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Foreward
Public Involvement is a Leader’s Responsibility.

Public involvement is a command responsibility. Therefore, the U.S. Army has created
the Leader’s Guide to Environmental Public Involvement as a primer for commanders and
staff at all levels whose duties require some aspect of public involvement concerning the
Army’s Strategy for the Environment. It supplements guidance found in Corps of Engineer
Regulation 200-3-1 and Engineer Pamphlet 1110-3-8, “Public Participation in the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) for Formerly Used Defense Sites.”

According to the Army’s Leadership Field Manual, FM 22-100, “Leadership is
influencing people—by providing purpose, direction, and motivation—while operating to
accomplish the mission and improving the organization.” In making use of public
involvement, we are often trying to influence stakeholders so that they understand and
accept an Army approach to an environmental concern or a decision based on Army-
unique requirements. However, we must remember that the leader’s definition of
influence includes improvement. Public involvement’s goal is not to convince others that
we are right. Instead, public involvement should provide opportunities for discussion with
stakeholders about issues that could provide input that will improve our decisions.

Public involvement requires purpose. While not every decision or course of action
requires stakeholder involvement, building relationships with stakeholders on particularly
crucial issues builds trust. By including stakeholders in our decision-making processes,
and listening to their input, we give them a reason to become involved with us in a positive
way. Over time, that involvement helps build relationships upon which trust is based, and
trust is a basic bond of leadership.

Public involvement needs direction. Left without direction, public involvement could
be side-tracked by special interests and lead to effects that are not in the best interests of
the Army or the American public. The process needs to be guided. Army leaders must
communicate the goals, objectives, and metrics associated with its accomplishment. You
must check to assure objectives are being met and that the processes being used are
providing value to the organization and stakeholders.

Public involvement requires motivation. The best leaders lead from the front. An
organizational climate that encourages communication with and strives to understand its
stakeholders will generate the best in public involvement. The test of leadership in terms
of public involvement is to apply the concepts and methods in the right way so that the
Army and its stakeholders can overcome the impasses that can develop when conducting
programs that have some impact on the environment. This is particularly true when
diverse interests may be in conflict.
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1.0: Executive Summary

This guide is written for the members of the Army’s team that implements the service’s
Strategy for the Environment. These leaders usually include the garrison commanders,
directors of logistics, directors of public works, directors of training and operations,
environmental coordinators, range managers, project managers, legal advisors, safety
officers, natural and cultural resources managers, preventive medicine officers, and public
affairs officers.

1.1: Purpose

To establish and execute a successful public involvement program, it is crucial we
understand the issues that genuinely affect and concern the public, keep them informed of
proposed actions that they perceive to affect their health and safety, and provide them
opportunities to meaningfully participate in discussions and decisions about these actions.
Stakeholders are understandably concerned about any actions the Army may take that
could affect their health, safety, quality of life, or their environment. They often want a
voice in such matters, but may not understand the Army's processes that allow them to
become involved.

The Army’s public involvement programs are planned efforts to involve citizens in the
environmental decision-making process. They should be used to establish and foster
relationships within the community, proactively inform and interact with stakeholders, and
to prevent or resolve conflicts through regular, on-going two-way communication.

The purpose of this plan is to outline how one can identify environmental laws and
regulations that apply to their installation, identify required public involvement activities
under those laws, and develop a public involvement plan to carry out these activities in a
manner that meets the needs of stakeholders and concludes in mutually beneficial
actions. The end result should be public and Army support for technically, fiscally, and
politically acceptable solutions to environmental challenges.

1.2: Guidebook Structure

This guide is intended to help Army staff meet that challenge by providing the basics that
guide a public involvement program and by outlining methods for conducting public
involvement for a range of issues that impact the environment.

Section 2.0, Introduction, explains public involvement requirements and links knowledge
to action by:
e outlining reasons why public involvement in environmental programs is important;
e providing synopses of some of the applicable environmental laws and the kinds of
public involvement activities these laws require; and
e describing how to assemble a strategic planning team that can support the public
involvement planning and implementation process.

Section 3.0, Stakeholder Assessments, explains how to can learn more about a
community’s information needs, concerns, and preferred methods of communications by:
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Identifying important stakeholders;

Outlining the types of information to gather and analyze in developing an effective
public involvement program;

Discussing how to create a clear and comprehensive picture of stakeholder groups;
and

Listing and describing various methods for getting direct stakeholder feedback
regarding community concerns, information needs, and communication methods.

Section 4.0, Public Involvement Planning, describes how to establish a public involvement
program that can be measured for success by:

Providing a blueprint for developing and implementing public involvement
programs;

Identifying the issue(s), goals, objectives, roles and responsibilities, appropriate
tools and methods, schedules, and key messages; and

Describing processes for developing execution plans, as well as evaluation
methodologies.

Section 5.0, Risk Communications, describes additional communications skills necessary
for planning and executing public involvement programs by:

Describing a general approach to risk communications planning and analysis of
stakeholder perceptions of risk; and

Identifying tools, methods, and approaches for effectively communicating about
risks to a variety of stakeholders.
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2.0: Introduction

It is the Army’s ethical and legal responsibility to provide the public with information and
the means to impact the decision-making process regarding environmental issues. The
first steps in the public involvement process are to 1) know the requirements, and 2)
assemble a team to fulfill these requirements.

Both federal and Army regulations guide programs that have environmental impacts.
These laws generally require various levels of public involvement activities that need to be
strategically planned and executed by a team with varied backgrounds and expertise.
This section outlines the specific federal and Army regulations that drive environmental
considerations, their associated public involvement activities, and how to establish a team
to ensure these activities are effectively executed.

2.1: Federal Environmental Law

The Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 states that federal facilities are subject to
federal, state, interstate, and local solid and hazardous waste laws. Essentially, this
legislation makes federal facilities subject to the same solid and hazardous waste laws
that apply to private industry, and it waives the “sovereign immunity” once allowed for
federal facilities, making federal facilities subject to legal action from state regulatory
agencies. Federal facilities may be held liable for civil penalties and U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) enforcement actions, but not for criminal penalties. Officers of
the federal government can be held liable for criminal penalties resulting from violations of
some environmental laws.

Several environmental laws with which the Army must comply establish minimum
standards for public involvement. The following is a summary of the primary federal laws
most likely to impact the Army’s Strategy for the Environment, installations and FUDS and
require some level of public involvement. More information on these environmental laws,
as well as information on additional laws, is included in Appendix B.

2.1.1: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA)

This law outlines the requirements for conducting environmental restoration
activities and generally requires the most public involvement activities. It created a
special tax that goes into a trust fund, commonly known as the Superfund, to
investigate and clean up private sector sites where hazardous materials or
chemicals from past activities are adversely impacting the environment. This fund
does not pay for cleanup at military sites. Congress specifically appropriates
necessary funds for military cleanups through the Defense Environmental
Restoration Program.

Regulatory requirements for public involvement are contained in the National
Contingency Plan, depending on what type of action is being taken. (See 40 CFR
300.430(c) and 430(f)(3) for remedial actions, and 40 CFR 300.415(n) for removal
actions.) Installations that are home to CERCLA sites where cleanup is expected
to take 120 days or longer are required to prepare a Community Relations or
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Community Involvement Plan. CIPs are developed based on community interviews
and will outline the effective and measurable execution of the required CERCLA
community involvement activities. EPA guidance suggests that depending on the
status of the installation, CIPs should be written to cover a five-year period and
updated every three years. CIP updates are also recommended in the event of a
major program shift.

2.1.2: Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA)

This law, passed in October 1986, modified CERCLA. It includes a provision that
federal agencies must comply with the provisions of CERCLA, but must fund their
own cleanup programs, rather than use funds from the Superfund Trust Fund. It
established the Defense Environmental Restoration Program and through that
program the Army’s cleanup fund, Environmental Restoration, Army (ER,A)
account, as well as the Formerly Used Defense Sites program account.

2.1.3: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Passed in 1976, this law established a regulatory system to track hazardous
wastes from generation to disposal. RCRA requires permits for hazardous waste
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. RCRA public involvement activities are
associated with obtaining and renewing permits to operate facilities, and cleanup
activities at sites of hazardous waste operations conducted under RCRA rather
than CERCLA.

