
        June 15, 2018 

Mardi Klevs, Chief  
Chemicals Management Branch 
Land and Chemicals Division 
US EPA, Region 5 
77 W Jackson 
Chicago, IL 60604 
 
Tricia Mitchell, Manager  
Great Lakes Harmful Pollutants 
Environment and Climate Change Canada 
4905 Dufferin Street 
Toronto, ON M3H 5T4 
 
(Transmission by email) 

Dear Ms. Klevs and Ms. Mitchell, 

On behalf of the 58 undersigned groups, we are providing these comments on the draft Great 

Lakes Binational Strategy for Mercury Risk Management (April 2018, hereafter “Mercury 

Strategy”). Note that these comments expand on comments submitted by Canadian 

Environmental Law Association, National Wildlife Federation and Toxics Free Great Lakes 

Network on this matter on May 25, 2018. The main additions are addition to item 1 on 

potential new mercury sources, a new item 3 on factors that can affect mercury cycling and 

exposures (including related to mercury methylation), an expanded recommendation on 

actions to discuss in Table A (Executive Summary) in new item 5, and in new item 10, additional 

reference to challenges with an emphasis on fish consumption advisories as a risk reduction 

approach for some communities, as well as reference to other relevant publications on health 

risks associated with mercury exposures. 

We offer several general observations and recommendations to the Parties on the Mercury 

Strategy, as well as a few additional observations and recommendations, as summarized below. 

1)  Early on, the Mercury Strategy should identify ongoing concerns with mercury in the Great 

Lakes. 

The Executive Summary of the Mercury Strategy would benefit from a paragraph outlining the 

ongoing concerns with mercury, including the extent of fish consumption advisories (as noted 

later in the Strategy), the potential human health and ecological concerns, and the fact that 

though progress has been made, more work needs to be done to reduce mercury levels in the 

Great Lakes ecosystem. In addition, the Executive Summary should note that even though 

reductions in mercury releases have occurred across a number of sectors in the recent past, 

there remains ongoing risks of new or increased mercury releases. For example, certain mining 
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operations can release mercury, and there is the potential for new or expanded mining 

operations in the region (Lake Superior Partnership, 2016. Lake Superior Lakewide Action and 

Management Plan, 2015-19.)  

2) Reducing and virtually eliminating mercury requires a binational commitment to both Great 

Lakes Basin-specific actions and targets and tracking of progress. 

The proposed Mercury Strategy emphasizes activities already underway in both countries to 

address mercury releases, and many activities are laudable. However, the Mercury Strategy 

should also more clearly indicate Great Lakes Basin-specific actions (whether regulatory or 

voluntary) that can be taken to reduce and eliminate mercury releases in the Basin. In addition, 

the Mercury Strategy should include specific reduction targets (which could be both for 

national action and Basin-specific activities) and an approach to track activities, to ensure 

progress is made towards virtual elimination of mercury releases due to human activities. 

3) Additional emphasis is needed on factors that can affect mercury cycling and exposures, 

including methylmercury production and any potential for intervention measures. 

There is limited discussion on mercury cycling in watersheds and waterbodies in the draft 
Strategy. Section 2.3 should include additional material (e.g. 1-2 paragraphs) on watershed 
cycling of mercury, including factors that can promote transformation of inorganic mercury to 
methylmercury (which in turn has a greater tendency to biomagnify in food webs). These 
factors include pH, dissolved organic matter content, redox conditions, microorganism 
populations, and presence of sulfur compounds (see e.g. Munthe, J., Bodaly. R.A., Branfireun, 
B.A., Driscoll, C.T., Gilmour, C.C., Harris, H., Horvat, M., Lucotte, M., Malm, O. 2007. Recovery of 
mercury contaminated fisheries, Ambio, 36(1):33-44). A recent experimental study in 
Minnesota confirmed the importance of sulfate loads in the process of mercury methylation by 
microorganisms, whereby increasing sulfate led to increased mercury and methylmercury levels 
in water, with the highest proportion of methylmercury found in cases of intermediate sulfur 
compound abundance (Myrbo, A., Swain, E. B., Johnson, N. W., Engstrom, D. R., Pastor, J., 
Dewey, B.,Monson, P., Brenner, J., Dykhuizen Shore, M., Peters, E. B. 2017. Increase in 
nutrients, mercury, and methylmercury as a consequence of elevated sulfate reduction 
to sulfide in experimental wetland mesocosms. Journal of Geophysical Research: 
Biogeosciences, 122, 2769–2785.). Given the potential for ongoing or even increased sulfate 
loading in watersheds in Minnesota and more broadly (e.g., with increased metal mining), it is 
important to emphasize the potential for ancillary increasing mercury methylation (and thus 
fish tissue levels) in some areas.   
 

