Great Lakes fish stocking:
A tool for sustainability?

by Jennifer Nalbone

What are the consequences of stocking hatchery-reared
fish in the Great Lakes? Can we make a transition to a
naturally reproducing fishery?

Find out all this and more in the just-published
technical proceedings of Great Lakes United’s 1999
path-breaking “meeting of the minds” conference,“Tak-
ing Stock of Our Future.”

Fish stocking is a double-edged sword, capable of
both positively and negatively impacting the Great
Lakes ecosystem. Fisheries managers and scientists,
basin environmentalists, tribal fish agencies, and anglers
have varying views on how stocking should be em-
ployed. Great Lakes United’s “Taking Stock” confer-
ence provided a forum for expressing those differences
and helping bridge them using a scientific common
ground.

After a basinwide collapse of top predator fish popu-
lations in the 1950 and 1960s, due mainly to sea lamprey
predation and over fishing, fish stocking helped to

continued page 20
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Pataki, Engler, Harris oppose
relaxed basin diversion rules

by Reg Gilbert .
The most serious flaw in the Annex 2001 proposal by
the U.S. state governors to protect the regional from
bulk water export and diversion and wasteful water use
may be on its way toward removal from the document.
In an April press conference with Ontario Premiier
Mike Harris, New York Gov. George Pataki criticized
the objectionable provision in the “Annex 2001” pro-
posal, a relaxing of the U.S. governors’ current diversion
veto authority to allow certain diversion of a million
gallons per day or less. '

“I do not intend to sign it”

Said Pataki of the annex in response to a reporter’s
question, “I do not intend to sign it on behalf of the
citizens of New York until significant revisions are
made,” particularly with respect to the diversion exemp-
tion.

Reiterating longstanding provincial dismay with the
proposed exemption, Harris for the first time said the
province would not sign the annex unless it was modi-
fied. “Without New York and without Ontario, it’s not
going to proceed,” he said. “We stand firm that we need

continued page 19
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GLUannual meeting; Politics and action in 2001

]
by Maureen Sileo

This year’s annual general membership meeting takes
place in a challenging political climate for those of us
dedicated to protecting and restoring the Great Lakes-
St. Lawrence River ecosystem. Federal, state and pro-
vincial policies are shifting in ways that compel Great
Lakes activists to restrategize.

What are the next steps along the road to clean
production, restored native fish communities, wise wa-
ter use, safe energy and real clean-up? What are our best
tools? Who are our most effective allies? How do we
reach them? Our plenary speakers are well positioned to
help answer these questions.

Great Lakes United needs 'you to help plan our
coalition’s agenda for the coming years.

Facility, room, board

We are holding our meeting atthe University of Windsor,
on the Detroit River, in the shadow of the Ambassador
Bridge. The campus is easily accessible from the major
interstate highways and the Detroit airport.

Aweekendstay withlodging, meals,and registration,
costs C$200, US$128. A Saturday day pass, which
includes registration, lunch and dinner, costs C$106,
US$68. Call Bonnie at (716) 886-0142 for other pack-
ages or more 1 nformation.

Conference registration takes place in the main foyer
of Vanier Hall. Residences offer single or double accom-
modation with centralized washroom facilities, air con-
ditioning and daily maid service. Greatfood will alsobe
provided. Their culinary team is committed to offering
excellent cuisine and service.

Plenary panel

Our plenary panel discussion is on “Challenges and
opportunities for Great Lakes activism.” Our speakers
can certainly address this topic comprehensively:
Allegra Cangelos: is senior policy analyst and ecosys-
tem team leader for the Northeast-Midwest Institute, a
private, non-profit, research organization dedicated to
economic vitality, environmental quality, and regional
equity for Northeast and Midwest states. Allegra has
coordinated national and regional efforts to enact eco-
system protection legislation; built and maintained the

bipartisan Congressional Great Lakes Task Forces, which
comprise members of Congress with a common interest
in promoting a Great Lakes agenda; and been a liaison
between Washington and Great Lakes regional policy
communities on Great Lakes environmental issues.
Since 1996 Allegra has worked with the Great Lakes
Ballast Technology Demonstration Project and hasbeen
a member of a ballast water working group connected
with the International Maritime Organization.

Dean Jacobsis executive director of Nin.Da.Waab.Jig,
the Walpole Island Heritage Centre, which serves asthe
research department of the Walpole Island First Nation.
Dean is a member of the International Joint Commis-
sion’s Council of Great Lakes Research Managers. Dean
has served six elected terms on the Walpole Island First
Nation Council of Three Fires. Dean is also a former
board member of the Ontario Heritage Foundation,
Ontario Historical Society, and the Premier’s Council.

