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September 20, 1999

. I ntroduction

The Louisville and Jefferson Kentucky Metropolitan Sewer Didtrict (MSD) have requested
support for aU.S. Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) XL pilot project. The god of the
project isto develop environmentd performance measures that can be used as abasis for
modifications to the MSD Pretreatment Program to improve water quaity in the Chenoweth
Run watershed. According to MSD’s proposa to EPA, MSD intends to achievethisgod in
three phases, which include the following: 1) data collection and development of performance
measures, 2) program redevel opment; and 3) program implementation and evaluation.

MSD decided to conduct a convening assessment to solicit input on the issues concerning the
project from involved and affected stakeholders. A convening assessment involves bringing in a
neutra third party to conduct an independent review of the issues and views of key
dakeholders. Meridian Indtitute, a neutra non-profit mediation and facilitation organization
located in Dillon, Colorado, was selected and sponsored by MSD to conduct the convening
assessment. Meridian facilitators initiated the assessment by conducting a series of confidentia
gtakeholder interviews. Interview discussions provided Meridian with a stakehol der
perspective on the gods and purposes of the stakeholder process. Results from the interview
discussons summarized in this report are intended to provide both MSD and involved and/or
affected stakeholders aneutrd insight into the views and issues of concern expressed during the
course of the assessment process. In addition, Meridian used the interview resultsto
recommend a strategy for MSD to effectivdy and successfully utilize public participation in the
stakeholder process of the project.
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This report provides a description of the interview process, asummary of the results from the
stakeholder interviews, and offers recommendations for a public participation strategy for this
project.

. Description of the I nterview Process

During May and early June, 1999, Meridian Ingtitute conducted 21 interviews with
stakeholdersinterested in and affected by the pilot project. The purpose of the interviews was
to gather preliminary information and stakeholder views of the project and how to most
effectively integrate public participation. All of the interviews were conducted over the
telephone. Individuas who attended one or both of the first two meetings held in December
1998 and April 1999, and stakeholders who were recommended by those in attendance at the
meetings were interviewed. The interviewed stakeholders represented a cross-section of
interests, including industry, red estate development, environmenta and citizen groups,
government representatives at the locd, state and nationd level, and representatives from MSD
(See Attachment A for alist of contacted stakeholders). More interviews may be needed in the
future as additiona key stakeholders are identified. Meridian informed the interviewed
Stakeholders that interview discussons were confidentia and summaries of their comments
would be presented in a non-attributed fashion. The interview discussons followed a
standardized format of questions that encouraged the interviewed stakeholders to provide ther
input regarding MSD and the pilot project (See Attachment B for alist of Interview Questions).

The following sections summarize the interview results.

[1. Interview Results

Stakeholder Comments Regarding M SD

Many of the interviewed stakeholders expressed positive opinions about MSD and its work
with the pilot project. Individua stakeholders mentioned that MSD is aforward-looking
business that takes a proactive approach toward pollution prevention. For example, MSD has
conducted and participated in numerous pollution prevention projects, including involvement on
the Kentucky Pollution Prevention Center’ s (KPPC) compliance hotline and conducting the
current pilot project. In addition, severa stakeholders noted that M SD has made a good effort
to train people in erosion control and sedimentation prevention. Certain interviewed
stakeholders commended MSD for ther effortsin public outreach. These efforts included
communicating well with the public by providing an informative MSD Website, reponding to
requests for information in a cooperative manner, and providing the opportunity for public input
in decison-making. Some interviewed stakeholders mentioned that, though MSD isa
competent operation, thereis the tendency for MSD to become too technica when
communicating with the public. Stakeholders aso noted that MSD conducts businessin a
professional, open and honest manner.

Meridian I nstitute 2



-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

Some interviewed stakeholders who participated in past MSD projects that involved public
participation, noted that they became discouraged by the long duration of the projects and
MSD’slack of attention to issues of concern to environmentd parties. Some environmental
parties expressed concern that MSD will favor industry interests over environmentd interests.
Interviewed individuas representing both industry and environmenta parties emphasized the
need for MSD to gain the trust of the public by putting forth a concerted effort to overcome
some of the existing negative perspectives of MSD associated with past stakeholder processes.