2.1.4: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

NEPA requires an assessment of virtually all significant federal decisions likely to
impact the environment. This act was passed to ensure that decision-makers are
aware of the environmental consequences of decisions, and permit the public to
comment on both the scope of an environmental impact study and the alternatives
under consideration. The Army’s requirements are based on the underlying
regulations of the White House Council of Environmental Quality, published as
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1500-1508.

2.1.5: Endangered Species Act

To comply with the Endangered Species Act, installations planning actions that
may have an impact on federal species must consult, formally or informally, with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Documents prepared under
consultation may include biological assessments, environmental assessments, or
environmental impact statements. Installations must consult with the USFWS if
any ongoing or proposed actions may affect plant or animal species covered by this
act.

2.1.6: Safe Drinking Water Act

As a supplier of drinking water to customers, an Army installation which operates
its own treatment plant is required to notify its customers of how it is meeting
specific water discharge requirements and any anticipated plant modifications. It is
also required to produce consumer confidence reports.
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2.1.7: Clean Air Act

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA publish criteria for determining air quality and
information on techniques to control air pollution in the Federal Register, and that
copies of this published information also be made available to the general public. It
requires each state to prepare plans for notifying the public on a regular basis when
air quality does not meet regulatory standards. The state must keep the public
informed of the health hazards associated with the air pollution and made aware of
measures that can be taken to reduce air pollution levels. Most fixed facilities
discharging regulated air pollutants must obtain a permit from the EPA or their
state. The application process for new or modified permits usually involves public
notice and/or public meetings.

2.1.8: Clean Water Act (Federal Water Pollution Control Act)

This act requires the EPA administrator to maintain a continuing program of public
information and education on recycling and reusing wastewater, using land
treatment for wastewater, and reducing the volume of wastewater. The law also
empowers the EPA administrator to require owners and operators of point sources
of water pollution to establish and maintain records of their discharges; report them
on a regular basis to the appropriate regulatory agencies; and install, use, and
maintain equipment to monitor discharges. All unclassified records must be made
available to the public. Opportunities for public hearings must be provided before
certain permits can be issued, renewed or modified.

2.2:  Army Directives

One Army environmental regulation, AR 200-1, summarizes important actions necessary
to meet Army expectations for public involvement. This publication includes descriptions
of the Army’s most important environmental programs and a list of additional Army
regulations, with the directives of the Department of the Defense and other federal
agencies. Other Army publications that describe requirements for public involvement are
the Installation Environmental Program Management Guide, U.S. Army Environmental
Center, 2002, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulation for the FUDS Program, 200-
3-1, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Pamphlet 1110-3-8, “Public Participation in the
Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) for Formerly Used Defense Sites.”

2.3 Strategic Planning Team

Every person on an installation has the potential to impact public perception of Army
activities through the decisions they make on the job or through interactions with the
community. The installation environmental team must work together closely for a public
involvement program to succeed. Leaving public involvement planning solely to either the
public affairs or environmental staff is not prudent, as the environmental staff who must
assist in implementing the plan and the primary installation spokesperson, the garrison
commander, should be integral to the creation of the plan.

It is crucial to assemble a Public Involvement Strategic Planning Team. This team should
be comprised of people who have the authority to speak on behalf of the installation, who
have technical expertise, and/or a familiarity with public perception or a history of
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community interaction. Begin by forming a cross-functional decision-making team that
includes:

A representative of the garrison commander;

A public affairs specialist;

A risk communication specialist (where available);
Environmental manager(s); and

A medical department representative.

Including an installation employee not functionally responsible for environmental matters
will help provide insight into the communication needs of the internal installation
population. For example, a member of the union represented on the installation. The
team may need risk communication expertise if issues have the potential for diverse or
conflicting stakeholder interest, or are high-visibility. Additionally, if an impending decision
could affect the installation’s training, testing, or readiness mission, participation of other
installation staff such as a range management specialist and a safety specialist will be
necessary.
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3.0: Stakeholder Assessments

Once the environmental management staff understand the public involvement
requirements under applicable environmental laws and have assembled a team, it is
crucial to assess how effectively the installation or site is currently meeting these
requirements and the information needs and concerns of affected stakeholders.

An installation’s neighbors need the opportunity to express and discuss their concerns
and needs. In most instances, stakeholders will want an on-going, regular dialogue with
installation representatives about the project and how their interests and concerns will be
addressed. Stakeholder assessments allow the identification of the most effective and
proactive ways to interact with stakeholders in a manner that is responsive to both parties’
needs.

Community-based research can answer seven questions essential to developing a public
involvement effort focused on, and responsive to, the community’s environmental
concerns:

e What are community members concerned about or interested in? Information from

community interviews, focus groups, informal community forums, and, when

appropriate, surveys can help identify key concerns and interests.

Where do they get their information?

How and when do they want to get information?

How do they want to be involved in the process?

What are the best forums for discussing the issues, and what are the best times to

schedule meetings or activities?

e What else is going on in the community that the Army needs to be aware of and
sensitive to?

e Whom does the community consider to be credible sources of information? The
answer to this question varies greatly between stakeholder groups, so it is crucial
to identify who/what organizations each group respects.

Effectively communicating issues regarding environmental concerns is not solely fact-
based. The installation’s public involvement efforts must provide opportunities for
discussion and dialogue, while ensuring information is understandable and consistent for
all stakeholders. Stakeholder perceptions must be factored into installation environmental
communications, to demonstrate that the Army is listening to and incorporating
stakeholder input when possible. It is also important to explain when stakeholder input
cannot be incorporated. The installation or site leadership must build mutual trust, and
respect others’ opinions. Otherwise, efforts are not likely to succeed.

The more that is understood about members of the community, the easier it will be to
develop a public involvement program that responds to community concerns and gives
them a role in making decisions. One way to start gathering information for the plan is to
research existing information that details the installation’s surrounding community in terms
of these characteristics:
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Physical — description of communities near the installation, obtained from the local
government or through observation.

Demographic — occupation, age, education level, household income, family type,
place of residence and work, and cultural characteristics. This information is
available from the U.S. Census Bureau on the Internet at http://www.census.gov, or
from the local chambers of commerce.

Behavioral — media exposure, membership organizations, lifestyle characteristics
(e.g., the circulation of various area newspapers). This information is available from
marketing research firms, local news organizations, chambers of commerce, and
development authorities.

Psychographic — beliefs, values, opinions, and attitudes toward the installation and
environmental issues. This information must be collected directly from the
community through interviews, focus groups, or similar means.

Once information has been collected, analyze the data to identify trends and preferences
among stakeholder groups. Use this information to develop a larger public involvement
plan, that will outline how the installation will conduct its required public involvement
activities and involve stakeholders in an effective manner.

3.1:

Stakeholder Group Identification

To obtain feedback from stakeholders, the installation first needs a clear and complete
picture of who their stakeholders are. When identifying key stakeholders, the following
guestions are useful:

Who has previously expressed interest in or been involved with this issue?
Which groups are likely to be affected directly by the operation?

Which groups are likely to be upset if they are not consulted or alerted to the issue
by the installation before they see media coverage of it?

Which groups should be consulted because they have information that could be
useful to the project?

Which groups would provide a balance of opinions?

Which groups may not especially want input but need to be aware of the
installation’s activities?

Are installation civilian and military employees well informed about the issue?
Are local, regional, and/or national activist groups involved with the program?

Some common affected and/or interested parties in installation communities are:

Federal and state regulators

Elected officials

Employees

Religious organizations

Contractors

Ethnic and national origin/heritage associations
Unions

Residential installation neighbors

Revised Draft Installation Public Involvement Guide 12
November 2004



Nearby business neighbors

Public interest, activist groups
Emergency response organizations
Civic organizations

Youth groups

Educational and academic organizations
Recreational groups

News media

Government agencies

Professional or trade associations

3.2  Community Interviews

The primary way to collect information regarding public concerns and preferred methods
of communication is the community interview process. Although time consuming, face-to-
face interviews produce a variety of benefits. Primarily, they give participants the chance
to give specific feedback and have their opinions documented and heard, as well as an
opportunity an installation to start establishing relationships with its stakeholders.

