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Authors:     Kate Foley, Jessica Jacklet, Brenda Johnson, Kim Mullen & Mare Sullivan

Purpose:     Students will be engaged in activities that address a variety of ethical issues 

    surrounding the Love Canal case study.  They will further develop their   

    critical thinking and problem solving skills while identifying with different 

    perspectives and predicting potential outcomes.                

Course:     Biology, Life Science, Physical Science & Environmental Science      


Grade Level:     7th-12th grade

Time:  3-6 days

Materials:  7 different colored chips & each color group must be numbered #1-7

Washington State Essential Academic Learning Requirements:

Benchmark 1.3:  Understand how interactions within and among systems cause 

                            changes in matter and energy.
Benchmark 2.1:  Develop abilities necessary to do scientific inquiry.

Benchmark 2.2:  Apply science knowledge and skills to solve problems or meet 

                            challenges.

Benchmark 3.2:  Know that science and technology are human endeavors, 

                           interrelated to each other, to society, and to the workplace.

UNIT SEQUENCE

PART ONE

Introductory Activity:  

Students are grouped into groups of 4 or 5.  Each group is given a packet of materials dealing with events associated with the Love Canal case study.  Not yet knowing the actual story, the groups are asked to make sense of the documents and place them in chronological order.

One group member will function as the recorder as the group determines a plausible order to the documents.  As questions arise and students identify potential “gaps” or inconsistencies in the events, students are to record their questions and comments below the sequential order.  

Then the teacher will share with the class the correct order of events and briefly explain the sequential ordering while answering student generated questions.

Homework:  Students are given the handout which includes the Love Canal Case Study.  They are to read the case study keeping in mind their questions from the activity regarding “gaps” or inconsistencies.  As students read they need to identify all of the stakeholders in the study and explain in 2-3 sentences why those individuals should be listed as stakeholders.  Students are also to record at least 3-5 ethical issues they see in the Love Canal Case Study.
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PART TWO

Discussion:

Teacher will facilitate a class discussion of the case study.  Teacher will compile a class generated list of stakeholders and ethical issues for the class to discuss.  

Similar Task Force Group Work:

Teacher distributes one colored chip to each student.  The color of the chip will signify which stakeholder the student must assume.  Students will be divided into groups according to the colors of their chips.  All of the same colored chips will be grouped together (same stakeholders stay together).

                


 Stakeholders

· Hooker Electrochemical Corporation

· [image: image7.wmf]School Board Member

· Love Canal Homeowner

· Lois Gibbs (President of LCHA)

· Government Official (EPA or NYSDH specialist)

· Michael Brown (investigative reporter)

· Dr. Beverly Paigen

*Optional Activity:  Students are asked to bring at least one prop to class to 

  represent their stakeholder.  This will help students remain in character   

  throughout their group discussions.




Example of Props

· Dr. Paigen--white doctor’s jacket

· Michael Brown--reporter hat, pencil & notepad, etc.

All similar task force groups will answer the following three questions:

· What viewpoint would the person with your role bring to the task force?

· What concerns would they bring?

· What should happen for justice to be served?

Before students break into their groups, they are given time to brainstorm privately and record answers to the questions listed above.  Then when the teacher calls the time, students are to begin discussion in their small similar stakeholder groups.  Each stakeholder group will also receive a biography of their stakeholder and a list of questions their stakeholder might ask, which they should answer in their small group discussion.  

Mixed Task Force Groups  

Students will be regrouped into mixed stakeholder groups according to the number on their colored chip, numbered 1-7.  (All of the ones are grouped together, all of the twos are grouped together, etc.)

Each stakeholder needs to share the individual stakeholder’s perspective with the group.  Then each group needs to discuss the case study and arrive at a decision at a mutual decision as to how justice would best be served.  

Once each group has reached a decision, they will create a cartoon to illustrate how justice will be served.  The cartoon must include a minimum of 8 frames including illustration and dialogue that clearly expresses a just decision.   
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PART THREE

Closing Activity:  

Each group will have an opportunity to present their cartoon to the class.  The class audience will be able to ask questions of the presenters regarding their just decision.

The teacher will facilitate a final class discussion of the Love Canal case study.
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PART FOUR

Final Assessment Project:

After analyzing and discussing the case study for Love Canal, the students will choose one of the following options for their final assessment project:

Option One:

Analyze an article of a current toxic waste hazard in your local area.



Examples:


· Benzene found at Gas Works Park in Seattle, Washington.

· Past asbestos mining in Libby, Montana is now having detrimental effects on the local community.

· The seepage of nuclear waste into the ground in Hanford, Washington.

Option Two:

Research your local area and determine the past history of what was once located on or around the land in which your home was built.



Examples:

· Orchards that used pesticides.

