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The Great Lakes Commission has released a 34-point policy position that 
articulates the federal legislative and appropriations priorities of its eight 
member states for the 106th Congress, Second Session.  Featured at the 
Commission’s  “Great Lakes Day” festivities in Washington, D.C., the 
statement offers guidance to the Great Lakes Congressional Delegation 
in the areas of research and management institutions, resource manage-
ment and environmental protection programs, and marine transporta-
tion and other infrastructure needs.  Presented below is a synopsis of 
recommended actions/funding levels for FY2001 in millions (M) unless 
otherwise noted.  The full-text version is available online at www.glc.org/
announce/00/legisintro.html.
Research and Management Institutions: A strong institutional base for 
Great Lakes-related research and management is essential to the formulation 
and application of sound public policy.  Toward that end, the Great Lakes 
Commission offers the following recommendations to the Congress:

 The Great Lakes Center: Establish a “world class” research and management 
facility in Ann Arbor, Mich. that provides for co-location and enhanced 
collaboration among eight public sector research and policy agencies, includ-
ing the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Great 
Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory (GLERL), U.S. Geological Sur-
vey’s (USGS) Great Lakes Science Center, Great Lakes Commission, Great 
Lakes Fishery Commission, Michigan Sea Grant, and multiple university-
based institutions.  Appropriate $.25M for detailed design work and authorize 
$55M through NOAA for construction.

GLERL, NOAA: Increase base funding to $7.5M. Also, oppose the transfer of 
GLERL to NOAA’s Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research.

Great Lakes Science Center, USGS: Increase base funding to $8.5M.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA) Great Lakes National Program 

Office (GLNPO) and Research Facilities: Fund GLNPO at $15.1M and provide 
level funding to the Environmental Research Laboratory (Duluth, Minn.) and 
Large Lakes Research Station (Grosse Ile, Mich.).

Great Lakes Fishery Commission: Support at $12.4M, as provided in the presi-
dent’s budget.

International Joint Commission: Support at $7M, with $4.5M directed at baseline 
operations and the balance directed at a Lake Ontario lake level regulation plan.

Water Resources Research Institutes: Fund at $6.562M, with $1.5M directed at 
a regional/national grants program.

Commission announces its legislative and 
appropriations priorities

continued on page 4

http://www.glc.org/announce/00/sam.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/legisintro.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/legisintro.html
http://www.glc.org/docs/advisor/00/oq-insert.pdf
http://www.glc.org/docs/ansupdate/updatemar00.pdf


2     Advisor • March/April www.glc.org

Commission News & Views
Great Lakes Commission
The Great Lakes Commission, a binational 
agency founded in state and U.S. federal 
law, is dedicated to the use, management 
and protection of the water resources of 
the Great Lakes basin and St. Lawrence 
River.  In partnership with the Great 
Lakes states, Ontario and Québec, the 
Commission addresses issues of resource 
management, environmental protection, 
transportation and economic development 
by serving as an accurate and objective 
source of information, an effective forum 
for the development and coordination of 
public policy, and an active and committed 
advocate of member interests.
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Thinking big
This year’s version of Great Lakes Day in 
Washington was, by all accounts, a success-
ful one.  Regional priorities were presented, 
members of the Great Lakes Congressional 
Delegation shared their agendas, and we 
all looked to the second session of this 
106th Congress with cautious optimism.  It 
seemed, however, that the mood was tem-
pered by an undercurrent of anxiety over 
the long-term fate of federally funded Great 
Lakes research and management.

We’ve known for some time that the 
size of the Great Lakes Congressional 
Delegation will continue to shrink as 
population shifts to the south and west.  
We’ve also known that members of our 
delegation—with pre-
cious few exceptions—
are not strategically 
placed in leadership posi-
tions within key commit-
tees.  These are realities 
that are beyond our 
direct control, and we’ve done our best to 
work with them.

Two more disturbing realities, however, 
seemed to surface during Great Lakes Day, 
not as major themes, but as undercurrents 
of concern.  The first relates to interstate 
coalition-building and the fact that other 
regions are now coming into their own as 
vocal—and effective—advocates in Wash-
ington.  This, in itself, is positive.  Indeed, 
the Great Lakes region has long exported  its 
“institution-building technology” to other 
regions and is actively seeking interregional 
partnerships.  However, other regions have 
increasingly broad and ambitious agendas 
and are not shy about approaching Con-
gress for hundreds of millions—even bil-
lions—of dollars to finance them.  Yet, here 
in the Great Lakes, with a few exceptions, 
the tendency is to think and act on a much 
smaller scale.  Proposed increases to pro-
grams and agencies are more often aimed at 
returning to the funding levels of the mid Michael J. Donahue, Ph.D.

1980s than at preparing for the challenges 
of the 21st century.

The second disturbing reality relates to 
vision and, more specifically, to the fact that 
this region is not presenting the “big pic-
ture” to the Congress like it needs to.  On 
Great Lakes Day, Congressional staff urged 
the region’s leadership to move beyond a 
current preoccupation with the status quo, 
to “think big” with large scale new initia-
tives that can capture the imagination and 
support of the delegation.

These points are well taken and should be 
used to guide our individual and collective 
efforts during this Congress and the next.  
Let’s come to agreement on one or two 

“think big” initiatives 
and rally behind them, 
government, industry 
and citizen groups alike.  
Why not $55 million for 
a Great Lakes Center 
for Research and Policy, 

as suggested by the Great Lakes Commis-
sion and a coalition of other institutions?  
Why not a $500 million annual appro-
priation until our Areas of Concern are 
cleaned up?  Why not a large scale program 
to address ballast management in an eco-
logically sound and economically responsi-
ble manner? And, why not a multi-million 
dollar annual appropriation for a federal/
state partnership for water use monitoring 
and management?  