Other interviewed stakeholders mentioned that an important challenge for MSD will beto
maintain ongoing communication concerning the objectives of this particular project. One
individua mentioned that the nature of the project itsdf will be a chalenge because it will
require a new perspective on the past and present functioning of the pretrestment program.

Stakeholder Comments Regar ding the Project

There was a broad range of input provided about the project, including its benefits, challenges,
and opportunities that extend beyond the scope of the current effort.

Benefits

Pretrestment — A cross-section of stakeholders emphasized that the project isinnovative and
requires creative ways to improve the efficiency of the pretrestment program administered by
MSD. Contrary to the current pretreastment program that only monitors industry, various
stakeholders highlighted the benefits of this project as: using a holistic watershed gpproach to
monitor overdl water quality; developing a watershed profile to focus and prioritize pollution
prevention efforts, and changing the current pretrestment regulations.

Water qudlity - Severd individuals commented that the project can benefit water qudity by
reducing the amount of environmenta impact on Chenoweth Run.  Thiswill, consequently, add
to the environmentd qudlity of Jefferson County, ensure the longevity of the stream, and benefit
the watershed asawhole.

Data callection— Some stakeholders stated that the project will produce needed data and
background information on the pollution levels upstream and downgtream of the plant. A few
individuals mentioned that MSD’ s gpproach to data collection and assessment is thorough and
technically sound, which will benefit the pilot project.

Resource efficiency — A few interviewed stakeholders noted that data results will hdp MSD
move away from spending resources on inefficient monitoring and utilize resources more
effectively and efficently.

Meridian I nstitute 3



-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

Public involvement — Other stakeholders noted that the project will benefit the public by
providing an opportunity for greater understanding of the issues and concerns about water
quality in the watershed. In addition, the associated public participation effort will provide an
opportunity to find common ground on key issues.

Challenges

Trusgt - Asnoted in the previous section, industry and environmenta parties mentioned that
experiences with past MSD projects have caused some of them and other involved public
interests to become cautious of MSD’ sintentions for the pilot project. Dueto past
experiences, adiverse set of stakeholders mentioned that there remains an important challenge
for MSD in esablishing a trugting stakeholder community that believes MSD will consider
gtakeholder input from dl of the involved interests.

Resources — Some interviewed stakeholders mentioned that the project will be resource
intensve and, consequently, will be chalenging for MSD to dlocate the large amount of aff
time required to conduct the project.

Project Complexity — Some individuas noted thet the project will not only be financialy
chdlenging, but technicaly chalenging aswell. One stakeholder indicated that once the datalis
assessed, MSD may very well discover additional impacts on the watershed than they currently
manage. Another stakeholder mentioned that the substance of the project is very technical.
This may makeit difficult for participants to understand the project and to participate
effectively. Some stakeholders noted that the public lacks understanding of the project and
urged M SD to pursue greater public outreach.

Focus — Many individuas noted that the very diverse interest groups associated with this

project will create a challenge for MSD to maintain the focus of the pilot effort. Severd
stakeholders present at one or both of the past two meetings mentioned that there isthe
potentid for stakeholdersto focus on ther individud interests rather than to focus on the agenda
topics directly related to this pilot project.

Implementing change — A few stakeholders noted that if the results of the project ingtigate
regulatory changesin the pretrestment program, the chalenge will lie in making a paradigm shift
in how things are currently done by MSD. This challenge will be compounded by the need to
explain this shift to outside stakeholders.

Other chalenges— Other challenges recognized by interviewed stakeholders included,
implementing changes to the pretreatment program after the data is evauated.
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Opportunities

Potential mode to be implemented elsewhere — Severd stakeholders highlighted the potential
for EPA to use the results and conclusions from the pilot project as amodd for their Nationd
Pretrestment Program. Depending on the findings, there is the potentia to use the results of the
project to revise and improve the national pretrestment program in the Clean Water Act.