· A gas station where tanks had been buried and left in the ground.

· A dry cleaning business where chemicals were used.

Requirements:

For either option, the students must take in consideration their chosen case study and complete the following:

· Write a summary of the case study.

· Identify the stakeholders.

· Identify the ethical issues.

· Choose one ethical issue and write a detailed solution to the case study of choice.
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Extension Activities:

If you were to buy a home today, what would you need to consider?  What types of questions should you ask?

Research the harmful affects of chemicals found at Love Canal.  These toxins include:  benzene, the pesticide lindane, polychlorinated dioxins, PCB’s, and phosphorus.

If a similar case of toxin seepage occurred today, how would the situation be similar?  How would it be different?

Research the economic affects of the damage caused by the Love Canal case study.  Include the financial costs spent by the government, incurred through law suits, relocation fees, and costs that affected New York tax payers.
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Difficult Questions (from the students) and Possible Responses (by the teachers):

1. How can you know if the land you live on contains toxic substances?

Tests for toxic substances are not required before you buy property.  If you are concerned, you can go to the county assessor’s office and look up the past titles on the land.  If you find that there were gas stations, dry cleaning stores, or other businesses that routinely use dangerous chemicals on the land you’re interested in, you should get it tested for hazardous chemicals.  You can also hire a title insurance company to verify the environmental history of the land.  

2. Why didn’t the government act sooner to help the Love Canal residents?

Good question.  Perhaps the overwhelming cost of clean-up and medical care was intimidating.  The Love Canal case was also a historic precedent; before that case, it was not generally known that there were unpublicized hazardous dumps buried throughout the United States.  I would hope that government agencies learned from the Love Canal fiasco, and would now respond more quickly to a similarly dangerous situation.

3. What is currently done with toxic wastes like benzene, polychlorinated dioxins, PCBs, and phosphorus?

In Washington State, the disposal of these wastes is governed by the Washington Department of Ecology.  Contractors and companies that use toxic substances have to comply with the detailed regulations found at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/9112q.html.  Several federal laws help regulate the use of industrial chemicals.  Among them is the Toxic Substances Control Act, which allows the EPA to control toxic substances before damage has occurred.

4. Are schools routinely tested for hazardous substances?

No.  Since schools are considered unlikely places to contain hazardous substances, they are not routinely tested.  If you would like to have your school tested, you can call the Washington State Department of Labor and Industries, whose job it is to protect the safety of the employees of the school. To file a complaint with WISHA (Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act), go to http://www.lni.wa.gov/wisha/topics/wisha.htm#complaints.  For school laboratories, there is a program that takes away outdated, toxic materials called “rehab the lab”, which can be reached at http://www.metrokc.gov/hazwaste/rehab/.
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Additional Resources:

http://ublib.buffalo.edu/libraries/projects/lovecanal/
http://www.globalserve.net/~spinc/atomcc/lovecana.htm
http://www.health.state.ny.us/nysdoh/lcanal/lcanal.htm
http://www.health.state.ny.us/nysdoh/environ/lovecan.htm
http://www.spa3.k12.sc.us/WebQuests/LoveCanal/
http://www.cnn.com/US/9808/07/love.canal/
http://www.epa.gov/history/topics/lovecanal/
http://history.acusd.edu/gen/nature/lovecanal.html
http://www.globalserve.net/~spinc/atomcc/history.htm
http://arts.envirolink.org/arts_and_activism/LoisGibbs.html
http://www.acsh.org/press/editorials/lovecanal122399.html
http://www.chej.org/lovecanal20.html
http://www.usdoj.gov/opa/pr/Pre_96/December95/638.txt.html
	
	Construction Begins on Canal

Niagara NY. The William Love Company has announced that ground has been broken for construction of a new canal near Niagara Falls in Western New York. When completed, this canal will be part of a system of  regional transportation that will New York State even more competitive for commercial manufacture and trade in the coming century. 

With the new century only six years away, businessmen have been pushing for expanded 


	Niagara Falls, New York

December 1907-

Dearest James-

We are having a delightful holiday at mother’s.  We spend our days baking, reading, and ice skating on nearby Love Canal.  We visisted the Falls today.  It was lovely, if a bit snowier than in the picture on this card.  Perhaps we will return in the summer, and you can join us in swimming in the now frozen canal.  

With loving thoughts,

Your Harriett

PhotoImages, 1927
	Mr. James McNash

Route 4

Albany, New York




COMMERCIAL LEASE AGREEMENT 

 

This Commercial Lease Agreement ("Lease") is made and effective 1942, by and between Hooker Electrochemical Corporation  ("Lessor") and City of Niagara Falls ("Lessee").

Lessor is the owner of land and improvements commonly known as William Love Canal and adjacent property. 