All things considered, we shouldn’t hesi-
tate to pursue any or all of these big picture 
items.  Neither the size of our congressio-
nal delegation, nor the nature of committee 
assignments, needs to deter us.  After all, 
we’re talking about the greatest freshwater 
system on the face of the earth.  It deserves 
no less.

“Let’s come to agreement 
on one or two ‘think big’ 
initiatives and rally behind 
them, government, industry 
and citizen groups alike.”

From the desk of the executive director...
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Study to address aquatic nuisance species and Great Lakes shipping
The Great Lakes Commission is teaming up with 
the University of Michigan’s Department of Naval 
Architecture and Marine Engineering to assess 
the economic implications of aquatic nuisance 
species control alternatives for Great Lakes 
maritime transportation. A modeling exercise 
will help determine whether costs associated 
with some technologies might result in modal 
shifts (e.g., from marine to rail or truck) or 
other impacts that affect competitiveness.  The 
objective is to contribute to informed policy 
discussions and help identify actions that will 
safeguard the ecological integrity of the system 

without compromising the viability of a critical 
economic sector.  Drs. A. N. Perakis and Michael 
Parsons of the university will lead the modeling 
exercise; Dr. Mike Donahue and Steve Thorp 
of the Commission will examine policy 
implications and formulate associated findings 
and recommendations.  The two-year study is 
supported by a $205,629 award from the National 
Sea Grant Program with substantial matching 
funds from the University of Michigan and 
Great Lakes Commission.  Contact: Dr. Perakis, 
Tassos@engin.umich.edu, or Mike Donahue, 
mdonahue@glc.org.

Great Lakes spill response plan to be released
This May the U.S. and Canadian federal 
governments will release their Joint Inland 
Pollution Contingency Plan, Great Lakes Annex 
(CANUSCENT). This region-specific plan is 
designed to mitigate the effects of an 
environmental emergency, such as a spill of oil 
or hazardous substances, on human health and 
safety, environment, and property.  It specifies 
the process that would be used to activate 
U.S. and Canadian federal government response 
in the event of an environmental emergency 
that threatens the shared inland border of the 
countries.  It also ensures effective joint response 
by state, provincial, local and tribal/First Nation 
organizations.  CANUSCENT applies to the 

inland border between Ontario and New York, 
Michigan, and Minnesota, including connecting 
channels.  One of five such regional plans 
that constitute the Canada-United States Joint 
Inland Pollution Contingency Plan (Inland Plan), 
CANUSCENT has been developed by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
Regions 2 and 5 and Environment Canada’s 
Ontario Region with Great Lakes Commission 
assistance in plan preparation, coordination and 
facilitation.  The Letter of Promulgation for 
the Inland Plan was signed July 25, 1994, 
by the minister of Environment Canada and 
the administrator of U.S. EPA.  Contact: Tom 
Rayburn, tray@glc.org.
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g Join the Great Lakes 
Commission for its 
Semiannual Meeting 
in Duluth, Minn., May 
10-12, 2000.

To register, see the 
yellow insert between 
pages eight and nine 
in this Advisor or 
access www.glc.org/
announce/00/sam.html.  
Contact Mike 
Donahue, 
mdonahue@glc.org, 
for more information.

Commission speaks out in Washington
The Great Lakes Commission’s legislative and 
appropriations priorities were in the spotlight 
March 23 at Great Lakes Day on Capitol Hill.  
Members or staff from more than 35 congressio-
nal offices were on hand for the Congressional 
Breakfast and formal release of the Commission’s 
34-point policy statement by Chair Irene Brooks 
and Vice Chair Nat Robinson.  Keynote speaker 
Sen. Herb Kohl (Wis.) highlighted the land use/
water quality connection, speaking in support of 
the Commission’s Great Lakes Basin Program for 
Soil Erosion and Sediment Control.  Rep. Vern 
Ehlers (Mich.) spoke to progress on a new lock 
at the Soo and voiced concern with the specter 

of Great Lakes water diversion and export.  An 
in-depth issues briefing following the breakfast 
attracted 90 participants drawn from congres-
sional offices; federal, state and provincial agen-
cies; and numerous other interested parties.  In 
addition, the Commission and state of Michigan 
hosted a meeting of the states’ Washington offices 
to discuss and coordinate efforts on selected leg-
islative items and, in particular, securing the 
nonfederal cost-share for the proposed new Soo 
Lock.  At its 1999 Annual Meeting, the Com-
mission agreed to be the project’s “local” spon-
sor.  Contact: Steve Thorp, sthorp@glc.org, or 
Mike Donahue, mdonahue@glc.org.

Rep. Vern Ehlers (Mich.). 
Photo credits: Lisa Koch.

Sen. Herb Kohl (Wis.).

http://www.glc.org/announce/00/sam.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/sam.html
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Resource Management and Environmental 
Protection Programs: A strong federal-state 
partnership is needed to ensure that federal laws 
and policies provide for the sustainable use, man-
agement and protection of the water and related 
natural resources of  the Great Lakes basin.  The 
Great Lakes Commission urges the Congress to 
support a series of critically important programs:

Great Lakes Basin Program for Soil Erosion and Sediment 
Control: Support through a $.75M appropriation in 
the Conservation Operations portion of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture budget.

