
it becomes that much easier to send
water down to the United States.”

TransCanada currently moves natu-
ralgas from Canada to the United States

facilitated . by -provisions.-of : the: trade
_agreemient.

Many. witér resource. ex-
perts think that provisions of both
NAFTA and theexisting freetrade agree-
ment between Canada and the United
States would make it impossible to turn
off water supplies once theyare diverted,
regardless of local needs., .= .

The Ministry of Natural Rcsourccs

has expressed some tentative reserva- -

tions about the pipeline plan as well,
since it contradicts the ministry’s own
draft planning reforms. In its recent
study “Cross Boundary Issues in South
Central Ontario,” the ministry promotes
watershed planning and suggests that
the current capacity of the area water-
ways to accept sewage flows is “likely to
be the ultimate limit to the sustainable
growth of most communities . . . Water
supplies must be planned together with

ing months. »
The existing document has three prin-
cipal components:

ment Planned.” I had to laugh—if the - - ¢ Surveillance and monitoring

¢ Joint fcderal and provincial action on

RAPs

¢ The winding down of phosphate.

production

Costsareto be spht 50/50 ) except for
those involving RAPs, whrch are to be
examined individually.

A new agreement needs a clear time-
table for government actions, a mode of
accountability to ensure that they are
carried out, and spcciﬁcity about the
amount and source of funds requircd to
implement cleanup and protection pro-
grams. The new COA must ilso allow
for pubhc involvement in its re__vrsronv

A framework document designed for
renegotiating COA wasjointly produced
by the federal and provincial govern-
ments in November 1992.-An advisory
body made up of environmental and
industrialreprésentatives called the Great
Lakes Action Plan Strategic Advisory
Council participated in discussions with
the Environment Canada last fall but the
publicinput officials said theywere com-
mitted to ensuring has otherwise been
noticeably absent. - These officials have
beengivingwhat is now an anhual assur-

-, sewage: disposal .to. _protect. ‘watet hed

* ecosystems and ensure* ‘efficient pubhc s

1nvestments in infrastructure.”

The Georgian Bay Assodciation; r’e"pd- R
resenting twenty-eight resident assotia-.

tions and five thousand families:on-the

eastern shores-of the bay, has writtensto
Minister of ] Mumclpal Affairs Ed: Philip- -

on its concerns. about the impact-of: the -

proposed: pipeline on the. bay’s .ecosys-

‘tem and on. the livelihood of the area,
which relies on recrcational revenues:
The. association wants- therlpehne

proposaltobe: subjecttoOntario’sEnvi- -

- ronmental Assessment Act; The EAA
- usually- applies; only. to~governmient

Pl‘O_]CCtS but it can be applied to: pnvatc .
projects at the discretion of the minister"-

of the,environment and-the- Cablnet g
-11:Such designationsare rare. This raises
. qucsnons :aboutifand how routiné; pub—

lic scrutiny, assessment of.needs,-and -

- alternatives of riew water works: will be - -

- handled if the province is does:indeed
. create the Crown Cledn Water-Ageficy,
;Whrch ‘would bea quasi-private entity.

Even as the-@ntario fgovernment - -,

. stands po ed to permit TransCanada s
pposmgother' jeat Lakes
diversion plans in the United States. In

April a provincial representativeattended
a Michigan meeting to express concern

about_the Mud, Creek irrigationspfo-

~.posali-a large tiledrrigation-bed prgject »

. thatwould: rcsul.t»r_n;a large corisumption
of Great Lakes water.

While not a = -

diversion, the project it has a similar .

effect. Itwill consume water in quanti-

ties so large that the Great Lakes Cha.r— )

ter provisions thatmandate consultations
with other Great Lakes jurisdictions
will be tnggered

_wris.cGreat. LakeS Unitedis vl aad e

Georgian Bav pipeline at GLU’s annial
general meeting. »

-
- - ! .