Resources - By looking at the data results, some interviewed stakeholders noted that MSD will
be able to determine the most effective way to alocate resources to monitor other sources of
water pollution, such as non-point contributors, aswell asindustry. This could result in
sgnificant savings for MSD and currently regulated indudtries.

Non-point source pollution— Some stakeholders mentioned that the project could provide the
opportunity to improve water qudity through pretreastment measures by looking a non-point
sources of pollution, such as storm water, agriculturd and resdentia run-off, and red estate
development.

Education— According to one stakeholder, the project will provide the opportunity for MSD to
educate and communicate with the public about the sources of water pollution.

Watershed approach — Stakeholders commented that the project will dso provide the
opportunity for awhole watershed profile; could result in broadening the study to be a holigtic
gpproach toward watershed management; and, could provide the potential to improve overal
water quality.

Other opportunities — Other opportunities of the project that were identified by the interviewed
stakeholders include the opportunity for awin-win situation for dl interested parties (MSD will
have a more efficient pretrestment program, the public will benefit from improved water qudity,
and contributors to water pollution will be regulated fairly).

Stakeholder Comments Regarding a Stakeholder Process

During the interview discussions, stakeholders were asked to provide their input on key
components of public involvement in the pilot project. Interviewed stakeholders provided
suggestions regarding potentia groundrules for the involvement process. They aso commented
on key participants, timing of stakeholder meetings, and effective methods for proceeding with a
stakeholder process.

Groundrules

Some interviewed stakeholders emphasized the need to have clearly defined groundrules. One
individua noted that an effective stakeholder process requires acceptance and consensus from
al involved parties regarding the established groundrules.
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Consensus - Severd interviewed stakeholders considered consensus an important aspect of a
stakeholder process. However, it was uncertain what level of consensus should be
implemented at the meetings. Some individuas recommended againgt unanimous consensus,
but rather, mgority rule as an gpproach to prevent issues from becoming polarized and staling
the process. Others suggested that this particular project may not be appropriate for a
consensus process. They believed that the process could explore whether consensus existed
and could gtrive to move towards consensus. They felt that due to the nature of the pilot
project, the role of stakeholders should be to individualy raise issues of concern and to be
available to react to issuesraised by MSD and EPA snce they are ultimately in the position to
consder al sdes and decide the best way to proceed. One stakeholder suggested that the
notion of consensus should be discussed in more detail a the next meeting.

Open process — Interviewed government representatives noted that, according to regulations,
stakeholder processes are required to be open to the public. Many interviewed stakeholders
indicated that an open process was important because it provides an opportunity for public
education and input, and to prevent the project from being criticized in the future. Severd
interviewed individuals expressed concern that open, public meetings often require additiona
meeting time to update people on the issues and, consequently, can disrupt the momentum of
the project. In addition, one stakeholder mentioned that open processes have the potentia to
create an imbaance of interests represented at the meetings. Certain interviewed stakeholders
recommended that M SD identify a core stakeholder group that could serve on an ongoing basi's
throughout the project. They suggested providing opportunities for the genera public to be
involved by ether dlocating time during each meeting for public comment, or designating public
forums to provide generd information on the project and for public input.

Additional Groundrules— In addition to the groundrules discussed above, stakeholders
suggested severd other groundrules they thought should be considered for upcoming meetings:
begin and adjourn the meetings on time; alow a specific amount of time for each agenda topic;
implement time limits for the person holding the floor; encourage common courtesy, such asno
name caling; one person talk at atime; stay focused on the agenda; and discourse should
remain private.

