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Introduction
This summary provides outcomes from the first Expert Panel Workshop associated with Great Lakes Protection Fund Project # 926.01, Phase II, Effective Application of Footprinting Methodologies to Industrial Operations in the Great Lakes Basin.  The purposes for the workshop were to: 1) Complete the review of prominent water accounting (footprinting) initiatives currently in use or under development as part of the global conversation now underway regarding water resource use and sustainability.  and 2), to evaluate the process identified by the project team for conducting water use accounting pilot studies at example Great Lakes industries.  The agenda for this workshop as well as presentations and materials made available for this work are available on the project website at: http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/waterfootprint.html.  Discussion points made by Expert Panel members have been summarized in the notes that follow.  At the start of the workshop the order of the agenda was altered slightly so that the description of the pilot facilities could be provided prior to the detailed discussion regarding the selection of metrics.  It was suggested by a Panel member that an understanding of the water use particulars at each of the pilot facilities might be beneficial when considering metric selection criteria.  Consequently, the order of topics in the discussion that follows is slightly different than that posted in the workshop agenda.

Project Description Background, Project Phase I Outcomes, Team and Facilities
Slides available: http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/CGLI_GLPF_Water_Footprinting_Workshop_Slide_Deck_1_3-4-11.ppt
Discussion points:
· The desire is to maintain the ecological system and avoid impact. How much water availability can we depend on without impact - not just to the lakes but also the streams.
· Three critical aspects of water use and water consumption are the timing, quantity, and location of the use/consumption.

Great Lakes Region’s unique water picture
Slides Available:
http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/Like_Nowhere_Else_Slide_Deck_21.pptx

Discussion points:
· It matters where you are in the Region.  Some places within the Region do have limitations on available water resources.
· We also need to recognize that, like most or all of North America, the Great Lakes Region has in place a robust regulatory regime for managing water resource uses.

Workshop Objectives and Charge to Panel
Slides Available: http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/CGLI_GLPF_Water_Footprinting_Workshop_Slide_Deck_3_Objectives_and_Charge_to_Expert_Panel_3-4-11.ppt
Water Footprinting/Water Stewardship Initiative Description—an evaluation of the 19 initiatives
Slides Available:
http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/Deck_4_Initiatives_Final.pptx


Discussion points:
· Issues included definitions of green, blue and grey water.  Individual applications are different and it helps to understand why certain applications of the terms are better than others for a specific industry or specific facility.
· Industry may want to focus on water use within their “fenceline” because of the water footprint in the supply chain is both very complex and assessment methodologies are largely undeveloped..  Examples of supplier issues: coffee – high water use in heavy rainfall areas and cotton –which can be produced on wet land and dry land. 
· Some would like some type of third party certification.  Some initiatives are more suited for this application than others.  Certification programs can show how well a facility is doing relative to others in that sector.
· Oil refining water use issues are dependent on the type of crude being refined.  So the choice and application of water accounting methodologies will vary between facilities.
· Other important factors include running at constant rate vs. intermittent operation; ambient temperature ranges and fluctuations; consistency in raw materials, products produced, etc.; primary energy source.
· There are many initiatives, each with their own objectives.  There are four things to consider when evaluating them:  objectives, components, the relevance of these objectives and components to water stewardship, and what is important to the Great Lakes Region. 

Description of Pilot Facilities
Slides Available:
http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/SLIDE_DECK_8_PilotFacilitySummary_Table_-_3-2-11.pptx

http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/Slide_Deck_9_NewPage_Escanaba_mill_profile.ppt

· NewPage Paper Mill – a mill in Escanaba, Michigan, produces high quality papers, located on Little Bay de Noc – Lake Michigan.  Wastewater treatment plant effluent and non-contact cooling water discharges into the Escanaba River.
· Shell Canada Refinery – Sarnia, Ontario, produces refined oil products: fuels, petrochemicals, and solvents.  The refinery is located on the St. Clair River and draws/returns water from/to this source (Discharge is via Talfourd Creek – tributary of the St. Clair).  The plant uses once through cooling and has a small wastewater treatment facility. This facility purchases some electrical energy and the balance is  generated on-site.
· Lafarge North American Cement Plant – Bath, Ontario is located on Lake Ontario and produces Portland cement. This location includes a quarry which means precipitation and groundwater must be pumped out. There is evaporative use of water needed to cool exhaust gases. The plant uses purchased electrical energy.
· Consumers Energy Fossil Fuel Electric Generation Plant – Port Sheldon Township, Michigan.  The facility is located on Lake Michigan and the water intake is via Pigeon Lake.  The discharge is directly to Lake Michigan via a deep water diffuser.  This is a typical coal fired generating plan with a cooling tower.