4) Timelines are needed to ensure progress and accountability regarding proposed actions. 

The Mercury Strategy does not include timelines associated with activities proposed, noting 

"While the GLWQA does not provide timelines for strategy implementation, the strategy should 

be reviewed periodically. Please note that during the time frame of re-evaluation, no new 
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chemical nominations will be accepted." (Introduction of the strategy, p. 1). As we noted in 

comments on the draft strategy on polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs), we have concerns 

about implications of the statement concerning new chemical nominations. In addition, as also 

noted in previous comments, even though the GLWQA does not outline timelines in the 

measures to be considered, regular reporting is required, and we believe having timelines 

would obviously help in assessing progress through Strategy implementation. 

5) Ensure all key existing activities in the U.S. and Canada affecting mercury are emphasized in 

the Strategy, including in the Executive Summary. 

We see three related issues that should be addressed to better indicate how work through the 

Mercury Strategy will contribute to ultimate objectives concerning mercury in the Great Lakes 

Basin:   

A. The Executive Summary should summarize both key activities underway as well as new 

activities that will contribute to ultimate objectives concerning mercury in the Great 

Lakes Basin, rather than emphasizing the categories of strategy options, general aspects 

of mercury contamination, and gaps concerning better understanding mercury in the 

environment. 

B. Table A in the Executive Summary should highlight all key actions underway in both 

countries to address mercury, and relevant to loadings in the Basin. For example, in the 

first column on regulatory and other actions, there is reference to continuing actions to 

reduce mercury emissions from coal-fired power plants, but emphasizing only Canada 

rather than both countries. Given the significant efforts that have gone in to developing 

and implementing the U.S. Mercury and Air Toxics Standards rule, continuing progress 

on the coal-fired power plant sector in the U.S. should be noted in this section as well 

(as well as in the summary box on p. 24). In addition, reference could be made to other 

activities that can potentially contribute to reductions in mercury exposures, such as 

sufficient regulations on sectors (e.g. mining) to ensure reductions in sulfur releases that 

might otherwise contribute to increased methylmercury production via sulfate-reducing 

microorganisms, as noted above. 

C. While it is important to evaluate the effectiveness of existing programs (e.g. first two 

items in the regulatory and other actions in Table A), it is important that the Strategy 

also note that any significant gaps identified involving mercury releases will be 

addressed subsequently by both governments. 

6) There should be comparable description of key programs addressing mercury for both 

countries. 

In Section 3 covering mercury management and programs, there is decent discussion of 

programs in both countries. However, in the case of guidelines and standards, the U.S. section 

(3.1.5) simply references the table compiling guidelines and standards (Table 7), whereas for 
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Canada, Section 3.2.5 elaborates on Canadian guidelines and standards. It would be helpful to 

have similar elaboration for guidelines and standards on the U.S. side. In particular, Table 7 

does not reference criteria developed through the Great Lakes Initiative process in the 1990s 

(which are still in place), including uniform water quality criteria guidelines for protection of 

human health and wildlife (https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-

12/documents/1995_water_quality_guidance_for_great_lakes_sid.pdf). These should be 

presented, including referenced in a brief narrative section in the main text. 

As another example, in Section 3 on policies, regulations and programs, there is mention of 

Canadian work (Section 3.2) on products and mercury export relevant to commitments through 

the Minamata Convention, but there is no similar reference to these issues (in the context of 

the Convention) in Section 3.1 for the U.S. 

One other area that should be further noted in the Strategy is the potential extent of sites with 

significant mercury contamination (e.g. in Areas of Concern, and, for example, Superfund sites 

on the U.S. side), and the extent to which they may be contributing to elevated mercury levels 

in some areas of the region, and may need additional remedial work. 

7)  Discussion on exceedances of criteria and guidelines should be binational, and recognize 

both some of the science and policy limitations as well as implications of exceedances. 

