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Deborah Ddton
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401 M Street SW
Washington DC 20460

Dear Ms. Ddton,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on EPA’s public participation process. As a community
relations coordinator at the Utah State Department of Environmenta Qudity, | have had the opportunity
to witness boththe strengths and the weaknesses of thisprocess. My experience has been primarily with
Superfund, but | have aso worked on Air, Water, and Community Based issues.

| have reviewed your policy document and would like to submit the following recommendations for your
consideration:

1. Make sure your policy formally recognizes the role of the State in the process - Here in Utah, public
participation seems to work best whenthe State and EPA jointly work together to reach out to the public.
This has not aways meant that we go to the public in agreement on an issue, but has meant that wejointly
agreed on anapproach and respect the other’ srole in the process.  States often know the congtituencies
better, have ardated regulatory interest, and may be left to manage a new program or policy once EPA
takes a less visble role. That, coupled with the fact that people don’t often differentiate between the
various levds of government, hasmadeapartnership approach extremdly effective. Thetimeswherepublic
participation has turned into a nightmare have been when EPA has “jumped over” the State and gone
directly to the public or where the State has been treated as “just another player.”  This has inevitably
created a power struggle, minimizing the focus on the “public” and thered issue.  In the end, everyone
lost.

If the reaionship is not spelled out in your policy, it isleft open to interpretation. Despite best intentions,
we have seen that interpretation range from “the State as a partner” to “the State as an enemy” wheniit is
|eft to the staff level to decide what it means.
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2. We periodicdly hear concerns from people who are a little less sophigticated but who are directly
impacted by a policy or a decision (such as on acleanup or apermit issue). They fed ther voiceis not
given the condderation that a more polished, but less impacted group receives. We have tried to be
sengtive to thisby suchmovesas dlowing the locas to spesk first at apublic hearing and by making alittle
extraeffort to “hep” them in thelr involvement.  Perhgps commentsfromthose withadirect involvement
should be givenmore consideration- to avoid heavy weighting by outside, special interest groupswho have
the sophistication (and access to resources) to make an impact.

3. Publicize public comment periodsin away that your intended target(s) will hear about it- The average
person does not read the Federal Register. Most people do not see lega notices. When true public
participationis sought, the agency needs to find ways to effectively reach audiences who are not aspecial
interest group. Sometimes people don't speak just because they don’t know.

Asanexample, the way this policy was distributed wasgood. The Region drew it to our attention and we,
inturn, passed it onto otherswithinaninterested. Wherever possible, ask statesand local agenciesto help
get the word out - and alow enough time for an effective comment period, since this process is alittle
dower.

4. We have found it hdpful to get documents out for public comment up to a week before the public
comment actudly begins. It isaso hepful to hold a public hearing early inthe comment period, particularly
if part of the focus of the hearing is educationd. This way, the public has an opportunity to better
understand an issue and is not rushed in making a response.

5. We have found loca depositoriesto be helpful. Theissuesweruninto, however, arethat thereis often
not enough room in alocd library to house volumes of materias. Over time, materias end up logt. Also,

librarians don’t Aways understand what is expected of them asarepository. The most ided Stuation is
meake this requirement alittle more flexible and dlow for a combination of approaches. Thisis an issue

we arelooking at withour region. We have considered the possibility of having an abbreviated repository
with hard copies of key documents (induding an index) at the closest location, then working out a way
where the officia, expanded record is at another location and documentscanbe “sent” out as requested.

We are dso looking at making useof the Internet or aCD ROM for the entire record, sncemost libraries
and public buildings have computers. In some cases, this may mean helping with the purchase of a
computer. Making this requirement alittle flexible would alow the intent to be met in the most practica

way possible, given theloca circumstances.

6. Continuing in the flexibility mode, we fed it is important to alow flexibility in the “how” of a public
participation plan. Specifying what is expected fromthe processisimportant. Allowing flexibility on how
it isachieved dlows the delivery to be tailored to the audience.
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7. Although it wasn't mentioned in your policy document, we understand there are initiatives under way
requiring public documents to be written in “plain English” (or when trandated, to be written so the
audience can understand them). We applaud this effort and would like to see it stressed even more than
itisnow.

8. Itwould be helpful to makethe rules clear on assistance grants - who gets them and what they can and
cannot be used for - so that everyone understands. We recently raninto astuationwhere therewerethree
different interpretations being given to a citizen group by three different EPA people - aproject manager,
aCRspecidigt, and aTAG representative. It wasdifficult tofind “the” answer, particularly sncethe grant
was for new pilot program.

9. Clarify internal expectation of staff memberswith regard to public participation - then train the “ techies’
on how to do it. Make sure they have the support they need to do it. Even with budget cuts coming, a
portion of mgor projects should aways be set asde so public participation is not avictim. If people are
going to be impacted, they have aright to be involved.

10. It would be helpful to establish a network where people could share effective agpproaches and for
lessons learned. Perhapsa*“toolbox” could be devel oped and accessed via your webpage for those of us
doing public participation on environmental issues.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please contact me at (801) 536-4478 or by emall at
randerso@deg.state.ut.usif | be further assistance.

Sincerdly,

Renette Anderson,
UDEQ Community Reations



