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CITIZENS ENVIRONMENT ALLIANCE

(formerly Clean Water Alliance Environment Group)
P.0. Box 548, Statlon A, Windsor, Ontario N9A 6M6 (519) 973-1116
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< 3 The development of the RAP has two major components: ~technlical
information and public participation. o

The technical .informatlion was gathered by the RAP Team, which -
‘includes representatives £rom Federal, 8tate, and Provincial-
governments. Representatives on the RAP Team were malinly made up
_of bureaucrats from Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) -
"and Ontarlo Ministry of Environment (MOE), other departments and
agencies were - .involved, such as U.S. Envirxonmental Protection :
Agency (EPA) and Environment Canada, but H—was- MDNR ehat was the :

lead agency for the Detroit River RAP. = , O AN e W
J Y JW‘[L‘RAP)M‘;F o AMFQE/ :)J'

A Technlical Advié.éry Committee was orgdnized but d4&id—mot—have—a
' y y ' g o ’ y w’ O ‘- 3 ‘ A e was 6""’:..,{“ .
. glven the opportunity to only comment 4t UL o—E—E—i—e—i—a—l—e—ta—t&s—as-ePpa’l‘i’vmt/

to = review Mhmm&ee—%het—?a‘g—mmmr&rm—mrﬁl
sueeess—of the Detrolt River Stage 1KA Furthermore, the Technica

1
Advisory Committee did not have the“opportunity to interact with

. ..the ‘Public ‘Bi=National Advisory .Committee. . (BPAC);: this-acted. tec
= fugbher—anhancexthe-separat iSr—ef sclience-and technical-aspects of -
the RAP process from the BPAC and general public understanding.

The RAP Team did include four public members of the BPAC

committee, plus the BPAC Chalirperson, but thelir role wa WA L

due to the lack of opportunity for review and interact the Tk 4P

Technlcal Advisory Committee. In oth(er words, th \

science and the public was—te continue™throughout £he Stage 1 RAP, D

and no opportunity existed for an independent technical review Moﬂ»ﬁo kAP
by the public BPAC@

' e TAP o v met eclboe
. As a result, ,theswg—ﬁe!en@-éeegmeut of June 1991 ééd—mo:-e—an—géfoﬁ
N\ n—effective—publtiv—andi—ageney—relations—thanr an extensive and

D"\", ! thoughtful review :é_’* hat is known about impairments in the Detroit
N Riverx< zx-lt:hougﬂ"“‘L has been referred to by the MDNR as "not a
Q public document" it cannot be classifiad s a comprehensive
e technical document either, because of cﬁﬁ‘a%at clarifications of

———@ata"and comments by MDNR bureaucrats.id The Upper Great Lakes

Connecting Channel Study (UG C@), of December 1988, was.published
before the present Stage 1 {ﬁex—t’ . UGLCCS provided excellent and
. practical recommendations, and has been referred to by a Great
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 used effectively by the Detroit RAP Team. Unfortunately, the Stage

Detroit RAP, critique
page 2 |c

Lakes gcientist as the "best data uﬁ will get for the next 50
years, and we should use it and act it". 'Thls data was not

1 document fas. settled for the status quo, which means, "what is
.and what is not" impaired according to the IJC delisting/listing
criteria. Neither MDNR nor MOE looked at what was actually
achievable and what was possible beyond, mexzely—prescribed,

- non-point -'sources and «citlizens “at ‘“large. g Unfortunately,

,AS per the Great Lakes Water QualityiAgreemenﬁ,'the BPAC was formed

- meetingss he City of Detralt has not been involved. Public
pLY

guldelfﬁgg‘from the International Joint Commission (IJC). These mhw ¢
guidlines were interpreted by MDNR, and to a lesser extent MOE, as "
the ultimate adjudtcatien for the Detroit River area of concern. /M. d}
el ? AT
Another of the‘%myyms shortcomings of the Detroit RAP Stage 1 isﬁVWWP<1
that it was written by bureaucrats, re: public relatlons agency vy&
people, as contrasted by the UGLCCS scientists, . . This
is an example of the failure of the experiment in binational public
relations on the Detroit River as offered by the MDNR (lead role)
and MOE, while ignoring, misinterpreting, and in some cases,«g;A&ﬁ
deflecting the 'science and—engineering—~work of the Technical
Advisory,and. the UGLCCS. =~ = = o 27 @, S

in December 1987. The BPAC consists of ‘approximately 20 members
from Michigan and 20 members from Ontario £rom the following
interest groups: environment, labour, academic, industry,
recreation, municipal, port authorities, and conservation groups,