To initiate this process, the installation staff needs to identify key individuals and groups
that they need to interview. Initially, key interviewees may be identified through internal
discussions about the issue. Political entities, such as the Mayor, city council members,
and state/federal legislators are good sources of information about who key members of
the community are. Analysis of media coverage can also provide names for the initial
interviewee list. It is important to remember that the interviewee list will grow as
interviews are conducted. Those conducting the interviews should and ask the
interviewees for names of others the installation should be talking to. The recommended
number of interviews varies at each installation, based on size, level of public interest,
emerging issues, etc. Include the following categories of people in interviews:

e Formal community leaders (elected officials, bankers, school superintendents,
principals);

e Informal community leaders (church leaders, civic association members,

neighborhood association members, PTA, those identified by other interviewees);

Environmental advocacy groups;

Municipal officials (fire, police, emergency, and disaster planning);

Environmental justice groups;

Native American tribes; and

Landowners or residents living on or adjacent to the installation or site.

It is recommended that letters providing background information about the community
interview process and extending invitations for participation be distributed to the list of
stakeholders. Once letters are distributed, make personal phone calls to determine
interest and to schedule interviews.

Limit interviews to 20-30 minutes and give interviewees a card with a name and phone
number of a person at the installation they can call for additional information. If the same
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team conducts all of the interviews, the information will be more consistent and reliable.
Because using only one interview team is not always possible, all interviewers must
coordinate their efforts to collect information. Thank all participants for their participation
with a personalized letter and keep them informed about the progress of projects to
address environmental concerns.

It is important to remember that interviews should be conducted in an informal setting if
possible, and questions should be open ended. The interview process should be flexible
to allow participants to talk about things that are important to them. Some questions to
include in the questionnaire:

e What, if any, experience have you had with the installation in the past?

e How aware are you about site or environmental issues? (Ask them about general
topics and let them discuss specifics.)

e What concerns do you have about the installation’s impact on the local community
and/or environment?

e How do you normally receive information about news and events in your

community?

What kind of information do you want from the Army?

How would you like to get information from the Army?

How often do you want to receive information?

Would you be interested in participating in an advisory group on environmental

issues at the installation?

e Where do you currently get information about installation matters? About
environmental issues?

e Whom do you trust to give you reliable information about the installation?

e Would you like to become more involved in installation activities?

3.3: Telephone Surveys

The objective of public opinion surveys is to obtain responses to uniform questions from a
select number of people (a sample) thought to represent the community. Because of the
size of most installation communities, professional survey organizations often rely on a
sample size of 800 to 1,000 people selected from specific ZIP codes or area codes.
Interviewers can add questions to the questionnaire to identify responses from employees
at the installation.

Telephone polls can generate reliable information quickly when a qualified, reputable
organization conducts them. Interviews must not be too long or too complex. Pretest
guestionnaires for bias and to make sure most respondents would understand the
guestions. Professional polling organizations, universities, think tanks, news media
organizations, public relations firms, and advertising and marketing organizations conduct
telephone surveys. The capabilities of contracted interviewers should be evaluated
carefully before they are retained to assist in canvassing the community. The following
are suggested screening criteria to ask of professional polling organizations:

¢ Names and phone numbers of two stakeholders who recently made an inquiry (do
not include members of the media);
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e A sample of the format for reporting results;

e Verification of their process of selecting participants randomly;

e Name, address, phone number, and credentials of any subcontractors involved in
the project (e.g., telemarketing firms);

e A written research design, including dates for delivering preliminary and final
reports;

e A copy of the raw data on computer disk; and

e Avalid sample questionnaire.

It is important to note that surveys, either written or telephone, have limitations:

TELEPHONE SURVEYS

Pros Cons
e Quantitative, statistically valid data e Costly
e Opinions obtained from a cross-section | e Do not provide opportunity to form
of the community relationships with stakeholders
e Data that allows generalization about ¢ Limits the number of questions that can
wider community values be asked
e Quick completion of the interview e Provides no opportunity for feedback or
process discussion
e Baseline results that can be used for e Requires experts to design the
future comparisons guestionnaires and interpret the data
o People generally avoid telemarketers

3.4. Focus Groups

Focus groups supplement other types of community research by providing insights into
target audience perceptions, beliefs, and language. Focus group interviews are usually
conducted with a group of eight to twelve people for one to two hours. Using a discussion
outline, a moderator keeps the session on track while allowing respondents to talk freely
and spontaneously. As new topics related to the outline emerge, the moderator probes
further to gain useful insights. Focus groups are usually conducted in a non-attribution
setting, and the moderator summarizes results in a manner that does not identify who
contributed the information.

Focus groups can be useful for identifying trends in perceptions, gaining insights into
community culture, and pre-testing materials such as brochures, newsletters and
videotapes before these products are completed. Internal focus groups, comprised of
installation employees, can be useful in evaluating how effectively the command
communicates to installation personnel and their family members. Such internal focus
groups can also assist the installation in determining the level of resources that should be
devoted to on-post public involvement programs.

As with all survey respondents, those selected for focus groups should be typical of the
intended target audience. Various subgroups within the workforce or community may be
represented in separate group discussions, especially when discussing sensitive or
emotional subjects such as health concerns. Installation staff can arrange focus group
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sessions, but an outside moderator should conduct the session and compile the report. In
these cases, management should not be in attendance.

The process for organizing and conducting a focus group includes the following activities:

Select or hire a moderator.

Determine the characteristics of the group.

Develop a recruitment screening script and questionnaire.
Recruit diverse participants.

Develop a discussion guide and test materials.
Coordinate logistics:

e Find an easily accessible location.

e Arrange for compensation, if applicable.

e Provide transportation and child care when necessary.
e Arrange for summaries (non-attribution).

Conduct focus group session.

Evaluate the results and write a report.

o0 hsWNE
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4.0: Public Involvement Planning

It is important to distinguish between public involvement plans and tactics. Plans include
the whole program — a detailed set of goals and objectives, specific strategies, a variety
of tactics or tools, and an evaluation process. Tactics are the methods and tools for
carrying out the strategies outlined in the plan. A public involvement plan is a strategy; a
visit with local reporters is a tactic or tool.

With the public involvement requirements identified and the stakeholder assessments
complete, the installation can begin to develop an execution strategy, or public
involvement plan, to comply with laws and regulations and to meet stakeholder
involvement needs.

The following is a step-by-step process for developing a public involvement plan. This
process allows the installation to identify and learn about their stakeholders and
audiences, determine desired messages to communicate to them, and how the installation
will carry out the communication.

4.1: Define Goals and Objectives

Before proceeding through the information-gathering phase, should identify the desired
outcome, or what would like to be achieved with the public involvement program. These
communication goals should be written in a manner that supports larger installation and
Army goals and objectives, as well as respond to feedback garnered through the
stakeholder assessment process.

Objectives are the deliberate steps that must be taken to accomplish the broader goals.
They describe the outcome, but not the specific activities involved in obtaining it.
Strategies and specific activities are designed in a later step. Objectives are written to
articulate what the program is intended to do. There may be several objectives for each
goal. They should be specific, attainable, prioritized to direct the allocation of resources,
measurable, and time-specific.

Example:

Goal: To increase opportunities for stakeholders to participate in environmental
decision-making.

Objective: Determine interest in the establishment of an installation Restoration
Advisory Board (RAB).

Objective: Hold quarterly environmental forums to discuss environmental issues
on the installation with community leaders.

4.2: ldentify and Prioritize Stakeholder Groups

The installation’s audience is not a single, monolithic group. There are many publics, and
each has its own interests, concerns, information needs, and priorities. Each installation
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must allocate its resources efficiently in planning a community involvement effort that
addresses all appropriate audiences and their concerns. It is crucial to identify all
interested stakeholder groups and prioritize them based on their potential impact on
installation objectives and their concerns. Most likely the identification process was
completed during the stakeholder assessments. However, it is prudent to review the list
and update as necessary. Overall, this will help address information and involvement
requirements, thus ensuring stakeholders receive accurate information through the Army,
rather than inaccurate information through alternative sources, and that appropriate
opportunities for involvement are identified.

