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THE GREAT LAKES BINATIONAL TOXICS STRATEGY

History of Framework Development

» September 18, 2002 — Overview of
chemical selection processes given to
Integration Workgroup

» February 25, 2003 — Components of draft
listing protocol presented to Integration
Workgroup (e.g., key guestions, potential
outcomes)

» Spring 2003 — Initial draft developed with
review and comment by small group of
volunteer stakeholders that included
NGOs, industry, and LaMPs

» May 15, 2003 — Draft chemical nomination
process presented to Integration
Workgroup
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Draft GLBTS Chemical Nomination Process- April 24, 2003



THE GREAT LAKES BINATIONAL TOXICS STRATEGY

History of Development
(Continued)

» June-September 2003

> Draft modified to focus on
reassessment of current Level 1
substances

> Example analyses conducted for Level
1 substances

» September 11, 2003 - Draft presented to
Integration Workgroup
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THE GREAT LAKES BINATIONAL TOXICS STRATEGY

History of Development
(Continued)

» December 17, 2003 — Revised draft
presented to Integration Workgroup
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GLBTS Level 1 Substances
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See text documentation




THE GREAT LAKES BINATIONAL TOXICS STRATEGY

History of Development
(Continued)

» April 14-15, 2004 — Workshop with
GLBTS, LaMP, & SOLEC representatives

» Objectives of workshop:

1) Develop a framework for the future
management of GLBTS Level 1
substances.

2) Assess management framework
elements respecting needs,
resources, and implementation.
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THE GREAT LAKES BINATIONAL TOXICS STRATEGY

Results of April 2004 Framework
Workshop

Y

General support for framework

Capitalize on cooperation of SOLEC,
LaMPs and GLBTS

» Emphasize purpose as a guide due to
concern about mechanistic (Yes/No)
aspects (“General” added to title)

» Remove VE box and describe in
background document

Include criteria development box

Highlight 2 parts: environmental analysis
& GLBTS management assessment

» Navigate both parts regardless of
challenge goal status

Y
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GLBTS Level 1 Substances
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