"stakeholder"® participation at BPAC meetings dwindled down to:

the point where only three industry representatives are active and

only the City of Windsor and Amherstburg have been attending

attendance -has not . been: . at meetings, but the public _—

»membershipzandﬁfnvo%vement4onethe%aetzoitEBRAGﬁhasﬁbéenﬁcbnsfstaﬁtﬁdm¥f&¥35
. , participating with no resources to conduct

independent scTeRAtIEIT reviews of Stage 1 documents. The Citizens

Environment Alliance (CEA) -d4id publisﬁ”‘their own "dissenting"

report and "citizens quide™ to the Stageii RAP, which was entirely

funded by g@a;itable-donations. This material is not found in the

Stage I dociinent.. ' :

As the 8tage I 5%2 eame—t&—%ts—eonclusion, members of the BPAC
attempted to E&gbieﬁ:the formal acceptance of the Stage I document,
but the MDNR sought anrd—received approval ggnzéheir" document at oy
the Michigan Water Resources Commission; the approval was 9Wew but
not unanimous. Many critical details of the Stage I document still
need to be addressed, and are -to be/j'carried over" into Stage II.
Ten studies have been identified asjhaving a "high" priority for
the 3tage 11 Detroit River RAP.
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The role of the public in/the Stage I has been under dispute and -
confusion since 1987. Both Michigan and Ontario have different
interpretations of public involvement, while the public involved in
--the BPAC to date have another view. MDNR (and MOE) has admitted
they do not have the expertise or capacity to deal with social or :
t to the iver RAP. Lo -
economic factors per aln%ng he Detroit R waﬁ””)

N ~en

X\The decis;onfto consoqidate the role of public participation)by.~"
| vg"““/ Michigan and’ Ontarlo in June of 1987%was~the-key*mrs%”ke in the e
QNQii, loss of public profileVof the Stage I RAP. - Since: gh%%_neither-hQﬂbé
D .-Michigan norOntario hasige n able to effectivel e public w&qur
: interes égtthermore,-ae@ékér—agenc§ should—have attempted to ™ R
%control™ public input. Ontario's role in public involvement has {%w?f .
'been Just as misguided as MDNR's. 1In 1986,0ntario refused to fundfz- ¥
a separate public participation proéosal from a Windsor ~
environmental and scientific group.  S8everal provincial and fedexal : éK
bureaucrats have intimated that monies earmarked f£for CanadianLD~ﬁ”
public involvement and education on the Ontario side of the Detroit|‘ - ]
RAP were never-spent éor fear of offending Michigan and their leadﬁMmﬂ‘~ s

: y
ole and the agreement) that was signed in 1985. ,
/@ hat h)wh‘ﬁ 2

- Qf‘l L g } eanrbe—é*awn—é*em-tﬁ}*DetroitwRivez m@%wné‘
£ 9@% RAP: 1) there should be;;gégizzze technlical review committe set\%
(A --up to actually write the ; 2) wotirer subcommittee! 's<gould

be set up to look at various components of the RAP, including
permits, sediments, point and non-point sourced”“@reatment plants,

, \—azﬂﬂﬂh; 3) the public should contzol and run 1t own involvement,
- --and be directly -funded by government; ecial citizens,
y)dy\a (Fri ngs °§4? e Detroit River) community group Eould be created |.
. ffﬁf ﬁ%ﬁ; Betee%b—gfeapskthat have- not participated in the
w & Detroit RAP, ‘<fnv1ronmental or anizatf&ﬁg\en—the

>3 el R public edltion of the
Stage I RAP thuld be publishe&l‘enéﬁft—sﬁﬁgké—only contaiﬂ?public
input, review, and dissenting opinIEﬁ? }e—ﬂqzigr—dmr a "public
document" for public consumption

5% B—2L a—at - e to bridge the gap between the - .-
public and' theilr understanding of the role of science and

engineering in environmental remediation#} In closing, both
writers acknowledge some positive aspects of the Detroit River
binational ' experximent, however, they are far outweighed by the.
‘negative aspects. In our opinion, the Detroit River RAP should
split into a Michigan and Ontario RAP, as proposed in 1986 by the
CEA and others, with periodic integration and joint evaluations of
ongoing documentation and progress in this area of concern. The:
public interest groups would then be promoting the "Friends of the
Detroit River" concept, and at the same time, democratic decision
‘making, and public ownership.

“Theae W ortent Opves pte Meod é« s féé)a,-zma, Lieseacte
/’lﬁm "/L\Q y:\z,/wmt‘ 06’], ﬁdo., Ovﬂd{{kocj' wéf;,/“&—f /(»[é‘wﬁ“*-&— ﬂwadéo/imQ/yﬁ L«(),
oo Ao (s srrs assod) gl puticmtos i prapel to hese) AP

A m oam




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6