Section 4.2 (p. 23) discusses examples of exceedances of environmental quality guidelines or 

other criteria. Several points should be recognized here: 1. Canadian environmental quality 

guidelines may not be protective of all aquatic biota potentially at risk from mercury exposure 

(e.g. higher trophic level fish, or wildlife consuming fish, as noted in the guidelines documents 

themselves – e.g., CCME, Canadian Water Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life – 

Mercury, 2003); 2. There is appropriate reference to widespread presence of fish consumption 

advisories – with mercury levels exceeding thresholds, though it would be good to note the 

possibility that not all states on the U.S. side are necessarily using the same protocol for 

advisory issuance; 3. It is important to note on the U.S. side that exceedance of certain 

thresholds (e.g. of a water concentration-based water quality criterion or a fish tissue criterion) 

should lead to placement of water bodies on the state’s list of impaired waters under the Clean 

Water Act (and thus needing total maximum daily load development). 

8) Discussion on fish consumption risks and advisories should recognize more recent levels of 

concern. 

The discussion on mercury in biota (Section 2.4.3.4) references the large number of fish 

sampled that fall below the threshold identified in the 1987 Great Lakes Water Quality 

Agreement. However, as discussed elsewhere in the report, the U.S. EPA subsequently 

developed a threshold that is lower (0.3 ppm in fish tissue), and a number of states and Ontario 

have had yet lower thresholds for beginning to issue fish consumption advisories. Further, 

epidemiological and other studies continue to identify health risks from what otherwise may 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/1995_water_quality_guidance_for_great_lakes_sid.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/1995_water_quality_guidance_for_great_lakes_sid.pdf
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seem to be “low” exposures, so it would be preferred if this section recognizes some of this 

more recent work (see further discussion below).  

9) The Parties need to highlight resource needs to carry out Annex 3 activities. 

The Mercury Strategy notes that through the GLWQA, “…the Parties’ respective obligations are 

subject to the appropriation of funds in accordance with their respective procedures." 

(Introduction section, page 1). Again as we noted in the recent comments on the PBDE 

Strategy, given the binational commitment the Parties have made through the GLWQA to 

address Great Lakes threats, it is important that the Parties highlight the importance of funding 

programs to meet objectives of the GLWQA. It is reasonable to ensure that those making 

decisions related to authorizing and appropriating funds recognize the importance of funding 

programs addressing mercury and other CMCs in the Great Lakes Basin. 

10) Miscellaneous comments. 

We have several specific comments on other aspects of the Mercury Strategy, as noted below. 

Attention to nomenclature: The authors should review the document to ensure consistent use 

of terms and symbols. For example, in Section 2.3 (Sources and Releases of Mercury in the 

Great Lakes, p. 3, second paragraph), there is reference to a “… 30% decrease in anthropogenic 

Hg0 emission…” (globally), whereas the authors are presumably referencing elemental 

mercury, which should be indicated as either Hg° or Hg(0). 

Attribution of mercury sources: In the brief discussion on sources and cycling (P. 3, second full 

paragraph), it is important to note in citing Lepak et al. 2015 that there is some conflating of 

vectors and sources. For example, there is reference to atmospheric, industrial, and watershed-

derived sources. But it is important to note that mercury emitted from an industrial source (e.g. 

a chlor-alkali plant, or a coal-fired power plant, if considered among “industrial sources”) can be 

transported through the atmosphere, and then be deposited on a water body (e.g. a Great 

Lakes). Some alternative terminology may be helpful (e.g., “direct industrial”).   

Sources can release mercury in multiple forms: The Mercury Strategy (p. 4, fifth paragraph) 

notes that for taconite processing facilities, a substantial fraction of mercury released is in the 

gaseous form (which is less likely to deposit locally). This appears to be the case for these 

facilities, but it should be noted this assertion in the cited report was based on testing at only 

one facility, and other work has noted that taconite facilities can potentially be the source of 

some regionally deposited mercury (Engstrom et al. 2007, Limnology and Oceanography, 52(6): 

2467-2483). 

Fish consumption advisories: Both the Executive Summary and the pollution prevention 

summary box (p. 26) reference efforts to “enhance public outreach and educate the public on 

how to obtain and implement site- specific fish consumption advisories.” We have several 
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issues with the recommendation: 1. Overall efforts on fish consumption advisory outreach are 

important, but they would not be considered “pollution prevention” efforts, given they are 

recommendations individuals should take because of pollution present. 2. It is really agencies 

that “implement” fish consumption advisories, and the public would heed or follow the advice. 