Section 319 of the Clean Water Act: Support at $250M.
Wastewater State Revolving Loan Fund: Support at 

$1.35 billion.
Nonindigenous Invasive Species Prevention and Control:

• Support Nonindigenous Invasive Species Act 
(NISA) reauthorization. 
•Provide the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) $22.2M to implement NISA, a minimum 
of $1M for implementation of comprehensive state 
management plans, $4.6M for aquatic nuisance spe-
cies (ANS) prevention and control, and a minimum 
of $.075M for pass through to the Great Lakes 
Commission for the Great Lakes Panel on Aquatic 
Nuisance Species. 
•Appropriate $5.5M for the USGS (Biological 
Resources Division) nationwide to implement 
NISA, with no less than $2M directed at the Great 
Lakes region.
• Appropriate  $5.65M to NOAA for NISA implemen-
tation and national ANS and ballast water research.
• Appropriate $2M to the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers (Corps) for public facility research and devel-
opment and the design/construction of a dispersal 
barrier in the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal.
• Continue funding the U.S. Coast Guard’s ballast 
water control program.

Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA): Reauthorize 
the act, providing for enhanced support for habitat 
protection, local community-based initiatives, state 
grants and National Estuarine Research Reserves.

Great Lakes Areas of Concern (AOCs): Provide $50M 
for grants to improve water quality in AOCs, 
with a maximum 25 percent nonfederal cost share.  
Administer through GLNPO.  Also, support Clean 

Water Act amendment authorizing a $50M expen-
diture annually over FY2001-2005.

Remedial Action Plan (RAP)/Lakewide Management 
Plan (LaMP) Implementation: Support Great Lakes 
RAP and LaMP activities in U.S. EPA’s Office of 
Wetlands, Oceans and Watersheds at $7.5M.

Outer Continental Shelf Revenue Sharing: Enact the 
Conservation and Reinvestment Act of 1999, while 
ensuring eligibility to use funds to address the Great 
Lakes states’ coastal conservation needs. 

Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act: Support at $8M.
North American Wetlands Conservation Act: Support 

at $30M.
North American Waterfowl Management Plan-Joint Venture 

Funding: Support full funding of all 10 joint ventures. 
USGS Water Resources Investigations: Support the 

Federal/State Cooperative Program and the 
National Water Quality Assessment program at 
a nationwide level of $73.741M and $72.241M, 
respectively.

USGS/National Park Service Water Quality Partner-
ship: Support at $2.5M.

Great Lakes Integrated Science Initiative of the USGS: 
Support at $0.5M.

Air Quality Improvements: Support the Clean Air Act 
Great Waters Program at $3M nationally, with no 
less  than $1.5M directed to the Great Lakes.

Oil Spill Prevention and Response: Fund U.S. EPA’s 
Oil Center at $25M and make groundwater protec-
tion part of the center’s mandate.  Delegate author-
ity and funds to states for prevention.

National Sea Grant College Program: Support at $65.8M.
Brownfields Revitalization and Smart Growth:

• Fund U.S. EPA’s brownfields program at $91M.
• Support the Farmland Protection Program at $65M.
• Support legislation to authorize the Better Amer-
ica Bonds program over five years to finance green-
fields preservation, brownfields redevelopment and 
water quality protection.
• Fund the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Regional Connections Ini-
tiative at $25M to promote smart growth 
strategies.
• Provide $170M to the U.S. Department of Inte-
rior to restore urban parks and match state grants 
for acquisition of open space and easements.

Legislative and appropriations priorities, continued from page 1
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Marine Transportation and Other Infra-
structure Needs: The Great Lakes Commission 
recognizes the complementarity of environmental 
protection and economic development goals and the 
need to provide both a physical and programmatic 
infrastructure for pursuing them.  The Commis-
sion urges Congress to support the following:

Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2000:
• Amend the John Glenn Great Lakes Basin Pro-
gram in WRDA ‘99 to eliminate nonfederal cost 
share requirements or allow they be met with in-
kind services. 
• Extend RAP and sediment remediation funding 
authority for five additional years and change the 
nonfederal cost share from 50 percent to 35 percent.
• Authorize/direct the Corps to: conduct a study 
at full federal expense regarding a reduction in the 
use of Lake Michigan water for navigation makeup 
in the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal System;  
include public benefits beyond transportation cost 
savings in its economic analysis for dredging dis-
posal projects; and expand its current program for 
beneficial use of dredged material to include resto-
ration of brownfields.
• Amend sediment management authority to extend 
authorization of funding for FY2002-2006.
• Amend the Lake Michigan Diversion Accounting 
provision by authorizing an appropriation of $0.8M 
per year after FY2003. 

Water Resources Projects:
• To initiate work under the John Glenn Great Lakes 
Basin Program authorized in WRDA ‘99, appropri-
ate: $0.5M for a Strategic Plan for Corps activities, 
$0.2M for a biohydrological inventory and report, 
$0.1M for an economic impact study of recreational 
boating, and $.05M for technical assistance to the 
states to improve consistency and efficiency of water 
use activities and policies across the basin.
• Appropriate $20M for environmental quality resto-
ration nationwide under WRDA ‘86, as amended. 
• Appropriate $10M to increase the beneficial uses 
of dredged material as provided in WRDA ‘92, as 
amended.
• Appropriate $3M for Great Lakes environmental
dredging projects identified in WRDA ‘90, as 
amended.
• Appropriate $10M for planning assistance to states 

under WRDA ‘74.
• Appropriate $1.5M for Great Lakes RAPs and sedi-
ment remediation under WRDA ‘90, as amended.
• Appropriate $1M for further development 
of Great Lakes sediment transport models, as pro-
vided under WRDA ‘96.
• Appropriate $0.5M to initiate the reconnaissance 
phase of the Great Lakes Navigation System Study, 
as authorized in WRDA ‘99.
• Appropriate $0.3M to initiate an expanded 
reconnaissance study for western Lake Erie basin, 
as authorized in WRDA ‘99.
• Appropriate $1.25M to carry out the Corps’ 
dual accounting of measurements of Lake Michigan 
diversions, as amended in WRDA ‘99.
• Appropriate $21M nationally for the shore protec-
tion provision in WRDA ‘96.

