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 Introduction
This summary provides outcomes from the third and final Expert Panel Workshop held on 9 November 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) present the summary of pilot study results; 2) distill these results into preliminary findings for discussion by the Panel; 3) relate the preliminary findings to Project Questions; 4) collect additional thoughts, reactions, questions or observations from the Panel; 5) outline the steps for project completion, and; 6) explore potential Phase III project scope.. 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.  This summary is not intended to be a transcript of workshop dialogue, but instead, is a set of notes based on the Panel’s discussion, reactions, and comments.  Tom Crane of the Great Lakes Commission facilitated all Panel discussions.  CGLI extends thanks to the Commission and Tom for this important support of the project.

Agenda Expert Panel Agenda (available via this link)

Project status, review of metrics suites and review of questions explored by this project 
Slides are available at: Slide Deck 1 
Of the 19 possible global water initiatives, this project focused on five with their five different perspectives. European Water Partnership’s European Water Stewardship – an integrative system for sustainable water management for business and agriculture in Europe, EWP) Carbon Disclosure Project – Water Disclosure initiative – this non-profit organization effort incorporates the most climate change information (CDP Water);  Water Footprint Network (WFN) – provides a focused method to measure “water footprint”; Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) – a multi-stakeholder driven effort that uses sustainability reporting with guiding principles and standard disclosures; Global Water Tool (World Business Council for Sustainable Development)  – maps corporate water use against scarcity data. EWP and CDP Water are board members of the Alliance for Water Stewardship (AWS), which is developing a voluntary international water stewardship standard.  A first draft AWS standard is expected to be released in March 2012.

The 10 project questions identified early in the project serve to scope and guide the studies have been condensed into seven questions.  Preliminary answers were provided by the project team for review during the panel discussions.

Summary of the results from pilot studies

Campbell Plant – Consumers Energy
Slides are available at: Slide Deck 2 Consumers
Laura Weintraub presented the slides providing the information obtained from the Consumers Energy plant study.  The J.H. Campbell facility has water intakes both on Pigeon Lake and in Lake Michigan. Essentially all the water withdrawn from these sources is returned. In reviewing the observations she noted that the monitoring data the consultants had available to them was not designed to calculate consumption. The consumption metric used considered all losses of water. Because of the configuration of the two intakes the withdrawal system is complicated.  The Pigeon Lake water also comes from Lake Michigan via a connection between the two.  This means that the annual withdrawal amount compared to “available lake volume” is not a representative number. Evaporation is not measured but it needs to be factored in. Use of the Global Water Tool to calculate consumption resulted in an incomplete characterization. It was surprising to many that this tool would provide an inaccurate calculation. Different methods used to calculate consumptive use yield different answers. The State does not require evaporation to be reported even though heated plumes of water are discharged.  This may be more important in a water scarce region. Estimates of forced evaporation were made using an EPRI methodology. The consumption metrics examined for this study consider all losses of water and expands the scope of the calculations beyond the physical footprint of the facility. The metrics used can be applied to answer “what if’ scenarios and were used here to develop answers regarding water use/losses if there was a conversion from once-through cooling to recirculating cooling. These metrics demonstrate greater withdrawals but less consumption with once- through cooling. Footprint calculation methods designed more for river systems like the Water Footprint Network Grey Water Footprint were not useful as an indicator of water pollution assessments in this large lake discharge situation. There are also questions about the applicability of the Grey Water Footprint calculation in watersheds where discharge permitting processes are in use. This plant provided economic, social and ecosystem benefit metric information that would be helpful from all the facilities. Benefits to the local community included the ability to have a sheltered boat launching area that provides access to the Great Lakes. None of the metrics selected for the studies asked for ecosystems benefits specifically. Consumers’ representatives said they were looking for an objective comparison of calculations and found that the process helped identify areas where better monitoring could be done and provided guidance on which footprint calculation methods to select if you wish to apply them to other facilities within their company.