Thus, we believe the description of needed efforts should be modified accordingly. 3. The 

challenges with addressing mercury contamination via an emphasis on fish consumption 

advisories should be recognized, in particular for those communities (which may include low 

income or First Nations, Métis, and Tribal communities) that may have a heavy reliance on 

fishing and fish consumption (for reasons including sustenance, cultural, or both). 

Overview of risk: In the High Level Summary of Risks section (Section 2.5), it is worth briefly 
mentioning a few of the other human health and ecological concerns with mercury exposures; 
it is these concerns in particular that motivate efforts to reduce mercury uses and releases to 
the environment. Though earlier publications, two reviews that address both of these topics are 
Mergler, D., Anderson, H.A., Chan, L.H.M., Mahaffey, K.R., Murray, M., Sakamoto, M., Stern, A.H. 
2007. Methylmercury exposure and health effects in humans: A worldwide concern, Ambio, 
33(1):3-11; Scheuhammer, A., Meyer, M.W., Sandheinrich, M.B. Murray, M.W. 2007. Effects of 
environmental methylmercury on the health of wild birds, mammals, and fish, Ambio, 33(1):12-
18. Other work could be cited more specific to the region. For example, research from that period 
included a review and analysis of Health Canada reports on potential links between 
environmental exposures and various health outcomes, finding increased rates of male cerebral 
palsy hospitalizations in some Areas of Concern (in comparison to remainder of province, and 
with potential elevated methylmercury exposures in the former) (see Gilbertson, 2004).  Male 
cerebral palsy hospitalization as a potential indicator of neurological effects of methylmercury 
exposure in Great Lakes communities, Environmental Research, 95:375-384); and Gilbertson, 
2009. Index of congenital Minamata Disease in Canadian Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes: 
An eco-social epidemiological approach, Journal of Environmental Science and Health Part C, 
27:246-275). Finally, potential for elevated mercury exposure via fish consumption in the Basin 
should be noted; for example, a study of 1,465 infants born in the Lake Superior Basin showed 
eight percent with elevated mercury levels (i.e., above that corresponding to EPA’s reference 
dose for methylmercury) (McCann, 2012. Mercury levels in blood from newborns in the Lake 
Superior Basin, GLNPO ID 2007-942, Final Report, November 30, 2011.) 
 
Work under the Binational Toxics Strategy: While the Mercury Strategy appropriately notes the 

work of the earlier Binational Toxics Strategy (BTS) (p. 18), it is worth noting there was a 

separate Mercury Work Group that carried out a number of activities, including specific 

projects and extended workshops at BTS meetings. 

Review data/information compilation in tables: In Table 1 (p. 34), reference should be made to 

“Henry’s Law Constant” rather than “Henri’s Law”); in addition “constant” is the more 

conventional term rather than “coefficient”. In Table 5 (p. 36), the summary references PCBs 

rather than mercury. In Table 7 on standards and guidelines, as noted in point #5 above, there 

is no reference to criteria developed through the Great Lakes Initiative process in the 1990s 
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(which are still in place), including uniform water quality criteria guidelines for protection of 

human health and wildlife. These criteria should be referenced in the table 

(https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-

12/documents/1995_water_quality_guidance_for_great_lakes_sid.pdf). 

In summary, we appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments on the Mercury 

Strategy. As we have noted in comments on earlier strategy documents (including most 

recently on PBDEs), it is important that these early strategy documents set the right tone for 

activities to be undertaken to meet objectives for chemicals of mutual concern under the Great 

Lakes Water Quality Agreement. We believe addressing the comments above can result in 

actions more likely to address ongoing concerns with mercury in the Great Lakes Basin. 

