MEETING SUMMARY MEMORANDUM


Joint Water Management Working Group/Advisory Committee Meeting

March 15, 2002 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. EST

Willard Inter-Continental Hotel

Washington, D.C.

Participants:  See attached Attendee List
March 15

The Council of Great Lakes Governors Water Management Working Group and Advisory Committee held a joint meeting on March 15, 2002, from 9:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m. in Washington, D.C.  The meeting was opened by welcoming participants and having them introduce themselves.  It was noted that the goal for the project is a sound water management system.  

Governor Bob Taft of Ohio, Chairman, Council of Great Lakes Governors, thanked the Advisory Committee members for their participation and articulated the challenge of implementing the Great Lakes Charter Annex.  He reaffirmed the Great Lakes Governors’ and Premiers’ commitment to protect the waters of the Great Lakes.  To that end, he asked everyone to keep in mind that, “We all want to make sure that we who rely on and manage the Great Lakes on a day-to-day basis have the tools necessary to make certain that our water is used wisely and effectively to the benefit of all of our citizens.”  

Project Chairman Speck reviewed the project’s organization, progress and timeline.  After signing the Annex on June 18, 2001, the Great Lakes Governors and Premiers called the Water Management Working Group back to work and their first meeting was on October 9, 2001.  The Working Group has developed a work plan to accomplish the following:

· Develop and make recommendations to the Governors and Premiers on a decision-making standard based on the Annex principles.

· Draft binding agreements between the States and comparable commitments for the Provinces.

· Create cross-border agreements to ensure that the States and Provinces are on the same page, and as appropriate, the two federal governments.

· Develop a sound dispute resolution process that can resolve differences in a fair and equitable fashion.

· Make sure that this new structure is flexible enough to handle current and future challenges.

The Great Lakes Charter Annex states that the basin-wide binding agreements are to be completed within three years of the signing of the Annex.  Upon completion of the binding agreements, they must be fully executed in our State legislatures and ratified in Congress.  The necessary measures to ensure the documents are binding must also take place in the Provinces and, if appropriate, by the Canadian federal government.  At their annual meeting when they signed the Annex, the Governors and Premiers asked that binding agreements be drafted in 18 months.

As outlined in the work plan, the organizational structure is as follows:

The Water Management Working Group is composed of two representatives from each jurisdiction: one to serve as a technical expert and another to provide policy guidance.   The Working Group has broken into three Sub-committees to address specific tasks related to the project.  The three Sub-committees are addressing the structure of the compact, the decision making standard, and the provincial/international agreements. 

The Advisory Committee consists of representatives from about 20 regional stakeholder organizations who represent a broad variety of interests, both geographical and institutional, from throughout the Great Lakes region.  Advisory Committee members are asked to provide the Working Group with research, input from constituents and draft language for the binding agreements.  The Sub-committee members will be taking advantage of the Advisory Committee’s specialized knowledge on issues that are raised during their discussions through direct contact during the development of the binding agreements.  Advisory Committee representatives are asked to advise the membership of their organizations regarding the work that is being performed.  The Working Group is planning to meet formally with the Advisory Committee at least twice this year.  

The Working Group is not in a position to financially support Advisory Committee members' participation at this time.  Foundation funding may be sought to support any legal or policy work necessary.  As promised on several occasions, every attempt will be made to economize. 

The Resource Group is composed of governmental and quasi-governmental groups that possess technical expertise related to Great Lakes water management.

Guidelines for communicating with the press were addressed.  Members of the Working Group, Advisory Committee, and Resource Group are free to speak individually with the press as a representative of their State/Province or organization, but the Working Group asks that this not be done in reference to the specific work of the Working Group.  All press inquiries regarding the overall efforts of the Working Group should be referred to the Executive Director of the Council.  No drafts or pending products will be released until the Working Group agrees on the appropriate time to release them.  If a document needs to be released to the press or a statement needs to be made on behalf of the Working Group, it will be released by Governor Taft as Chair of the Council of Great Lakes Governors, his designee, or by Council staff. 