Elizabeth May is executive director of Sierra Club of
Canada, a member of the board of directors of the
International Institute for Sustainable Development,
and former vice chair of the National Round Table for
the Environment and Economy. In1986, Elizabeth
worked as senior policy advisor to the Canadian federal
environment minister.

Taking action in the coming year

Saturday afternoon will focus on our four areas of work:

The Habitat and Biodiversity session will be a strat-
egy and action meeting with a presentation on “The
current status of the fight against exotic species intro-
duction in the Great Lakes.” This session will examine
how close we are to implementing new ballast water
management technologies on board ships and the con-
tinuing threats of chemical ballast water treatment. We
will also discuss what is needed 1n the upcoming reau-
thorization of the U.S. National Invasive Species Act,
including the definition of ballast water discharge stan-
dards. Finally, the task force will outline strategies for
coordinating U.S. and Canadian grassroots organiza-
tions on the issue. For more information contact Jenni-
fer Nalbone at (716) 886-0142 or jen@glu.org.

Our Clean Production session will have a presenta-
tion on “Successes and Opportunities for Clean Produc-
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19th Annual General Meeting, June 8-10th, University of Windsor, Ontario

—Friday, June 8————
Field trip: Walpole Island marsh

‘Registration

Dinner on your own

Talking circle & local groups report
Reception

—Saturday, June 9———
Breakfast

Registration

Welcome

GLU in review -~ Executive Director and
Board President

Board nominations and policy resolutions accepted

Panel: Challenges and opportunities for
GreatLakes activism

Allegra Cangelosi, Senior Policy Analyst,
Northeast-Midwest Institute

Dean Jacobs, Executive Director, Walpole
Island Heritage Centre

Elizabeth May, Executive Director, Sierra Club of

Canada
Lunch
Strategy Sessions I

0 Clean Production
Presentation: Successes and opportunities for
clean production in the Great Lakes:
Mercury and the Clean Car Campaign
—Update and next steps

O Biodiversity & Habitat
Presentation: Exotic species introductions in
the Great Lakes

O Sustatnable Waters

State and provincial reforms to prevent bulk
water export and diversion

—Update

—Debate: Differing national approaches

David de Launay, Director, Lands and
Heritage Branch, Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources, and other officials

“Looking Ahead: Politics and Action in the Great Lakes”

O Healthy Communities
Planning Session
—Strategizing on challenges to overcome to create a
truly healthy community in the Great Lakes basin

3:00 Break
3:15 Strategy Sessions I1

a Clean Production
Presentation: Successes and opportunities for
clean production in the Great Lakes:
Emerging issues

O Biodiversity & Habitat
Resolutions and strategizing on habitat and
biodiversity issues

O Sustainable Waters
Panel: Water use: Sprawl, conservation, diversion
Strategy: A basinwide agenda for water use reform
and ecosystem restoration

O Nudear-Free Great Lakes
Presentation: The viability of renewable energy
leading to a rapid phase-out of nuclear power
generation
—Update and next steps

5:15-6:30  First Nation and Labor Caucus Meetings
7:00 Barbecue dinner
Presentation of Jobn Manty Award

8:30 Entertainment

———Sunday, Junel0Q———

8:00 Breakfast
8:30-9:30 Board elections - Voring table open
9:00 Business Meeting call to order
New business and election results
9:15 President and Executive Director’s report
9:35 Treasurer’s report
9:45 Policy resolutions
Debate and voting
10:15 Task force and caucus plans for 2001-2002

11:45  Adjourn
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tion.” The task force will convene experts from around
the basin to determine the next steps in our efforts to
shift away from end-of-the-pipe solutions to clean
production. We will feature health experts on mercury,
successes from the Clean Car and Health Care Without
Harm Campaigns and more. Please take advantage of
this great opportunity to discuss how we as a basinwide
“community can work together to ensure that dangerous
toxins are phased out of industrial practices and that
companies are responsible for the toxic products they
put in commerce. For more information, contact
Stephane Gingras in Canada at (514) 396-3333 or
gingras@glu.org or Alexandra McPhersonin the United
States at (716) 886-0142 or alex@glu.org.