Participants

Those interviewed suggested additiond parties to include in the stakeholder process. Some
individuas felt there has been a good representation of stakeholders at the December and April
meetings. Others expressed the need to add a more balanced set of interests, particularly those
from amore diverse set of industries aswell as other citizensinterested in water qudity issues.
Severa stakeholders emphasized the need for more industry representatives, namely from the
large industrid park that borders Chenoweth Run, to more accurately represent the range of
indugtrid activitiesimpacting the watershed and to better baance the large number of
environmenta interests present at the previous meetings. Severd stakeholders, including
environmenta interests, mentioned that the project will affect alot of industries and the
stakeholder process will benefit from having them at the table. The following interest groups
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were aso suggested as potential important participants in the stakeholder process. red estate
development, such as the Homebuilders Association; small businesses; academics; city and
county government representatives, non-point source contributors, including agriculture,
residents and the South East Chrigtian Church; and citizens who are not dways involved in
these types of processes.

Timing of Meetings

MSD is proposing to conduct stakeholder meetings on a quarterly basis. The mgority of the
interviewed stakeholders viewed this as gppropriate. Some individuas mentioned that the
number of meetings might need to increase later in the process depending on what needs to be
accomplished. Others mentioned that in order to provide adequate guidance, quarterly meetings
may not be enough. However, other individuds expressed concern that many of the people
participating are dready inundated with meetings and increasing the frequency of meetingsto
more than quarterly would become burdensome. Others noted that meetings should occur
when MSD is prepared to present data results and conclusions and receive stakeholder input.

Stakeholder Recommendations for an Effective Stakeholder Process

Mesting Materids - During the interview discussions, many stakeholders recommended
digtributing materids to participants before each meeting. Suggestions regarding the timing of
receiving materids varied from no longer than one week to six weeks before the meeting.
Interviewed stakehol ders suggested ditributing the following materids prior to the stakeholder
meetings. a meeting agenda that includes discusson topics, meeting date and location; minutes
from the prior meeting; and relevant informationa materids, including dataresults. In addition
to sending materids prior to the meetings, some stakeholders recommended providing the same
information at the meeting for participants who are involved on an irregular bass and are not
part of adefined stakeholder group. 1t was aso recommended that meeting minutes be
distributed promptly after meetings.

Information - In order to have productive stakeholder meetings, certain stakeholders
recommended that MSD should present the data they have gathered, give an assessment of the
data and any conclusions that were drawn, and develop an agenda with supporting information.
An environmenta party mentioned that MSD should clarify how the project will improve the
pretrestment program and what the environmenta benefits will be if regulations are changed.
Another individua recommended that MSD should provide scenarios of pollution prevention
including the economic benefits for companies that have reduced pollution. Severd individuds
emphasized that MSD needsto provide brief and clear information; using terms that are not too
technica and are on aleve that everyone can understand. Some stakeholders noted that
participants should have the option of recelving more detailed information.
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Balanced process - Severd interviewed stakeholders discussed the need for involving all
affected parties in the process to improve the balance of stakeholder representation at the
meetings. Severd stakeholders representing every interest group expressed that the process
would benefit from involving more industry and business representatives, from both point-
source and non-point sources of pollution.

Public outreach - Interviewed stakeholders mentioned the need to conduct more public
outreach. Stakeholders suggested utilizing MSD’ s web page and the media to better inform
the public about the project.

Neutrd facilitation - Severd individuas suggested bringing in aneutrd third-party facilitator to
keep the meetings focused on issues pertinent to the project. They dso felt afacilitator would
help assure that everyone is heard and foster ateam atmosphere. In addition, afew

stakehol ders suggested having atimekeeper and a minute-taker at the meetings.

Chairperson—Oneindividua suggested designating avisonary chairpersonto serveasa
leader, to help expedite the decision-making process, and to make the stakeholder process
more effective.

Education— Some individua noted that each participating stakeholder should have a clear
undergtanding of the project, including its parameters, gods and potentiad outcomes. To
achieve this, they mentioned that MSD should provide a variety of information, including: an
overdl training on how pretreatment works; atour of the plant and service area; and an overall
understanding of the 402 regulation and the overdl flows within the watershed. It was
suggested that MSD should conduct a separate meeting for those stakehol ders who have not
yet joined the process to provide an understanding of the project that is clear at the outset.

