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 Introduction
This summary provides outcomes from the second Expert Panel Workshop held on 20 July 2011 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) for the project team to report progress to the panel 2) seek reactions and input from the panel regarding the project approach, emerging information, pilot facility issues and any missing information. The agenda and presentation materials for this workshop 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. Tom Crane of the Great Lakes Commission facilitated all Panel discussions.  

Project status and update on activities since the last meeting
Slides available:   http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/waterfootprinting7-2011/CGLI_GLPR_Water_Footprinting_Project_Expert_Panel_Workshop_Project_Up-date_and_Summary_7-20-11.pptx

Dale Phenicie reviewed the current project activities that have taken place since the last expert panel and outlined the information that will be detailed during this meeting.

Water stewardship development updates
Rich Bowman of the Nature Conservancy discussed options for water stewardship such as certification. He is most familiar with the Alliance for Water Stewardship efforts to establish a North American Water Use Certification Standard and said they are currently looking for advisory group members for this work.  Lisa Downes is currently leading this effort and she is based in Milwaukee. When the draft standards are ready there will be a public comment period.  Lisa is also looking for water users to pilot the draft standards.

Workshop Objectives and Charge to Panel
Slides Available:  http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/waterfootprinting7-2011/CGLI_GLPR_Water_Footprinting_Project_Expert_Panel_Workshop_Objectives_and_Charge_to_Panel_7-20-11.pptx

Participants were asked to provide feedback on all presentations during the workshop to assure that the project is on track to meet its objectives, that the metrics approach is valid, that the metrics are the right ones and provide any additional comments they might have.

Project Metrics Suite  
How metrics were selected and how they related to the water stewardship initiatives reviewed
Slides are available:  http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/waterfootprinting7-2011/Project_metrics_suite_Larson_Wiegand.ppt

Wendy Larson and Paul Wiegand reviewed the approach used to select the metrics and identified those selected for evaluation in each of the selected categories. The common metrics approach recommended by the Expert Panel during the first workshop is being applied to each facility. They observed that a number of plant processes were designed to reuse water but the focus of the metrics does not capture this.  Instead they seem to target adverse impacts with little or no focus on economic and social benefits.

Discussion points:
· There is a need to consider all benefits since impacts can be positive as well as negative. Some positive impacts include: wildlife habitat improvement, hydrological benefit such as flood control, carbon management and regeneration of species (e.g., habitat improvements to offset fish entrainment), recreation such as fishing and boating and improved water quality (above ambient levels) from WWTP treatment. 
· A question is “what is the baseline?” Is it pre-human or before the plant operation was there or something else? TMDL program could help set baseline in some areas.  States provide water classification designations of water bodies.
· Economic benefits are important and hard to measure. One measure could be dollars generated to the economy per cubic meter of water, as in the case of a Las Vegas casino. This is a judgment based on social values – do we focus on $/water used or on benefits for something else such as aquatic life?  All are important.  The Team will look at this.
· Global initiatives can be used when evaluating carbon which is global. Water is local. How do global initiatives overlay on Great Lakes industries is an important question. If the initiatives become a standard, what are the potential impacts to Great Lakes industries from a financial and reputational standpoint?  There is an opportunity to use water to our advantage in the Great Lakes. 
· Our goal is to reflect on pros and cons of metrics/initiatives that can be used by the initiative sponsors to create better frameworks.

NewPage Pilot
Slides Available:
http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/waterfootprinting7-2011/CGLI_Escanaba_presentation.ppt
Barry Malmberg and Steve List reviewed the slides presenting information about the pulp and paper mill located in Escanaba, Michigan, on the banks of Lake Michigan. The mill produces kraft pulp, coated groundwood papers from refined mechanical pulp and market pulp. Information on water intake, use, reuse and consumption were included in the water use summary along with the fact that water was used 12 times before discharge. Detailed information on the calculated grey water and green water footprints was presented. Next steps proposed included completing the footprint report, proposing and evaluating more useful green water footprint approaches and use of wastewater treatment modeling specific for the plant to estimate evaporation from that system. Using the Water Footprint Network values provides a characterization that the plant has a huge footprint.  This result does not provide an impact picture or put the calculated footprint into a useful perspective.  Continuing work will examine this issue.

Discussion:
· Report needs good definitions:  footprinting, stewardship (if it is limited to the environment it limits the discussion of economic benefits).
· Water balance is an important issue – some uncertainty.  How much investment is worthwhile to trace down every drop?  There is a certain degree of error with instruments for flow measurements.
· For NewPage there is approximately 4% estimated error in water balance calculation due to the precision associated with water intake and outflow determination.  The calculated consumptive water loss is within the error of the methods used (about six percent). 
· To understand business risk, start with biggest problems.  Four percent consumption may not matter.
· The extent of capturing supply chain elements related to water was discussed. The footprinting supply chain can be extremely complex. Would we only look at suppliers within the Great Lakes Basin?  That might be one approach since we are focusing on Great Lakes impacts.  But, how would those suppliers separate out their water metrics in terms of in or out of the Basin applicability?  For purposes of this study it was decided to only include wood supply in this pulp and paper case since the level of moisture associated with that raw material is so high – about 50%.  In the other cases, raw materials do not contain such a significant amount of water.  In addition, there are factors associated with growth of the wood supply that are important to capture in this pilot.
· Accounting for all incoming water sources is extremely important.
· When looking at the forest picture, the green water footprint takes into account evapotranspiration from forests. This can impact a footprint.
· In agricultural cases irrigation vs. rainfall can be a factor. 
· One value of the footprinting process is to understand or evaluate business risks.

