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Project Background & Objectives

 Recognition of decreasing environmental nongovernmental
organization (ENGO) involvement in Binational Toxics
Strategy (BTS) in recent years, and questions about broader
extent of ENGO work on chemicals policy issues in recent
past and currently.

e Overall goal was to assess, via a survey, ENGO activity level
on chemicals policy work in the region

 Specific objectives included assessing changes (and reasons)
In ENGO chemicals policy work in recent past, assessment
of BTS and desired characteristics of a BTS-type forum, and
desired characteristics of revised Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement (GLWQA)
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Approach

e Conducted online survey of ENGOs with activity in Great Lakes
region (SurveyMonkey, June 18-30, 2010)

 Survey used skip logic/multiple sections, with introductory questions
on organizational background, sections covering general chemicals
policy work (regulatory and voluntary/other), and sections with
specific questions on BTS, GLWQA, and general interest in
advancing chemicals policy in region.

o Groups to survey identified based on number of considerations,
Including previous involvement in BTS, GLWQA, and existing
coalitions (e.g. Healing Our Waters — Great Lakes Coalition)

Canada 35.0
U.S. 100 45 45.0
Total 180 73 40.6



Type of Organization Responding (N =73)

Basin or subbasin
organization
11.0 %

State- or province-wide
organization
17.8 %

Local, watershed
or subwatershed

organization
16.4 %
Regional
organization
15.1 % Other
8.2%

State or provincial office
of national organization National organization
6.8 % 16.4 %
Regional office of
national organization
8.2%
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Geographic Base of Organization/Office of Respondents

Michigan
16.4 %

Indiana
1.4 %

Minnesota
8.2%

New York [linois

15.1 %

Wisconsin
5.5 %

Pennsylvania
1.4 %

Ontario
37.0 %
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Breakdown of Staffing Level in Organization/Office

2-4

0.5- 1.0
17.8 %

No full-time
5-10 staft
17.8 % 9.6 %
More than 30
6.8 %

11-19 20 - 30
11.0 % 82%
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Extent of Chemicals Policy Work

Moderate part
(20-40%)
15.1 %

Significant part
(40 - 80% of staff time)
12.3 %

Primary focus
4.1 %

Never significant
involvement
916 %

Smaller part
(5-20 %)
45.2 %

Previously involved,
no significant current involvement
13.7 %
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Relative Emphasis of Chemicals Policy Work - Regulatory

Local contamination (e.g. involvement in

Superfund/ hazardous waste site eleanup) i 21 . 31 57

Individual facility releases - 33 26

National policies - 24 34 _ 59

International efforts |
(e.g., global treaty negotiations)

1 Notatall Not sure

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Respondents

N = number of respondents for given response;
percentages calculated for each response



Relative Emphasis of Chemicals Policy Work — Voluntary/Other

I N
Areas of Concern ]
z (e.g. citizens’ action committee) 39 57
m Lakewide Management Plans 537
E State- or provinee-led programs u 57
: Development of (U.S.) Great Lakes | 57
U Regional Collaboration Strategy
O Other regional or hinational efforts - 57
National-level efforts 57
} Industry partnerships - 56
I I Green chemistry/engineering - 57
i ’ Environmentally preferable purchasing - 57
m Extended producer responsibility 59
Consumer products | 57
m Fish consumption advisories 56
: 0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Respondents




Relative Emphasis of Work on Specific Chemicals

N

S

Dioxins -

Pesticides -

-
=
o
o

Lead - 56

]

]

Other metals 56

z

Other legacy organic compounds - 54

Chemicals of emerging concern

53

< Notatall Not sure

i

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent of Respondents
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Change in Chemicals Policy Work Over Past Decade

Less work than
previously (15)
25.0 %

More work than
previously (15)
25.0 %

Not sure (2)
3.3%

About the same (28)
46.7 %
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Reasons for Increased Chemicals Policy Work

Shift of focus following
planning process or other reassessment

Awareness of new research findings -

Belief that insufficient progress

had been made in chemicals poliey |

Belief that there were opportunities for | _

further progress on chemicals policy

Changes in staffing

Funding opportunities

for chemicals poliey work |

Neutral Not sure
0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent of Respondents
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Reasons for Decreased Chemicals Policy Work