GLU’s Sustainable Waters task force session will be-
gin with an update on the many significant develop-
ments in water quantity and flow protection that have
appeared in the last year. Next a panel of basin waters
officials will grapple with the issues currently being
debated among the U.S. states and between the states,
Canadian provinces and Canadian federal government
on the best way to protect the region’s waters in the long
term from export, diversion, and wasteful use. In our
second session the task force will engage a panel ad-
dressing the connection between water use and com-
mercial and residential construction sprawl. Finally, task
force members and meeting attendees will consider a
basinwide agenda for water use reform and ecosystem
restoration. For more information contact Reg Gilbert
at (716) 886-0142 or reg@glu.org.

The Healthy Communities Task Force session will be a
planning session focused on revitalizing the task
force. This task force was originally established to en-
sure implementation of the Remedial Action Plans for
the Great Lakes basin’s forty-two designated toxic hot
spots. This session will provide ask attendees to engage
inintensive brainstorming to set an agenda for a revital-
1zed task force focused on overcoming the barriers to
creating truly healthy communities in the Great Lakes
Basin. For more information contact Lynda Lukasik at
(905) 560-1177 or lynda.lukasik@sympatico.ca.

* The Nudear-Free Great Lakes Task Force meeting
will have a presentation on “Shifting the Focus: The
Viability of Renewable Energy Leading to a Rapid
Phase-Out of Nuclear Power Generation.” The task
force, which has been intervening in licensing hearings
for nuclear reactors, will stfategize on the specifics of

phasing-out nuclear power. For more information con-

tact Ziggy Kleinau at (519) 795-7725 or cfre@web.ca.

Nuclear rennaissance?

by Kyle Rabin, Environmetnal Advocates

“Anyone who advocates nuclear power as a solution to
our energy problems should be shutupin a padded cell,”
exclaims longtime anti-nuclear activist Harvey
Wasserman in a recent and widely-published Molly
Ivins’ editorial titled “Our Fake Energy Crisis: What
ReallyHappenedin California.” Sadly, the Bush-Cheney
administration is now taking steps to ¢nable a nuclear
power revival. ‘

No commercial nuclear power plants have been built
in the United States in 25 years. It is only now, with a
new Republican White House, and under the guise of
an “energy crisis,” that the nuclearindustry has seriously
explored building new plants. More than two decades
after the Three Mile Island nuclearreactoraccident, five
utility companies are working to re-energize the nuclear
power industry. Construction of as many as five new
plants is planned for undisclosed sites in the United
States. Applications are expected at the federal Nuclear
Regulatory Commission in the near future.

The nuclear industry’s rhetoric is familiar: “inher-
ently safe,” “too cheap to meter,” and “no environmental
impact.” Nothing could be further from the truth. Even
without factoring in unknown future costs for radioac-
tive waste management, health impacts, and reactor
accidents, some forms of renewable energy, conserva-
tion, and efficiency are usually cheaper and always safer
and cleaner. Furthermore, new i_”eactor construction
does not help us with our current energy woes. Building
a new nuclear power reactor anywhere in the United
States would take a minimum of five years. Even with a
site approved tomorrow, and zero public opposition, the
physical act of getting a new reactor on line could take
up to a decade.

The fact that policymakers are even entertaining the
notion that nuclear power has a future is troubling.
Remember what happened with the Shoreham plant on
Long Island. New nuclear power plants will end up
costing Great Lakes ratepayers billions and billions of
dollars. A '

Vice President Cheney’s cabinet-level Energy Policy
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mental Assessment Tool is being developed to deter-
mine the suitability and environmental effects of an
aquaculture facility at any given open water site. To
avoid serious ecological and industrial impact, a mora-
torium on new open water aquaculture facilities should
be established until a proven method for environmental
assessment can be used to critically examine the suit-

ability and placement of new facilities in the Great
Lakes. "

Pollution

In the mid-1990s, large-scale algal growth and deple-
tion of dissolved oxygen caused by open water caged
aquaculture were reported in the LaCloche Channel of
Lake Huron. Water quality impacts included significant
phosphorous loadings of 1.2 tonnes phosphorous, 7
tonnes nitrogen and 38 tonnes solid waste—almost
double than targets set for total phosphorus loading
reduction from nearby Severn Sound Area of Concern’s
Penetnag Bay. The Penetnag Bay remediation target
would reduce average annual phosphorus loading by
0.74 tonnes, mostly through improvements to sewage
treatment plants.

Aquaculture nutrient loading maynot cause lakewide
problems in Lake Huron, whose average total
phospohrous load is approximately 4,799 tonnes, but
localized water qualityimpacts have beena reality. Open
water facilities are located in nearshore areas, areas also
stressed by land based runoff and discharges, as well as
being areas heavily used by plants and animals, includ-
ing humans. Addressing the impacts of aquaculture
effluent varies according to site, type of facility, and
practices used in similar facilities. The discharge carry-
ing capacity of both the receiving water bodies and their
larger watershed must be assessed to determine the
amount of effluent a site can absorb from a faclity, or a
watershed can absorb from cumulative sources.