4.2.1: Prioritize Stakeholder Groups

Segmenting and categorizing the community into primary and secondary audience
groups will lay the groundwork for an effective program and for later evaluation of
effectiveness.

Use data collected in the stakeholder assessment process to develop profiles of
the stakeholder groups. Use the information to create a matrix that lists the specific
concerns or interests of each group and the group’s primary or preferred sources of
information.

Example:

Group: Adjacent homeowners

Information needs/concerns: Lead levels in soil of a nearby playground on
land that was previously used as a shooting range.

Preferred information sources: Direct mail, speaker’s bureaus, community
newsletter.

Preferred involvement forums, methods: One-on-one meetings, advisory
boards, small group discussions, public meetings.

Once all potential audience groups are listed and their concerns and interests have
been evaluated, categorize each stakeholder as either primary or secondary.
There may be several primary audience groups with which the installation may
want especially to emphasize communicating and involving because of their
influence on others. For example, employees influence their families who, in turn,
may directly influence their friends and neighbors with information they share about
the installation.

Secondary audience groups are those that influence the primary audience groups.
For example, local news coverage may influence the opinions of installation
neighbors. Installation employees are often an important secondary audience
group because they directly affect how their families perceive facility operations.

4.3: Develop Key Messages
Consistent use of key message points in communications will add credibility to public
involvement programs and an installation’s overall mission.
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Based on community interview results, the concerns identified for the stakeholder group,
and overarching communication goals, develop key message points for the community
involvement program. These key messages will be woven into all communications with
stakeholders, regardless of the specific issue at hand. To develop key messages,
brainstorm the following questions:

e From the Army’s standpoint, what are the two, three or four most important things
needed to communicate and emphasize?

e What are some different ways to talk about this information?

e Will stakeholders understand these messages and how will they react? Will the
message:

attract attention?

inform?

educate?

persuade?

initiate dialogue?

affect attitudes, perceptions or behavior?

e How does the message address community interests or concerns identified in the
community involvement plan?

VVVVVYVYY

4.4: ldentify Tools and Tactics

The key to successful and thorough public involvement is using and employing an
appropriate combination of tools and tactics in a targeted and measured way that ensures
adequate opportunities for discussion and involvement, and provides for key messages to
be disseminated and adjusted effectively. It is important to ensure that the public
involvement program uses a wide array of tools and tactics — one tool does not work for all
and will not reach all audiences. Additionally, it is crucial that each installation is familiar
with the types of community involvement tools and tactics that are available to assist in
complying with both the letter and spirit of the environmental laws and regulations
described in Section 2.0. The EPA Superfund Community Involvement Toolkit is a
document that provides specific guidance for best practices in developing and using these
tools and tactics, as well as stakeholder assessments. It can be found online at
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/tools/. Some tools to consider in public involvement
planning include:

4.4.1: Public Notices

Public notices are published in major area newspapers notifying citizens of
opportunities for public participation, specifically announcing the release of

technical documents and dates of public comment periods, meetings, etc. In some
cases, they are required for certain activities. Public notices should not merely be
relegated to a small legal notice buried in small type far back in the local newspaper.
Public notices should be published as display ads—noticeable, easy-to-read, and
placed in frequently read sections of the major daily and smaller newspapers.
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4.4.2: Public Comment Periods

Formal public comment periods are held to provide the public opportunities to
review and comment on environmental program documents. These may be held as
required by law and/or based on individual needs and potential community impacts.
Public comment periods generally last at least 30 days. Complex or highly
controversial issues should have extended public comment periods. They are
generally advertised through public notice. Other effective means of advertising
these and other public involvement activities include public service announcements
that are submitted to and aired by local radio and television stations free-of-charge.
Another method is direct mail. Direct mail can simply be a postcard or notice that is
directly distributed via the post office to those on your mailing list (developed during
the stakeholder interview process.) Written public comments are accepted directly
by an official point of contact, as are comments offered at official public meetings.

4.4.3: Public Meetings

Public meetings are generally held to support public comment periods and afford the
public an opportunity to submit written or oral comments. Public meetings are
structured around an agenda outlining the order of any speakers, briefings,
guestions and answer sessions, and opportunities for official public comment. The
meeting date and time should be well advertised in the news media, through public
service announcements and newspaper display advertisements, as well as
communicated directly to interested stakeholders. Transcripts of the meeting should
be recorded, made public, and filed in administrative record locations.

4.4.4: Public Availability Sessions

Public availability sessions are types of public forums that facilitate face-to-face
communications between the community and the Army. Public availability sessions
provide additional avenues for public participation and allow Army officials to interact
with the public in a less formal and, often, a less adversarial setting, thus helping to
establish and foster the relationships necessary for effective communication. They
can be used in lieu of public meetings as long as formal public comments can be
recorded. They do not include agendas or briefings, and generally involve an
informal poster session and provide community members opportunities to have one-
on-one interaction and conversations with Army officials and regulators. Site
activities and public interest will determine the scheduling of these events, as these
are not required under environmental law. They should be advertised in the
community similar to public comment periods and meetings.

4.45: Administrative Record

An administrative record is the complete record of all decision documents developed
and official correspondence transmitted for an environmental program and is
required by the environmental laws cited earlier in this guide. Hard copy and on-line
versions should be maintained. The administrative record must be complete when a
public comment period begins, allowing review of all pertinent documents during the
comment period. The administrative record must also provide for easy access to
and copying of documents.
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4.4.6: Information Repository

An information repository is similar to a very small library. It contains documents
specific to an installation and remediation efforts at the site. The repository includes
information materials such as fact sheets, brochures, and press releases. It is also
generally used as a location where the public can access technical documents for
review and comment. Common places for information repositories include local
libraries, colleges/universities, community visitor’'s centers, etc.

4.4.7. Community Groups/Restoration Advisory Boards

Current Army policy strongly encourages installations with environmental cleanup
programs to solicit community interest in forming a RAB, document the solicitation
process, and form these citizen advisory groups where community interest is found.
RAB membership includes representatives of the Department of Defense (DoD), the
EPA, state and local government, and public representatives of the potentially
affected community. RAB members can provide individual input to the Army’s
environmental restoration program at both operating and closing or realigning
installations. If an installation does not have an active RAB, it should re-evaluate
community interest every two years.

RABs must be established at installations where property is being transferred to the
public and where there is sufficient, sustained community interest in the
environmental restoration program. Additional information on RABs is outlined in
Appendix C.

4.4.8: TAPP Contractors

The Defense Department supports a program that enables RABs to acquire outside
technical assistance to help members understand all facets of an installation’s
environmental cleanup program. Through the use of government purchase orders,
the Technical Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP) program provides
community members of RABs access to independent technical support. This
technical support provides independent assistance with interpreting scientific and
engineering issues such as the nature of environmental contamination and cleanup
activities at an installation. RABs must apply for TAPP assistance.

Army installations initiate and manage TAPP contracts. Current policy limits TAPP
expenditures to an annual maximum of $25,000—or one percent of the cost to
complete environmental cleanup activities at a site—whichever is less. There is an
overall maximum of $100,000 for TAPP assistance for the entire “lifetime” of a
cleanup project. These limits may be waived for certain extenuating circumstances.

4.4.9: Information Products

Installations can produce several types of information products to communicate
technical information to the public in language that is easy to understand and to
provide contact information or methods to get additional information. They can
highlight various topics of interest such as historical and background information,
status updates, technical milestones, and success stories. It is strongly
recommended that the public involvement program maintain a mailing list of
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interested stakeholders so that informational materials can be directly mailed to
those stakeholders interested in the project. However, information materials can
also be distributed at public meetings or at special events, such as site tours, as well
as be made available at libraries or other public places of interest. It is suggested
that branding techniques are used to create these products and that similar visual
elements, colors, etc., are carried throughout the graphic design for each type of
information product to create an identity for the program. These branding elements
can also be incorporated into press release templates, a Web site, display ads, etc.
Types of information products include:

e Fact sheets;
Program updates;
Brochures;
Briefing charts;
Annual reports;
Videos; and
CDs.

4.4.10: Success Stories

The installation should capture its success stories and communicate them through
appropriate channels such as press releases, feature stories, or simple summaries.
These stories can be marketed to media outlets, elected officials, regulators, and
internal audiences. They should also be passed up the chain of command to further
promote Army successes in products such as reports to Congress.