Public participation is integral to the success of the project.  Opportunities will be provided for public meetings in all Great Lakes States and Provinces.  In addition, progress will be shared through Council newsletters, the web site and periodic e-mail communications.  

SUB-COMMITTEE OVERVIEWS

Decision Making Standard Sub-committee 

For the past 16 years, the Great Lakes States have been operating under very limited guidance provided by federal law contained in the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA).  This statute does not provide a standard or process to direct Governors’ decisions on water withdrawals.  In the absence of this clarity, the Governors have relied on the Great Lakes Charter to provide a process and a means for making WRDA decisions.  

To implement the Great Lakes Charter Annex, the Governors and Premiers are looking for clarity, flexibility, constitutional compliance, political defensibility, and a compelling vision demonstrating to the U.S. federal government that the States should retain primacy in managing the Great Lakes.  The three strategic goals are to protect and conserve the Great Lakes, retain authority in the basin, and develop a standard that is sustainable.

Over the years, both quantitatively and qualitatively based standards have been evaluated.   Quantitative standards include no net loss of water or an allowable percentage loss of water.  Both quantitative standards may effectively ban diversions, which may violate world trade agreements such as GATT.  Qualitative standards include no significant adverse impact, non-degradation (absolutely no adverse impact) and resource improvement.  Each of these standards presents certain attractions and challenges.  The standard being pursued by the Sub-committee includes no significant adverse impact and resource improvement in accordance with the Annex.

Questions being addressed by the Sub-committee include:

· Is a single standard needed for in-basin and out-of-basin uses?

· Should the standard be in the compact?

· At what point should decision-making be invoked and by what body?

· What threshold should there be?  Should there be exemptions for certain classes?  For example, the Great Lakes Charter uses five million gallons per day, whereas the WRDA uses the first drop.

Definitions for various terms in the Annex are also being discussed.  While the Sub-committee is discussing many issues, no decisions have been made whether to reject or accept any of these options with regard to the decision making standard.  

In support of the Working Group’s efforts to develop a decision making standard, Mike Donahue of the Great Lakes Commission delivered a progress report on the Commission’s Decision Support System project.  This project is being coordinated by the Great Lakes Commission and is being funded by the Great Lakes Protection Fund.  The objectives are: a status assessment of Great Lakes water resources, an inventory of the sources and uses of Great Lakes water, and an enhanced understanding of the ecological consequences of such use.  The project has been broken into five elements: detailed project design and infrastructure; status assessment of water resources (led by the U.S. Geological Survey); inventory of water withdrawals and use; inventory of information on ecological impacts; and project synthesis and next steps.

Dr. Donahue expressed an interest in a joint meeting with the Water Management Working Group toward the end of this year to determine the most useful way to integrate the Commission’s work into the Annex 2001 implementation process.  A number of interim products will be available in the coming months including a Great Lakes water use data base, a report on water resources management programs and water conservation programs (draft available now, final version due out in May), a scenario evaluation workshop and assessment (May 2002) and others.  The project web site is updated regularly and can be accessed at: http://www.glc.org/waterquantity/wrmdss/
Compact Structure Sub-committee 

The focus of this work is related to the structure of a U.S. compact to implement the Annex 2001.  The Compact Structure Sub-committee has been charged with addressing issues surrounding what will or will not be written into the actual compact; who will have the authority to implement the terms of the compact; and, what authorities that implementing entity(s) will have.  

Like the other Sub-committees, the Compact Structure Sub-committee has not made any decisions, but has only identified issues and potential options.  The Sub-committee is focusing on three related sets of issues:

· Structure of the compact itself.  What should be the scope of the compact, what should be placed in the compact itself, and in the interest of flexibility and unforeseen events, what should be left to implementing documents?

· Implementation of the terms and authorities of the compact.  What terms of the agreements should be written into the compact?  What terms and criteria should be left out of the compact and therefore be left more flexible?

· Who will decide whether a water withdrawal will be subject to regional or local review?  What entity or entities should have the power to implement the terms of a compact (often a commission, but not always)?  Will that regional entity have the power to decide what withdrawal proposals are subject to regional review and which proposals are not?