Disease

Disease outbreaks in North America have been associ-
ated with infected stocked or escaped fish, as well as
contaminated hatchery waters. Bacterial kidney disease
in non-native trout populations in Wyoming has been
associated with the stocking of infected hatchery reared
trout. Wild brook trout populations in Michigan have
been reported. to be infected with whirling disease
downstream from an infected hatchery

Initialintroduction of parasites or pathogensinto the
wild through stocking, accidental escapes, or water-
borne transfer is difficult to scientifically prove. How-
ever, the primary challenge and focus should be to
determine what factors trigger a disease outbreak and to
prevent outbreaks, ifnotinitial infection. As disease can
contaminate entire aquaculture facilities as well asinfect
and decimate wild populations, disease is a threat thatall
stakeholders are interested in preventing. Adoption of
and adherence to consistent basin wide policies is the
best means to address the threat to the Great Lakes
basin as a whole from disease transmission.

Exotic species

Exotic species infestations have had and continue to
have catastrophicimpacts inthe Great Lakes. Theyhave
caused substantial population changes in native fish
species and community stability. Exotic species are
considered the second highest threat to biodiversity in
the United States and the greatest threat to the native
fish in the Great Lakes. For this reason, native species
should be used foraquaculture propagation, sites should
be well maintained and exotic species use should be
forbidden until it is proven that they will not be estab-
lished in the region.

For example, the use of an exotic species of carp to
clean snails out of southern U.S. aquaculture facilities
currently poses a significant environmental threat to the
Great Lakes. The black carp was recently permitted into
southern ponds, despite its propensity to escape, mi-
grate, significantly modify aquatic habitat, displace na-
tive species and prey on struggling native bivalve popu-
lations. If the black carp escapes from southern ponds,
they can gain access to the Great Lakes region though
the Mississippi and Chicago Rivers. According to Dr.
Leo Nico of the U.S. Geological Survey and author of
“Risk Assessment on Black Carp (Pisces: Cyprinidae),
“Black Carp would have no difficulty surviving and
probably becoming established in open waters in the
Great Lakes region. Based on their habitat require-
ments, it may be necessary for the fish to have access to
large tributary streams for spawning, but they could
spend much of their lives in lakes and other larger water
bodies.”

Besides, the effectiveness of this exotic, potentially
invasivefish as a pond cleaneris questionable. “Research
to date suggests that black carp may not be particularly
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And tenth, water-bottling facilities in particular may
pose a unique threat to Great Lakes conservation ef-
forts. According to the International Joint Commission,
when water is “captured” and entered into commerce, it
may attract obligations under international agreements,
Undoubtedly, Perrier's operation would shift some de-
gree of decision-making away from the sovereign state
of Michigan and toward global markets.

To be certain, international trade laws—the world-
wide General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the
North American Free Trade Agreement, and the poten-
tially forthcoming Free Trade Area of the Americas—
should be amended to allow their members to protect
Great Lakes water. Further, water in its natural state (for
example, in lakes, rivers, or aquifers) should be excluded
from the scope of these trade agreements.

For ten compelling reasons, then, Perrier’s arrival
should encourage Michigan, and each Great Lakes
state, to shape its new identity in the global economy.
Like o1l to Iraq, rain forests to Brazil, and lobsters to the
northeastern seaboard, water is the Great Lake’s unique
and exhaustible resource. Reconciling Perrier’s water-
for-profit motive with the laudable public goal of rea-
sonable water conservation will be difficult, but neces-
sary.

As former Congressman Jim Wright wrote in his
1966 book titled The Coming Water Famine,“The crisis
of our diminishing water resources is just as severe (if
less obviously immediate) as any wartime crisis we have
ever faced. Our survival is just as much at stake as it was
at the time of Pearl Harbor, or the Argonne, or
Gettysburg, or Saratoga.”

To best conserve the clean, fresh water supply of the
Great Lakes and avoid the impending global water war,
Michigan must develop the awareness, the legal tools,
and the modern public policy that is absolutely neces-
sary to survive in a world that is changing so dramati-

cally.

Bringing clean production
to North America

by Alexandra McPherson

More than a hundred environmentalists, union mem-
bers,auto representatives and government officials from
Canada and the United States convened in Windsor,
Ontario for Great Lakes United’s Extended Producer
Responsibility (EPR) and the Auto Industry workshop
in February.