, - . e

.:é

ance. that therc w111 be w1der pubhc _\

‘parucrpatron by the summer.”
. The federal—provmcral cost shanng

“remains a major stumbling block.: The

Ontafio Ministry jof theEnvironment

fand ‘Energy has; ;produced:a. report that o

estimates-a cost of $2.3 billion to unple—’ '

mentthe major components of the frame- -

work document. At a meeting bctwecn
Environment Canada arid MOE-it was

decided: that given. theé: ‘toughfinancial -

clithate facing bothlevels of governmént

“assessments of the implications of con- -
straints and where cost sharing is"pos- - -
sible” would be.examined. . The.two ™~ °

departments have until May 30 toiden-

tify budgetary constraints arid funds avail-" -

. able and.to.prioritize. the use of funds
- Onthesurfacethisseemslike progres
_towards the- rcncgotratron of COA, bu:

itis a far cry from giving: cnvrronmcntal .

ists confidence that the n¢edéd money -
will be forthcommg ‘With' the wholc

_process hiccupping along; Canadian‘aé=% -
tivists might use both'thc.r‘up.co_rnin"g;.

, federal elections and thie fall meeting
the International Joint Commission
bring the lack of provincial- and: federa
action to the attention of:the pubhc :
This rmght hclp move the Great. Lake
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Bmatlonal RAPs Pla

 Detroit River

by Saulius Simoliunas and

Rick Coronado,

Citizens Environment Alliance .
he Great Lakes Water Qua-
lity Agreement dictates that

- Remedial Action Plans are
supposed to be a way to clean up
the 43 Great Lakes Areas of Con-
cern. The Agreement states, “The

Parties, in cooperation with State'*

and Provincial Governments, shall
ensure that th
in all actions undertaken pursuant
to this Annex.”

Despite this, Michigan and On-
tario made a key mistake in June
1987 by consolidating the role of
public participation, resulting in
the loss of public profile in the
preparation of the Stage 1 Remedi-
al Action Plan (RAP). Since then,

neither Michigan nor Ontario have

been able to effectively include the
public interest. Furthermore, both
agencies attempted to control pub-
lic input. Ontario’s role in public
involvement has been as misguided
as that of Michigan Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR), which
“is the lead- agency in.charge of
effecting a clean-up plan- for the
Detroit River. In 1986, Ontario
Ministry of Environment (MOE)

refused to fund a public participa-

tion proposal submitted by a Wind-

~sor environmental coalition. Bu-

reaucrats intimated that monies
earmarked for Canadian public
involvement and education on the
Detroit River were never spent for
fear of offending Mlchxgan DNR
and its lead role. -~

Citizens want several changes to
occur: 1) a separate technical re-
view committee should be set up to

: actually write the RAP; 2 subcom-

mittees should be ‘set to look at

“¥:z.yarious components of the RAP,

including permits, sediments, point

..and "non-point sources and treat-

‘ment plants; 3) the public should
control ‘and run its own involve-
ment and be directly funded by
government; 4) a special citizens-
community group (Friends of the
Detroit River) should be created by
invitations sent to environmental
orgamzatlons that have not partici-
pated in the Detroit River RAP; 5)
a public edition of the Stage 1 RAP,
that only contains publi¢ input,

‘review, and dissenting opinion,

- should be published for public con-

sumption tobridge the gap between
‘the public and its understandmg of
the role of science and engineering
in environmental remediation.
There are some positive aspects
of the Detroit River RAP binational
experiment. However, they are far’
outweighed by the negative aspects.
The Detroit River RAP should be
split into a Michigan and Ontario
RAP, as was first proposed in 1986,
with periodic integration and Jomt
evaluations of ongmng
documentation and progress in this

~ Area of Concern. -Public interest

e e

Summer )992 :

groups would then be pmmotlng
Friends of the Detroit River
concept, and at the same time,
democratic’ decision makmg and
public ownership.

The Detroit River Bmatlonal
Public Advisory Committee (BPAC)
was.formed in December of 1987.
The BPAC consists of 40 stakehold-
ers, 20 each from Michigan and
Ontario, made up of environmental,
labour, academic, industry, recre-
ation, municipal, port authority,
conservation, non-point source and
citizen representatives. Unfortu-

nately, stakeholder participation at

BPAC meetings has dwindled down
to the point where only three
‘industry representatives are active

and only the Cities of Windsor and
Amherstburg have been attending
meetings. The City of Detroit has
not been-involved.- -Furthermore,
public attendance has not been

high at BPAC meetings, but the

public membership and
involvement in the Detroit River
BPAC has been consistent. Citizens
Environment Alliance published its

own dissenting report, the “Citizens

Guide. to the Detroit River
Remedial Action Plan.” However,
this material is not found in the

" Detroit River Stage 1 RAP report.