The Sub-committee has identified issues that need to be addressed and possible options from models, existing compacts, and other resources.  A list of common compact components has framed the Sub-committee’s discussions.  The list was provided to attendees.

The Sub-committee has reviewed three model compacts put together by the American Society of Civil Engineers and two variations based upon these models.  Three existing compacts have also been discussed: the Susquehanna River Basin Compact (SRBC), the Delaware River Basin Compact (DRBC) and the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission (ORSANCO).  

Inter-provincial/International Agreement(s) Sub-committee
The Inter-provincial/International Agreement(s) Sub-committee has been charged to harmonize water withdrawal standards and establish a structure to resolve cross-border disputes.  The Sub-committee has also been charged with creating a binding and durable legal regime.  

The Inter-provincial/International Sub-committee is tackling very complex issues related to Federal, Provincial and State water management; the U.S. Constitution; Canadian jurisdictional authorities; Provincial involvement in U.S. interstate compacts; and the structure of a bridging agreement(s) between State and Provincial measures.  The Sub-committee has touched on a number of issues presented by the unique undertaking of creating a binding agreement(s) between eight States and two Provinces in two different countries.  The Sub-committee is focusing on two sets of related issues: 

· Harmonization of standards and regulations.  How do we make certain that laws and regulations regarding standards to be applied to water withdrawal proposals are harmonized between the States and Provinces?

· Cross-border dispute resolution.  How should disputes be resolved between the Provinces and States?

In general, the role of the Decision Making Standard Sub-committee is to design the standard, criteria, etc. and the role of the Inter-provincial/International Agreement(s) Sub-committee is to design how to incorporate that work into an agreement(s) between the States and Provinces.  The Sub-committee is addressing the relationship between a Provincial agreement(s) and a U.S. compact if a compact structure is used and the type(s) of bridging agreement(s) that may be necessary.

The Inter-provincial/International Agreement(s) Sub-committee has thus far supported and has been doing research on how to implement a cooperative and non-adversarial approach to dispute resolution procedures that might arise related to Annex 2001 implementation.  The Sub-committee also prefers a dispute resolution mechanism outside of traditional court systems.  The Sub-committee is discussing different alternative dispute resolution mechanisms that might be appropriate including: cooperation and consultation; mediation; arbitration; and, panel structures.

QUESTIONS

The following is a summary of questions from the Advisory Committee with responses by the Working Group:

· How does the Working Group as a whole plan on communicating with the public at large?

· The Working Group plans on using much the same process as was used to reach out to the general public when the Great Lakes Charter Annex was drafted.   

· How will meeting records be handled?  Are the meetings being taped?

· The meetings are not being taped.  Meeting summaries will be provided to cover general issues without names to allow free exchange of ideas and develop an atmosphere of trust.

· Isn’t the timeline rather aggressive?

· Yes, the timeline is aggressive, but the Working Group is making every effort to meet this timeline.  However, it is more important to the Governors and Premiers to implement a good agreement rather than a quickly drafted agreement.  
· What is the process for participating in the Sub-committees’ work?

· Members of the Advisory Committee may contact Sub-committee members with information, comments, or questions they may have.  However, the most efficient way to obtain or submit information is through the Council of Great Lakes Governors staff.  Maggie Grant is serving as Project Manager, Peter Johnson is staffing the Compact Structure Sub-committee, David Naftzger is staffing the Decision Making Standard Sub-committee, and Peter and David have been working together on the Inter-provincial/International Agreement(s) Sub-committee.  In addition, further face-to-face meetings may be planned between the Advisory Committee and the Working Group.

· Does the Working Group want greater public feedback on the documents to be implemented than was sought during development of the Annex?

· Yes, at the appropriate time during the public comment period.  However, the Working Group asks that interim documents not be released publicly.  Interim documents change frequently and their premature release could derail much of the process.  The Advisory Committee serves as the “sounding board” and the tool for providing stakeholder comment prior to the public comment period.

· Why aren’t lower level government representatives involved?

· The public participation program will include all levels of government.  States and Provinces will coordinate input from local governments.

· How is the overlap of issues for the Sub-committees being addressed?