Lessor desires to lease the Leased Premises to Lessee, and Lessee desires to lease the Leased Premises from Lessor for the term, at the rental and upon the covenants, conditions and provisions herein set forth.

THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises herein, contained and other good and valuable consideration, it is agreed:

1. Term.

A. Lessor hereby leases the Leased Premises to Lessee, and Lessee hereby leases the same from Lessee, for an "Initial Term" beginning 1942 and ending 1947 . Lessor shall use its best efforts to give Lessee possession as nearly as possible at the beginning of the Lease term. If Lessor is unable to timely provide the Leased Premises, rent shall abate for the period of delay. Lessee shall make no other claim against Lessor for any such delay.

	Hooker Electrochemical Corporation

Niagara,  New York

WORK ORDER                                                               JOB # 8475

Request from: Facilities Manager 

Action requested: 

1) Install an impermeable cap on top of the Love Canal pit. Be sure it is sealed so that no water can enter and no waste materials can leak out.

2) Cover the canal cap with fill dirt. Grade the fill to match surrounding ground.




	Hooker Electrochemical Corporation

Niagara,  New York

MEMO

To: Facilities Manager
From: Production Supervisor

Re: Waste materials needing disposal

As you know, we are currently generating about 10,000 lbs of waste liquids and solvents each day in our production line. The wastes include benzene, Lindane, polychlorinated dioxins, PCB’s, and phosphorus.

Can we arrange to have the waste materials hauled away to our leased disposal site daily instead of weekly? This would be helpful in freeing up space in the warehouse.




BILL OF SALE 
STATE OF New York

COUNTY OF Niagara

  I, City of Niagara Falls Seller, of Niagara County, New York, do hereby sell and transfer to Hooker Electrochemical Corporation, Buyer, of Niagara County, New York, his/her successors and assigns, the following described personal property located in Niagara County, New York, the property known as “The William Love Canal” and  adjacent property as designated on the attached surveyor’s map. Seller warrants that he/she is the lawful owner in every respect of all of the described property and that it is free and clear of all liens, security agreements, encumbrances, claims, demands, and charges of every kind whatsoever. 

Seller binds Seller, his/her successors and assigns, to warrant and defend the title to all of the described property to Buyer, his/her successors and assigns, forever against every person lawfully claiming the described property or any part of it. 

	Hooker Electrochemical Corporation

Niagara,  New York

MEMO

To: Production Supervisor
From: Facilities Manager 

Re: Update on disposal of waste materials

We will soon be changing the way we dispose of waste materials. As you know, for the past 8 years we have stored waste liquids in the concrete-lined Love Canal pit. Since the pit is now full, we will be shipping the production wastes to another site, but we will continue to pick up your waste and haul it away each day. There should be no interruption to production during the change from the Love Canal site to another disposal site. Please contact me if you have any additional questions.
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New Homes for Sale

Love       Canal

Neighborhood

Niagara Falls, New York

New 99th Street Elementary School!

Parks, Playgrounds, Friends, & Neighbors!

Niagara County Community Hospital

Buffalo, New York


City Council

Niagara Falls, New York

1958

Dear City Council Members;


I am writing to notify you of a potential problem that may exist in your city.  In the past month three boys from the Love Canal neighborhood were admitted to our emergency room.  Each had severe chemical burns, reportedly occurring after they came in contact with “a gooey, smelly liquid” that had oozed out of the ground near their homes and/or near the 99th Street School.


I encourage you to address this issue.


Respectfully yours,




Hospital Administrator

Cc:  Hooker Electrochemical Corporation
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Who will help them?

The state says, “Send your children somewhere else.”

The Board of Education says it probably won't open 99th
Street School this fall

‘The city and county governments are practically mute.

Hooker Chemical Corp. officials speak with guarded op-
timism about their plans for controlling chemical run-off from
the Love Canal dump.

But nobody says to the people who live along the old canal,
“We'll help. Here's money. Here’s a place to move to. Here’s a
rebate on your taxes, a suspension of your mortgage. Here’s
medical advice and treatment.”

THE 200 OR SO PEOPLE who live along the Love Canal feel
abandoned.

‘They are right to feel abandoned.

In their hour of need — with their homes perhaps unlivable
and their health in danger — no one is with them.

No one is with them because everybody is afraid it will cost
money to offer help, and it seems that nobody has any money in
the budget for Love Canal.

No money in the budget!

1f a tornado had torn through the Love Canal, there’d have
been money.

‘And not just government money. The Red Cross would have
been there, and the Salvation Army, and Catholic Charities,
and probably the National Guard. Nobody would have worried
about money. Everyone would have rallied around people in
distress. The cost would have been counted later. Time enough
to worry abo money after the help has been given.