4.411: Media Advisories/News Releases

Media advisories are distributed to news media in advance of an event in an effort to
encourage media attendance. Media advisories specify the who, what, when,
where, and why of an event rather than narrate a story about an event. News
releases tell a story about an event through the use of the key message points.
News releases communicate important information such as the completion of
program milestones and official quotes.

4.4.12: Site Tours

Site tours offer stakeholders the opportunity for first-hand views of sites, actions,
and technologies. Specific audiences may be targeted for tours, which will be
conducted as requested or as the need arises. Stakeholder groups benefiting from
a site tour may include local government and other elected officials, school groups,
social organizations, and businesses.

4.4.13: Editorial Boards/ Media Days

To foster positive and open relationships with the news media, installations can
conduct editorial board visits, during which installation officials and PAOs visit with
the editors of local media outlets. These events can evolve into larger media days
that combine the editorial boards with site tours. In addition to learning more about
the site and getting an in-depth understanding of the program, this will provide an
opportunity for the media to take stock photos and video footage of the site for later
use.
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4.4.14: Speakers’ Bureaus

Speakers’ bureau programs consist of a series of briefings by key Army staff to the
public in smaller group settings. They should focus on presenting key messages to
community groups that represent various stakeholders’ attitudes and demographics.
Speakers’ bureaus should also provide community members with an opportunity to
ask questions. They serve as another medium, by which the Army can distribute its
messages, gather informal feedback, and foster relationships with community
members through direct interaction with credible Army sources.

4.4.15: Web Sites

Installation Web sites should be used as another means to provide the public with
up-to-date installation messages and to distribute information products. All Web
sites must be compliant with security and accessibility requirements. They should
also be easily navigable to ensure access to public-friendly products. Public
documents such as studies requiring public comment, news releases, fact sheets,
site updates, and presentations should be kept current on an installation’s Web site.
In addition, community concerns should be addressed by topic as they develop or
are expressed. Web sites can also have special pages specifically targeted to the
media, that includes all press releases, media advisories, approved photos and
captions, etc. Web sites can be used to gather input from the public. However,
Web sites cannot be the only method of receiving public comment, as many people
do not have access to computers or the Internet.

4.4.16: Award Programs

Installations may promote success stories by nominating its achievements for
environmental awards such as the Secretary of the Army’s Environmental Awards,
the White House’s Closing the Circle Award, and state sponsored awards.

4.4.17: Question and Answer Documents

Especially when preparing to respond to emerging issues or any subject that could
generate public concern, it is useful to create a list of questions that could be posed
to Army officials regarding specific environmental issues. Once a list of questions is
completed, draft official answers to these questions for spokespeople to use as
talking points when responding to questions from the stakeholders or media. These
guestions and answers can also be included in information updates distributed
directly to stakeholders. These questions should provide easy-to-understand, non-
technical answers. They should also cover the most difficult questions that could be
asked, provide coordinated answers to these questions, and weave in the program’s
key messages.
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4.6: Develop Implementation Schedule

With all the major components in place, begin developing an implementation schedule
that will guide establishment of involvement and information efforts. Review the prioritized
list of stakeholders and their involvement interests and map out the following for each

group:

e The methods and tools that will be used to establish and maintain relationships with
key stakeholders throughout the course of environmental programs and initiatives
(interaction with key elected officials and staffers, regular contact with key
individuals, small groups, forums, advisory boards);

e The tools, tactics and key messages that will be used to meet the information
needs and preferred methods of communication for each larger stakeholder group;

e Opportunities to implement feedback mechanisms with you're the chosen tools and
tactics that allow the program to track and assess progress towards overall
communications goals (e.g., documenting informal discussions with stakeholders,
comment cards in newsletters or at public meetings, direct mail surveys, etc.); and

e A schedule for development and deployment of these tools and tactics based on
required sequence, program milestones and urgency of any emerging issues.

4.7: Conduct Evaluation Activities

It is crucial to take advantage of opportunities to collect feedback from stakeholders.
Whether through casual conversations with stakeholders or more formal data collection
methods, such as comment cards, this information will help to continuously monitor the
effectiveness of interactions and communication with stakeholders and identify new
opportunities for public involvement. The following are sample survey questions designed
to collect feedback about a particular issue or public concern or to collect basic
information:

e Are we meeting your information needs?

e |Is there anything you would like to see us do that might help you become involved
in our environmental programs?

e Is the information we are providing clear and easy-to-understand?

e Do you still have questions regarding this environmental issue? If so, what are
they?

e How often would you like updates regarding the installation’s environmental
program?

e How would you like to receive updates?

e Are you interested in being added to our mailing list?

e Are you part of a community group that would be interested in a presentation or
tour regarding the environmental program?

It is important to remember that a public involvement plan is a living document, and should
have sufficient flexibility to address emerging issues and interests as the environmental
programs proceed. The data collected can be used to amend the community involvement
approach, both in terms of how to develop and use specific tools and tactics and the
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larger public involvement plan. Follow up with stakeholders who participated in the initial
assessment process to determine how effectively the program is responding to their
needs and interests, as well as additional ways to improve Army involvement and
communications efforts.
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5.0: Risk Communications

For the purposes of this guidebook, risk is defined as environmental harm or adverse
health effects that could result from human activities or exposure to the environmental
conditions at a site. Risk communication is at the heart of effective public involvement.
Virtually any decision affecting air, land, and water requires a discussion of risk to public
health or the environment. Whenever a risk-related incident occurs, the Army must
effectively communicate that risk and the plans for responding to the emergency. Working
with the community requires more than a cursory understanding of this specialized task.
The stakes are high whether you are speaking at a local public meeting or being
interviewed by national news media.

Risk communication must be done within the context of trust and respect that is
established through regular personal communications among stakeholders. Research
verifies that this foundation must be in place before an effective discussion about risk can
occur. Therefore, it is important for the Army to establish relationships with community
members on a variety of issues in order to be able to have a meaningful discussion about
risks involved in the environmental programs when that conversation is required.

If a community perceives itself as powerless against an institution as large and powerful
as the Army, it will often distrust Army sources of information because of a perceived
historical pattern of “decide, announce, and defend.” Environmental justice issues may
also impact how a community regards the Army. A community’s mistrust may be
compounded by its concern about the consequences of the Army’s decisions for the
community, particularly if the community does not have input to those decisions.
Unaddressed community concerns frequently lead to anger, hostility, and what
communication experts call “outrage factors.” These include feelings of:

e Lack of control over the risk;
e Involuntary acceptance of risk; and
e Unfamiliarity with the risk.

Outrage factors affect how people perceive risks. For example, people living near an
installation may believe a risk—such as unexploded ordnance buried underground three
miles from their neighborhood—is unacceptable because:

e The Army, which they perceive as a large uncaring institution that has lied to the
American public in the past, put it there. The Army also controls the hazard;
thus, the source of both the problem and the solution lacks credibility.

e They feel they have little control over a problem that has the potential to harm
them, their families, and their property values.

e Therisk is “hidden” from them. The buried ordnance is worse than a visible risk
because they cannot see it.

Regardless of how unlikely it is that an environmental condition will actually affect their
health and safety, they may become angry and outraged at the risk and the perceived
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source of the problem. Statistics really do not matter to them. In fact, numerical
assessment of risk is the least persuasive and least important element in the
communication. The Army needs to ensure that community interests and concerns are
identified and addressed in a manner that takes into consideration the technical, legal,
social, and political “risk plus” factors related to a given situation.

What is important? The following are three key findings from community-based research
and practice in risk communication:

1. Perception equals reality. First, recognize that the Army’s perception and one’s own
understanding of the facts related to the installation’s environmental problems might not
resemble the public’s perceptions. The first step in building a public involvement program
should be learning how members of a community think, talk about, and perceive risks
associated with the installation’s missions and functions.