St. Lawrence Seaway: Support legislation to create 
a binational seaway operating entity.  Support a 
performance-based organization funding level of 
$13.904M for the Saint Lawrence Seaway Develop-
ment Corporation.

Harbor Maintenance Funding: Oppose the Harbor 
Services User Fee and Harbor Services Fund.

U.S. Coast Guard Cutter Mackinaw: Appropriate 
$110M to build one new multi-purpose buoy tend-
ing icebreaker for Great Lakes operation. 

Marine Transportation System (MTS): Support the 
president’s budget request with a portion of these 
funds allocated to the Ninth District for MTS and 
Waterways Management Forum efforts.  Support 
the president’s request for funding for the Port and 
Waterway Safety System.  

Navigation User Fees: Oppose Coast Guard user fees 
for navigation assistance and ice breaking user taxes 
for the Great Lakes.

Soo Lock: Appropriate $1M to continue precon-
struction, engineering and design work. Appropri-
ate necessary construction funds once the Project 
Cooperation Agreement is signed.

Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibil-
ity Act of 1996: Oppose the planned Section 110 
entry-exit control at the U.S./Canada border.  Sup-
port a comprehensive study of such border control 
measures.

Contact: Mike Donahue, mdonahue@glc.org.



6     Advisor • March/April

Commission Briefs

www.glc.org

“Challenges and opportunities” was the theme 
of a March 8 legislative briefing sponsored by 
the Statewide Public Advisory Council (SPAC) for 
Michigan’s Areas of Concern (AOC) Program.  The 
fourth annual briefing attracted dozens of legisla-
tors and staff concerned about progress in restoring 
environmental quality in Michigan’s 14 AOCs.

Featured speakers included  Reps. William Cal-
lahan (26th District) and Edward LaForge (60th 
District) and Sen. Leon Stille (32nd District).  
Callahan, a member of the Commission’s Michi-
gan Delegation, and Stille have introduced reso-
lutions calling on the federal government to live 
up to its obligations under the Great Lakes Water 
Quality Agreement by providing adequate fund-

ing for the AOC program.
The SPAC’s legislative priorities, as presented by 

Chair Kathy Evans, call for baseline funding for 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
staff and for the SPAC and local Public Advisory 
Councils.  Legislators were urged to focus Clean 
Michigan Initiative dollars on critical needs in 
the AOCs and, in so doing, leverage federal fund-
ing.  Also, the SPAC expressed support for the 
administration’s proposed $50 million for envi-
ronmental cleanup in the AOCs.

 The Commission supports the SPAC and coor-
dinated the legislative briefing.  Contact: Matt 
Doss, mdoss@glc.org.

RAP priorities presented at legislative briefing

Interest high in science vessel coordination
More than 50 boat captains, researchers and 
administrators met at the Great Lakes Science 
Vessel Coordination Workshop in Ann Arbor, 
Mich., March 1-2 to coordinate the operation, 
maintenance and research use of the Great Lakes 
science vessel fleet, which totals 64 vessels of 25 
feet or more in length.  

Communication and information sharing con-
tinues to be the area of greatest interest among 
participants, and many related issues were fea-
tured at this fourth annual workshop, which 
included lively breakout session discussions.

“This meeting was a great success, building on 
what’s been accomplished over the first three 

workshops,” says John Freidhoff, captain of the 
research vessel Aquarius at Buffalo State College 
in New York and member of the Science Vessel 
Coordination Steering Committee.

Practical ideas and success stories resulting 
from these workshops include the wide use 
of the science vessel listserv (sci-vessel@great-
lakes.net), coordination of important training 
exercises, and the science vessel web site: 
www.buffalostate.edu/~csboats/.

Next year’s workshop will take place in Janu-
ary in conjunction with the U.S. Coast Guard’s 
Marine Community Day.  Contact: Tom Crane, 
tcrane@glc.org.

Capt. John Freidhoff.  Photo credit: 
Courtney Shosh.

GLIN Redesign 2000: Catch the new wave!
Work is underway on a redesign of the Great 
Lakes Information Network (GLIN) web inter-
face, which will include a new look for the site 
and enhanced navigation. To take a look back at 
GLIN’s evolution since 1994, visit www.great-
lakes.net/navigate/redesign2000.html.

As a major part of the redesign effort, the GLIN 
project team at the Commission is developing 

a database interface for the GLIN web server. 
While it will be transparent to the user, the 
database will simplify maintenance of GLIN and 
allow for large content enhancements such as The 
Education And Curriculum Homesite (TEACH 
Great Lakes) and GLIN’s Geographic Informa-
tion System clearinghouse. Contact: Christine 
Manninen, manninen@glc.org.

http://www.buffalostate.edu/~csboats/
http://www.great-lakes.net/navigate/redesign2000.html
http://www.great-lakes.net/navigate/redesign2000.html
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Commission to Congress: Oppose Dakota Water 
Resources Act
The Great Lakes Commission has urged the 
Great Lakes Congressional Delegation to oppose 
the Dakota Water Resources Act (H.R. 2918, S. 
623), a controversial bill that reauthorizes and 
amends the 1986 Garrison Diversion Reformu-
lation Act.  The bill would provide for the trans-
fer of water from the Missouri/Mississippi basin 
across North Dakota and into the Hudson Bay 
basin in Canada. Beyond objections raised in the 
past by the federal government of Canada, Mani-
toba, Minnesota and multiple other parties, the 
Commission noted that the Act “sets a dangerous 

precedent for interbasin water transfer and could 
open the door for unwanted diversion/export 
in the Great Lakes basin.”  The Commission 
also noted that the Act ignores the longstanding 
opposition of the International Joint Commis-
sion and, by eliminating direct consultation 
with the Canadian federal government and 
Manitoba, the bill compromises U.S./Canada 
transboundary relations. View the Jan. 19 Com-
mission correspondence online at www.glc.org/
announce/00/dwra.html.  Contact: Mike Dona-
hue, mdonahue@glc.org.