Metrics Application to Lafarge NA Cement Plant
Slides available at: Slide Deck 3 Lafarge
Wendy Larson reviewed the slide presentation. This plant located in Bath, Ontario, on Lake Ontario, produces Portland cement and is a large site. The water flows associated with the plant site are complicated with multiple water withdrawal locations and multiple discharge sites. One cannot just look at water used in the plant itself but also the flows throughout the facility site. This facility is unique in that too much water exists on the site as a whole.  Groundwater and storm water that accumulates in the quarry must be removed from the site to allow for operations.  The footprint methodology and metric definitions used are important and scale or scope of the water accounting study is also important. The calculated water footprint number alone is not very useful. It must be put into the context of available supply. The focus should not be on using a smaller amount of water but on responsible and sustainable use of water. The highly regulated regimen the Great Lakes Region is different from some other parts of the world – especially in developing countries. The usefulness of the grey water footprint is questionable.  It is not helpful to look at one or a couple of pollutants.  The waste discharge permitting process should take care of these concerns.  Water management actions in place are the facility is examined in the water use accounting (footprinting) processes. The results show that good things such as best management practices are going on at the site and the recommendation is to share this information with the public. The company also needs to provide information about their responses to ecosystem impacts at this site.  From the company’s perspective, the tools appear too focused on the large withdrawal/release numbers, suggesting that these are “bad” and pushing for smaller numbers, when the focus should be on whether the water is being used in a productive way. The story is not told in just the numbers. There is a value in transparency, but while it can produce good news, sometimes it is bad. One panelist pointed out that the units appear so large because of the measurement units used (cubic meters per year).

Metrics Application to Shell Sarnia Fuels and Chemicals Manufacturing Centre
Slides available at: Slide Deck 4 - Shell
Wendy reviewed the information on the plant located in Corunna, Ontario, on the St. Clair River that produces refined oil products. The study found that the flow measurements available from plant operations data are not always suitable for the metrics and some metrics are better suited for cases involving withdrawal and return of water to rivers rather than lakes. Based on data available at the plant, the amount of water withdrawn is less than volume discharged plus volume evaporated. The study team is looking into the metrics and checking to see why there is this difference.  The precision of the flow measurements is one likely cause.  Some water use accounting methodologies ask for information regarding environmental impacts from plant operations.  Satisfying this assessment element has been difficult.  The baseline for assessing ecosystem effects is unknown. The Grey Water Footprint calculation was based on phosphorus in this case -- it was thermal loading for Consumers. Calculating Grey Water Footprint is to be done based on the “pollutant” of most relevance to the facility being examined.  However, it is questionable just how valuable this information is since there are regulations in place that limit phosphorus discharges.  The plant staff is working to provide more economic and social benefit information. There was not a lot of discussion about the Carbon Disclosure Project methodology but it was pointed out by the study team that this procedure is more like a questionnaire and provided the clearest guidance for calculations.

Metrics Application to the New Page Escanaba Paper Mill
Slides available at: Slide Deck 5 - New Page
Barry Malmberg gave the presentation on the NewPage paper facility in Escanaba, Michigan, which utilizes Lake Michigan water. The presentation was based on the same 25 metrics grouped within nine water sustainability indicators selected using the “common metrics” approach used at the three other pilot facilities. Looking at the total volume of water consumed metric as defined by the various water stewardship/accounting initiatives, the result can vary by 60 percent.  Most of the initiatives do not consider variation by season but this is important for evaluation of industrial activity. The water withdrawal quantity compared to available supply calculation results was low because of the abundance of water at the source. It was determined that water use (consumption and withdrawals) could be reported on a per unit of product basis.  This makes the output comparable to other facilities.  The eutrophication metric is more ambiguous to calculate than others.  Jerry Schwartz pointed out that the eutrophication factor is part of Life Cycle Analysis.  An observation should be made of how this factor is treated in each case (water accounting vs. LCA methodologies).  Again, the Grey Water Footprint appears to have limited value in this pilot case where regulatory tools are in place. If sustainability is the goal, then metrics that are more inclusive, put water in context with appropriate scale of the supply, and relate to impacts should be used.

Three Big Picture Findings
Slides available at: Slide Deck 6 Big Picture Findings
Paul Freedman presented the three findings:
1. No one tool provides all the answers
2. Devil can be in the details
3. Context is key to value
Ultimately we are looking at sustainability.
These slides were presented without discussion before lunch for participants to consider as they were evaluating the pilot results with respect to the (now seven) project questions.