Internationally renowned experts from Europe and
North Americashared “real world” experiences showing
how EPR policies can reduce the environmental foot-
print of the auto industry.

This past summer, Europe passed an EPR directive
mandating manufacturer take-back of cars when they
are removed from commerce. The take-back mandate
forces automakers to be responsible for the toxic sub-
stances used in the cars by drawihg the critical link
between car disposal impacts and auto design decisions.

For example, as documented in Great Lakes United’s
report Toxics in Vehicles: Mercury, released with the Ecol-
ogy Center and the Center for Clean Products and
Clean Technologies, mercury applications in cars are
responsible for mercury contaminationin our water and
food.

In 1993, Sweden banned most uses of mercury to
alleviate the problem. Bo Swaner came to the workshop
and shared with the hundred plus participants in the
room how Saab Automotive Company dealt with the
mercury challenges in the early nineties as well as how
they are dealing with the demands of the new European
Union directive.

Gary Davis from the University of Tennessee’s Cen-
ter for Clean Products and Clean Technologies spoke to
the need to export European EPR models to North
America. The Automotive Manufacturers Alliance chal-
lenged the usefulness of EPR in the United States and
Canada. The workshop achieved its primary purpose,
which was to heighten the profile and effectiveness of
EPRinitiatives and have a constructive dialogue on how
to advance EPR in North America.

Tom Corbett of the New York Department of Envi-

ronmental Conservation explained the state’s program

14 Great Lakes News

spring 2001






disregard for the river led to massive contamination
from Fort Edward to New York City.

‘The EPA declared PCBs probable human carcino-
gens in 1977. The manufacture of PCBs was subse-
quentlybanned and intentionaldischarges shortly ceased
atthe two GE plants north of Albany. By that time, over
1.1 million pounds of PCBs had been released into the
Hudson River resulting in a devastating impact on the
riverecosystem. The contamination spread throughout
the river system finding its way into the food chain.
PCBs contaminated a variety of living species including
fish, birds and humans. The PCBs adhered to silt
particles and settled in concentrated pools where they
remain today. The Hudson River, pristine at its source
remains the largest superfund site in the nation measur-
ing over 200 miles long.

Like contaminated sediments in Areas of Concern
around the Great Lakes, PCBs have had a negative
impact on local economies through the loss of commer-
cial and recreational fisheries, restrictions on navigable
waterways and decline in tourism. Fish consumption
warnings for PCBs are still in effect for the stretch of
river from the Battery in New York City to Fort Edward.
North of the Federal Dam in Troy, possession and
consumption of fish is illegal due to PCB contamina-
tion. So it seems a plan for cleanup would be welcome
from communities along the river.

In December of 2000, after a ten-year study, the
United States Environmental Protection Agency con-
ducted a ten-year study that was released in December
of 2000. The study documented the need to remove
PCBs in the Hudson River protect human health. The
EPA subsequently proposed a cleanup plan. The cleanup
plan, called the Hudson River PCBs Feasibility Study and
Proposed Plan, requires the removal 0f 2.65 million cubic
yards of contaminated sediments from the river bottom.
Over 1,000 anxious citizens of the Hudson Valley showed
up at the release event to hear the details.

If the proposed plan is approved, GE will be required
toremove PCB contaminated sediments from 40 differ-
ent locations called “hotspots” on the river bottom
stretching from the Federal Dam in Troy 40 miles north
to Fort Edward. The estimated cost of the cleanup is
$460 million and EPA says it can be completed in 5
years. EPA projects that removing these sediments will
resultina dramatic reduction of PCB fish consumption
warnings within 8 years. If successfully executed, the

PCB removal project could be a national and global
model as a landmark of progress in removing historical
contaminants.

GE, a huge multinational corporationboasting yearly
profits of over $130 billion, has decided they will be
persistent in their fight to halt the proposal and have
mounted a multi million-dollar public relations cam-
paign by contending that the river’s biological and
hydrologic process will cleanse away the PCBs. GE is
actively working to persuade communities and local
government along the Hudson that the PCB removal
will be more harmful and that the natural process has
done a good job. Scientific modeling indicates that
relying on the river’s natural process to remove PCBs
will mean fish will be unsafe to eat until at least 2072.

With the latest political change in Washington, it is
uncertain what the final outcome for the Hudson will
be. To date there have been five public hearings in
communities along the Hudson River with strong sup-
port for PCB removal at some and strong opposition at
others.