WHAT HAS HAPPENED to the people of the Love Canal dis-
trict s very nearly as destructive as a tornado. The homes still
stand, to be sure, the water and electricity still run. But there
may be sickness and death in the homes, and there is already a
terrible fear.

What has happened to the people of the Love Canal is a dis-
aster. Not the kind of disaster anybody is used to, but a dis-
aster all the same.

It's time governments and private agencies realized that and
»egan acting accordingly.





Case Study
[image: image3.png]



    

LOVE CANAL 

Categories of Ethics/Values Issues Illustrated by This Case:  Issues related to individual, corporate and governmental responses to environmental and ecological concerns. 
  

1.Introduction 

Degradation of the environment resulting from human activity is certainly not a phenomenon of recent origin. As early as the 15th century, long before the beginning of the industrial revolution, London was already being plagued by noxious air pollution resulting from the burning of coal and wood. However the extent of the effect of environmental pollution was greatly increased following the end of World War II by the exponential expansion of industrial activity in developed nations, employing vast quantities of fossil fuels and synthetic chemicals. Today's environmental concerns are regional, national and global, as well as local. 

The ongoing educational, social and political movement, which has raised the consciousness of people in the United States and throughout the world about environmental concerns, began in the early 1960s. Its initiation is often attributed to the popular response to Silent Spring the eloquent book by marine biologist Rachel Carson about the dire effects of the overuse of pesticides and other chemical poisons, which was published in 1962. The ensuing environmental movement has spawned numerous local, regional, national and international organizations, many rather militant, which have used numerous tactics to press their demands for the preservation of clean air, pure water and unspoiled land. In response to these demands, legislative bodies have enacted all manner of regulations and numerous agencies have been charged with the task of environmental protection. 

This increase in environmental activity has been accompanied by much controversy. Entrepreneurs, property owners, industrial workers, politicians, scientists and people in all other walks of life differ with regard to the relative value they accord to the benefits and costs associated with restrictions on freedom of action designed to protect the environment. A wide variety of ethics and values issues arise in the course of attempting to balance such demands as property rights and the entrepreneurial freedom to pursue profits against the ecological need to curtail those rights and restrict that freedom. 

One of the most contentious environmental issues has been how to respond to the discovery of many thousands of hazardous toxic dumps that have resulted from decades of virtually unrestricted disposal of toxic industrial waste. This issue was first widely publicized as a result of the health emergency declared by the New York State Department of Health in 1978 in response to shocking revelations about the problems caused by improper waste disposal in the now infamous Love Canal dump site. The actions and reactions of the corporation that disposed of the waste in question, public officials, residents, the media and scientists involved in the Love Canal controversy serve as excellent illustrations of many of the ethics issues associated with efforts to protect the public from environmental pollution. 
  

2. Background 

Toward the end of the nineteenth century, numerous canals were built by entrepreneurs to unify waterways into efficient shipping systems. One such canal was begun in 1894 by venture capitalist William Love in the Niagara Falls area of New York State. Within a few years, an economic depression undermined Love's financial plans and the partially completed project was abandoned. 

Dubbed "Love Canal" by the local residents, it was used as a swimming hole and an ice rink. In 1942, faced with the need for a place to dispose of toxic waste from the manufacture of chlorinated hydrocarbons and caustics, the Hooker Electrochemical Corporation (presently Hooker Chemical and Plastics, a subsidiary of Occidental Petroleum Corporation) leased the canal as a waste dump. In 1947, Hooker bought the canal and the surrounding land. Between 1942 and 1950, more than 21,000 tons of chemicals, including such potent toxins as benzene, the pesticide Lindane, polychlorinated dioxins, PCBs and phosphorous were deposited in the canal, which Hooker had lined with cement. Having exhausted the canal's potential as a waste dump, Hooker then installed an impermeable cap that was supposed to prevent water from entering and promoting seepage of the toxins, and the former canal disappeared from view beneath a layer of fill.. 

In the early 1950s the local School Board was confronted with the need to build a new school to accommodate an increasing population of children. The Board knew that Hooker was anxious to get rid of the Love Canal property and began making inquiries. Hooker has claimed that it resisted and warned the Board of Education that the buried chemicals made the site inappropriate for school construction. The property sale was consummated for $1.00 in 1953 - but the company asserts that it gave in because the Board would otherwise have taken the land by eminent domain. Whether Hooker was as reluctant as it says it was and as assertive in cautioning the Board about the hazards is impossible to determine. Existing minutes of the meetings in question do not fully support Hooker's version of the proceedings and none of the Board members are still alive. What is clear is that the deed that was negotiated contains a clause exempting Hooker from any "claim, suit or action" due to future human exposure to the buried chemicals. 