Groundrules — Various stakehol ders emphasi zed the need to establish clear groundrules to keep
the meeting focused. One individud suggested posting and reviewing the groundrules before
each medting.

Focus — One individud indicated that MSD should define the role of the stakeholders. This
would help participants understand their role in the process and would, therefore, creste a
better focus on agenda topics during meetings. Another stakeholder noted the necessity to
move the focus from discussing immediate activities (i.e,whéat is going to be donein the XL
pilot project) to taking action on next steps for the MSD project. An environmenta party
expressed concern that action taken to remove pollutants will take along time. For example, in
1992, phosphorous was targeted for remova and efforts to reduce phosphorous levels are only
now beginning to take place.

Other Stakeholder Recommendations - Additional recommendations for conducting an
effective stakeholder process included the following: hold some mestings in the evening; provide
abreak during the meseting to dlow for casud interaction; air the concerns of the stakeholders
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early in the process, determine the stakeholders direct role in the project; make sure the
processis trangparent by making al information available; and create afeding of equadlity.

V. Recommendations

Based on the results of the discussions with interviewed stakeholders, Meridian Institute
recommends consderation of the following steps for this stakeholder process.

Stakeholder | nvolvement

Based on the interviews, Meridian recommends two levels of stakeholder participation in the
pilot project. Thefirst level of participation would be areatively smal set of defined
stakeholders who would participate actively and on an ongoing basis. This defined stakeholder
group, or task force, of gpproximately twenty individuas would provide a consstent, and well-
informed, balance of stakeholder involvement and input throughout the project. The second
level of participation would focus on informing and involving the generd public who may be
interested in learning about the project, following its progress, and providing input dong the
way, but who may not want to be asinvolved in the details as the task force might be (and as
MSD may need).

Meridian's recommended approach to involving the generd public isto make sure that each
task force sesson is well-publicized, open to the public, and that the meeting agenda and design
takes into account opportunities for public comment. This need not cregte any "disruption” to
the project’s momentum nor to the task force meeting. In addition, Meridian Ingtitute
recommends that MSD look for other opportunities to inform and solicit input from the generd
public. There are severd potentid strategies to accomplish this and we are confident that the
task force will offer assstancein thisregard. A few drategies for consderation include: make
use of the MSD web site; offer public forums or other forms of public outreach, separate from
the stakeholder meetings to give the genera public the opportunity to keep informed and
provide input; conduct interviews with the loca media; provide speakersto loca clubs and
associations, ask stakeholders to publicize key information in thelir newdetters or web Sites.

Meridian suggests that the stakeholder (task force) meetings be held at times convenient to the
participants and that serious consderation be given to evening mestings if the meetings are to be
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open to the public. We dso suggest that the meetings be held on a quarterly basis unless project
activities require amore intensive schedule.

In order to promote atruly effective stakeholder process, there needs to be a balanced set of
interests represented at dl meetings. If there is a defined core group of stakeholders, they
should include representatives who are affected, or have the potentia of being affected, by the
current pretrestment program and/or the possible outcomes of this project. Those interests
include the following: environmenta and citizen groups, industry; government representatives at
the locd, state, and nationd level; businesses, academics and other experts, and non-point
source contributors to pollution discharged into the stream, such as devel opers, agricultura
users, and residents, for example. 1n order to identify the interested parties, MSD may need to
conduct more public outreach through the media, MSD’ s Website, and adequately advertised
public forums and mestings.

Project Clarification

Due to the highly technical materia involved in this project, both MSD and the involved
stakeholders would benefit from having aclear understanding of the project, including its gods,
parameters, potentia outcomes and opportunities, and roles of the stakeholdersin the process.
This could be achieved by providing clear and transparent information that is presented in terms
that will relate to al affected interests. Information should be made available to dl interested
stakeholders and the generd public through the use of the Internet, media, or other sources of
public outreach. As severd interviewed stakeholders suggested, giving atour of the plant and
treatment area would be helpful to provide a better understanding of the pretreatment process,
aswell asasense of context.