When one understands the community’s perceptions, they can begin to address concerns.
The installation should provide members of the community an opportunity to voice their
concerns and interests, and provide them the opportunity to help define the issues, and
identify mutually acceptable solutions. This gives people ownership and a sense of control
over activities that affect their community, while allowing the Army to move forward with its
environmental programs. Discussions should help all stakeholders understand the scope
of the hazard, any associated risks, and the “risk plus” factors that need to be considered
in making decisions

2. Trust and credibility are essential. Credibility is hard to earn and easily lost. When
people feel an installation’s environmental problems may jeopardize their health, safety,
and property values, they will hold Army representatives personally responsible. To gain
credibility, one must consistently provide excellent environmental performance, personal
accountability for “fixing the problem,” and a willingness to put in the time required to build
relationships with members of the community. Supporting a decision-making process that
is open, visible, and inclusive, giving some ownership to the community will foster an
atmosphere of trust.

Trust is the bedrock of effective risk communication. The credibility of an information
source—like the Army—plays a major role in how risk is perceived. National surveys
show that nurses, physicians, and other health professionals are among the most trusted
sources of information on health-related environmental questions. Fire chiefs and
emergency response officials are considered highly credible sources on safety issues.
The Centers for Disease Control has a high level of credibility, as well. Other government
and industry officials ranked lowest in trust and credibility as sources of environmental
safety and health information, even though they are also considered to be the most
knowledgeable on these subjects.

As a result, the Army will be unable to communicate risk information successfully to the
community unless it earns its trust and respect. Indeed, an environmental activist recently
noted in a public meeting that he would never trust the military, but he could develop
“some level of confidence in the people running the place, [if they] proved themselves to
be competent and caring.”
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The primary way to build trust is to proactively and consistently interact with stakeholders
on a personal level, and communicate with stakeholder groups in layman’s terms, i.e.,
providing factual information in a manner that is easy to understand on a regular basis. It
is also helpful to foster partnerships with credible third parties, who can support the
program’s or the installation’s actions. These third party advocates should be well-
respected in the community and serve as independent, non-partisan, people or
organizations.

3. Communication skills must be learned and practiced. Risk communication is a
process of establishing and maintaining relationships with stakeholders that lead to mutual
trust and credibility so that the complexities of risk can be discussed effectively. If these
relationships are not established, the situation can become adversarial. Research
indicates that in adversarial situations, people evaluate a communicator’s credibility in 30-
60 seconds based on their observations and prior knowledge of four characteristics:

Empathy and caring account for about half of a source’s credibility, while competence and
expertise, commitment and dedication, and honesty and openness account equally for the
other half.

It is extremely important that all Army environmental managers and staff be trained and
practice risk communication concepts, approaches, and methods in order to reduce
adversarial situations in the first place, and to effectively handle adversarial situations
when they occur.

For more information about risk communication courses and schedules, call the U.S.
Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine at DSN 584-8147 or
commercial (410) 436-8147.

5.1: Public Health and Safety Communications

Many of the suggestions found in the various regulatory guidelines for public involvement
are intended to encourage facility personnel to go beyond their legal requirements and
responsibilities. Although they are generally helpful in maintaining good relations with
local citizens, the constrained resources and staff shortages at many Army installations
may place practical limits on the level of effort that can be committed to involving the
public in all environmental decisions.

Concern is likely to be higher, however, for issues that potentially impact public health and
safety, such as cleanup decisions under the Army’s Installation Restoration Program, or
an installation’s use, storage or transport of toxic or hazardous materials. It is crucial that
Army installations commit the resources necessary to involve the public in decisions that
may have health implications; be prepared to provide regulatory agencies with information
that enables the public to be aware of potential hazards to their health and safety; and be
prepared to minimize hazards to the public and facilitate emergency response if accidents
occur. Failure to meet these requirements may result in regulatory fines or penalties, and
public controversy over health and safety issues has hampered installation operations in
some cases.
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This section addresses public involvement in response to issues based on health and
safety concerns, such as the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act

and the Toxic Release Inventory reporting program required under EPCRA and Executive
Order 12856.

5.1.1: Emergency Planning and the Community’s Right to Know

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) resulted
from a cloud of methyl isocyanate gas that escaped on December 4, 1984, from a
Union Carbide chemical plant in Bhopal, India, killing or permanently injuring
several thousand people.

EPCRA requires that detailed information about the nature of hazardous
substances in or near communities be made available to the public.

Military installations and other federal facilities are responsible for:

e Immediately reporting releases of hazardous substances that exceed
reportable quantities;

e Gathering information on the hazardous chemicals they use and store, and
providing this information to state and local commissions; and

e Completing the Toxic Release Inventory annually.

5.1.2: Executive Order 12856 and the Toxic Release Inventory

In August 1993, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12856, Federal
Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention Requirements. This
order requires federal facilities to comply with EPCRA and the Pollution Prevention
Act of 1990. EPCRA’s Toxic Release Inventory requires certain facilities with toxic
releases above specified amounts to report toxic chemical releases and off-site
transfers to the EPA and state governments.

The EPA compiles this data into a database known as the Toxic Release Inventory
(TRI), which is released to the public. Executive Order 12856 requires federal
facilities, like private industry, to submit annual TRI reports to the EPA.

The EPA’s TRI program provides the public with information on the release of toxic
chemicals in their communities. Facilities must report on both routine and
accidental releases of toxic chemicals, the maximum amount of the listed chemical
on-site during the calendar year, and the amount of chemical contained in wastes
transferred off-site. The EPA posts information obtained from facilities’ TRI reports
on the Internet and makes it available in other formats. The intent is full disclosure,
and installations that show significant releases or transfers of toxic chemicals are
likely to be the subject of public concerns and media interest.
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At the installation level, there are several important aspects of public information
and involvement to keep in mind when dealing with public interest in this issue:

e Under the law and by executive order, the public has a right to information
about toxic releases. The EPA will make this information public, and follow-
on questions from local communities or news media should be anticipated.

e Information released must be closely coordinated within the installation’s
environmental team to assure the accuracy and consistency of information.
In keeping with the principles of environmental risk communication, as
outlined previously in this chapter, information must be presented in a way
that is accurate and easily understood by the lay person, and that prevents
misunderstanding and undue alarm. The installation environmental team
should work together to ensure that information, while explained in
understandable terms and not technical jargon, is accurate.

5.2:  Environmental Justice Issues

As federal entities, military organizations must promote the fair treatment of people of all
races, income levels, and cultures with respect to activities, programs and policies with
the potential to adversely impact the environment or human health. One way to promote
the fair treatment of all groups and economic classes of Americans is to ensure they are
fully and effectively included in the environmental decision-making process.

To develop and implement a public involvement strategy that is inclusive of everyone
within local communities, Army installations should review the available demographic
information about the population immediately surrounding the installation. It is necessary
to consider this information when addressing public health and safety issues, planning
actions with the potential to affect the environment, and in all aspects of public
involvement.

What does this mean for public participation at the installation level? In essence, Army
installations must strive to achieve the following goals as an integral part of their
environmental program:

e Improving opportunities for minority and low-income communities to have access to
and share information on Army policies and practices that affect their health and
the environment;

e Enhancing existing methods of encouraging participation by minority and low-
income citizens in Army activities that affect their health and the environment, or,
where possible, devising better methods of encouraging participation;

e Providing translation of crucial public documents and interpreting hearings or public
meetings where practicable and appropriate; and

e Improving existing community involvement and communication systems to ensure
inclusiveness.

There are several ways to achieve the above goals, depending on the communities
involved. At some installations, effective community involvement has been conducted
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through contacts with the local chapter of the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People (NAACP). Spanish and other appropriate foreign language mass media
and social organizations have also been effective. Some minority, ethnic, or low-income
communities have been reached effectively through church or civic organizations.
Environmental and public affairs staff will have to research and determine the best options
for reaching all members of the community.