· Meeting minutes are shared and Sub-committee chairs coordinate.

· Can Sub-committee meeting minutes and a list of members be shared?

· Yes, meeting minutes and a list of members will be shared.

· How will Tribes be addressed?

· Each State and Province will work individually with Tribes.  The Working Group wants a balanced, fair approach but it is difficult to find one, or even several, organizations to represent all Tribes.  The Working Group does want Tribal representation at the table and is continuing its work to ensure that the Tribes are properly represented in this process.

· Federal governments will want to be involved.

· The Water Management Working Group is aware of the Canadian federal government’s concerns and there have also been staff level discussions with the State Department.  

· Can there be bridging agreements between the States and Provinces?

· Yes, additional research is needed on this subject.  
LUNCH

An overview of the work being funded by the Great Lakes Protection Fund in support of the Great Lakes Water Management Initiative was given by Russ Van Herik, Executive Director of the Great Lakes Protection Fund.  A copy of his slide presentation is available for review.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE PRESENTATIONS

Advisory Committee members and Resource Group members were invited to present a five-minute overview on their perspectives and priorities regarding Great Lakes water management.  The following are summaries of statements made by each speaker.  

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

The Alliance represents 450,000 employees in the Great Lakes region and more than 90% of the car manufacturers in the country.  The Alliance is in favor of a legal framework for protection of the Great Lakes.  The scope of the Annex should be limited to diversions, with water withdrawals exempt from regulation.  New and increased withdrawals should be regulated only at a threshold and the trigger should be set by the source of water.  A baseline for conservation should also be created (so that those companies that already engage in conservation should not be penalized because they are unable to engage in better conservation in an economical way).

American Chemistry Council

It was noted that their members already have the goal of water re-use and conservation.  It was requested that the Working Group establish a methodology for review of water withdrawal proposals that is based on sound science and how water is used.  The regulatory process should be simple, which will benefit both the economy and the regulators (who are facing smaller budgets).  The American Chemistry Council is most concerned that by creating a burdensome regulatory process, the Great Lakes could be put at a competitive disadvantage as to the Gulf, East, and West Coasts.  A universal review process that would apply to the Provinces in the same way that it would apply to the States was suggested.

National Association of Manufacturers

The Association supports State authority over the use of Great Lakes water.  A withdrawal should not constitute a consumptive loss, if the consumption of the water into a product occurs inside the basin.  The Working Group should be aware that any new standards that are put into place may conflict with other environmental protection rules.  EPA Rule 316(b) was used as an example.  Rule 316(b) of the Clean Water Act requires certain facilities to cool water before it is returned to the water source.  However, cooling water results in large consumptive losses, which may conflict with the goals of the Annex and any implementing agreements.  

The representative for the National Association of Manufacturers is from DuPont.  He noted that DuPont tracks locations of water use by various measures, such as water taken from one source (ground water) and returned to another (surface water).  It was suggested that the Working Group take a similar approach, because where water is removed from and where it is returned can substantially alter the effect of the impact on the ecosystem.

American Farm Bureau (Michigan)

Many of the terms contained in the Annex must be more clearly defined before they are adopted into an agreement.

Agriculture is often viewed as the number one user of water worldwide.  Agriculture provides many benefits to the citizens of the Great Lakes States.  The ability to farm on land that has access to water is part of the intrinsic nature of the land, and should therefore be given special consideration.  Further, much of the water loss comes from evaporation.  Further research should be performed as to how much water is actually lost because of evaporation, and how that compares to non-farming evaporative loss.  For example, the question was raised as to whether old growth forests are the source of similar evaporative losses.  If they do cause similar evaporative losses to the Great Lakes Basin, agricultural uses of water, which are just as natural as uses by old growth forests, should be treated just the same and exempted from any new standard.

The Farm Bureau opposes diversions and water use permitting.  The improvement standard is a good concept and even-handed.   However, different uses would need different standards.  It is important, however, to keep any new system relatively simple.  It was noted that in Michigan, there were four bills introduced in the State Legislature related to issues in the Annex.  The bills required that ten different criteria be reviewed, which would have made the legislation next to impossible to monitor or implement.  