Consumers Energy Pilot
Slides Available:  http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/waterfootprinting7-2011/Preliminary_Observations-Consumers_072011.pdf

The Consumers Energy Campbell plant is a coal fired power plant in Grand Haven, Michigan, on Lake Michigan. The plant uses once through cooling. The quantity of water withdrawal for the plant is large but its consumption is small. The plant determines water use based on calculations from pump curves.  Because of the level of precision involved and the small losses this methodology is not optimal for calculating consumption. Understanding the water flows in a plant like this is very complicated. The water associated with the consumptive use is mainly groundwater. The results found for this plant are specific to this plant and will differ from other power plants.
Discussion:
· Should ground water withdrawals that are returned to surface water be defined as an interbasin transfer?  Need to define consistently throughout the project.
· Are there additional consumptive losses, such as evaporation from the ash pond?
· There is a need to define water recycle – how do we define it? What is the difference between water recycling and water reuse?
· The grey water footprint for the facility is based on thermal characteristics and, for this plant, could be viewed as a positive due to the submerged outfall design.  The value is expected to be less than that of other facilities with differing discharge configurations.
· 316 (a) and (b) requirements could have impacts and alter plant operations.  This would alter plant water footprints.  A calculation using cooling towers could be included to demonstrate this. Cooling towers can greatly increase water consumption.
· The World Footprinting Network methodology looks at consumption while other initiatives look at withdrawals. Both calculations are needed, withdrawals and consumptive use, in order to properly characterize the water picture for the plant.
· Discussed potential interaction with GLC study being conducted by Victoria Pebbles.  There is probably some overlap and similar discussions, Impacts are local but our study is looking at a larger scale.  How do we get to the point where we have information that is transferrable?  There may be a need to connect this study with Victoria’s.  
· Forced evaporation from Lake Michigan has to be included in this analysis.  The definition of forced evaporation is increased evaporation resulting from warming of Lake water because of a thermal discharge into the Lake.
· The CDP Water Disclosure Project is designed to expose “risk” associated with water use for facilities (for investors). How does the amount of water needed compare with supply?  What risk or stress does the operation place on the local supply?   Investors have different issues; the amount of water used can be important to investors.  It can be important to be able to explain to investors how/why water is used and conserved. 
· Understanding what the metrics are measuring and to what they relate is important. Different metrics have different purposes.  A challenge of the final report will be to show that different initiatives have different applications.
· What information does industry need regarding business “risks” related to water use?  This can vary from region to region – or from locale to locale.

Lafarge Pilot
Slides available:
 http://cgli.org/waterfootprint/waterfootprinting7-2011/Preliminary_Observations-Lafarge_072011.pdf
The Lafarge plant is located in Bath, Ontario, on the shore of Lake Ontario and produces Portland cement. Developing a water balance is again complicated and this facility has an issue of too much water in its quarry. It is located on the lake for ease of shipping its products, not for water availability. Definitions of terms such as “withdrawal” and “consumption” make a critical difference in this pilot. Scale is also an issue.  Water quantities in this case are smaller.  How will this impact study conclusions? The data needs are significant. 

Discussion:
· In answer to questions about ecosystem or ecoservices effects/impacts, most companies are reporting “no effects” largely because they meet discharge permit requirements.  There may be a need to further document the basis for these conclusions.
· The study needs to consider and explain how the use of water in air pollution control scrubbers is accounted for in the water stewardship evaluation.
· This project is unique because our pilot studies do not include developers of the initiatives.  In essence it’s a peer-review of the protocols.  We will provide feedback to developers of initiatives if we see a way to clarify/improve it.  We need to pick a protocol that fits our purpose/needs.  The context associated with the selection and use of that particular tool needs to be understood and respected by all who view the results.
· Industry wants to know – how do we know we’re doing well compared to other similar facilities in the region.  This moves into benchmarking, which is probably suitable for the next phase of the project. 
· It may be good to characterize water use in terms of value created per unit of product (value per drip). There is a metric that looks at water consumption per unit product.  Should look at withdrawals too.  But, these comparisons should not be used simply to highlight gallons per widget produced.  They need to be used to assess the value that is obtained through use of the resource.  We should use the impacts assessment to evaluate and address impact concerns. 
· This case is different from the others and may suggest a differing approach.  However, the consultants are striving for an interpretation that is rationally comparable with the others and it is hard to achieve without a level playing field. They will continue with the evaluation of the 25 metrics.
· There is a difference in the local environment versus the local perception of the environment. There is a need for discussion about the community’s perception of the challenges/problems with the local ecosystem.
· A separate evaluation is needed in terms of purpose of the water accounting assessment.  For example, investor evaluation factors could be as simple as looking for the use of BMPs or a more thorough assessment such as EIS statements might be required.
· What is really important for Great Lakes industries?  Will a footprint study really relate to the things that matter in this “water rich” region?
· We need to pick protocols that will suit our purpose/needs.