Discussion points:
· We must think in terms of quality not just quantity. Some of the water accounting tools will recognize thermal elements of the discharge and even the deep water release point.  Plants are required to meet regulations.  This is an important part of the North America situation.  This makes handling of the “compliance metric” an important part of this study.  The question will be just how to handle it.  
· The North American plants also have to deal with mixing zones, a point that will also have to be considered as part of the metrics analysis. The team should identify and incorporate measures in place to minimize impacts such as diffusers.

Applying the Initiatives – the need to look at the metrics involved
Slides Available:
http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/Deck_5_Metrics_WL.pptx

Discussion points:
· It is important to identify the metrics that are relevant to water sustainability.
· All the metrics from the 19 initiatives were reviewed looking at whether they were quantitative, or qualitative.
·  After reviewing all the metrics the key question is what is important in the Great Lakes.

Evaluating and Selecting Metrics – which metrics from the initiatives support Great Lakes water stewardship objectives and apply to industrial withdrawals
Slides Available: 
http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/Deck_6_selecting_metrics.ppt

Discussion points:
· Key issues are timing and location of the water withdrawal and water consumption.
· Most metrics seek information about water withdrawal but consumption is different from use.
· How you get your water is also important. 
·  We have to remember that the Great Lakes are in the regulated part of the world and many water scarce regions do not have regulations similar to those in place here.  
· There is an opportunity to demonstrate how well we are doing things within the Region.   An impact is an impact regardless of cause.
· Metrics selected should include benefits that stem from water management practices at the pilot facilities.
· Consumptive use can be measured or estimated.  A software tool can calculate consumptive use. It’s important to understand whether a metric relies on measurements or estimates.
· Two approaches can be used, a whole initiative approach or a common metrics approach.  The common metrics approach appears to allow for the most efficient evaluation of what is most important to the Great Lakes – relative to water use accounting and also provides a means of demonstrating how the various water sustainability initiatives would characterize industrial water use in the Region.
· Two factors stand out from the analysis done by the project team -- the most common metrics employed by the initiatives and relevance of these to Great Lakes objectives.
· There is a need to look at the metrics and comment on how they relate to the Great Lakes.
· It might be of value to explain why some metrics were taken off the list to create the 25 metrics to be used for the analysis.
· Issues that might not be captured if you use the proposed list include governance.

Facilitated discussion led by Tom Crane (Great Lakes Commission).  The Expert Panel looked at these questions:
1. Are key initiatives or metrics missed?
2. Are the objectives fully characterized?
3. Is the proposed approach appropriate and does it address the project objective?

Key discussion points:
Proposed approach
· Water resources have an economic value – we may need a specific economic metric. May also need to include the economic value of industry products/services.
· How do we increase and protect investment in the Basin?  This question was raised in a discussion of the positives associated with application of the initiatives.
· You may need to look at liters or water used per dollar of product output, e.g. liters per liter of orange juice or unit of product as is done by the beverage industry.  The reason to do this is to be able to compare or benchmark the water use to something else.  But, in doing this, you need to make it plain that this is not the most important number.  Impact is.
· We are dealing with a plentiful and high quality resource.  So you may want to boil down the metric list to limit those that don’t relate to impact.
· Including metrics that compare and contrast use vs. impact would be important.
· Consider the gaps.  What is not currently addressed by the suite of metrics?
· There may be metrics that are needed but none of the initiatives include them.  If so these should be listed as needing development.
· How can benefits of water use be described?  What metrics would be needed for this?
· Some metrics may be important to the Great Lakes Region, but not necessarily to, or for, these pilots.  It this is the case you’ll need to explain this.
· If you choose not to pilot governance metrics, explain why they were not used in the report.
· From a pilot facility standpoint the list of metrics should be kept to 25 in number because it will be a challenge to get data.
· The Pilot will lead to a need for an initiative or two to provide feedback (measures taken to address findings) and fill in the gaps (enhance the analysis to provide missing information or additional findings).These can be pursued through. a “Phase III” of the project.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]A subsequent phase of work may link the outcomes of this project to the Great Lakes compact.