Sincerely, 

 

Fe de Leon, MPH 

Researcher and Paralegal 

Canadian Environmental Law Association 

Email: deleonf@cela.ca, Telephone: 416-960-2284 Ext 7223 

 

 

Michael Murray, Ph.D. 
Staff Scientist 
National Wildlife Federation, Great Lakes Regional Center 
Co-Chair, Toxics Free Great Lakes Network 
Email: murray@nwf.org, Telephone: 734-887-7110 
 

 
John Jackson 
Co-Chair, Toxics Free Great Lakes Network 
Email: jjackson@web.ca, Telephone: 519-744-7503 
  

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/1995_water_quality_guidance_for_great_lakes_sid.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/1995_water_quality_guidance_for_great_lakes_sid.pdf
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Supporting Organizations  
 
Association pour la santé environnementale du Québec – Environmental Health Association 
of Quebec (ASEQ-EHAQ) [Québec] 
Michel Gaudet , Executive Director 
Email: office@aseq-ehaq.ca; Telephone: 514-332-4320 
 
Beyond Nuclear [Maryland] 
Kevin Kamps, Radioactive Waste Specialist 
Email: kevin@beyondnuclear.org; Telephone: 240-462-3216 
 
Breast Cancer Action Manitoba [Manitoba] 
Contact: Louise Schoenherr, BCAM President 
Email: kschoenh@mymts.net; Telephone: 204-253-5903 
 
Breast Cancer Action Quebec [Québec] 
Jennifer Beeman, Executive Director 
Email: Jennifer.beeman@acsqc.ca; Telephone: 514-483-1846 
 
Bruce Peninsula Environment Group [Ontario] 
Rod Layman, BPEG Chair 
Email: bpeg10@gmail.com 
 
Canadian Unitarians for Social Justice [Ontario] 
Margaret Rao [President, CUSJ] 
Email: president@cusj.org; Telephone: 416-658-0998 
 
Citizens Environment Alliance of Southwestern Ontario [Ontario] 
Derek Coronado, Coordinator 
Email: dcoronado@cogeco.net; Telephone: 519-973-1116 
 
Citizens' Resistance at Fermi 2 (CRAFT) [Michigan] 
Jessie Collins, Co-chair 
Email: shutdownfermi@gmail.com; Telephone: 313-286-3827 
 
Clean Production Action [Massachusetts] 
Dr. Mark S. Rossi, Executive Director 
Email: mark@cleanproduction.org; Telephone: 1-781-391-6743 Ext 101 
 
Coalition for a Nuclear Free Great Lakes [Michigan] 
Michael J. Keegan, Chair 
Email: mkeeganj@comcast.net; Telephone: 734-770-1441 
 
 

mailto:office@aseq-ehaq.ca
mailto:kevin@beyondnuclear.org
mailto:kschoenh@mymts.net
mailto:Jennifer.beeman@acsqc.ca
mailto:bpeg10@gmail.com
mailto:president@cusj.org
mailto:dcoronado@cogeco.net
mailto:shutdownfermi@gmail.com
mailto:mark@cleanproduction.org
mailto:mkeeganj@comcast.net
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Don't Waste Michigan [Michigan] 
Alice Hirt, Co-chair 
Email: alicehirt@gmail.com; Telephone: 616-218-6511 
 
Duluth for Clean Water [Minnesota] 
JT Haines, Director 
Email: duluthforcleanwater@gmail.com; Telephone: 218-464-4203 
 
Duluth League of Women Voters [Minnesota] 
Christine Woods, President 
Email: Christina.woods1@gmail.com; Telephone: 218-464-7877 
 
Durham Nuclear Awareness (DNA) [Ontario] 
Janet McNeill, Coordinator 
Email: info@durhamnuclearawareness.com / mcneill.janet@gmail.com; Telephone: 416-792-
2024 
 
Federation of Ontario Cottagers’ Associations (FOCA) [Ontario] 
Terry Rees, Executive Director  
Email: trees@foca.on.ca; Telephone: 705-749-3622  
 
FLOW (For Love of Water) [Michigan] 
Liz Kirkwood, Executive Director 
Email: liz@flowforwater.org; Telephone: 231-944-1568 
 
Freshwater Future [binational] 
Jill Ryan, Executive Director 
Email: jill@freshwaterfuture.org; Telephone: 231-348-8200 
 
Friends of the Cloquet Valley State Forest [Minnesota] 
Kristin Larsen, Executive Director 
Email: Kristinl55803@gmail.com; Telephone: 218-310-6023 
 
Friends of the Earth Canada [Ontario] 
Beatrice Olivastri, CEO 
Email: beatrice@foecanada.org; Telephone: 613-241-0085 
 