Citizens Campaign for the Environment is actively
mobilizing its members and supporters in the Hudson
Valley to demonstrate their support for the cleanup. So
far CCE has generated over 700 written comments to
EPA from members of the public. Organizations and
individuals should send comments to: Hudson River
PCBs Public Comments, U.S. EPA; 290 Broadway,
19th Floor, New York, N.Y. 10007. For more informa-
tion contact Chris Walbrecht of CCE at (914) 997-
0946 or log onto CCE’s website at www.
citizenscampaign. org.

Member News

New members!

Welcome to Great Lakes United and thank youso much
for strengthening the coalition: :

Individuals

Robert Berger, Buffalo, NY

Alison Clarke, Duluth, MN

Sarah Ellis, Toronto, ON

Sherry Gordon, Syracuse, NY

Daniel & Jacqueline Gregory, Fly Creek, NY
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. .. safe fish preparation

continued from back page

these parts away.
5. Bake, broil, grill, roast, boil or poach the remaining
meat. Do NOT fry the fish (this locks in the fat,which
is high in PCBs).
6. Throw away any left over juices or grease, including
the water in which the fish was boiled or poached. Do
NOT use them to make a soup or stock.

«Safe varieties of fish, caught in safe areas, are gener-

ally considered safe fried and with the skin left on.

Using these methods for cleaning and cooking your
fish will help to reduce the amount of chemicals stored
in the fat of the fish (PCBs).

Chemicals found in the fish meat (mercury) will not
be reduced by methods of cooking or cleaning the fish.
It is never possible to remove all of the chemicals from
a fish.

Choosing safer types of fish and less contaminated
places to catch them s the best way to reduce potentially
harmful chemicals in fish.

... no looser rules on diversions

continued from cover page

to protect .. . the quantity of water in the Great Lakes.”

In mid-April Michigan Gov. John Engler criticized
the exemption in a letter to Council of Great Lakes
Governors chair Gov. Tom Ridge of Pennsylvania.
Québec also opposes the provision.

Annex2001,an amendment to the 1985 Great Lakes
Charter, is expected to be revised and signed by the eight
Great Lakes governors and two premiers at their annual
meeting, which usually takes place inlate spring or early

©osummer.

The exemption provision of Annex 2001 potentially
allows an unlimited number of diversions with relatively
little scrutiny and possibly serious cumulative environ-

“Join Great Lakes United!

mental damage.

The proposed annex is a response by the Great Lakes
states and provinces to the possibility, raised after an
abortive 1998 Lake Superior water export proposal, that
U.S. constitutional and international trade rules may
limit the power of governments to prevent damaging
water export and diversion requests. See www.glu.org
for fact sheets and reports on the Annex 2001 process
and the threat of export and diversion projects to the
Great Lakes basin.

Pataki’s statement follows two months of hearings on
the draft annex, which was released in mid-December.
Although the Pataki administration helped negotiate
the annex with the other states, participants at three
state hearings on the document consistently condemned
the annex’s exemption provision. Speakers at hearings

Sure! Somebody’s got to care! Sign me up as a member:

O Individual—$25 O Family—$50 O Library—$50
O Small Organization*—$25 O Large Organization—$100

*annual budgets of $15,000 or less

Name:

Address:

Affiliation:

/ Your State/Province:
membership
! expiration date is
noted on your
\ mailing label.

Mailing Code:

City:
Phone:

In the United States please make checks payable and send to
Great Lakes United, Buffalo State College, Cassety Hall, 1300 Elmwood Ave., Buffalo, New York, 14222

In Canada please make cheques payable and send to Great Lakes United Foundation, 4525 rue DeRouen, Montréal, Québec, H1V 1H1
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held in Pennsylvania, Michigan, Indiana and Ohio
during January and February also widely condemned
the exemption. A few speakers in Ohio and Indiana
favored the exemption. The other Great Lakes states,
Minnesota, Wisconsin, and [llinois, accepted written
comments on the annex. ‘

Support for diversion exemption

States with municipalities located along the borders of
the Great Lakes basin, particularly in Wisconsin, Indi-
ana, and Ohio, would benefitin the short term from the
proposed exemption, becauseit would relax the current,
relatively strict diversion approval system. The exemp-
tion could allow near-basin communities to save money
by using basin water for new housing and commercial
developments without having to pay for returning the
water to the Great Lakes basin. Near-basin communi-
ties whose groundwater requires substantial treatment
could also take advantage of the exemption to inexpen-
sively replace their water supply. Under the current
diversion approval system only one diversion request, at
Akron, Ohio, has been formally approved in the last
fifteen years.