It is important to note that native Hawaiians, American Indians, and Alaska Natives may
make up a segment of communities, or may be communities in their own right, near
installations. The federal government has a responsibility to conduct interactions with
federally recognized tribes on a government-to-government level. Native Americans who
belong to state, but not federally recognized tribes, or tribes or bands not recognized by
either the state or federal government, may be treated as any other individual or group.
Some of these will be covered in communications to minority, and other demographic
groups, but it may be prudent to attempt to contact recognized tribes, bands, or
associations. It is crucial that in planning for public involvement with tribal governments,
installations consider and communicate with all impacted tribes, any umbrella
organizations or forums on a regional level with other local tribes, or any national
affiliations such as the National Congress of American Indians, Association on American
Indian Affairs, and the American Indian Anti-Defamation Council. Established protocols
dictate how federal agencies or departments are to seek participation from
representatives of federally recognized tribes and Alaska natives. Department of the
Army Pamphlet 200-4, Cultural Resources Management, outlines this process.
Information is also available via the Army Environmental Center information hotline at 1-
800-USA-3845.
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APPENDIX A: CASE STUDIES

This section includes case studies from active and closed installations, as well as
Formerly Used Defense sites. They detail a particular technical milestones or
environmental issue/challenge and discuss how public involvement tools, tactics, and
strategies were used to foster positive relationships and promote Army messages with its
stakeholders.

CASE STUDY #1: Annette Island Community Relations Program

Beginning in 1940, the U.S. military and other government agencies constructed and operated an
airfield and associated facilities on Annette Island continuing through the Cold War Era. These
activities resulted in potential contamination at over 300 sites on Annette Island. Multiple federal
agencies including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) are
responsible for the cleanup of various Annette Island sites.

Annette Island is part of the Annette Islands Reserve located in southeast Alaska, approximately
900 miles north-northwest of Seattle, Wash. Annette Island is the only Indian Reserve in Alaska,
and has been home to the Metlakatla Indian Community (MIC) since 1887. The town of Metlakatla
is located on the Metlakatla Peninsula and is the population center of the island with approximately
1,500 residents.

SITUATION: Since the inception of major investigation and cleanup activities on Annette
Island, several factors have made it a unique and challenging project. As the only Indian
Reserve in Alaska, the autonomous nature of the local government provides an inimitable
atmosphere marked by a distinctive integration of local cultural attitudes and regulatory
authority. A high unemployment rate (approximately 80 percent) requires the local
residents to rely primarily on subsistence hunting and fishing, which also cultivates an
intense interest in environmental affairs.

Historically, the Indian residents of Metlakatla have held a lack of trust in government
agencies. The small population provides a situation where the general public has
unprecedented access and influence over regulatory decisions. This influence, coupled
with a lack of trust in government agencies, fostered a difficult relationship between
USACE and MIC, the primary regulatory body. Even common issues such as the
determination of background concentrations of potential contaminants were met with
resistance from MIC because there was a perception that the government was trying to
avoid responsibility by leaving the contamination in place.

As a result, a strong conflict developed between the regulatory directives and the FUDS
program mandate. The conflict consisted of MIC requesting that all contamination be
cleaned up to extremely low MIC-determined cleanup levels, whereas the FUDS practice
was to remediate sites by reducing risk to human health and the environment while
maximizing the use of tax dollars.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT RESPONSE: To develop a better relationship with MIC and to
establish a positive presence in the community, the Alaska District of the USACE
maintains an aggressive community relations program. Public meetings and regular fact

Revised Draft Installation Public Involvement Guide 33
November 2004



sheets help keep the community informed and encourage public input into the cleanup
process.

The USACE Alaska District also proactively participated in numerous local events,
including providing an information booth for the Metlakatla Health Fair and creating
posters timed to coincide with the Annette Island Founder’s Day celebration. The posters
fulfilled part of mitigation requirements from the State Historical Preservation Officer, but
the community warmly received them. The involvement of USACE personnel and
contractors in such local events showed a willingness on the part of the government to
take an interest in the welfare and concerns of the residents.

As the residents of Metlakatla started to realize that USACE was concerned about the
community itself, as well as achieving site closures, a trust and understanding began to
develop. As this relationship evolved, discussions ensued regarding issues such as risk
reduction versus remediation to background levels. In tandem with the community
relations program, the USACE Alaska District vigorously pursued a local employment
program to hire residents to participate in cleanup activities and utilize local vendors as
much as possible to boost the local economy and encourage interest in the remedial
actions, in effect creating a sense of contributory ownership among the residents.

THE RESULTS: The relationship between USACE and MIC has blossomed into one of
mutual respect and exceptional cooperation. The MIC is now fully involved in the planning
and execution of remedial projects. This cooperation has allowed the first set of closures
to be submitted to the Tribal Council—the final authority in MIC—two years ahead of
schedule. These closures represent the vanguard of the final stages of the cleanup
efforts necessary to complete the FUDS program for Annette Island.

Local residents are also personally involved with the cleanup efforts by assisting and
supervising the construction crews performing most of the cleanup work on Annette
Island. Local hires have increased for each year of work performed on Annette Island,
from four local hires in 1999, to 15 local hires in 2004. Involvement with the community
also positively impacted the local infrastructure. Approximately $350,000 is infused into
the community each year through spending at local businesses and by the employment of
area residents. As a result, the number of small local businesses able to support field
operations grew from 62 in early 2002, to 124 in late 2003.

POINT OF CONTACT:

USACE Alaska District Public Affairs

Phone: 907-753-2520

E-mail: public-affairs@pao02.usace.army.mil
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CASE STUDY #2: Cleveland Plant Mustard Investigation Public Involvement

During World War I, the Cleveland Plant was established as a research facility for the purpose of
developing the large-scale process to manufacture mustard—a chemical warfare agent. Located
in an industrial area of urban East Cleveland in Cuyahoga County, the Cleveland Plant produced
mustard agent between March and November of 1918. The plant was managed by The Offense
Section of the Chemical Service Development Division of the Army, which eventually became the
U.S. Army Chemical Corps.

SITUATION: Historical records provoked strong suspicion that mustard chemicals were
buried at the site. Both the Louisville District and the Huntsville Center of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers conducted an environmental investigation of the Cleveland Plant site
to determine if mustard agent or its breakdown products were present in the soils.

The USACE, in coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
formed a team to conduct the Cleveland Plant investigation. The team consisted of the
USACE Louisville District project manager and public affairs specialist, as well as
engineers from the USACE Huntsville Center, renowned for their expertise in ordnance
explosives and chemical agents. In March of 2003, the team held an initial conference
call with the Cleveland firefighter’'s hazardous materials unit to inform them of USACE's
upcoming activities involving the plant. Since safety was of the utmost concern to the
community, it was decided that a siren would be installed at the Cleveland Plant site to
immediately notify residents in the event of a chemical release. By July 2003, the team
was ready to initiate the investigation.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT RESPONSE: A public affairs partnership between USACE and
the EPA Ohio regional office produced communication strategies to generate favorable, if
not balanced, media exposure and provide the public with critical information. The
strategies were geared toward keeping the community informed and aware of the
investigation, and the possible dangers that could occur. They were based on information
gathered in a 2001 stakeholder survey conducted with residents, businesses, schools,
and government officials within a two-mile radius of the former Cleveland Plant. This was
the first formal public survey conducted by USACE on a FUDS site and in total, 114
people participated. Survey results also indicated a low level of public awareness for the
project, and identified local television stations and newspaper coverage as the public’s
preferred communication method. It also indicated that safety was the community's
utmost concerns.

Newsletters and shelter-in-place guidelines were mailed to area residents, businesses,
and government officials while the team prepared the site for examination. Additionally, to
best utilize the community's preferred sources of information, a media day tour was
organized the morning of July 21, 2003, to give the press a hands-on look at the
contamination site’s equipment, cleanup processes, and the opportunity to interview
project managers.

Media kits were distributed to each station’s representatives, which included a newsletter,
shelter-in-place brochure, and a fact sheet about mustard agent, as well as a media
advisory. Current, up-to-date material was placed on the USACE Louisville District's Web
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site, providing factual information about the plant investigation. The Web site proved
effective in communicating accurate facts to be incorporated in press releases and
newspaper articles. After the conclusion of the media tour, the investigation team held a
training exercise with local emergency response units and police to review possible worst-
case scenarios that could result from the investigation of Cleveland Plant.