As Stage 1 of the Detroit RAP

" was. completed, members of the

BPAC attempted to delay the docu-
ment’s formal’ ‘acceptance, but the
MDNR sought approval of its docu-

ment from the Michigan Water
Resources Commission; the approv-’
al was given but not unanimously.
Many critical details of the Stage 1
document still need to be addressed
and are being carried over into
Stage 2. Ten studies have been
identified as having a high priority
for the Stage 2 RAP. We recom-

mend that a study of quantltatlve
risk assessment to human health,
for at least PCBs and mercury, be
done as well.

The role of the public in the
preparation of the Stage 1 RAP for
the Detroit River has been under
dispute and confusion since Decem-
ber 1986. Both Michigan and On-
tario have different interpretations
of ‘public involvement, while the
public involved in the BPAC has
another view. In addition, MDNR
and MOE admit they do not pos-
sess the ability to deal with social
or economic factors. The technical
information for the Detroit RAP
was gathered by the RAP Team,
which is made up primarily of
MDNR (the lead agency), MOE and
other federal and provincial bu-
reaucrats. ’

A Technical Advisory Committee
was organized, but was only given
the opportunity to comment on the
RAP, not assist in preparing it.
The Committee had no chance to
review the Detroit River Stage 1
RAP. Furthermore, the Committee
did not have the opportunity to
interact with the BPAC; this acted
to separate the science and techni-
cal aspects of the RAP process from.
the BPAC and general public un-
derstanding.

The RAP Team did include four
public members of the BPAC on its
committee, plus the BPAC Chair
person, but their role was minimal
due to the lack of opportunity for
review and interaction between the
RAP Team and the Technical Advi-
sory Committee. In other words,
the separation of science and the
public continued throughout the
preparation of the Stage 1 RAP,
and there was no chance for an
independent technical review of the
RAP by the BPAC.

As aresult, the Stage 1 RAP did
not receive an extensive and
thoughtful review of what is known
about impairments in the Detroit

‘River by the public. Although the

MDNR says the RAP is not a public
document, it cannot be classified as
a comprehensive technical docu-

ment either, because of the many
clarifications of data and comments
by MDNR bureaucrats.

1.

The Great lokes United.

The 1988 Upper Great Lakes
Connecting Channels Study was
published before the present Stage
1 RAP. This study provided excel-
lent and practical recommendations

‘and has been referred to by a Great

Lakes scientist as “the best data we
will get for the next 50 years and

we should use it and act upon it.”.

But these data were not used effec-
tively by the Detroit River RAP
Team. In addition, neither MDNR
nor MOE have effectively demon-
strated the two-track system as
described by the Great Lakes Wa-
ter Quality Board. The first is to

‘expedlte and accelerate existing

‘programmes; the second is to iden-
tify steps to determining actions

St. Clair River

‘by John Jackson and Tim Eder,

St. Clair River International

Citizens’ Network

he St. Clair River and Wal-

pole Island down river from

I Canada’s chemical valley

have long been recognized as one of

the most seriously contaminated

areas in the Great Lakes. Seven

years after it began, the Stage 1

Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the

St. Clair River was submitted to
the IJC in January 1992.

This RAP was initiated in 1985
when Michigan and Ontario signed
an agreement to create a binational
RAP for the St. Clair River. Ontar-

io was charged with taking the lead -
.in developing the RAP.

RAP planning began in earnest
when a RAP Team was formed to
lead the effort.

Frustrated by endless delays,
environmental groups led a walk-
out by the binational public adviso-
ry committee (BPAC) to the RAP in
September 1990. BPAC refused to

“continue meeting until the govern-

ments strengthened their commit-
ments to the RAP. After a flurry of
government activity, BPAC mem-
bers returned several months later.

The Stage 1 RAP that has final-
ly been submitted does a good job

of compiling data, but the interpre-

tation of the data downplays the
problems, emphasizing progress
rather than noting the serious

extent of the remaining problems.

The story of the destruction of the

St. Clair River ecosystem is-a horri- -

ble example of human assault

St. Marys River

by John Campbell, :
St. Marys River RAP BPAC
“Ye're mad as hell and we're
not going to take it any

) more!” Those words were
uttered recently by frustrated and
angry St. Mary’s River Binational
Public Advisory Committee (BPAC)
members as their Stage I RAP
continued to “anguish in “agency
review.”

On June 18, 1991, the Stage 1
RAP was released for public review
and public meetings were held in
July for local citizen review and
reaction to the document. Agency
review started in mid-August and
continues to this date.