An elementary school was built in the middle of the property and the surrounding land was sold by the School Board to developers who built 98 homes along the former canal banks and about a thousand additional houses in the Love Canal neighborhood. The construction of the school, houses and associated utilities resulted in the breaching of parts of the canal's cap and its cement walls. 
  

3. The Case 

The first known case of exposure to the buried toxins occurred in 1958 when three children suffered chemical burns from wastes that had resurfaced at the former canal site. Both Hooker Chemical and city officials were officially informed, but neither the Niagara Falls Health Department nor any other public agency took any action in response to that event or to numerous other complaints during the next twenty years. Hooker's records reveal that they investigated the initial incident and several other reports and quickly became convinced that the very large reservoir of toxins was not likely to be contained. They did nothing to convey this knowledge to the Love Canal homeowners, who had never been informed about the nature of the potential hazard. In testimony two decades later, Hooker acknowledged that its failure to issue a warning was due to concern that this might be interpreted as liability for possible harm despite the clause in their property sales deed. 

By 1978 occupants of the homes in the area had begun to organize what was to become the Love Canal Homeowners Association (LCHA), under the highly competent and aggressive leadership of Lois Gibbs. Investigative newspaper reporter Michael Brown helped publicize the plight of the many deeply concerned local residents who had encountered evidence of toxins resurfacing in or around their property. Chemicals had been observed in the form of viscous fluids seeping into both yards and basements, pervasive odors in homes and the stench emanating from storm sewer openings. 

Love Canal soon became the first hazardous waste site to be featured in TV news reports and to get front page, headline billing in newspapers and magazines in New State and nationally. Embarrassed by the past failure of officials to respond to the clear indications of a serious problem, both the New York State Department of Health (NYSDH) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) quickly became involved. Tests soon revealed a wide variety of noxious chemicals in the air in Love Canal homes and an excess frequency of miscarriages among women living in homes adjacent to the former canal site. A public health emergency was declared on August 2, 1978 by the New York State Commissioner of Health. A few days later Governor Hugh Carey announced that New York State would purchase the 239 homes nearest to the canal and assist the displaced families in relocating. These abandoned homes were fenced in and work was soon begun on a plan to construct an elaborate drainage system including trenches, wells and pumping stations to prevent further outward migration of the toxins. 

The cost of these initial actions, which rapidly followed the emergence of Love Canal as a national "cause célèbre" ultimately cost the state and federal governments in excess of $42 million. Public officials quickly recognized that a continued preemptive response to potential health problems at Love Canal was likely to exceed available emergency funds in the states coffers. Furthermore it was known that thousands of other toxic waste sites existed throughout the country that might pose similar threats to numerous other communities. Thus it is not surprising that the concerns and demands of the owners of the 850 homes outside the inner evacuated circle were not to be satisfied by either state or federal officials in a similar fashion. 

The NYSDH did conduct a survey study of the residents in the remaining homes, which led to an announcement in early fall that the rest of the neighborhood was safe, posing no increased health risk. As subsequently revealed, this assurance had been based on only one health issue examined by the survey. The Department had concluded that the miscarriage rate in the homes beyond the fence did not exceed normal rates -- a conclusion based on a methodology that was subsequently seriously questioned. The many other possible health effects of chemical exposure had not entered into the NYSDH evaluation. 

Citing the fact that chemical seepage was evident beyond the evacuated area and that families living there appeared to be experiencing unusual health problems, members of the LCHA rejected the department's assurances. They demanded more definitive studies and, when they did not get a satisfactory response from either the NYSDH or the EPA, they sought scientific aid from outside the government's environmental health establishment. 

Beverly Paigen a cancer research scientist who worked for the NYSDH Roswell Park Memorial Institute in nearby Buffalo agreed to volunteer her services in an unofficial capacity. Her professional interests included the variation among individuals in their responses to chemical toxins and she anticipated that, in addition to helping the Love Canal residents, her involvement might also result in identifying appropriate subjects for her research work. Dr. Paigen designed a survey aimed at investigating several potential effects of exposure to chemicals. She used a different set of assumptions about the mechanism and likely path of the flow of the dissolved toxins that seeped out of the canal. Based on her model Dr. Paigen found that miscarriages were significantly higher among women living in homes most likely to be in the path of the chemical plume. She also found much larger than normal rates of birth defects and evidence of serious nervous system toxicity as well as elevated incidences of asthma and urological problems for residents of these homes. 