Indiana
Forestry Best Management Practices Implementation in the Great 
Lakes Basin. Indiana Department of Natural Resources-
Division of Forestry. $24,300.
Lower St. Joseph River Vegetative Buffer Project. St. Joseph 
River Watershed Initiative. $24,605.
Michigan
Upper Tahquamenon River Restoration Project. Tahquame-
non Sportsman’s Club. $4,270.
Sediment Reduction on the South Branch of the Boardman 
River. Grand Traverse Conservation District. $21,160.
Great Lakes Better Backroads (Phase III). Huron Pines 
RC&D Area Council. $20,000.
Soil Erosion Control Practices along Detroit’s Urban Waterfront. 
Detroit/Wayne County Port Authority. $25,000.
Erosion and Sediment Control on Non-agricultural Property. 
Clinton Conservation District. $19,760.
Thunder Bay River Watershed Habitat and Protection Project. 
Montmorency Conservation District. $12,976.
Industrial Site Erosion Control with Native Prairie Grass Plant-
ings. Kalamazoo Conservation District. $17,853.
Minnesota
Environmental Guidelines for Access Roads and Water Crossings. 

Minnesota Erosion Control Association. $7,500.
Miller Creek Wetland Inventory and Functional Analysis. 
South St. Louis Soil and Water Conservation District. 
$9,675.
New York
Road Ditch Geotextile Demonstration Project. Chemung Soil 
and Water Conservation District. $20,000.
Erosion and Sediment Control: Cayuga Lake Watershed. Tomp-
kins Soil and Water Conservation District. $20,250.
Ohio
Urban Stormwater Wetland Sampling Demonstration. Sum-
mit Soil and Water Conservation District. $21,225.
Pennsylvania
Design and Evaluation of a Sediment Basin Dewatering Device. 
The Pennsylvania State University. $27,734.
Cascade Creek Bank Stabilization and Erosion Control. Erie-
Western Pennsylvania Port Authority. $24,000.
Headwaters Park Educational Monitoring Station. Erie Con-
servation District. $24,600.
Wisconsin
Demonstration of Streambank Stabilization from Submerged Vanes. 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. $25,000.

Basin Program announces 18 new grant awards
Eighteen projects have been selected to receive funding under the Great Lakes Basin Program for 
Soil Erosion and Sediment Control in FY2000.  The Commission’s Soil Erosion and Sedimentation 
Task Force met March 17 to select the winning projects listed below.  Funding for this highly com-
petitive grants program is made available through a cooperative agreement between the Great Lakes 
Commission and the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service.  
With the addition of the current awards, the Basin Program has supported 158 projects and invested 
$4.64 million, with an additional $2.15 million of nonfederal matching funds applied toward the 
projects.  Visit www.glc.org/basin/projects.html for information on past projects.  Contact: Tom 
Crane, tcrane@glc.org.

A 1997-98 project funded by the 
Basin Program demonstrates the 
rock-fill method to remediate a 
critically eroded Lake Superior bluff.  
Photos courtesy of the Minnesota 
Board of Water and Soil Resources.

http://www.glc.org/basin/projects.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/dwra.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/dwra.html
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Commission staff hosted a workshop on its web-
based Freshwater Spills Information Clearinghouse 
(FSIC) at the U.S. Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s (U.S. EPA) Third Biennial Freshwater Spills 
Symposium in Albuquerque, N.M., March 6-8.  The 
symposium offered an opportunity for local, state, 
federal and industry professionals to engage in an 
informative exchange on the unique problems of 
freshwater oil spills.  The FSIC web site is cur-
rently under development through funding provided 
by the U.S. EPA’s Great Lakes National Program 
Office and oversight provided by the Great Lakes 
Spill Protection Initiative.  The web site will serve 
as a single entry point for users searching for fresh-
water planning and response information, research 
data, education and outreach materials, and organi-
zational links.  The site will also serve as a central 
repository for the National Oceanic and Atmo-
spheric Administration’s small-science program and 
will be publicly available in summer 2000.  Con-
tact: Tom Rayburn, tray@glc.org.

Freshwater Spills Information 
Clearinghouse featured at 
symposium

Commission welcomes fellows, 
research associate
The Commission welcomes two new fellows and 
a research associate: Lisa Koch, John Stone and 
Marcia Woodburn.

Koch has been awarded the first Great Lakes Com-
mission-Sea Grant Fellowship, a new program jointly 
funded by the Commission, National Sea Grant office 
and Great Lakes Sea Grant programs.  She will work 
on multiple projects, including aquatic nuisance spe-
cies prevention and control and beneficial use of 
dredged material.  Koch  is currently pursuing a mas-
ter’s degree in wildlife ecology at the University of 
Wisconsin at Madison. Contact: lkoch@glc.org.

Stone is a doctoral candidate in applied anthropol-
ogy at the University of South Florida, Tampa, and 
comes to the Commission through an Environmen-
tal Anthropology Fellowship Program sponsored 
by the Society for Applied Anthropology and the 
U.S. EPA.   Stone will demonstrate the utility of an 
ethnographic approach called Risk Perception Map-
ping.  Contact: jstone@glc.org.

Woodburn joins the Commission as a research asso-
ciate.  She will develop and maintain metadata for GIS 
databases on environmentally and economically sensi-
tive areas related to the Commission’s Area Contin-
gency Planning project.  She holds a bachelor’s degree 
in environmental policy and behavior from the Uni-
versity of Michigan. Contact: marciaw@glc.org.