Consensus

Based on the comments provided by the interviewed stakeholders, full consensus on issues may
not be the appropriate and mogt effective gpproach for the stakeholder process. MSD might
benefit most by utilizing the stakeholders for consultation and as a source of balanced
information regarding the concerns of involved parties.

Facilitated Process

Due to the number of strong interests and the technica nature of the pilot project, it may be
gopropriate to have a neutrd third-party facilitator to assst in effectively maintaining the focus
and direction of the stakeholder process and individual meetings.

I nformation

Stakeholders should receive any information thet is relevant to an upcoming meeting at least
two weeksin advance. In addition to sending out materids before hand, the same information
should be provided at the meeting and made available for the public through use of the Web
gte, media, or other effective and gppropriate means. The materids should include an agenda
with relevant topics that are agreed upon by the entire stakeholder group, and any additiond
information, such as data results and meeting minutes, that will provide stakeholders with
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comprehensve knowledge and information for discussion at the meetings. Materids provided
should be balanced and transparent, meaning that stakeholders should have accessto
information containing a broad range of perspectives. To assgt in maintaining the focus of the
mesetings, meeting minutes should be recorded and meeting summaries distributed to the core
stakeholder group and made available to the public promptly after meetings take place.

V. Conclusion

Given the complexity of the project, MSD would benefit from providing the public with a clear
understanding of the project. In addition, MSD should conduct public outreach activitiesto
help define a baanced group of core stakeholders and to educate and involve the generd
public. Information should be trangparent and made available for al interested parties.

This assessment report is intended to provide abasic summary of the results from interviews
conducted by Meridian Indtitute. It also offers recommendations for proceeding with an
effective stakeholder process. Many details regarding individual backgrounds and history were
not included in this report.

In conclusion, Meridian Indtitute would like to thank everyone who participated in the
assessment. - Any thoughts and/or comments are welcome and encouraged by contacting the
following Saff a Meridian:

Michaed T. Lesnick, Ph.D., Senior Partner
Phone: (615) 353-0854
Fax: (615) 352-8384
Email: mlesnick@merid.org

Rebekah Henszey, Program Assistant
Phone: (970) 513-8340, extension 221.
Fax: (970) 513-8348
Email: rhenszey@merid.org
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Attachment A

Interviewed Stakeholders
Louisville and Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District

Environmental Protection Agency XL Pilot Project
Convening Assessment Report

Due to privacy concerns, individual stakeholder
names are not available on this page. If you
would like further information, please contact
Melinda Greene at 404-562-9771 or via E-mail at
mallard.melinda@epa.gov or Chad Carbone at
202-260-4296 or via E-mail at
carbone.chad@epa.gov.
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Attachment B

List of Questionsfor Interviewed Stakeholders
Louisville and Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District

Environmental Protection Agency XL Pilot Project
Convening Assessment Report

Background
Why did you become involved with the MSD project?
How would you like to be involved?
How much involvement do you see yourself having?

Opinions
What are some of your opinions about the project?
What are your thoughts about the first two publics meetings held thus far?
What is your opinion of MSD? What are its strengths and/or chalenges?

Stakeholder Process

" Who ese should be apart of the process and why? (People with speciaized knowledge or
politicd influence, etc.)
What do you think makes a stakeholder process effective and what is the best method of
keeping the process as productive as possble?
What kind of stakeholder process would you suggest for this effort?
Have you been involved with smilar stakeholder processes (particularly local) and, if so,
what did you find effective and/or useful that could potentialy be beneficid for this project
aswdl?
Are you comfortable with the timing and frequency of the meetings (quarterly meetings)?

I nformation Management and Dissemination
" How have you been informed so far?
How would you like to be informed?
What type of format would you like to receive information (Email, Website, Fax,
Snalmail)?
What type of information are you interested in receiving?

Other Questions
Where do see opportunities with this project?
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