Shift of focus to other areas following

planning process or other reassessment |

Belief that sufficient progress
had been made in chemieals policy

Belief that there were challenges to
further progress on chemicals policy

Changes in staffing

Challenges in obtaining funding |

for chemicals policy work

8 25
1 3
y 14
1 46 15 13
s[s [N -
i Neutral Not sure
0 EIU 41} ﬁ{l Slll} 1{IH]

Percent of Respondents
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Positive Aspects and Reasons for Disengagement from BTS*

Binational aspect Staffing changes/
travel limitations

Collaboration/coordination Limited accountability/

between sectors assessment of progress

Discussions/information Too narrowly focused strategy

sharing

Some progress/creative Lack of attention to most significant

programs sources/problems

Action plans, reports Organizational focus on NPS, local
Issues

*: Selected responses, for those (N = 10) stating awareness and previous involvement
Bold: Identified by more than one respondent

Engagement in BTS-type process in future?
Yes: 5
No: 1
Not sure: 4




Desired Characteristics of BTS-Type Process*

N
Process be based on s Great Lakes
Water Quality Ageement 33 [ R 0
with apgeressive goals folijectives
Clear snd aggressive goals, objectives 9

and timefirane in the process itsell

Semibannual (at least) mectings/
eonference ealls

3

ot fgrleni ol EE I R O
: of vairious stakehalders
e
U types and seope of activities
o st wtenen |35 [ ] °
a Significant industry involvement 4 11 | 11 ] 22 _ *
I I I Significant involvement from other NGOs - 44 _ 9
> R e — AR
Organized wround chemienl substanees - 56 _E 9
: Orgunized nrownd specific approaches
U design for covironment)
oY onthegroundprojees 4 W0 | 3 [ ea [N 0
q Regular and comprehensive reporting 9
q Acvountability mechanisms 4 4 9
m Evidence of (or potential) | 7
elfectivencss
w =N e
: 0 20 40 o0 B0 100

Percent of Respondents

*. For those (N = 10) stating awareness and previous involvement
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Involvement in GLWQA Activities*

Activities prior to the 20006-2007 |
review process of the GLWQA

2000-07 review process of GLWQA,
including review working groups
involving toxic chemicals

Public input to current renegotiation | 13
process of GLWQA

MNot sure

30

0 20 40 60 80

Percent of Respondents

*: For respondents familiar with GLWQA and toxic chemical goals

100
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Desired Characteristics in Revised GLWQA*

Central purpose of restoring and
maintaining chemieal, physical and
hiologieal integrity of Great Lakes waters

Emphasis on toxic chemicals |
and water quality

i

Zero discharge and virtual elimination | 3
goals for toxic chemicals

Promotion of hinational 7

PrOErans

g

prevention approaches (e.g., green

Explicit reference to pollution -ﬁ]}

chemistry fengineering)

Provision on development of |
binational work plan

=
2

Call for extensive coordination i
of monitoring and surveillance programs

.."'E

Structured to be able to address |
emerging issues

Clear governance and accountability

framework, including opportunities ‘ 3

for public engagement in decision-making

Inereased oversight role 19 28

by International Joint Commission
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30

40 ]

Percent of Respondents

80

*: For respondents familiar with GLWQA and toxic chemical goals

100
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Summary

Relatively large number of ENGOs remain active to varying
degrees on Great Lakes chemicals policy issues

Activities with more significant involvement include at
state/provincial and national levels; high involvement in consumer
products and fish consumption advisories, and mercury, pesticides,
and chemicals of emerging concern

Equal proportion of groups (25%) doing more as compared to less
chemicals policy work than previously

Characteristics to encourage involvement of former participants in
BTS-type forum include aggressive goals/objectives/timeline,
regular reporting, more accountability mechanisms, and evidence
of effectiveness

Many components desired in revised GLWQA, including retained
central purpose, zero discharge/virtual elimination goals, and clear
governance/accountability framework
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