Addressing the Project Questions – As revised November 2011
Slide available at: Slide Deck 7 Seven Questions (For each question, the text in italics comes from the slides used by the project team to initiate panel discussion.  Additional text reflects panel responses.)

Question #1
To what extent can or should the water accounting initiatives identified in this study be used to characterize/evaluate Great Lakes industrial uses and impacts?

Potential for Application 
· They can provide a context for looking at water use in the Region. The context can be to demonstrate sustainable water use. 
· There is a broad level of common language for reporting water use and consumption but there is the potential for conflict between the initiatives since definitions and the way the metrics are used vary. Use of multiple initiatives allows for comparison of metrics but care must be used in the analysis.  Differing analysts with differing objectives can produce differing results.
· The initiatives can be good for looking at a plant on its own but really need to look at all facilities in the Region and do a comparison.
· Enables comparison of metrics across operation to support planning
· The initiatives provide the potential for a common language. Ten years ago the questions could not be easily answered about consumption. They provide more than an opportunity to discuss water use, but discuss what people really care about. If all companies were required to report could it improve the discussion? Could it make the Region attractive?
· Under the Compact, facilities will need to report consumptive use. Use is not necessarily bad. If you identify a set of metrics that show benefits provided from use of the Great Lakes, industry could come up with a more robust justification for consumptive use.
· Initiatives provide an opportunity to begin a dialogue with stakeholders.
· The tools do improve our understanding of sustainability.
· Can highlight issues needing attention
· Can highlight gaps in understanding water use and data deficiencies

Observed Limitations and Recommendations for Improvements 
· Application of metrics highlight inconsistencies in definitions
· Consumption does not always equal “in minus out”
· Issue at some GL facilities is not lack of water but too much water
· The “numbers” by themselves only tell part of the story; impacts matter
· Grey WF is of questionable relevance in highly regulated regime
· Impact calculations require some interpretation and not all are well suited for large lakes
· Good data are critical and not always available
· The concept of green water footprint and how to apply the metrics can be an issue for facilities in several industrial sectors. Green water footprint calculations can be applied in the forest products industry where trees serve as a raw material, but the outcome can be misleading since the calculated amount of water consumed would be lost from the forest anyway absent the presence of the use by industry.
· The applicability and role of supply chain analysis is an issue we need to think about.
· These studies focus on withdrawals from the Great Lakes.  Rivers are important to consider. The Lakes are part of a larger water system; there is a potential for impact on connecting channels and tributaries.  On the other hand, people care about lake levels and discuss them in terms of inches.  They are also concerned about cumulative impact from multiple withdrawals.  When looking at the Lakes as a system, typically, Lakes Michigan and Huron are lumped together.  It is recommended that calculations involving these lakes use a lumped denominator.
· The initiative metrics do not deal with timing of withdrawals and return flows.
· This analysis may make it appear that these metrics do not apply without restructuring them; but this is not the message the project team was intending to convey.  The message is that the context behind these metrics must be understood and they must be applied correctly.

Question # 2
Do these initiatives provide for recognition for water recycling or reuse practices commonly typical of industrial processes? How does this ability vary between sectors?

Potential for Application
· The GRI, GWT, CDP, and EWP provide metrics for water recycling (WFN does not) thus, water recycling can be “recognized”
· There is not a standard method for characterizing or quantifying water recycle
· Means for “interpreting” water recycle is not provided. 
· Water recycling opportunities are sector and process specific, and not easily compared 
· Initiatives do not recognize a link between water recycle and water consumption 
· Are there incentives to recycle in the Great Lakes? – Water is clean, lots of assimilative capacity, is it helpful to recycle? The answer may be case by case
· Should we change the terminology? Recycling vs. reuse
· What are the expectations of industry? – Benchmarking is important if one is to make judgment on whether or not a facility is doing enough.
· There are four metrics in the suite that relate to recycling so it is considered important by the sponsors of the initiatives
· Campbell plant does recycle water but it is a much smaller volume than the once-through amounts. The plant has looked at greenhouse/irrigation uses for cooling water
· The 1200% recycling rate quoted for the NewPage mill means that water is used 12 times before it is discharged
·  How can this information be used? -- If a company is asking for a permit, the plant needs to demonstrate using water most efficiently

Observed Limitations and Recommended Improvements 
· Lack of standardization in recycling calculation
· Initiatives provide no means for interpreting water recycling, limiting the value of recycling as a metric
· some guidance on interpretation would be helpful
· Initiatives do not recognize environmental trade-offs that can be associated with recycling (such as energy use or increased water consumption)
· trade-offs should be recognized
· trade-off ≠ impediment
· The initiative questions regarding extent of water recycling do not link to trade-offs. The limitations on increased recycling are not the same as impediments or impacts. When increasing recycling, energy use and capital costs may decrease to a point, however beyond that point increased recycling may require increased capital and energy.
· It is not easy to characterize recycling within a facility.

