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SECROIOUNGEs

BERINEarshore Initiative

BGHemicals of Emerging Concern Workgroup
N5t Biennial Report

Charged 1o evaluate State of the Great Lakes
with' respect to CECs, and Policies that effect
- CECs and the Great Lakes
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NI ARalysis,

CEl _‘ and Uivass; Lewell

=EGEUS 0N Federal, Provincial and State
Hc rograms

_— Eocus on front end chemical management
“rather than on control (e.g., permiting,

= enforcement, etc.)

— Focus both on national and regional efforts.



-
SlueEnIzation efi the WeRshep ™

HIBISLONINENVOIKSIOP, participants received two
(E[IONLS:
SEREVieW of Contaminants of Emerging Concern

— ﬁd Analysis of Environmental Exposures in the

.;-.reat Lakes Basin" by Klecka, et. al.

=
—

= & "The Challenge of Emerging Substances of

~ Concern in the Great Lakes Basin: A Review of
Chemicals Policies and Programs in Canada and
the United States™ by Wordsworth, et. al.
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Evironmental Data Questions™

Wigei"conclusions cani be' drawn from: the analysis of
Shvirenmental

MeNIteNNGg data for contaminants of emerging concern
lp' MErGreat LLakes?

> = What do the data tell us about potential exposures of
= Umans or ecosystems?
_-'_5' s \What gaps In our understanding need to be

= adadressea?

~®  What criteria should be used to prioritize substances
for additional monitoring?
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- W
ERvirenmental Data Questions™

SRCUIHENT MGRILONAG Off chemicals of emergmg concern
el deq}u ate, and!if net, why net? What monitoring
TpYoVEmEnts are Aecessary to adeguately assess and
izl l2eE Chemicals of Emerging Concern (CECs)? Are
here gny chemicals of critical concern that have been

= IiISSEd?

= fradditional monitoring is recommended, how can we
;_:“ make the best use of limited resources, assuming that
= the Budget for monitoring will not increase?

= Can environmental prediction be used to anticipate and
manage risk from CECs?

® |s there a major red flag out there?
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SFREINGS

—

SMIEeias beeni an increasing shift in focus from
[ElStral peint sources to dispersed release of

B Chiemicals and substances in consumer products

aﬂd pharmaceuticals that require new analyses
a_nd [Sk management approaches. Imported
consumer products pose special challenges.
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Flriclinlefs

SIMENENANE a lange numoer of chemicals in water
Fdshe  Great Lakes environment that raise
sORCENL BUL Significant Interpretation Is required

SSI0) ‘Uhderstand the extent of threat these

ea Jemicals may pose.

e _I\/Ionltorlng data are valuable and an important
resource for protecting the Great Lakes.
Binational cooperation in monitoring Is to be
encouraged.
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Flriclinlefs

- r'r ENImitations of current monltormg data must
pENnderstooed including Inconsistencies between
soltrEs; lack of representativeness, and
gzl aility/ to characterize human exposure and

=
-

= _: = -_‘m fe CtS .

| _-I-M-_

5 ihere are significant gaps in the availability of
monltorlng data, our understanding of It, and its
adequacy for use In policy making.

® Models and other prediction methods have value
but must be used appropriately.
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imendatiens

SRIMENPEIIEST NEEM 1O consider a fundamental shift
iionirchemical by chemicall monitoring| as the
Waystordentity problems and guide risk

= ‘f- giagement tor monitoring of biological

‘endpoints and indicators that measure early

' —"_lndlcators of exposure to a complex mixture that
ias potential for toxic or other effects.

s Additional criteria should be considered to
prioritize substances for monitoring.
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2RIICY DISCUSSIONS

- Js LIENE sufﬂment coordinawen or con5|stency PETWEEN
St-r' o Canadian policy to protect the Great Lakes
fifomichiemicals of emerging concern?

Aye the national programs serving the Great Lakes?

sthe analysis undertaken by CELA and the Lowell
hCenter complete — what else needs to be taken into

= :rT
)

__._—_-I-

: = consideration?

e = ~“How can known discharges of chemicals of emerging
concern be best managed as a precautionary
approeach? e.g. from waste water treatment plants

What are the ways of improving existing chemicals
management and control/treatment programs?
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) icoUId this feature be included?
rtihe current Agreement adequate, and' w

fOVISIOhS need to be developed to address

SEUIETEXISUING PoJICY, framework allow new
2iCi o) be Incorporated, and If It doesn't,

nat

chemlcals of emerging concern in a revisec
= Agreement?
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® |s there a major red flag out there?

~ ® Are there major gaps in the management of
chemicals In the Great Lakes that have, or could
result In harm to the environment or to health?




A0S

senaly/sistanal report prepared 0)Y CELA anad
're [BeWwell Center addresses only a portion of
fele Vent [egulations and Is focused on

Preventative measures that can be taken

'-—*J

pétream of use and release.

Coordlnatlon and consistency between US and
Canadian policy is highly desirable, effective in

many instances, but not complete.
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Flriclinlefs

Eenal programs are servingl the Great Lakes,
PUINIENS not clear, at least at this point in time,
WHEMNEFtey are sufficient to protect the Basin

= _f o CECs.. Specific gaps were Identified relative

S0 regulatory management of environmental

= —'1mpacts of cosmetic and personal care products

and pharmaceuticals in both countries.
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Flriclinlefs

IMENE alE gaps! N current chemical management
FIedenis including these related to measures of
p-fff- sy panoetechnology, use and life-cycle

diemauon, regulatory tools for consumer and
ersonal care products, and handling imports.

B Whlle research Is encouraged, there are
significant impediments to incorporating new
research into current chemical management
programs.
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SVesiewatereatment Rlants (WAWWITR) are key
oJa/f iS5 management off CECs. Upstream
el legement approaches as well as control
iEChnplegies need to be developed and tested.

= —_e Great [Lakes Water Quality Agreement has
= = 3een an effective and valuable policy tool,

=
e

gmdlng actions on both sides of the border, and
leading to Improvements in national regulations
and policies based on efforts taken In response

to the Agreement.
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PRS0 DIsecuSsSIon

STETENVEre diifernng opIniens On the extent of
iBEsten WAWTPS asithe primary approach to
Cofli rol of CECs.

- r eParties need to consider a fundamental shift
B0m chemical Py chemical management as the
=Jay tol identify problems and guide risk
management to a more holistic assessment of
environmental protection and risk management.

= There were differing opinions on the degree of
focus on developing a list of CECs and where
that list would reside.
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imendatiens

AYEESWRERE cliemical management policies
FEEdmprovement include animall waste
MENECOEMEnt, Biomarker and bioassay
BEVelopment, consumer education, and

— ver3|ght of chemicals in imported products.

= -'LThe Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement needs
to be updated, made visionary and flexible, and
proadened to address the CECs.
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NEE

RECEVING CommEents tor Mid=April

BBt to Commissioners by September
'/é‘g

5h Biennial Report Issued October 2009




