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SAULIUS SINOLIUNAS & RICK CORONADO 

International Association for Great Lakes Re,,a rch -ikb v'Y  Ar 4  

The development of the RAP has two major components: technical 
information and public participation. 

The technical information was gathered. by the RAP Team, which 
includes representatives from Federal, State, and Provincial 
governments. Representatives on the RAP Team were mainly made up 
of bureaucrats from Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) 
and Ontario Ministry of Environment.  (M0E), other departments and 
agencies were involved, such as U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and Environment Canada, but 14-was- MDNR -that was the 
lead agency for the Detroit River RAP. 	 RAP ) 	ot4,44t- 
A Technical Advisory Committee was or--nized but d-ht--rro-t-he-er- 

, 	, Vt. , 	
was , I.. ,, ,, 

given the opportunity- to only comment 	ZO 	 of-E4-e-i-a-l-stiatue-are- opportin itv P CO or review 	--- 	- 	 1 " 	' 
a-lime-es-a-art-the Detroit River Stage 14  Furthermore, the Technical 
Advisory Committee did not have ttle opportunity to interact with 
thP Flablic.Bit!National_ Advkpory_Committee-(BPAC); thisacted..to 
1.;444.he*-IbahAacaz:tha.=separatV4n-e4science and- technical_aspects 
the RAP RAP process from the BPAC and general public understanding. 

The RAP Team did include four public members of the BPAC 
committee, plus the BPAC Chairperson, but their role w- 
due to the lack of opportunity for review and interact 	 the +La 

triv 6  

Technical Advisory Committee. In other words, th separation of 
science and the public-was-to continuethroughout he Stage I RAP, 
and no opportunity existed for an independent technical review et-4-±4 

-e4944.41-ba-Geftithrctre.e} by the public BPAC0 

	

SIrGii 	P 	 - 	AA 4-1-  PR-GR;lif-A- 
As a result, the w 	en-documemt of June 1911 was-more-ent-el-f-ost 
i-n-e-f-feet4ve-ptabl-ta-and"--agertey---ffele44-ons-ttrarr an extensive and 

cwv......._thstuglitful review ofkyhat is known about impairments in the Detroit 
Rivers: Althoug1t44-'has been referred to by the MDNR as "not a 
public document" it cannot, be classifiTi s a comprehensive 
technical docTTLent_either_r_because of 	 clarifications of kr-t- 

.------data-and-coniments by MDNR bureaucratSTA The Upper Great Lakes 
Connecting Channel Study (U

:
)
it
, of December 1988, was.published 

before the present Stage 1 	 . UGLCCS provided excellent and 
.practical recommendations, and has been referred to by a Great 

vitt* 

iikcYclEti fitatft 
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Lakes $Cientist as the "best data tm,will get for the next 50 
years, and we should use it and act .101-A.- it". This data was not 
used effectively by the Detroit RAP Team. Unfortunately, the Stage 
1 document item settled for the status quo, which means, "what is 

V 

	

	• 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, maza-ly--pz-es.cLibed, 
guidelineSmfrom the International Joint Commission (IJC). These / o'' I \ 

	

guidlines were interpreted by MDNR, and to a lesser extent -MOE, as 	n 
1-11- 1. the ultimate ad-i-uel-k-cat-i-en for the Detroit River area of concern. / 0 0  

• 	

-AP 
/0,443p44...t7  414,  

Another of the\P-maj-or shortcomings of the Detroit RAP Stage 1 is001 7 
that it was written by bureaucrats, re: public relations agency foauvl,  

Ao 6,kd people, as contrasted by the UGLCCS scientistsand-eng+me-a- eE. This 

)6i, 	

v- 

	

VtAfrt 6,5-  • 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, 1  

Wcf- tA deiLlecting the science aftel---eng4.ne-er+ng-,-work,  of the Technical 
Advisory,Tand the UGLCCS. 