In early November 1978 Dr. Paigen presented the results of her "unofficial" research to her NYSDH superiors. After a delay of three months the new New York State Commissioner of Health publically announced that after reevaluating its own data it also found excess miscarriages and birth defects in homes in previously "wet" regions of the Love Canal neighborhood and promised additional studies of Dr. Paigen's other findings. However, the action taken in response to these results puzzled and dismayed both the residents and Dr Paigen. Families with children less than two years of age or with women who could prove they were pregnant were to be relocated at state expense but only until the youngest child reached the age of two. Women who were trying to become pregnant, or those who thought they were in the early stages of pregnancy when the fetus is most sensitive to toxins, but who could not yet prove they were pregnant with tests available at that time, were denied permission to join the group that was evacuated. 

During the next year and a half the frustration and the militancy of the LCHA members increased as the additional studies promised by the commissioner failed to materialize. On the federal level EPA lawyers had become convinced by media reports and public appeals from Love Canal residents claiming a variety of toxin-related illnesses that hundreds of additional families should be moved away. They sought a court order from the Department of Justice requiring Hooker Chemical to pay for the relocations. When the Justice Department responded by demanding evidence that the inhabitants who remained in the Love Canal neighborhood were at risk the EPA commissioned a quick "pilot" study to determine whether residents had suffered chromosome damage that could be attributed to chemical exposure. This study, which was to subsequently receive much criticism from the scientific community both because of its specific design and because, at the time, chromosome studies were notoriously difficult to interpret, did provide the type of evidence EPA was seeking. On the basis of finding "rare chromosomal aberrations" in 11 out of 36 subjects tested, the scientist who performed the study concluded that inhabitants of the area were at increased risk for a variety of adverse health outcomes. 

On May 19, 1980, when two EPA representatives went to the LCHA office in one of the evacuated homes to announce the results of the chromosome study they were greeted by irate homeowners who proceeded to lock them in the office for five hours until FBI agents showed up and demanded their release. This tactic, which received the anticipated media coverage, had the desired effect. With the intervention of high-ranking officials in the Executive Branch, and undoubtedly with the support of then-president Carter, funds were made available for the relocation of several hundred additional Love Canal families. 

Love Canal

Sequential Order


1894

William Love began to construct a canal in Niagara County in New York State

Late 1890’s 

Canal construction was abandoned.  Used by local residents for swimming & ice skating purposes

1920

City of Niagara and U.S. Army began to use canal for waste disposal

1942

Hooker Electrochemical Corporation leased the canal as a waste site to dump more than 21,000 tons of chemicals 

1947

Hooker purchased the canal and surrounding property

Around 1950

Waste dump could hold no more and was sealed to prevent seepage

1953

Local School Board purchased the Love Canal property to build an elementary school

Around 1954

The School Board sold the surrounding land to neighborhood developers

1958

First known reported case of exposure (from buried toxins) was reported to have affected 3 children

Around 1958

Hooker’s Electrochemical Company investigated the incident and recorded that the buried toxins may no longer be contained.  No one took action on this information or informed home owners

1976

Newspapers, local, and national TV programs begin to publicize the hazardous effects of the Love Canal waste site.

1978

Homeowner and victim’s parent, Lois Gibbs organized the Love Canal Homeowners Association (LCHA)

May 1978

New York State Department of Health (NYSDH) investigated and found harmful chemicals in the air

August 2, 1978

New York State Commissioner of Health Public Health declares Love Canal a “public health emergency”

August 7, 1978 

President Jimmy Carter approves emergency financial aid for NewYork State to start buying the closest 239 home and help families relocate

December 1978

Remaining families were told by NYSDH they were safe in their homes

January 1979

Dr. Beverly Paigen, a cancer researcher urges evaluation of more families.  Her studies revealed high rates of birth defects and miscarriages.

April 1979

State finds traces of highly toxic chemicals beyond the perimeter of evacuated homes

Summer-Fall 1979
EPA investigates and Carter Administration provides additional financial support for NY (including state mandates and evacuation assistance for 140+ families outside of the original evacuation perimeter)

May 1980

President Carter declares Love Canal a national emergency and another 710 families are relocated.


Ethical Issues


The Hooker Electrochemical Company claims to have explained to the School

Board about the abandoned waste dump that existed under the Love Canal 

property.  The School Board chose to purchase the property for $1.00.  Hooker wrote

a disclaimer into the title of the land, waiving responsibility in case any health problems

arose in the future.

· Is it ethical for the Hooker Electrochemical Company (who has more scientific knowledge of the harm of the hazardous chemicals than the School Board) to sell the former Love Canal land to a local School Board, knowing what lies beneath the surface?

It has been reported that Hooker never informed the future homeowners of the toxins that were buried underneath their homes.

· After selling the land, was it Hooker’s responsibility to inform the homeowners of the potential hazards involved at Love Canal?

The first reported injury case occurred in 1958 when 3 children received chemical burns on the Love Canal property.  The Hooker Electrochemical Company and city officials were informed of the incident, yet no public or government health agency chose to investigate the situation until 1978.