Following the 60-day public
review period, which ended in mid-
August, segments of the Stage 1
RAP have been revised by some of
the RAP members. However, the
RAP team has held no meetings to
review the revisions, nor has the
BPAC seen the revised document.

The BPAC was told in January
by Ontario Ministry of Environ-
ment (MOE), the lead agency, that

funding had run out for BPAC.

activities and no funds would be
available until next fiscal year,
starting in April. MOE officials
said that no meetings of the public

In 1987,

ued With Serious Problems -

that are necessary beyond exlstlng
programmes to fully restore im-

paired beneficial uses in the Detroit
River Area of Concern. In its pres-
ent form, the Detroit River RAP

has no momentum for maintaining -

public and community action and
interest over the long-term. - -

- Anocther of the shortoomi'ngs. of

the Stage 1 Detroit RAP is that it
was written by bureaucrats, not
scientists. This is an example of
the failure of MDNR’s and MOE’s
experiment in binational public
relations, because they ignored,

misinterpreted, and in some cases,
found fault with the science of the

_ Technical Advisory Committee arﬁi

the Channels Study.
agalnst nature.

This report fails to adequately -

emphasize the negatlve effects that
contamination is havmg on the .
lives of the Native Fésidents of{ 5
Walpole Island. It all but ignores :

e

the plight of rare, threatened an a' _f.,‘

endangered birds, fish, animals and
plants in the region. It pays little
attention to the massive destruc-
tion of wetlands in this once lush
complex of wetlands. There is
virtually no information ‘on the
effects of chemical”. dumping on
‘human health.

The members of the St. Clalr
River International Citizens’ Net-
work are pleased that we are final-
ly moving beyond problem defini-
tion to search for solutions to the
problems. We are now entering a
more challenging and difficult
stage. We fear that the outrageous

delays that plagued Stage Imaybe . -

escalated in Stage 2.

While RAP development contin R

ues; it is business as usual for the . ==

industries in the St. Clair River. .
Spills of toxic chemicals into the -

River occur regularly, forcing Wal.

laceburg and Walpole Island to .. -

close down their *water intakes™.
while they wait for the chemicalsto =" -
flow by. Daily, massive quantities”
of hazardous chemicals spew from

stacks and discharges pipes into
the water and air of the St. Clair
area. And the chemicals continue
to build up in the Walpole delta at
the mouth of the River and in the

‘tissues of all life in the area.
Prevention and clean-up efforts -

must be escalated now. We cannot
wait for completion of the Stage 2
RAP to carry out these critical

-actions,

advxsory councu would Be necessary
until- April or May because the
group had already made its com-
ments on the Stage I draft.

BPAC members heatedly object- _

ed to OMOE's statements and de-
cided to meet on their own in Janu-
ary, February, and March.

Council members emphatically
stated they hadn’t finished discuss- -
ing the plan and, until they have a
chance to. review the amended
document, the group will not en-
dorse the Stage I report.

_A series of additional travesties -

have generously assisted in causing
BPAC discontent to reach the boil-
ing point:

The Stage 1 process began over
three and a half years ago. During

this time, numerous RAP coordina- *
tors have come and gone, technical :

writers disappeared before anyone

could recognize them by name, con- -

tracts for administrative assistants
terminated unexpectedly, there
were never any funds available for
public involvement projects, and

BPAC requests for agency informa- -

tion were periodically buried in
RAP time capsules. It has been so
long since the RAP team last met,
there is speculation it mo-longer
exists. oo~
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'GLU Executwe Director.

fter six years of investiga- -

_ A tion, IJC’s Water Levels -
A. Study Board will soon rec- -
ommend whether artificial manipu- -

lation of Great Lakes water levels
is posgsible, necessary, or ecological-
ly sensible: The study has empha-
sized separating water level fact
from fiction. However, the study
'ihas set the stage for a political
struggle between -some shoreline
property owners, who want the lake
levels controlled, and environmen-
talists and others‘who believe that
control of shoreline development is
the wisest way to avoid damage
from fluctuating water levels. Over
the next six months, Great Lakes
advocates need to participate in
and influence the decisions that
will be made. If environmental

voices are not heard in upecoming

public hearings in November, the
shoreline owners could hold & sway in
final decisions.’