As per the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the BPAC was formed 
in December 1987. The BPAC consists of approximately 20 members 
from Michigan and 20 members from Ontario from the following 
interest groups: 	environment, labour, academic, industry, 
recreation, municipal, port authorities, and conservation groups, 
non-point sources and citizens at large. q„ Unfortunately, 
"stakeholder" participation at BPAC meetings had dwindled down to,  
the point where only three industry representatives are active and 
only the City of Windsor and Amherstburg have been-  attending 
me6tingsee -f-he City of De rqAtl has not been involved. Public 
attendance has not-- .been 46.6a- at meetings, but 1-he public 

, --member,ship and involvement on. th-e-fDetroi-t- BPAC has-been--ccnsistentsi= 
---C1.-wirj;37d.r-Ert--tilts-s-me-t-i-Ine, participating with no resources to conduct 

independent strreirtl-f-tu reviews of Stage lidocuments. The Citizens 
Environment Alliance (CEA) d-i-d- publishrtheir own "dissenting" 
report and "citizens guide" to the stage - 1 RAP, which was entirely 
funded by chafitable• donations. This material is not found in the 
Stage I degulnont. 

As the Stage idgq eame--t-e---tt-s- 	conclusion, members of the BPAC 
attempted to t't5b1c7I'the formal acceptance of the Stage I document,, 
but the MDNR sought sa43--e-eee+.9-ed- approval 	" heir" document -a-tby 
the Michigan Water Resources Commission; 	 _approval was ple%1,  
not unanimous. Many critical details of the Stage rdocument still 
need to be addressed, and are- t-e- bOrcarried over" into Stage II. 
Ten studies have been identified as -jhaving a "high" priority for 
the Stage 11 Detroit River RAP. 



,46.f °t4k. 	 tg-W1  

ir orr 
The role of the public infthe 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 
economic factors pertaining to the Detroit River RAP. 

, 
The decision(t-o 	conso idate the _r_o_le of public participation by 

714ickiln. andi Ontario in June of 1987nurlther-kelrlWretaki-In the 
loss of public profffi4of the Stage I RAP.. Since-Whelvneither 
Michigan pox:Ontario has pie.IpTli able to •effectivelyffie public 
interest 4) furthermore, ncfther agenc sh-etrid--h-arre attempted to 
"control w public input. Ontario's role in public involvement has -1,4;fr - 
been last- as misguided as MDNR's. In 1986) Ontario refused to fund  
a separate public participation proksal from a Windsor 
environmental and scientific group. Several provincial and federal 
bureaucrats have intimated that monies earmarked for Canadian

ikn  public involvement and education on the Ontario side of the Detroit 
RAP were n ver-spept or fear of offending Michigan and their lead 61A . - v1  
ole and the agreement that was signed in 1985. 	

P:11.1-6r 
or,
•?corl- 

eaft-k;e-dtcawn-ente-em-t.toil-Detrolt-River.., 16.4.6)-‘6  
/e5j 6,c4P RAP: 1) there should be a 	rate technical review committe seti 

up to actually write the 	 ; 2) ‹rtirts. subcommittee's-ceould 
be set up to look at various components of thp RAP, including 
permits, sediments, point and non-point sourcesInreatment plants, 

------er-et-c-; 3) the public should control and run its. own involvement, 
6-, 

	

	and be directly funded by government; 	4) a special citizens, 
v,  grATpds ok4The Detroit River) community groups ould be created 

/444401(ihi-  manye Be4r-e-i-t-lmempsktha,t have not partiql.pated in the _ 
Detroit RAP, aloarer-wi-th---tzbe4nvifiiiiiiental or anizatiói 	the ,  

; )r;Aipublic edtEr6ii ot the 
Stage I RAP ,--t.112Lasi....2p_e—u-11.1.i_shedLand-i-t--eu-ld-only contairVpublic 
input, review, and dissenting opinion' 	 a "public I 
document", for public consumption 

nR 
h 	d-i- ne 

to bridge the gap between the 
public and their understanding of the role of science and 
engineering in environmental remediationlf. 	In closing, both 
writers acknowledge some positive aspects of the Detroit River 
binational experiment, 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. 
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