G
reat Lakes links &

 publications

Living with the Lakes 
Now in its second printing, 
this booklet offers a broad 
overview of how water levels 
on the Great Lakes change 
and how the changes affect 
riparian property owners, 
boaters and others who live 
or play along the Great Lakes.  
View it online (www.glc.org/
docs/lakelevels/lakelevels.html) 
or order a free hard copy from 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers (huron.lre.usace.army.mil/
order/lwls.html).

Legislative and Appropria-
tions Priorities of the Great 
Lakes Commission 
www.glc.org/announce/00/
legisintro.html

Semiannual Meeting 
Information
www.glc.org/announce/00/
sam.html

Great Lakes Science Vessels
www.buffalostate.edu/
~csboats/

Great Lakes Information 
Network (GLIN)
Now access GLIN at 
www.great-lakes.net or 
www.glin.net.

Great Lakes Basin Program 
Funded Grant Projects
www.glc.org/basin/
projects.html

Commission letter opposing 
Dakota Water Resources Act
www.glc.org/announce/00/
dwra.html

Final Report on Protection 
of the Waters of the Great 
Lakes
www.ijc.org/boards/cde/
finalreport/finalreport.html

Great Lakes Panel on 
Aquatic Nuisance Species 
Publications
www.glc.org/ans/anspubs.html

GLWQA review: The case for good government
For almost three decades, the Great Lakes Water 
Quality Agreement has served as the principal 
vehicle in binational efforts to clean up and man-
age the largest system of freshwater on the face 
of the earth.  Yet, it has been 13 years since the 
agreement was reviewed by the two federal gov-
ernments, a period characterized by significant 
changes in governance, scientific knowledge and 
the state of the ecosystem.  For these reasons, 
the Great Lakes Commission has urged U.S. EPA 
Administrator Carol Browner and Canada’s Min-
ister of Environment David Anderson to ensure 
that the ongoing review process, a requirement of 
the agreement itself, is “open, objective and thor-
ough.”  In the words of Commission Chair Irene 

Brooks, “We can’t afford to address new chal-
lenges with old science and management prin-
ciples. In the name of good government, it is 
important that the two federal governments 
keep an open mind and pursue opportunities to 
update, enhance or otherwise revise the agree-
ment, if such action can help us meet our shared 
objectives.”  Brooks adds that, to allay any poten-
tial concerns, “Parameters can and should be 
placed on the process to ensure that core agree-
ment objectives are preserved and a bias for 
action, including measurable outcomes and time-
lines where relevant, are incorporated.”  For 
a copy of the Jan. 31 correspondence, contact 
Mike Donahue at mdonahue@glc.org.

http://www.buffalostate.edu/~csboats/
http://www.glc.org/basin/projects.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/dwra.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/legisintro.html
http://www.ijc.org/boards/cde/finalreport/finalreport.html
http://www.glc.org/ans/anspubs.html
http://www.glc.org/docs/lakelevels/lakelevels.html
http://huron.lre.usace.army.mil/order/lwls.html
http://www.glc.org/announce/00/sam.html
http://www.great-lakes.net
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POINTPOINT

counterpointcounterpoint

Ballast sterilization law is needed
by State Sen. Ken Sikkema; R-Grandville, Mich.

The environmental and economic damage to the 
Great Lakes caused by non-native species con-
tinues, and the promises of federal laws passed 
in 1990 and 1996 remain unfulfilled.  It is time 
that we in Michigan take control of our own des-
tiny as the “Great Lakes State” and put a stop to 
this damage.  For this reason, I have introduced 
legislation (S. 955) that says, once and for all, 
that the introduction of any more harmful non-
native species is unacceptable.

The National Invasive Species Act of 1996 did 
establish a framework for protection, but the Act 
itself is not likely to force necessary changes due 
to its many exemptions and an overall lack of 
enforcement.  Since that Act was passed by Con-
gress, several new non-native species have been 
introduced into the Great Lakes.  It’s up to us 
in Michigan and our neighboring Great Lakes 
states to pass the regulations needed to protect 
our Great Lakes waters.

My legislation requires that any ballast water 
acquired from outside state waters be sterilized 
before a ship can enter Michigan’s Great Lakes 
waters. It also prohibits ships from discharging 
their ballast water into Michigan’s Great Lakes 
waters without a permit from the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), 
and it requires the DEQ to establish an inspec-
tion program.  Even “no ballast on board” ves-
sels typically have 100 to 200 metric tons of 
unpumpable sludge in the bottom of their ballast 
tanks, which is discharged into the Great Lakes 
in the course of changing cargo, ballasting and 
deballasting.

It is ironic that businesses and municipalities are 
prohibited from polluting the Great Lakes under 
Michigan’s Clean Water Act, but cargo ships are 
not.  Under the provisions of my legislation, vio-
lators would be subject to the same penalties as 
those who violate the Clean Water Act.

Even though U.S.-flag “laker” trade on the Great 
Lakes has never introduced a nonindigenous spe-
cies to the waterway, the Lake Carriers’ Asso-
ciation (LCA) has been in the forefront to find 
a solution to the worldwide problem of ballast 
water transport of aquatic life.  Since 1996, LCA 
has been extensively involved with the North-
east-Midwest Institute in the first major study of 
filtration of ballast water.

Sen. Sikkema is correct that the National Inva-
sive Species Act of 1996 has yet to solve the 
problem of ballast water transport of nonindig-
enous species; however, it is not the law that has 
failed, but technology.  There is no known equip-
ment or operating procedure that vessel oper-
ators can implement that will completely stop 
ballast water transport of exotic species today, 
next month or even next year.  Another law 
cannot change that fact.

S. 955 will have serious economic and environ-
mental impacts.  Virtually all waterborne com-

merce west of Toledo would stop.  Marquette 
could not ship Michigan iron ore to Indiana steel 
mills.  Alpena cement could not move by ship to 
Buffalo.  Some customers might switch to rail, 
many to a foreign-made product.  Imag-
ine the environmental impacts of six 
100-car trains rumbling through Mich-
igan on their way to a Michigan steel 
mill.  That’s how many trains it would 
take to replace just one of the 45 iron 
ore cargos carried each season in a 
1,000-foot vessel.