By March 1993, the Study Board
will have answered these questions:
Is it technically possible, economi-
cally feasible, politically desirable
or ecologically sensible to construct
control structures that would ma-
nipulate Great Lakes water levels?
Or are there other ways weé can

- reduce damage to buildings and -

preperty from naturally changing
water levels?

Using a hydrologic model, the
study examined what would hap-
pen if levels on the five Great
Lakes were kept at or near the
long-term monthly average.
Preliminary results show that the
water level changes in each of the
connecting. _ channels
fluctuate much more dramatically
under such a scenario. In other
words, lake levels would be stable
but riverside residents in Montreal,
Niagara River, Detroit, Windsor

“and Sault Ste Marie would all

experience more extreme water
level fluctuations than now occur.

The study also examined a con-’

_tentious issue. critical to environ-
mentalists--are water level fluctua-
tions important for maintaining
wetland area-and d1ver51ty" The

" answer’ to thls questlon is a re-

sounding yes: Approxunately

$200,000.has been spent studying
this issue and the results are un-
equivocal. Water fluctuations are
necessary to maintain the biological

.would "

diversity and area of wetlands.
Each wetland responds somewhat -
chfferently to natural water level

changes but, in general, wetlands' -

need periods of high- water to kill

off woody upland plants that en-

croach into' a wetland, and they
need low water periods to allow
seeds in the soil to germinate and
grow. Stabilized water levels would
damage both the biological diversi-
ty and area of Great Lakes wet-
lands already threatened by gov-
ernment neglect.

The study has also addressed
the impact of high water levels on
shoreline erosion. Shoreline prop-
erty owners aim to reduce periods
of high water levels because they
believe that if water levels are
higher, there is increased erosion.
The shoreline owners are promoting
the false belief that “higher water
levels always increase erosion.” The
study concluded, however, that
when water levels rise, erosion does
not always increase.

. The preliminary conclusions of
the study angered some shoreline
property 6wners who maintain that
the conclusions are part of an ongo-
ing government conspiracy, sup-

_ported by “fanatical extremist envi-

ronmentalists” to prevent them
from receiving financial relief for
erosion damage. Despite the facts
brought forward by the study, a
certain percentage of shoreline
owners have shown they will never
accept the study conclusions and
will continue to promote their
“right” to manipulate water levels
throughout the lakes to protect
their private property.
that reason that the coalition of
interests, environmentalists, sperts-
men, and Native people must speak

out loudly and clearly during the . -
" upcoming public hearings.

The study has exposed the diver-
gent and often conflicting interests
that exist in the water level debate.
At public meetings, shoreline resi-

dents from Lake Superior expressed

anger about water levels being kept
higher on Lake Superior as a way
to regulate and stabilize levels on
the middle lakes, Huron, Michigan,
and Erie. Similarly, the people of
Montreal and the St. Lawrence
River have expressed concern about
the river being used as a large
drainage pipe that can be shut off
and on to keep water levels stable
in Lake Ontario.

It is for -

" nues.”

__The Great lakes Uhited.

- No one wants damage to public
and property in the Great Lakes to
“occur as it did during the Iugh

“water years of 1985-86. But it is -
" certainly not prudent to shift the .
impacts of water level changes to

other areas of the basin and at the
same time create irreversible eco-
logical harm.- Making sure that
property is not built on hazard-
prone lands remains the most sensi-
ble and effective way to prevent
damage from fluctuating water
levels.

Protecting private property bmlt
in hazard zones by regulating the
lakes with publicly funded control
structures is unwise and unfair.
But unless the environmental
community speaks up, that might
be just what happens.

For updates on the study or
copies of reports, contact: Ruth

New Environment Fund
continued from p. 6
SEFA has traditionally not al-

lowed environmental groups intoits -

program. Under SEFA regulations,
the appeal can only accept groups
dedicated to “health, welfare and
recreation” and most of the local
committees, which decide on appli-
cations, have interpreted this nar-

- rowly. to exclude environmental

groups, even though they deal with
health and recreation . issues.

EFNY has applied to seven SEFA

regional campaigns, arguing that
employees have the right to decide
to whom ‘their donations will go.
GLU director Phil Weller sees
EFNY as an exciting new way to
involve the public in the environ-

mental movement. “It has a great

potential for increasing GLU’s reve-
GLU got “in on the ground
floor” last winter and became one of
EFNY’s charter members.