Objectives for the Great Lakes (review of table)
· Compare the Great Lakes with other regions – overlay with the full metrics list to illustrate the difference between those important to the Region vs. globally.
· Separate out human and ecosystem uses – these could be opposed to each other. State that need to “protect” ecosystem uses.
· Public perception of the project – need to effectively demonstrate stewardship – this could be under ethical governance
· Reserve water for growth – how does this become an objective or measure?
· Maximizing return flow versus impacts of return flow – how can this be measured?
· Need to “cross walk” the table with the GL compact to make sure they are consistent.
· Look at response action, not enforcement but response of water user by mitigation as directed by the footprint analysis.  (The project team responded that this is likely to be a Phase III project objective.)
· The project should characterize economic objectives associated with water use (discuss all aspects of industry use and compare with infrastructure needs/impact – positive and negative). Might consider illustrative examples such as a fountain in Las Vegas, allocating social, economic and environmental value of water.
· Key into other studies such as the Michigan Tech virtual water project estimating economic impact of virtual water exports.
· Reach for making statements on the triple bottom line – social, economic, environmental benefits of a water use scenario.
· Link footprint work to response plans related to adaptive management due to climatic changes or episodic events.

Metrics 
· Need a metric that identifies sources affected by abstraction—(qualitative), it puts water use in perspective.
· Are all metrics applicable to all pilots?  Demonstrating water use is sustainable – this is important to inland sources but may not be for these pilots.
· It will be important to show lessons learned in applying the suite of metrics to the facilities.
· The “effect on the ecosystem” metric may not be relevant in the individual Great Lakes. The “total volume” metric may not be as relevant. The key is impact.
· You’ve chosen the “eutrophication potential” - why?  Define
· How are metrics relevant to a certification program?
· What water quality metrics are appropriate? All discharges are permitted so therefore if discharges are released in compliance with the permit there shouldn’t be a water quality issue.
· What metrics that apply to water quality/quantity benefits are associated with company actions not directly involving the withdrawal of water, e.g. planting trees?
· Metrics should characterize the minimization of impact.
· Need to distinguish between Water Footprinting (impact) including response actions versus certification (audit activities) that lean more toward stewardship.
· Include metrics that support a positive message – economic and social benefits, jobs. Benefit -- improved infrastructure for wastewater treatment.
· Track impact of non point source releases – especially agriculture. 
· Supply chain impact – for the pilot facilities that are engaged in this study these are not expected to be relevant except for forest products.  In that case only the wood portion of the supply chain is regarded as significant.
· Are we looking at basin-based versus non-Basin-based supply chain?  The proposal is not to address this with the exception of the wood basket at the NewPage paper mill.
· Supply chain information may not be available for all facilities
· Many studies measure water consumption per unit of product.  The focus should be on impact per gallon used or impact of the use of water resources.
· Gallons per dollar of product/service is a common metric.
· The assumption that lower water use is better is not necessarily true.
· May not find the specific metric ideal for the Great Lakes and the project may need to develop something special that is illustrative of the dichotomy.  This could identify the need for further work – perhaps as a Phase III project.
· The amount of water “reserved for growth” may be zero.
· The set of impact metrics regarding flows or water quantity should be the same for water withdrawal and water discharge.
· Consider splitting list of metrics into facility-specific and external.

The Final Report Outline
Slides Available:
http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/WaterFootprintWorkshopSlideDeck/Draft_Report_Outline_GLIWF.docx

Discussion Points:
· Some questioned who is the audience for the report?  Panel members identified a broad audience - shareholders, regulators and the public were mentioned.
· Benefit needs to be included even if qualitative.
· A chapter on governance should be included.
· The report cannot be limited to qualitative information regarding the metrics.  The project team needs to work through the accounting/analysis exercise, it is expected and provides a degree of perspective.
· A fifth pilot using groundwater withdrawal was suggested but without a budget for it, it might be possible to extrapolate findings for a qualitative assessment.
· The project needs to identify a Phase III with an expansion of the piloting concept.
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