· Was it ethical for the government and health officials to have received knowledge of such injury without conducting any investigations?

When the Hooker Electrochemical Company conducted an investigation into the containment of the buried toxins in 1978, they reported that it was highly possible that the buried toxins were no longer contained.  However, they did not report this possibility to any of the homeowners.

· Does the Hooker Electrochemical Company have a responsibility to the homeowners to report the findings?  Was it ethical for the Hooker Electrochemical Company to conduct an investigation and discover an outcome that would adversely affect the health of the homeowners and not tell them?

After reviewing the collected data from Dr. Paigen, the New York State Commissioner of Health decided to encourage families with children 2 years and younger and/or pregnant women to relocate (and the government paid for their move).  Yet, these families had to move back once their child exceeded the age of 2.  Women who may have been of childbearing age, yet could not prove they were pregnant, received no financial assistance to relocate.

· Do you think it is ethical to exclude families with children over the age of 2?

· Do you think it is ethical to exclude women who could not yet prove they were pregnant?

Task Force # _______

Hooker Chemical Company

Your major concern is that you are NOT responsible for containment of the toxic chemicals disposed of in Love Canal.  You claim that you warned the Board of Education that the buried chemicals made the site inappropriate for school construction.  Under pressure from the school district, you reluctantly sold them the filled canal for $1.00.  The bill of sale has a disclaimer that makes you exempt from any “claim, suit or action” regarding the property, including exposure of humans to the buried waste.  When three local kids were burned after playing in puddles of an unknown substance, you investigated and concluded that the toxins were probably not contained. You did not inform the homeowners of your findings because you knew you might be held liable.  You reiterate that at the time the dumping was taking place, it was common practice and not thought to cause a hazard.  You now claim to take steps aimed at environmental protection beyond what is required by law.  

Some of your questions are:

Will the disclaimer in the bill of sale save you from liability?

Will there be action against you for failing to inform homeowners of your investigative results after the kids were burned?

What will be the cost if you are held liable?

Will the Board of Education be required to take some responsibility because they knew about the buried toxins?

Will the government officials be held responsible for not taking action?

The US Army and City of Niagara also used this site for dumping unknown waste from 1920-1942. What about their liability?


Task Force # ________

Board of Education:

In the early 1950s, the population of Niagara Falls was growing rapidly and the schools were becoming overcrowded.  Hooker Chemical had capped and filled their waste site, so you negotiated to buy the land to build a new elementary school.  You believe that Hooker Chemical downplayed the possibility of seepage and did not correctly inform you of the severe toxicity of the waste.  You built 99th Street Elementary School in the middle of the property, then sold the surrounding land to housing developments.  Although there is no contamination inside the school building, there are toxic fumes seeping out of the playground.  You vote to close 99the Street Elementary immediately.

Some of your questions are:

Why did Hooker Chemical sell you the land if there was a chance of seepage?

How can you protect the school children from exposure?

How do you reassure parents that you are putting children’s safety first?

Will you be held liable for illnesses found in the school children?

Task Force #______

Love Canal Homeowners/Families
Your major concern is that you purchased homes along the former Love canal banks or in the Love Canal neighborhood.  A disposal site of toxic waste is now the foundation of the 99th Street School where your children are educated. 

You did not know of potential hazards associated with the location of your home. From the late 1950’s through the 1970’s, you’ve repeatedly complained of odors and “substances” surfacing in your yard. Twenty years ago, three of your children were burned by the oozing chemicals seeping from the ground and into the air! This was just the beginning of ongoing incidents. When you brought city officials to visit your neighborhood and school playground, they simply covered the “substance” with dirt and clay.  No other actions were taken. 

Hundreds of problems have occurred resulting from the living near the Love Canal. Your friends and families have mental, physical, and psychological problems directly stemming from the hazardous dumpsite. Your lives are filled with disruptions, frustrations, sleepless nights, and a grip of fear that only those in similar situations can understand.

Although there is no set price tag on a human life, your family has been greatly affected. Some of you have children are extremely ill or have already died. Many people in your neighborhood have even committed suicide. Those of you who have children under two years of age or women who could prove they were pregnant were relocated at the state’s expense, but only until the child reached the age of two. The rest of you are denied permission to join the group that was evacuated, and your other children still reside in unsafe homes. You are still making mortgage payments on homes that are contaminated. What are you doing to your children and to your own bodies by staying? Your homes are valueless. You can’t sell or rent. Who would buy a home like this, a house you yourself fear to live in?

Possible Questions:

· Who will pay our medical bills?

· What are those chemicals and where did they come from?

· How can I sell or rent by house? It’s virtually valueless.

· Who is responsible for these toxins? 

· How will the problem be fixed?

· Why aren’t politicians responding to these problems?