Given the regional and binational 
impacts of Great Lakes shipping, Gov. 
Engler urged the Council of Great Lakes Gover-
nors to establish a task force to develop a system-
wide approach to managing ballast water.  There 
will be no quick fix, but we can take the next 
steps toward a solution without impeding water-
borne commerce.  Industry wants to work with 
the region’s legislators to find a regional solution.

Regional approach needed for Great Lakes ballast 
water management
by George Ryan, President, Lake Carriers’ Association 

The Algonorth was used in the Great 
Lakes Ballast Technology Demonstration 
Project by the Lake Carriers’ Association 
and Northeast-Midwest Institute to test 
ship-board technologies to prevent 
aquatic nuisance species invasions.  
Photo credit: Freshwater Press, Inc.

The Hercegovina 
Valletta at Indiana’s 
International Port/Burns 
Harbor at Portage.  
Photo credit: Indiana 
Port Commission.
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Around the Lakes

On March 15, the International Joint Commis-
sion (IJC) released its much anticipated Final 
Report on Protection of the Waters of the Great 
Lakes.   The report includes recommendations 

on water con-
servation, data 
and research 
needs, utilizing 
existing institu-
tions and mech-
anisms, and 
developing stan-
dards for water 
removals and 
major new and 
increased con-
sumptive uses.  
It states that 

removal of Great Lakes basin water should only 
be permitted if the proponent can demonstrate
•  the removal would not endanger the integrity 
  of the ecosystem
•  there are no practical alternatives for obtain-
   ing the water 
•  potential cumulative impacts of the removal 
   have been considered
• conservation practices will be implemented
• sound planning practices will be applied
•  there is no net loss to the area from which the 

   water is taken (and, in any event, no greater 
   than a 5 percent loss)
• the water is returned in a condition that 
   protects Great Lakes water quality and prev-
   ents the introduction of alien invasive species.  

It recommends the governments approve major 
new or increased consumptive uses only under 
similar consideration of conservation and plan-
ning practices and cumulative impacts.  Further, 
the report concludes that international trade law 
obligations do not prevent measures to protect 
water resources as long as there is no discrimina-
tion in the application of those measures.  

According to Thomas Baldini, U.S. chair of the 
IJC, “We are laying out a blueprint for the protec-
tion of the ecosystem of the Great Lakes.” View 
the full report online at www.ijc.org/boards/
cde/finalreport/finalreport.html.

Great Lakes Commission Executive Director, 
Mike Donahue, was one of 10 members of the 
study team that provided research and technical 
support to the IJC.  The Great Lakes Com-
mission has long served as a centralized source 
of information on water use through its Great 
Lakes Regional Water Use Database.  Contacts: 
Frank Bevacqua, bevacquaf@washington.ijc.org, 
202-736-9024; and Fabien Lengellé, 
lengellef@ottawa.ijc.org, 613-995-0088.

IJC recommends comprehensive measures for protecting 
Great Lakes water

Canadian budget expands Great Lakes focus
The Canadian budget, introduced on Feb. 28, 
provides $700 million between FY2000 and 
FY2003 to preserve and improve Canada’s nat-
ural environment, harness new technology and 
respond effectively to the challenges of climate 
change.  The budget provides resources to fur-
ther clean up the Great Lakes, ensure environ-
mental enforcement, protect species at risk, aid 
international efforts to reduce organic pollutants 
in the north and provide development assistance 
to deal with greenhouse gas emissions in devel-

oping countries.  Of special note, the budget 
provides $8 million annually for the expansion 
of the Great Lakes Action Plan to assist in the 
cleanup of 16 Areas of Concern (AOCs) identi-
fied under the Great Lakes Water Quality Agree-
ment.  In the United States, President Clinton’s 
budget proposes $50 million in grants to improve 
water quality in the Great Lakes AOCs.  Con-
tact: John Tennant, Canadian Consul General, 
john.tennant@dfait-maeci.gc.ca.

?DID YOU KNOW?
The total coastline of the Great Lakes 
is 10,900 mi/17,549 km (including 
connecting channels, mainland and 
islands).  This is equal to almost 44 
percent of the earth’s circumference.

Great Lakes Basin brochure, 1990, 
Michigan Sea Grant

http://www.ijc.org/boards/cde/finalreport/finalreport.html
http://www.ijc.org/boards/cde/finalreport/finalreport.html
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Great Lakes Calendar

Around the Lakes

Great Lakes Commission Semiannual Meeting (and 
associated events)
Includes meetings of the Great Lakes Panel on Aquatic 
Nuisance Species and the Great Lakes Dredging Team
May 10-12; Duluth, Minnesota
Contact: Mike Donahue, mdonahue@glc.org 

The Fourth International Science and Management 
of Protected Areas Association Conference
May 14-19; University of Waterloo, Ontario               
Contact: Stephen Lauer, 519-622-9362, 
sampaa@prioritygrow.on.ca

International Great Lakes St. Lawrence Mayors’ 
Conference
May 17-19; Gary, Indiana
Contacts: Steve Thorp, 734-665-9135, sthorp@glc.org; 
Barbara Waxman, 219-922-7891, RBWax@aol.com 

Markets for the New Millennium: How Can Water 
Quality Trading Work For You?
May 18-19; Chicago, Illinois
Contact: David J. Batchelor,  517-373-2677, 
batcheld@state.mi.us 

43rd Annual International Association for Great Lakes 
Research Conference
May 21-26; Cornwall, Ontario
Contact: Christina Collard, 613-936-6620, 
ccollard@riverinstitute.com 