Shell pilot 
The Shell Refinery is located in Sarnia, Ontario on the St. Clair River. They have a wide range of products produced at the facility. The project is in the beginning stages and no data has been received

Initial Observations from Pilots
Discussion:
· BMPs may need to be a part of the protocol development.
· There have not been many issues of proprietary information from the pilot projects. The facilities have been very open about most issues.
· The Project team can choose protocols to meet their needs and are comparable and transferable.




Expert Panel questions, review, comment
Discussion points:
· Water use per unit of product use can be an issue.  It’s hard to draw any useful conclusions form that single metric. 
· The direct and indirect costs of handling water (pumping, treating) are issues for industry and reasons for industry to conserve water. It is also important for entire facility efficiency.  What can hold them back from implementing water conservation practices may depend on the return on capital investment.  Capital projects must meet hurdle rates and compete with others that may offer a higher payback.
· A return on investment analysis is needed.  How will water conservation project returns compare with other needs at any given facility?
· The footprint analysis needs to be done from a perspective of life cycle analysis.
· The dollar value of the product produced also needs to be considered. Could put a dollar value on the regional value of product produced then compare water used/product relative to $ value per product.  But, value judgments regarding preferences for one product over another should be avoided.  How can we define sustainability using factors other than environmental?  Sustainable jobs/local economy; sustainable quality of life?
· It was suggested that sustainability for this project means getting the most value from use of the water before you release it. There was not agreement on this interpretation. This definition misses the opportunities in the Great Lakes region.  Others said one use should not disenfranchise other uses.  The “reasonable use” requirement in the Compact does not make a value judgment about the purpose of the use, just that the amount withdrawn is “reasonable” with respect to the purpose to which it is put.
· It could be argued that the Clean Water Act has produced greater efficiency by increasing the cost of discharging water after use.
· To understand the value of water to society we should look at the relative value of water across industries.
· Most useful measure is the water use relative to the available water.  For this region that is a very small number. 
· What do the global initiatives mean to the Great Lakes community?  This is a primary question that this project seeks to answer.
· There are different purposes for studying water use efficiency – what do you (industry) want to know?
Study forcing functions include:
1. Governance/regulations (getting a permit)
2. Investors are asking
3. Community input/public perception
4. Economic benefits
5. Operational efficiency
6. Physical/environmental risk
7. Customer/supply chain request or requirements
· These topics relate well to the areas of water business risk 
1. Physical/environmental
2. Regulatory
3. Reputational
4. Financial
We should describe the most relevant metrics for a given area of risk. 

· Cost of water = acquisition cost + pumping cost + treatment.  Striving for efficiency:  recycling/reuse + reduction/minimization.  Drivers for recycling water include: 
1. Conservation of heat and energy
2. Less transmission (water already at location where needed)
3. Conservation of raw materials
4. Reduction in costs to pump water
5. Decreased wastewater treatments costs (don’t have to meet discharge permit.  Facilities want to keep using water for dirtier and dirtier processes and only treat it once)
· If it reduces consumption, should be given positive credits in an accounting exercise.
· Zero liquid discharge facilities will end up evaporating remaining water (sometimes driven by strict NPDES permits).  Some facilities find themselves in a situation where they can’t withdraw more and can’t discharge more.
· A lot of initiatives are directed from water scarcity perspective.  This is not a factor for the Great Lakes Region as a whole.  However, it can be a factor in some areas within the Region. Outside the Great Lakes there are additional drivers for increasing water use efficiency.
· The grey water footprint is load- based and computed based on water quality standards and “natural” concentrations. 
· Recycling should be linked to water consumption minimization.
· There needs to be a change in the tenor of the conversation that is ongoing about water use.  It should be focused on – use water responsibly and reasonably – not just use less/least amount of water, but instead we’re using our water in the most optimal way.  Optimization of water use could be driven by economic and environmental factors.  Can we demonstrate this message with evaluation of the metrics?  How do we demonstrate water is being used well?
· Using water as an economic asset to the Region.  It creates value.  This value needs to be identified and well understood.  Should include mention of social and economic benefits (number of jobs, value of services/products, local community revenue (taxes, local businesses)). We need to demonstrate this economic asset through metrics.
· How should the electric power industry footprint its water use?  A tool that can be of value used is e-GRID, developed by EPA and coupled with additional data on the USGS webpage
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