Georgian Bay Association [Ontario] 
Rupert Kindersley, Executive Director 
Email: rkindersley@georgianbay.ca; Telephone: 416-485-5103 
 
Ingersoll District Nature Club [Ontario] 
Sheila Fleming, President 
Email: Sheila.fleming@lawsonresearch.com; Telephone: 519-485-2645 

mailto:Christina.woods1@gmail.com
mailto:info@durhamnuclearawareness.com
mailto:mcneill.janet@gmail.com
mailto:trees@foca.on.ca
mailto:liz@flowforwater.org
mailto:jill@freshwaterfuture.org
mailto:Kristinl55803@gmail.com
mailto:beatrice@foecanada.org
mailto:rkindersley@georgianbay.ca
mailto:Sheila.fleming@lawsonresearch.com
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League of Women Voters Minnesota [Minnesota] 
Nick Harper, Civic Engagement Director 
Email: nharper@lwvmn.org; Telephone: 651-424-4603 
 
Midwest Environmental Advocates [Wisconsin]  
Kimberlee Wright, Executive Director 
Email: kwright@midwestadvocates.org; Telephone: 608-251-5047 Ext 4 
 
Milwaukee Riverkeeper [Wisconsin] 
Cheryl Nenn, Riverkeeper 
Email: cheryl_nenn@milwaukeeriverkeeper.org; Telephone: 414-287-0207 Ext 2 
 
Mining Action Group of the Upper Peninsula Environmental Coalition [Michigan] 
Kathleen Heideman, Board Member 
Email: miningactiongroupUPEC@gmail.com; Telephone: 906-662-0037 
 
Minnesota Division Izaak Walton League of America [Minnesota] 
Noreen Tyler, Office Administrator 
Email: ikes@minnesotaikes.org; Telephone: 651-221-0215 
 
North American Water Office [Minnesota]  
Lea Foushee, Environmental Justice Director 
Email: lfoushee@nawo.org; Telephone: 651-770-3861 
 
Northwatch [Northeastern Ontario] 
Brennain Lloyd, Project Coordinator 
Email: northwatch@northwatch.org; Telephone: 705-407-0373 
 
Nuclear Energy Information Service of Chicago [Illinois] 
David Kraft 
Email: neis@neis.org; Telephone: 773-342-7650 
 
Onondaga Audubon [New York] 
Alison Kocek, President 
Email: akocek@gmail.com; Telephone: 315-470-4782 
 
Ontario Headwaters Institute [Ontario] 
Andrew McCammon, Executive Director 
Email: andrew@ontarioheadwaters.ca; Telephone: 416-231-9484 
 
Ontario Rivers Alliance [Ontario] 
Linda Heron, Chair 
Email: LindaH@OntarioRiversAlliance.ca; Telephone: 705-866-1677 
 

mailto:nharper@lwvmn.org
mailto:kwright@midwestadvocates.org
mailto:cheryl_nenn@milwaukeeriverkeeper.org
mailto:miningactiongroupUPEC@gmail.com
mailto:ikes@minnesotaikes.org
mailto:lfoushee@nawo.org
mailto:northwatch@northwatch.org
mailto:neis@neis.org
mailto:akocek@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@ontarioheadwaters.ca
mailto:LindaH@OntarioRiversAlliance.ca
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Oxford Coalition for Social Justice [Ontario] 
Bryan Smith, Chair 
Email: bryasmit@oxford.net 
 
Prevent Cancer Now [Ontario] 
Meg Sears, PhD, Chair 
Email: Meg@PreventCancerNow.ca; Telephone: 613-832-2806 / 613-297-6042 (cell) 
 
Registered Nurses' Association of Ontario (RNAO) [Ontario] 
Doris Grinspun, RN, MSN, PhD, LLD(hon), Dr(hc), O.ONT., 
Chief Executive Officer 
Email: dgrinspun@rnao.org; Telephone: 416-408-5600 (Direct) / 1-800-268-7199 Ext 206 (Toll 
Free) / 647-505-1531 (cell)  
 

Religious Coalition for the Great Lakes  
Irene Senn, Coordinator  
Email: Imbsenn@gmail.com; Telephone: 414-339-9259 
 
Save Our Sky Blue Waters [Minnesota] 
Lori Andresen, President 
Email: andres01@charter.net; Telephone: 218-340-2451 
 