Some of EFNY’s other charter
members are the Adirondack
Coundil; Environmental Defense
Fund; Hudson River Sloop
Clearwater; National Audubon

- Society; Natural Resources Defense

Council; The Nature Conservancy;
NY Public Interest Research
Center; and Trust for Public Land.
If you know employers who
might participate, or have ques-
tions, call Camilla Smith, GLU’s
EFNY liaison, 212-226- 2088

Citizens Must Speak Up on Water Levels Debate

. Edgett, ¢/o Water Levels Commun-

(416)336-4581/4629, or Anne Sudar,
¢/o Institute for Water Resources,
U.S. Army Corps, Casey Bldg., Ft.
Belvoir, VA 22060, 703-355-2336.

Public Forums on Water Levels

Fmdmgs-

Nov 30--Thunder Bay, Ontario
Dec. 1-- NIllwaukee, Wisconsin
Dec. 2-- Sarnia, Ontario

Dec. 3-- Oswego, New York

Public Meetings on Final Report:

Feb: 22--Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
Feb. 23--Chicago, Illinois

'Feb. 24--Buffalo, New York

Feb. 26--Dorval, Quebec =[]

1992 GLU Resolutlons

continued from p. 2
biological diversity.

Due to environmental concerns,
GLU opposes construction of the
Lake Calumet Airport near Chica-
Human Health. GLU’s proposed
Human Health Project was endors-
ed and adopted.

Water Quality. GLU supports.

the Great Lakes Protection Fund in

not considering applications from
Indiana until they join the Fund.
GLU strongly recommends that
Indiana adopt revisions to- the
state’s national. pollution  permit
system. We call on the govern-
ments to stop the discharge of toxic
chemicals and to adhere to the
promises in the Great Lakes WQ
Agreement. GLU demands immed-
iate publication of wuniform
basinwide water quality standards
in the Federal Register to preserve
the public’s right to fair access.

cations - Centre, Environment-
'Canada, 867 . Lakeshore Rd, -
Burlington, Ont.. L7R 4A6,

GLU supports HR. 2880 txj

‘expand right-to-know reporting -
requirements, to close recycling.”’
loopholes and require companies to -

have toxic use reduction plans.
- Other. GLU urges the govern-

ments to invite public comment on -

the new Canada-Ontario'and Cana-
da-Quebec Agreements. We also

oppose Ontario Waste Management -
-Corporation’s proposed hazardous

waste disposal facility on the Niag-
_ara Peninsula. .

IJC Urges Governments to Act on Toxics

¢ontinued from p. 1-
Specific recommendations are:

e Define what a persistent toxic
substance is.

e Phase out and ban production,
use and disposal of PCBs, DDT,
dieldrin, toxaphene, mirex and
hexachlorobenzene, and sunset
use of lead and mercury.

e Work with industry and others
to change production processes
and feedstock chemicals - that
‘lead to the production of dioxins,
furans, and hexachlorobenzene
as byproducts.

Although the IJC did not make

explicit recommendations regarding
Remedial Action Plans, they identi:

fied specific problems in RAPs.
First, they noted that "major new
investments and long-term commit-
ments to remedial and preventive
programs will be required." Thev
also stated that very few RAPs
recognize the Agreement objective
of zero discharge and actively incor-
porate this objective in the RAP.
And finally, they highlighted the
failure of the binational RAPs to
achieve real progress.

The IJC recommended that
pristine natural areas be identified
and protected, and further, they
supported the designation of Lake
Superior 2s a UN Great Lakes

Biological Reserve.

Environmental educatlon ‘Was.

emphasized as a funda.ment_.al need
in the [JC’s report. They stressed
the need to incorporate the Great
Lakes ecosystem into existing cur-
ricula and other programs.

The basis for the Commission’s
strong recommendations on persis-
tent toxic substances lies in the
mounting evidence that these sub-

stances are causing irreparable
harm to humans, wildlife and -the
Basin ecosystem. Research demon-
strates that toxic substances-dis- -
rupt the endocrine (glandular)

systems of fish, birds, and mam-

mals, including humans, with these

impacts: thyroid dysfunction, de

‘creacs., fertility, decreased hatching

success, gross birth, metabolic and
behavioral abnormalities, reversal
of sexual development such as

defeminization, and compromised

immune system. One of .the most
disturbing findings is that the ley-
els of these chemicals in human
populations are above the levels
known to cause impacts in wildlife.

One more highly important rec-
ommendation: that the Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement not be
renegotiated and that the govern-
ments instead focus on implement-
ing the Agreement.
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