- The exemption provision of Annex 2001 potentially
allows an unlimited number of million-gallon diver-
sions to proceed with little scrutiny and possibly serious
cumulative damage to the Great Lakes basin ecosystem.
Equally important, the exemption also undermines the

overall effectiveness of Annex 2001 as a whole.

The annexisintended to comportbasin water use law
with domestic and international trade rules. Acting on
a legal theory commissioned by the states in 1999,
Annex 2001 hopes to ultimately prevent most damag-
ing export and diversion requests by shifting regional
water use law to an environmental protection basis and
applying the new law without discrimination to users
both in and out of the basin.

The theory is that few diversions, which return no
water to the basin, could pass a strong environmental
protection test. At the same time, being nondiscrimina-
tory and intended for an acceptable purpose—natural
resource conservation—the new water use laws could
pass inspection by international trade tribunals and the
U.S. Supreme Court. But the exemption 1s conspicu-
ously inconsistent with both the rest of Annex 2001 and
the legal theory that underpins it, because it is defined
by amount—one million gallons—rather than environ-
mental effect. From the point of view of international
trade and U.S. commerce law, that omission might
suggest that the annex process is merely aveiled attempt
to prevent export and diversion for the economic benefit
of the region, but with no true intent to protect the basin
environment.

For more information on the Annex 2001 process,
contact Reg Gilbert at reg@glu.org or connect to www.

_ glu.org.

. Taking stock of fish stocking

continued from cover page

reestablish the Great Lakes aquatic food web (trophic
structure) and subsequently created abillion-dollar sport
fishery. Fish stockingis also currently being used to help
restore and rehabilitate struggling native populations,
such as the coaster brook trout, lake trout: and U.S. hsted
endangered lake sturgeon.

But long-term intensive stocking in the lakes can
damage the genetic integrity of both stocked and
unstocked Great Lakes fish populations, undermining
the long term sustainability of naturally reproducing
populations and the genetic information necessary for
reestablishment of native fish populations. Concerted
effort must be focused on using the tool of stocking

discriminately, to make a transition to a sustainable,
naturally reproducing Great Lakes fishery.

The proceedings

The Taking Stock of Our Future conference proceedings,
currently being published by Great Lakes United with
very generous support from the Great Lakes Fishery
Commission and Trout Unlimited, consist of papers
from five expert speakers examining Great Lakes fish
populations in the context of conservation biology,
genetics, aquatic ecology, and practical fisheries man-
agement, and from the perspective of a tribal band
leader.

The proceedings also include in-depth critiques by

the conference attendees of current fisheries manage-

‘ment objectives for each of the upper Great Lakes.
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Biodiversity

In the first paper of the proceedings,
“Biodiversity of Great Lakes Fishes,”
Dr.Mart Gross and Michael Berends of
the University of Toronto define the
importance of biodiversity to the Great
Lakes and assess the current, but chang-
ing, nature of native species in the lakes.
Setting the tone for following papers,
Gross and Berends state, “A return to
the biodiversity of Great Lakes fishes to
its pre-European settlement era is not a
possibility nor necessarily an appropri-
ate objective. Conserving biodiversity
and its processes should be the principle
goal of Great Lakes management policy.
Within this goal, the many benefits and
values thatarise from biodiversity canbe
utilized both today and tomorrow.”
Theconference’ssecond paperis“The
Effects of Fish Stocking on Genetic
Level Biodiversity,”by Drs.John Epifano
of Virginia Commonwealth University,
Fred Utter of the University of Wash-
ington and David Philipp of the Center
for Aquatic Ecology. The paper is a
critical review of the genetic effects of
fish stocking on wild fish populations in
recipient watersheds. :
The paper examines the need to pro-
tect genetic integrity of wild fish popu-
lations and explores the trade-offs of
genetic risk assessment. The authors
explain both direct and indirect genetic
interactions between wild and stocked
fish, with a focus on the less widely
understoodindirectgeneticinteractions
(geneticinteractions thatare notdepen-
dant onindividuals breeding) thatnone-
theless can pose significant risks to wild
fish populations. Epifano, Utter, and
Philipp conclude with recommendations
for guiding fisheries management deci-
sions, including a recommendation to
minimize geneticeffects of stocking fish
by minimizing the transfer of species
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across historical boundaries, that 1s, minimizing stock-
ing non-native fish into the Great Lakes.