Question #3
How do the initiatives relate to water conservation expectations within the industrial facility setting?  
Can the approaches be used by industrial water users to inform their water stewardship programs?

Potential for Application 
· Great Lakes Compact and some state laws require demonstrations that withdrawal or consumptive use is “implemented so as to incorporate environmentally sound and economically feasible water conservation measures,” so some metrics seem redundant.
· However, considered collectively, the metrics do signal the sustainability topics of interest and, to the extent that business wishes to engage in that discussion, the initiatives provide a framework for beginning that discussion
· Is water abundance the basis for the tools States use for withdrawal permit decision making?  Water availability is the denominator in the initiatives.
· Do they drive sustainability – is that their intent?
· Water uses do impact the triple bottom line. 
· 
Observed Limitation and Recommended Improvements 
· So tools drive conservation? Are they a means to an end? Concern about impacts of water use.
· Tradeoffs need to be understood
· Metrics can be helpful in providing a framework for sustainability
· Regional abundance and local abundance need to be understood in context
· Some initiatives (e.g., GWT) are designed to allow facilities to be compared.  
· Improvements are needed for sector specificity and methods that allow trade-offs to be assessed.
· Taken collectively, there are few, if any, metrics for water sustainability that are absent.  As such, the metrics are helpful in providing a basic framework.  
· There are not metrics that alone or in combination offer comprehensive and comparable judgment of sustainable practices (i.e., environmental, social, economic)
· this is, arguably, not possible
· Our view of abundance for the Great Lakes is skewed because all of the pilot facilities were on a Great Lakes. Would there be different results for facilities taking large volumes of groundwater from watersheds where there could be bigger impact? Local abundance needs to be understood in context.
· What does industry want to get from of the metrics for use in administering the Compact? NCASI has a tool to calculate consumptive use in a comparable and efficient manner for the paper sector.

Question # 4
Can the initiatives be used to support sustainable economic development pursuits in the Great Lakes Basin?  Are they equipped to properly characterize use of water in support of society's needs, services, and manufacture of products?

Potential for Application 
· Metrics may demonstrate low impact and highlight measures in place to avoid or minimize impacts, demonstrate sustainability/low risk
· Some initiatives (e.g. GRI) include social and economic impact metrics – address direct economic value generated, indirect benefits, and significance of the impacts (not yet evaluated by project team)
· Water sustainability is a regional issue, not plant specific. These analyses applied to only a single facility may not be useful. The metrics can be helpful if applied broadly, but not when only examined plant by plant.
· How do we define sustainability? What is a sustainable industry? What are the most useful metrics to use to “tell our story”? Metrics need to be helpful in informing stewardship practices.

Observed Limitations and Recommended Improvements 
· Metrics that demonstrate sustainability of water use in the Region are needed to help establish context for individual withdrawals
· Use of metrics in this area must be done carefully and can be controversial
· Who benefits most from the information? Who is going to use the answers? For Compact administration could be a company using it to justify existing operations, or using it to support an expansion or it could be used by a State regulator. All three users may need a different data set. The report should not reflect that metrics were selected to make a point. Industry needs to help define the metrics.
· Some metrics may not be helpful to the Region.
· Need to seek a common language – who chooses the metrics?
· USGS has looked at coefficients for economic, social and ecosystem benefit. On a Regional basis could a metric inform decisions by applying the coefficient used sector by sector?
· If we take a negative perspective, it will put us at odds with the standards industry. Tone of the report is important. Speaking of the merits of the tools is a better way to influence the process. If we are supportive of global efforts and something specific for the Great Lakes is developed, other developers will be more supportive of our efforts.