Task Force #______

Lois Gibbs , President, Love Canal Homeowners Association

You are a highly competent and aggressive leader of Love Canal Home Owners Association (LCHA). This is a group of citizens consisting of over 1,000 families representing  more than 90% of the residents in the area. LCHA was formed to deal with the problems of living near the Love Canal chemical dumpsite. You became involved in this situation after discovering that toxic chemicals were buried two blocks from your home and these chemicals could be the cause of  your children’s health problems, one of whom attended the 99th Street School located in the center of the dump. 

You have another pressing claim to this story. Your four-year-old daughter, Missy was admitted to the hospital recently with bruises from her head to her feet. Her blood was not clotting and she is very sick. Tests for leukemia have begun. What chemicals was she exposed to at the Love Canal that could be threatening her very life? Is the benzene in your home destroying her blood? Government officials need to be reminded that benzene is a known carcinogen and causes blood chemistry changes. Will the doctors be able to reverse the changes? It remains to be seen? After canvassing the neighborhood you have discovered the majority of Love Canal residents also seemed to have an unusually high amount of illnesses, miscarriages and other fatalities as well. Initially you formed this organization to assist the Health Department in identifying problems and suggesting solutions to improve your neighborhood. Sadly, what you discovered is neither the State nor the Federal agencies are willing to accept responsibility for this and while they point the finger at someone else, your children are dying.

Some of your questions are:

Who will help the people who live along the old canal? Where will they live? Is there monetary assistance? Is there tax or mortgage relief?

Why didn’t the state & local authorities have emergency resources to handle this crisis? What about future scenarios? 

Why weren’t the BEST minds in the country called in to help? 

Where is the justice? We deserve immediate, expert assistance!

What will be done to clean up our soil, water and air?

Why this isn’t considered a “natural disaster?” If a tornado had torn through the community, there would have been money and rallying on behalf of these people.  Isn’t this truly a disaster?

 

Task Force #______

Government Officials (including scientists) from the Environmental Protection Agency (federal) and the New York State Department of Health (state) and employees of Niagra County 

You are attempting to find an economically feasible plan that provides a safe environment for the residents of the Love Canal.  The NYSDH studies from 1978 showed toxic chemicals and increased miscarriages in a small circle near the canal, but no risk outside the circle. After spending $42 million to help the residents near the canal, the state considered the case closed.  Despite Governor Carey’s claim that the waste caused “a greater threat to the mental health of the residents than they do to the physical”, in 1980, independent scientists found nerve damage in 75% of those tested and extremely high rates of miscarriages, deformities, birth defects, stillborn children, kidney disease, suicides, and cancer among the residents outside the critical circle near the Canal.  In response to these findings, NYSDH scientists did their own study and found high rates of liver and blood disorders. 

Some of your questions are:

Are government officials required to investigate all claims of potential environmental contamination?  What determines which sites they investigate?

Who should pay for the clean up of the toxins?

How much detail should you have to divulge regarding your scientific studies and committee meetings?

What kinds of options should be in place for employees of the government who disagree with the agencies’ official findings?

What actions should be taken in response to the results of the studies published in 1980?

Who should pay for the medical care of the sick people who live in the Love Canal area?

Task Force # ___________

Michael Brown:

You are an investigative reporter working for the Niagara Gazette.You helped Lois Gibbs and the Love Canal Homeowners Association (LCHA) publicize the concerns of the local residents who had encountered evidence of toxins resurfacing in or around their property.  You want to make sure the people are heard so that action will be taken to help them find a solution to this problem.  You cannot believe that government officials have failed to respond to the clear indications of a serious problem.

Some of your questions are:

Why would the Board of Education build a school on property that they knew contained buried toxic chemicals?

Who is going to be held liable?

Why are the government officials failing to respond to the situation?

How can the public trust the government when officials fail to respond to the clear indications of a serious problem?

Who will pay for the cleanup of chemicals?

Who will pay the medical bills for the residents of Love Canal?

Task Force #______

Dr. Beverley Paigen, independent volunteer researcher

As an epidemiologist, your concerns include both the health of the residents and your research.  Despite the official NYSDH scientific report that the Love Canal posed no more risk to its residents, you found that the population had extremely high numbers of miscarriages, birth defects, and toxicity. Your report to the NYSDH stimulated some action, but left a lot unanswered.

Some of your questions are:

Are government officials required to investigate all claims of potential environmental contamination?  What determines which sites they investigate?

Why are your findings so divergent from those of the NYSDH?

How much detail should NYSDH have to divulge regarding their studies?

What actions should be taken as a result of your findings?

Are the actions of the government officials motivated by science, politics, economics, or?
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Love Canal:  The first nationally televised case of a hazardous waste site. 
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