American Farm Bureau (Ohio)

Farm Bureau policies support continued scientific research in the Great Lakes Basin so that accurate quality and quantity impact measurements can be taken.  Concern was expressed about imposing new regulations and possible economic disadvantages for those agricultural communities in the basin.  In Ohio, agriculture is a $70 billion industry that provides one million jobs to Ohio citizens directly and indirectly throughout the State. 

Regional decision making is supported as opposed to Federal decision making.  Decisions should be fair and equitable and based on sound science.  Burdens should not be placed on the applicant.  The inclusion of ground water was applauded with concern expressed regarding how the ground water divide will be defined.  Within the Great Lakes Basin, aquifer boundary lines often do not match the surface water basin boundary lines. 
American Forest and Paper Association

From their industry’s perspective, predictability is important.  Water may not be as secure as in the past.  There needs to be a greater understanding of the science involved.  In the past, it was important for the paper industry to understand the science and interactions at the end of the pipe.  Now they are being asked to understand the impacts from water withdrawals at the intake.   

It is recognized that there may be additional costs involved in utilizing water.  The new standard and management system should not only be fair but also not impair regional competitiveness.  The focus of the new standard and management system should be on preventing diversions and bulk exports.  

The Council of Great Lakes Industries had performed some legal research on how water resources could be regulated.  It was noted that the conclusions differed from the Lochhead report and that natural resources are not products to be controlled by trade law.  An outright prohibition could be instituted on the bulk export of water without violating international trade law.  It was recommended that the underlying legal conclusions of the Lochhead report should be revisited.

It was noted in a response from the Working Group that the States and Provinces did not necessarily agree with all the Lochhead conclusions.  However, there was consensus from the Working Group that if we are to obtain and retain authority within the region, we need to work in a framework wherein protection of the resource is our goal.

American Water Works Association

The handout provided was noted as it clearly defines the Association’s position.

Much of the ground water basin boundary runs very close to the surface water boundary and many communities just outside of the basin are so close they can taste the water.  Consequently, the Association would like one standard for bulk withdrawals and a different standard for small diversions that have return flow.  

In the past, the focus was on providing quality products to their users (i.e. clean drinking water).  Now the focus is also on watershed protection, because the ability to provide quality products is dependent on the continued health and existence of the watershed.

Canadian Environmental Law Association

The Association has been involved in sustainable use issues since before the Great Lakes Charter was created, and was involved in the creation of the Charter itself.  

The Association’s goal is to see lower per capita water uses.  One-third of the world may soon face water shortages.  The Great Lakes region utilizes two - three times the per capita amount of water than other parts of the world.  

When harmonizing standards and regulations, it is important that the lowest common denominator is not used.  Concern was expressed that different standards may be utilized across the Canadian/U.S. border.  Further, there needs to be a long-term agency that has a certain distance from the States which needs to be transparent to the public.  It was suggested that the IJC take on the role of regional administrator, because they have shown an ongoing commitment to the health of the Great Lakes ecosystem.  

Tribes and First Nations should be represented, as well as the Federal agencies who represent their interests.  The Association is in favor of creating Basin wide permitting systems.  A model water law is on their website which reflects their priorities.  Concern was expressed about grandfathering current uses of Great Lakes water.  A major concern is that water is being given away for free.  Sectors that are profiting from free water could pay a few pennies and pass it on to their customers.  The money collected would go far in restoring the system.  It was also suggested that the Working Group apply different processes to different types of agricultural water uses.  Family farms should be treated differently than commercial farms.

Consumers Energy

Consumers Energy believes the system for advising the Working Group has been open over the course of the last year.  Members of the Advisory Committee are urged to take the opportunity to participate and present information to the Working Group rather than waiting to react.

The standard must recognize current water regulations, primarily Clean Water Act Rule 316(b).  It was noted that draft rules had been released by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency the previous week.