Question #5
Can links be made between the tools and Great Lakes Compact/Agreement?

Potential for Application 
· Support withdrawal applications
· Support State water management programs with respect to Compact compliance
· Are there conflict generators between the Compact and the initiatives? Should we map the tools against the Compact requirements?  Compare the Compact definitions with the tools. Where is there overlay? We need to know if the definitions are similar or different.
· Most facilities are estimating consumption based on coefficients rather than calculating it. If they use a metric to do more direct calculations it could be useful. Site-specific information is always more valuable than general coefficients. It is important to have tools that can be used to quantify the numbers. Some tools are more subjective than objective, qualitative not quantitative. States will have a hard time deciding which tools are most appropriate.
· Some States might welcome the help.
· Consumptive use is an issue. It is appropriate for industry to get out in front on this issue.  The Compact is in the spotlight for other parts of the country/world. Other Regions are looking to see if they want to go down this path.
· The paper industry has guidelines and tools for pulp and paper to define and characterize consumptive use. 
· Is there a need for a common language? The language was purposely vague in the Compact so that each State could interpret it for itself. States want this flexibility.

Observed Limitations and Recommended Improvements 
· Comparisons can be made between Decision-Making Standard and initiative metrics 
· A draft Decision-Making Standard vs. Water Accounting Metrics was provided in slide 18.
· The Lafarge analysis shows which metrics are known or can be calculated and those for which more information is needed. The second stage is a site-specific analysis.
· A two-step exercise – step one: screening tool, using a red light/green light approach – if you know the answer move on, and step two: site-specific applications.

Question #6
How do metrics compare to what companies are already reporting? 

Potential for Application 
Initiatives are generally external to what is already being reported for regulatory purposes 
· Corporate sustainability reports include GRI metrics related to withdrawals, consumption, withdrawal impacts and assessment procedures
· GRI metrics are used in Global Water Tool and CDP Water Disclosure
· Some companies are reporting water footprints externally
· What requests people are getting to report water use? Who is asking?  What is being asked for?
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Companies are working on increased transparency. External pressure is from environmental groups and shareholders. There is competition between companies desiring to be a leader. Most are hammered on by the Carbon Disclosure Project. There are threats of shareholder resolutions.
· The metrics go beyond current reporting. Companies are looking to this process to develop a new era of reporting. There is an opportunity to respond to investors and regulators. Eventually metrics may be a regulatory requirement. 
· In the paper sector, customers are asking about the source of paper and questions about water are more frequent.
· There are social, economic and environmental costs and benefits.

Observed Limitations and Recommended Improvements 
· There are many initiatives and companies need guidance on what best to use to demonstrate good water stewardship
· When a company receives a water use disclosure request, guidance is needed for how to respond 
· A reporting regime consistent with the requirements of the Compact is needed.
· What do I need to know to respond to questions on a facility level basis?
1. Where water comes from, where it goes. Demonstrate that you care enough about water to know.
2. Understand the potential impacts related to use
3. Understand where improvements could be made and trade-offs associated with making improvements and why you are or are not improving water use.  
4. These three answers will enable responses to most questions.
· Must be able to educate the person asking the question.
· Challenges industry to do the accounting and look for ways to improve. There are internal drivers for the decision, not just external.
· The standard developers and providers must be educated.

Question # 7
Are the initiatives applicable to a "water rich" region like the Great Lakes Basin?

Potential for Application 
· While the Region is “water rich,” the potential for local impacts is real
· Some metrics more relevant than others
· Generally found to be more applicable for voluntary rather than regulatory uses 
· Initiatives need to be applied at a local scale to assess local impacts
· Initiatives can be helpful for communicating sustainability of Great Lakes water use to global audience 
· Outcomes were instructional within the Region and hopefully worldwide.
· A water accountability study represents an opportunity to demonstrate sustainable Great Lakes water use potential.