Ecological impacts

“Aquatic Community Ecology and Species Change in
the Great Lakes” by Dr.J. Ellen Marsden of the Univer-
sity of Vermont reviews the general principles of aquatic
community ecology and applies these principles to the
recent changes that have occurred in the Great Lakes
because of accidental and deliberate addition of exotic
species. Marsden warns,“When an ecosystem is repeat-
edly perturbed, recovery cannot occur, and the system 1s
constantly in a state of change . . . a highly disturbed
ecosystem lacks predictability and is, therefore, difficult
to manage. Humans develop expectations of what ben-
efits can be derived from an ecosystem (for example,
sport fishing for a particular species) and therefore,
engage in management to sustain those benefits even in
the face of ecosystem alterations that may no longer
support them.”

Salmon stocking

Building on Marsden’s assertion that ecological uncer-
tainties and instability in the lakes cause unavoidable
risks, Dr. Mike Jones of Michigan State University
presented “Managing Salmonine Stocking Programsin
the Great Lakes: Balancing Ecological Risks and Social
Preferences.” Jones looks at the ecological 1ssues man-
gers face in making stocking decisions, including bal-
ancing interactions between stocked fish and prey fish
they rely on, assessing the reversibility of management
actions, and examining how well suited stocked fish are
to the lakes into which they are being stocked. Jones
concludes, “Big changes are risky, but failing to make
changes is not avoiding risks.”

A tribal perspective

In“Cultural and Social Impacts of Fish Stocking on the
Great Lakes Region” Chippewa of Nawash band leader
Paul Jones examines an aboriginal position on fish
stocking. Chippewa of Nawash believe intentional stock-
ing contradicts respect for the Creator and undermines
the economic ability of the tribe to catch native fish.
Jones recounts the historical exclusion of aboriginal
people from participating in fisheries management de-
cisions and describes current efforts by the Chippewa of
Nawash to become more involved politically in fisheries

‘management. Jones details the tribe’s opposition to the

current practice of intentionally stocking exotic salmon
to support recreational fisheries.

Critiques of “Fish Community Objectives”

The proceedings also include in-depth critiques of the
current “Fish Community Objectives”—goals for man-
aging fish populations—for each of the upper Great
Lakes: Michigan, Huron and Superior.

These critiques provide recommendations for changes
to current fisheries management that would work to-
wards the goal of establishing sustainable lake fisheries
and ecosystems. Made by the knowledgeable and di-
verse group of conference attendees, the recommenda-
tions address the serious need to use fishery manage-
ment and stocking as a tool to strive towards
sustainability; the unstable and changing Great Lakes
aquatic ecosystem; and the desire to maintain the lakes
fishery as a resource for public use.

As MikeJones states in his paper on salmonstocking,
“As managers, scientists and citizens, I believe we need
to take 2 long-term view and seriously examine the
opportunities to learn from our decisions while respect-
ing short-term needs of resource users so that we can
make better, wiser choices in the future.”

The Taking Stock proceedings also contain contact
information for fisheries management agencies, the lake
committees, and other influential fisheries decision
makers, making the document a resource book for
anyone interested in conveying their thoughts to appro-
priate fisheries management decision makers.

Great Lakes United would like to see wider public
input to fisheries management and resultant scientifi-
cally sound fisheries-management decisions that better
include the concerns of all Great Lakes stakeholders. A
healthy, diverse Great Lakes ecosystem will provide an
excellent public fishery resource.

However, we must realize the limitations of the lakes
in the composition and volume of fish they can support
for human consumption: the lakes need deliberate and
protective management aiming toward transition to
sustainability.

Ifyou would like a copy of the Zuking Stock proceed-
ings, please contact the Great Lakes United office or
download it from www.glu.org in late May.
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It’s fishing season: You need.. . .

Tips for preparing fish safel

y

Cut away fat
aiﬂng tﬁ”ﬁﬂ h:é]!«r::k}

. mm—

‘R'E’_"»ﬁ]?ﬂfﬁ"&«*fﬁ Skin

e

Cut awav the dark fattw
tissue along the side of

Trimm off the
belly fat

byvtbe Lake Erie Forum

Fish is a source of protein and low in saturated fat. 2. Cut along the bone to remove the bones and fat. -
However, all five Great Lakes contain advisories con- 3. Cut off the skin, where much of the fat is stored.
cerning consumption of lake fish. Get the benefits and 4. Remove the belly fat and the fatty meat under the
reduce the risks of eating lake fish by using these tipsfor stomach of the fish and cut out a v-shaped wedge to
preparing them. If you do, you can substantially reduce  remove fat along each side of the fish — fatty areas are
your exposure to toxic chemicals such as PCBs. darker in color on fish like salmon and trout but may be
1. Choose smaller (younger) fish and leaner types of lighter on other fish, such as bass and walleye. Throw
fish whenever possible. continued page 19
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