Council of Great Lakes Industries

Concern was expressed that this meeting was the first formal opportunity to be involved in the process of developing a regional water management system.  It will take a lot more meetings than just this one meeting to make the industrial sector comfortable with the process that is being used to create this new water management system and to make industry believe that their concerns are being listened to.  The nature of the process will likely result in a greater bureaucracy for industry.  These discussions are very fragile and we need to push the edge of the envelope without destroying the Great Lakes industrial base.  Sustainable development is the survival of the industries.

Concern was expressed that the outcomes of this process and the very process itself is unclear.  When CGLI has worked on toxic cleanup initiatives, they had a very clear problem and some very clear solutions.  With this process, the Working Group is addressing a basic issue—how do you manage and value the natural resources in common such as air and water?  CGLI’s concern is that the perspective of the Working Group is good but insufficient and not broad enough.  Managing the system using a resource improvement standard will not be sufficient for WTO/GATT purposes.

Great Lakes United

Great Lakes United represents hunters, anglers, First Nations, environmentalists, and labor unions.  They have been dealing with water quantity issues since their beginning (early 1980s).  Long-term threats to the Great Lakes are envisioned decades down the road and there are weaknesses in the current protection system.  The goal is to keep the focus on the long-term problem and see the Great Lakes experience as a restoration rather than slower degradation. 

There should be greater involvement of the Tribes.  Outreach to Tribes has been insufficient to date.  There should also be greater involvement from the two Federal governments.

The water management agreements should be binding across the international border.  To not allow each side to enforce the agreement across the border would be a violation of what the Governors and Premiers committed to in the Annex.  However, it is recognized that this is a complex issue and will be a huge challenge.

The principle of conservation should be at the core of the new water management system.  They would also like to institute specific restoration goals rather than utilize a case-by-case improvement approach.  There should be a plan for improving the ecosystem and then work into it improvements by water users rather than have random improvements without any guiding plan.

The water management system should take into consideration how uses affect a watershed rather than the whole basin.  Planning and consideration of how cumulative effects impact the ecosystem should focus on the local watersheds rather than at the scale of the Great Lakes basin.  There should be a role for the public regarding individual projects and the ability to contest decisions.   The Annex should be broader and grandfathering of current users should be phased out over time.  

International Association of Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Mayors

It was noted that this is the first time shoreline municipalities have been involved in the water management project.  They are the closest users of the resource, and therefore should be heavily involved.  The citizens of the Great Lakes are the primary stakeholders, and a better environment equals a better quality of life for those citizens.  They are committed to working to support the Council in its efforts.

Lake Carriers’ Association

The Association aligns with industry and the utilities because they are their customers.  For a 1,000-foot vessel, a one-inch drop in water levels equals 270 tons of shipping lost for just that one vessel.  Further, lower lake levels result in additional trips for the same amount of cargo, which result in more fuel being used and greater environmental degradation.  It was noted that it would be helpful to send the Advisory Committee comments to other Sub-committee members.

Canadian Shipowners Association

The perspective of the Canadian Shipowners Association is very similar to the Lake Carriers’ Association.  In addition, they are also concerned about water levels in the St. Lawrence Seaway.

The Great Lakes are our highway.  Usually bulk commodities like coal are transported across the Lakes.  The continuing shipment of these items is necessary for the economic upturn in North America.  Marine transportation is the best way to transport goods in an environmentally responsible manner.  However, marine transportation operates on very small margins.  If costs go up, and the amount of cargo a ship can take goes down, shipping becomes less efficient.

Dredging has its own environmental problems, and it should be avoided if possible.  The Association is against diversions; constant, consistent water levels are needed.

National Wildlife Federation

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) has four million members and supporters nationwide, including hunters and sportsmen.  The NWF has many field offices that deal with water quantity issues across the U.S.  It is their understanding that the Great Lakes region currently has a competitive edge to other regions with “plentiful” water because those regions have much greater regulatory systems in place than the Great Lakes do.  It is important to keep our competitive edge, and we can only do that if we work now to ensure that the Great Lakes are available for future generations’ use and enjoyment.  Any use of water is going to cause a change to the ecosystem, but ways should be explored to make sure those changes are positive rather than adverse.  