Observed Limitations and Recommended Improvements 
· Some metrics better suited for rivers than large lakes 
· In a heavily regulated system like the Great Lakes, not all provide added value
· Some initiatives are applicable to the local scale, some not and are not intended to be
· Initiatives should be used to redirect dialogue toward using water responsibly rather than using least amount of water
· The Global Water Tool may be least applicable for business in the Great Lakes. Others are more useful.
· Some tools are designed to be applied locally and some are not.
· The uniqueness of the Region is important and must be communicated. Three points are important:
1. Self-supplied, little consumption
2. Lots of industrial uses
3. Ample supply
· Resource managers should decide if it is worth the effort to go through the exercise.
· The driving force is mostly external, particularly from investors, and from those tracking implementation of the Compact.
· Lessons learned through the pilots:
1. Learned a lot from the water tool. The facility tells a good story and there is value in having that good story. It is easier to evaluate water use internally.
2. Realize more about needs for monitoring and reporting. Could help inform future capital investments/project decisions.
3. Want to demonstrate if the Great Lakes can have a win-win situation.   We don’t have water risks – can accommodate sustainable uses.
· There is an opportunity to publicize good water use.
· Many do not realize that industry in the Great Lakes is effectively regulated.
· This exercise is also relevant to companies outside the Basin.

The Path Forward
Slide presentation at: Slide Deck 8 - Path Forward 

Every participant on the Expert Panel was asked to give the one thing that they have taken away from the project thus far.  The list included:
· Site specific is the key – tools need to consider site-specific conditions.
· The objective is identifying sustainable water use – not demonizing water use itself.
· Importance of scale
· Would the conclusions be different if the pilots were groundwater uses in the middle of a State?
· Consistent definitions are needed.
· No easy answers, no one metric or tool
· Helpful to hear the industry perspective on project outcomes. Clarity of what industry needs
· Methods are useful but need to be handled with care and rely on good data
· The guidance lacked clarity, more interpretation was needed.
· Excited about the opportunity to have a water conservation reporting method from a water abundant region to combine with a marketing tool and demonstrate Compact compliance. Excited to apply tools to conserve, disclose and promote the Region.
· One tool will not work, need a combination of tools.
· It is important to understand the trade-offs, energy, capital – it is not so simple
· In the context of the Great Lakes, it is use water responsibly not just use less water
· A unique set of Great Lakes metrics are needed. We have the ability to suggest them through this project.
· A subset of metrics could be used to address any one sustainability question. The metrics are there – a subset from various initiatives will address any question. Initiatives themselves lack an interpretive framework.
· There will never be a single sustainability index. Need to paint with a broad brush and create a story around it.
· Context is the key to value (scale, definition, guidelines)
· Framework for the initiatives and relation to the Compact is important. Can both be utilized for the same purpose?
· Clarification of the concept “footprinting” is important
· Context is the key

Additional thoughts:
· Is it worth getting better data? What if the data are not available? How accurate do you need to be? Is it worth the cost?
· What are “good enough” data?
· Green water footprint may not reflect sustainability (other metrics may not as well)
· Can you say you are using water sustainably if you don’t have the data to back it up or close the water balance?
· May want to change the title of the report so that it does not say just “footprinting”

Project Phase III 
Discussion – what is the potential for further work?
· There is interest in pursuing a suite of Great Lakes specific metrics or process or initiative
· Australian Mining Industry report could be of value to the Great Lakes industry and Region, looking at their developed commonalities for water balancing
· Sustainability is politically charged. Need a definition in the Great Lakes, no one has defined it.
· How can we transfer this information for benchmarking for other industries in the same sector – some are not in favor of benchmarking
· Look at trade-offs – might be a better approach to improving water use beyond what it is currently used. What do these tradeoffs look like in the Great Lakes compared to other regions? 
· Support the Compact implementation process – tools could be use in assessment
· One option would be to do an Alliance for Water Stewardship pilot for the Great Lakes. The Protection Fund is interested in market-based mechanisms, such as this certification program. A pilot could start in the March/April timeframe building on a draft standard.
· Water supply versus water use assessment.  Show that risk in the Great Lakes is low. Compare inland vs. big lake risks and compare to other regions in the U.S. such as New Orleans.
· Most of the tools have been designed to be applied in a voluntary fashion. If applied to the Compact would it shift toward regulatory?

Path forward
· A draft report will be out for comments in January. The final report is expected in February or March.
· All are asked for suggestions on the report outline.
· Confidentiality will be extended for pilot facility information as requested, and all appendices containing detailed facility study information will be reviewed by facility staff before becoming a part of the report.
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