Ohio Lake Erie Commission Meeting
June 21; Columbus, Ohio
Contact: oleo@www.epa.state.oh.us 

6th Interdisciplinary Conference on the Environment
June 21-24; Montreal, Québec
Contact: Kevin Hickey, 508-767-7296, 
khickey@assumption.edu 

Great Lakes Commission Annual Meeting                      
October 15-16; Hamilton, Ontario
Contact: Mike Donahue, mdonahue@glc.org

State of the Lakes Ecosystem Conference
October 17-19; Hamilton, Ontario
Contacts: Harvey Shear, Ph.D., 416-739-4704, 
harvey.shear@ec.gc.ca; Paul J. Horvatin, 312-353-3612, 
horvatin.paul@epa.gov

Further details and a more 
extensive calendar are avail-
able online via the Great Lakes 
Information Network 
(www.great-lakes.net).  If you 
have an event you’d like us 
to include, please contact 
Courtney Shosh, Advisor 
editor, at 734-665-9135 or 
cshosh@glc.org.

Save trees and money!
If you prefer to read the elec-
tronic version of the Advisor 
online via the Commission’s 
home page (www.glc.org), 
please let us know and we’ll 
cancel your print subscription.

Public policy, ballast water management key issues at  
international ANS conference

Great Lakes Commission involvement in aquatic 
nuisance species (ANS) prevention and control 
was well represented at the 10th International 
Aquatic Nuisance Species and Zebra Mussel Con-
ference, held Feb. 14-18 in Toronto, Ontario.  
The Commission supports the Great Lakes Panel 
on Aquatic Nuisance Species, coordinates policy 
and research initiatives on the panel’s behalf, and 
administers its own ANS projects.

Katherine Glassner-Shwayder presented the 
panel’s policy document, Legislation, Regulation 
and Policy for the Prevention and Control of Nonindig-
enous Aquatic Nuisance Species: Model Guidance for 
Great Lakes Jurisdictions.  The document provides a 
comprehensive tool kit from which jurisdictions 
can select the legislative, regulatory and policy 
options that best meet their needs.  According to 
Glassner-Shwayder and many other conference 
speakers, these types of tools — as well as politi-
cal commitment, public awareness and financial 
support — are essential to stem the flood of 
invasive species in North America.

Matt Doss presented findings and recommen-
dations from the panel’s 1999 symposium, Bal-
last Water Management and Aquatic Nuisance Species: 
Setting a Research Agenda for the Great Lakes.  

The ANS community is increasingly focused on 
the challenge of developing standards and regula-
tory criteria for ballast water treatment technolo-
ogies.  A consensus has emerged in recent years 
that new management approaches are needed to 
replace or supplement the current reliance on 
high-seas ballast exchange as a means of prevent-
ing ANS introductions via ballast water.  Leg-
islators in Michigan, Ontario and the Canadian 
House of Commons have introduced bills to reg-
ulate ships’ ballast water.

The model guidance and ballast water initia-
tives were funded by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Great Lakes National Pro-
gram Office.  View both documents online at 
www.glc.org/ans/anspubs.html.  Contact: Kath-
erine Glassner-Shwayder, shwayder@glc.org, or 
Matt Doss, mdoss@glc.org.

Zebra mussels.  Photo credit: Center 
for Great Lakes and Aquatic Sciences, 
University of Michigan.  Courtesy of 
Visualizing the Great Lakes, U.S. EPA.

http://www.glc.org/ans/anspubs.html
http://www.great-lakes.net
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Welcome to The Last Word, a new feature of our redesigned Advisor.  Each issue 
you’ll find me here, on the back page, sharing my thoughts on programs, priori-
ties and new developments at the Great Lakes Commission.

As a contributor to the Advisor, I’m in very good company in this issue.  Premier 
Bouchard, as well as Premier Harris’ representative, have authored editorials 
that grace the pages of a special insert that formally introduces our Associate 
Members.  Of particular note is the recent appointment of the Ontario Del-
egation to the Great Lakes Commission.  Please join me in welcoming Lor-
raine Ratnik, team leader-western hemisphere, Office of International Relations 
and Protocol, Ministry of Economic Development and Trade (chair); Douglas 
Harper, director, Environmental Liaison Office, Ministry of the Environment; 
David de Launay, director, Lands and Natural Heritage Branch, Ministry of 
Natural Resources; and Alternate Paula Thompson, policy advisor, Lands and 
Natural Heritage Branch, Ministry of Natural Resources.  I also understand a 
Ministry of Transportation official will join the delegation in the near future.

Our “binational infrastructure” is now in place with delegates appointed, a 
Declaration of Partnership signed, and a soon-to-be-released Strategic Plan that 
presents the vision, mission and goals of the new, binational Great Lakes Com-
mission.  It’s my honor to serve as Commission chair at such an historic time.  
Years from now, we will look back on this development as a pivotal point in 
achieving our vision of a healthy environment, prosperous economy and high 
quality of life for our citizens.

Sincerely,

Where in the Great Lakes?
Guess the location pictured in this Great 
Lakes photo, and you could win a prize!  
Send your guess via e-mail to 
cshosh@glc.org along with your name, 
address and daytime phone number (or 
call Courtney Shosh at 734-665-9135).  
All correct responses received by June 
1 will be entered into a drawing.  The 
winner will receive his/her choice of a 
Great Lakes Commission t-shirt or a $10 
credit toward the purchase of a Com-
mission publication.

Photo credit: Christine Manninen

Argus II Building
400 Fourth Street
Ann Arbor, MI 48103

Time to update your 
subscription?
If you have moved, changed 
jobs or no longer wish to 
receive the Advisor, please 
contact Marilyn Ratliff at 
734-665-9135 or 
mratliff@glc.org. 
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