The NWF does not agree with all of the terms of Annex 2001, but is committed to working within the parameters contained within Annex 2001 and do not wish to re-visit issues that have been decided upon in Annex 2001.  The NWF attorneys found much wrong with the Lochhead report, but agreed with its conclusions regarding non-discrimination.  The improvement standard can become a competitive advantage.

A permitting system should be implemented, but there can be flexibility with trigger levels and thresholds for permitting.  Any system for regulating and permitting water withdrawals should be inclusive, transparent, and encourage conservation.  Grandfathered uses should be encouraged through various inducements to update their conversation programs.  Finally, the system needs to be simple enough so agencies can make timely and sensible decisions.

The Nature Conservancy

The Nature Conservancy has about 3000 employees.  The Conservancy has concluded in recent years that its efforts to protect ecosystems must become more sophisticated than just buying land.  The approach is more strategic now.  Several threats to their mission have been identified, including alterations of hydrological regimes.  The Conservancy has scientific expertise, models, etc. 

Toward that end, the Conservancy has adopted a six-step framework for sustainable water management that looks at the nature of the ecological system to be impacted first and asks the question—what is needed for a species to survive?  The framework includes an assessment of normal and natural changes to the hydrology and then an evaluation of human needs.  Through the development of this new framework, new tools for ecological measuring have been created.  This new framework is a constructive way of meeting consumptive needs while maintaining ecological integrity.  This framework will be provided to the Working Group upon request.

New York Power Authority

The presentation corresponds to the prepared and distributed overview.

Ontario Power Generation

Ontario Power Generation concurs with the New York Power Authority.  It was reiterated that lower water levels result in lower power generating abilities.  A1000 cubic feet per second reduction of flow equates to a $10 million loss.  Those costs, of course, must be passed on to consumers.  The focus of water management should be on controlling diversions and withdrawals so that lake levels are maintained.

Strategies Saint-Laurent

Strategies Saint-Laurent is a member of Great Lakes United.  They believe it is important to see the system as a whole.  Although their members may be only physically located on one part of the lake, they feel that it is important to be aware of how actions may affect the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence system both upstream and downstream.  Water management must take care of citizens all across the lake, no matter how remotely located they may be.  Strategies Saint-Laurent suggests the creation of an international office consisting of people from throughout the Great Lakes region to regulate and manage the Great Lakes as a whole.

RESOURCE GROUP PRESENTATIONS
Chippewa-Ottawa Resource Authority (CORA)

Tribes and First Nations are sovereign governments and must be treated as such.  CORA represents only the fishing interests of five Tribes.  A meeting or workshop between the States and Provinces and all of the Tribes and First Nations in the Great Lakes is requested.  The Tribes can either have an equal partnership with the States and Provinces or sue.  In Michigan, the five Tribes who make up CORA met with the government of Michigan and came to a consensus on issues in an amicable manner.  It is their hope that they are able to do the same thing in this instance as well by bringing all Great Lakes Tribes to the table.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Great Lakes National Program Office

Great Lakes water quantity management is outside of their mission and authority; however, they are ready to assist in any way possible.

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)

USGS collects data, conducts research and prepares assessments in areas such as stream flows and ground water resources, and looks forward to helping in any way that they can.

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN

Project Chairman Speck concluded the meeting.  It was noted that no decisions have been made by the Working Group and no major decisions will be made without input from the Advisory Committee.  There have been considerable discussions regarding relevant issues, but the Working Group has not found any definitive answers to the questions that have been raised.

Advisory Committee members were encouraged to provide information that they believe may be relevant to the Sub-committees’ work.  It was requested that submittal of written information and questions be directed to the Council staff to ensure coordination between all appropriate parties.  A list of Sub-committee members and meeting summaries will be provided to Advisory Committee members.

The Working Group expects to add more face-to-face meetings amongst their own membership and with the Advisory Committee.  Although the individual States and Provinces will hold public meetings on their own, the possibility does exist that the Working Group will sponsor a public meeting through the Council of Great Lakes Governors.  Any organization or individual that is not part of the Advisory Committee is welcome to provide input through the public participation process.  Stakeholders are encouraged to contact their State or Provincial representatives on the Working Group.
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