Save The River / Upper St. Lawrence Riverkeeper [New York] 
Lee Willbanks, Riverkeeper, Executive Director 
Email: lee@savetheriver.org; Telephone: 315-686-2010 
 
Sierra Club Binational Great Lakes Committee [Ontario/8 GL States] 
Lino Grima & Wayne Howard, Co-Chairs 
Email: lino.grima@utoronto.ca; Telephone: 437-999-6803 
 
Superior Rivers Watershed Association [Wisconsin] 
Tony Janisch, Executive Director 
Email: janisch@superiorrivers.org; Telephone: 715-682-2003 
 
Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council [Michigan] 
Grenetta Thomassey, Watershed Policy Director 
Email: grenetta@watershedcouncil.org; Telephone: 231-347-1181 
 
Toronto Cancer Prevention Coalition, Environmental and Occupational Working Group 
[Ontario] 
Sarah Miller, Co-Chair 
Email: reachsandbarsarah@gmail.com; Telephone: 416-203-0821 
 
 

mailto:bryasmit@oxford.net
mailto:Meg@PreventCancerNow.ca
mailto:dgrinspun@rnao.org
mailto:andres01@charter.net
mailto:lee@savetheriver.org
mailto:lino.grima@utoronto.ca
mailto:janisch@superiorrivers.org
mailto:grenetta@watershedcouncil.org
mailto:reachsandbarsarah@gmail.com


CELA et al. Comments on Draft Mercury Strategy, June 15, 2018, P. 12 
 

Toronto Environmental Alliance [Ontario] 
Heather Marshall, Campaigns Director 
Email: heather@torontoenvironment.org; Telephone: 416-596-0660 
 
Upper Peninsula Environmental Coalition [Michigan] 
Horst Schmidt, President 
Email: upec@upenvironment.org; Telephone: 906-201-1949 
 
Voyageurs National Park Association [Minnesota] 
Christina Hausman, Executive Director 
Email: chausman@voyageurs.org; Telephone: 612-333-5424 
 
Wastewater Education 501(c)3 [Michigan]  
Dendra J. Best. Executive Director 
Email: info@wastewatereducation.org; Telephone: 231-233-1806 
 
WaterLegacy [Minnesota] 
Paula Maccabee, Esq. 
Advocacy Director/Counsel for WaterLegacy 
Email: pmaccabee@justchangelaw.com; Telephone: 651-646-8890 / 651-775-7128 (cell) 
 
Windsor on Watch (WOW) [Ontario] 
Jim Brophy 
Email: jimbrophy@yahoo.com; Telephone: 519-735-2944 
 
Wisconsin Resources Protection Council [Wisconsin] 
Al Gedicks, Executive Secretary 
Email: agedicks@eagle.uwlax.edu 
 
Wisconsin Trout Unlimited [Wisconsin] 
Linn Beck, State Council Chair 
Email: chlbeck@att.net; Telephone: 920-216-7408 
 
Individual 
 
Dr. Gail Krantzberg, Professor  
Engineering and Public Policy Program, ETB 510 
Booth School of Engineering Practice and Technology 
McMaster University [Ontario] 
Email: krantz@mcmaster.ca; Telephone: 905-525-9140 Ext 22153 
 
 
 
 

mailto:heather@torontoenvironment.org
mailto:info@wastewatereducation.org
mailto:pmaccabee@justchangelaw.com
mailto:jimbrophy@yahoo.com
mailto:agedicks@eagle.uwlax.edu
mailto:chlbeck@att.net
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International 
 
Ecological Alert and Recovery - Thailand (EARTH) [Thailand] 
Penchom Saetang, Director 
Email: penchom.earth@gmail.com; Telephone: +66 2 952 5061 
 
HEJSupport International [Germany] 
Alexandra Caterbow, Co-Director 
Email: info@hej-support.org; Telephone: +491795244994  
 
IPEN [Sweden] 
Olga Speranskaya, Pamela Miller, CoChairs 
Email: ipen-cochairs@ipen.org; Telephone: +1-613-252-9839 
 
Pesticide Action Network 
Hemsing Hurrynag 
Email: panadion@gmail.com; Telephone: +230 5711 6000 
 
“Volgograd-Ecopress" Information Center [Russia] 
Elena Vasilyeva, Director 
Email: volgograd-ecopres@mail.ru; Telephone: +79173382443 
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