Later that evening, an open community meeting was held at a local elementary school
drawing several television stations, a Sun Newspaper reporter, and Clear Channel Radio.
At the meeting, local residents listened to a short presentation highlighting the history of
Cleveland Plant, and the USACE's plans for environmental investigation at the site. The
USACE, EPA, support contractors from Parsons, Inc., and Cleveland’s Director of
Emergency Preparedness comprised a panel to address questions from concerned
citizens attending the meeting. The USACE Louisville District’s public affairs officer also
facilitated a helpful question and answer session. In the days following the community
meeting, USACE Louisville District representatives visited area businesses and spoke to
their safety managers and employees about the investigation, and instructed them on
shelter-in-place procedures in the event of a siren alarm.

Letters were mailed to area residents, businesses, and government officials throughout
the investigation process, to keep them abreast of the situation. A toll-free telephone
number was established to allow Cleveland residents to call with questions or concerns.

USACE's only challenge during this process was handling a news leak as a result of
advertising the media tour. Several days before the scheduled tour, Fox News Channel 8
and NBC Channel 3 impulsively unveiled the story, stirring public concern. Subsequently,
the investigation team’s public affairs specialist promptly conducted telephone interviews
with both stations in response to the untimely press releases. Additionally, the team
contacted a reporter from The Cleveland Plain Dealer, a local newspaper, and a balanced
article appeared the next day on the front page of the paper’'s Metro section.

THE RESULTS: The project at Cleveland Plant took three months to complete. Twenty-
two geoprobe soil borings were sampled, and seven trenches were dug beneath a vapor
containment tent at the site. In the end there was fortunate news—no mustard agent or
any of its breakdown products were found.

In terms of public involvement efforts, three television station representatives participated
in the media tour and conducted interviews with the project managers. In total, there were
19 news segments airing on local television stations, radio broadcasts, and appearing in
local newspapers and only two businesses contacted the public information line for more
information.

Additionally, during the public meeting, a local Cleveland city councilman lent his support
of the project, and was later quoted in the Sun Newspaper expressing his belief that the
ongoing situation at Cleveland Plan was “non-threatening.”

Overall, the Cleveland Plant media kits, Web site postings, and personal interviews and
interactions all helped to simplify complex technical information and enabled the media to
communicate key messages accurately and effectively to the surrounding community.
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These communication methods also helped to promote participation at the open
community meeting, and emphasized that the risk to the community was small. The
investigation team’s simultaneous communication with the media, local response units,
and the community provided clear, concise, and accurate coverage. By using data to
target their efforts, the USACE and the EPA were able effectively convey their message
that the Army's top priority was human health and safety.

POINT OF CONTACT:

Kimberlee Turner, Public Affairs Specialist, USACE, Louisville District
Phone: 502-315-6835

Email: Kimberlee.B.Turner@Irl02.usace.army.mil
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CASE STUDY #3: Camp Howze Crisis Communications

Today, the Former Camp Howze is comprised of 59,000 acres of rolling ranchland interspersed
with small farming communities near Gainesville, Texas. Between 1941 and 1945, hundreds of
thousands of infantry troops trained almost non-stop in weapons and military tactics at the WWI|I
Infantry Replacement and Training Center located on post. After the war ended, the property
constituting Camp Howze was returned to private ownership. The discovery of residual ordnance
at the Former Camp Howze has occurred with some regularity over the decades since World War
I, including an incident in 1953 involving a young boy killed by the explosion of a 37mm round he
found and was playing with nearby.

As part of the FUDS program, the USACE has been clearing property of ordnance at the former
Camp Howze for years. As of June 2004, approximately 1,724 acres were cleared and 627 live
ordnance items were found and destroyed. The unexploded ordnance at Camp Howze covers the
full spectrum of typical World War 1l era infantry weapons: artillery, mortars, rockets, mines, and
grenades. The size of the former camp and the intensity of the training conducted there suggest
that the ordnance removal project will continue for many years.

SITUATION: On the afternoon of Tuesday, September 9, 2003, a demolition shot was
scheduled to destroy some 81mm white phosphorous mortar rounds. All preparations
were ready, all notifications had been made, all safety equipment was checked and on
hand, all procedures in the Site Safety and Health Plan were implemented. When the
shot went off, the white phosphorous ignited and burned as planned. The burning
phosphorus started a small grass fire—not an uncommon occurrence—which usually
either burns out, or is quickly extinguished by on-site personnel. On this particular
Tuesday, however, multiple factors combined to overwhelm the safety procedures. By the
time the on-site personnel could safely approach the shot and begin attacking the grass
fire, the flames were already larger than manageable. When the fire was eventually
extinguished, 135 acres burned, six separate volunteer fire departments responded, and
the USACE was left to contend with two, extremely unhappy property owners.
Astoundingly, there were no injuries, and no structures were damaged. However, before
the black smoke disappeared, nearly everyone in the former Camp Howze footprint was
aware of the situation.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT RESPONSE: The USACE supporting ordnance removal
contractor, Parsons Inc., established a field office in downtown Gainesville, Texas, and
had worked hard to establish positive relationships with the community and build trust in
the federal government’s ordnance removal project. Both Parsons, Inc. and the USACE
each had a full-time employee assigned to the project, whose primary responsibilities
were community involvement. These employees spent much of their time engaging
property owners, businesses, schools, farm co-ops, water districts, and other
stakeholders.

Over the years, steady progress has been made with the community. New rights-of-entry
were signed, people requested the USACE's assistance, and the project began receiving
positive media attention. This incident could have easily turned public opinion against the
project, undoing all of the USACE’s community involvement progress. In the most
extreme scenario, a wave of rights-of-entry revocations could have shut down the project
and necessitated demobilization of supporting project contractors. Fortunately, actions
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were taken by the on-site personnel, contractors, and the appropriate USACE district
office to avert such an eventuality.

Crisis community involvement began before the flames had extinguished. The project’s
ordnance team notified the property owners and made sure they were placed out of
harm’s way. On-site contractor and USACE personnel immediately began to assist
volunteer the fire departments with fire suppression techniques, UXO avoidance,
communication, and transportation. In some places fence posts had burned, and in
others they had to be cut in order to move fire-fighting equipment to the right location. As
soon as the fire was extinguished, the ordnance team began helping the property owners
locate and round up livestock. Temporary repairs to fences were made in order to prevent
the animals from escaping. The USACE district office notified the project manager, Safety
Office, Public Affairs Office, and Real Estate Division.

Once the initial crisis was over, USACE and supporting contractor personnel discussed
what actions were needed to both improve safety procedures and protect their relationship
with the community. The ordnance team’s community liaison personnel began
coordinating with the property owners to ascertain the extent of the damages and prepare
claims for reimbursement. Although no structures were burned, property owners did
suffer potential losses to such things as fences, hay and pasturage, hunting leases, and
roads. The property owners were given all available assistance in preparing and
submitting claims, which were expedited through the system.

One week after the fire, a procedural review meeting convened at the Camp Howze
project field office in downtown Gainesville. In addition to USACE and Parsons, Inc.
personnel, representatives from all of Cooke County’s volunteer fire departments, the
Emergency Management Coordinator, and the Fire Fighters Association were invited to
participate. Almost every community organization sent a representative. During the
meeting, events leading up to the fire were discussed and the safety procedures and work
plan were carefully reviewed. Although the review concluded that all procedures had
been followed, the meeting participants suggested a number of improvements: secure
higher capacity and more mobile firefighting equipment; make improvements for
coordination and communication; better timing for demolition; keep resources for obtaining
more accurate meteorological data and fire risk hazards; provide maps of known or
suspected Camp Howze ordnance areas to county fire departments. Participants left the
meeting confident that a forthright discussion and valuable exchange of information had
taken place.

At the meeting, a Cooke County representative inquired about points of contact or
possible resources for locating and procuring surplus federal government materials for
use by various county agencies, including volunteer fire departments. In response to the
request, the USACE provided the information on several resources, who to contact
regarding surplus equipment, and even offered to write support letters, should the county
wish to apply for grants to secure additional equipment. In a gesture independent of the
government, the project’s support contractors elected to make a contribution to the area’s
volunteer fire departments.
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THE RESULTS: Initially, USACE considered issuing a press release for the fire incident
at Former Camp Howze, but under further consideration decided to wait and gauge media
interest before taking action. A press release was prepared, but no inquiries from the
media were ever received. As it turned out, community relations-wise, the fire actually
turned out to be a positive event. The USACE seized the opportunity to be open and
honest with evaluating safety procedures and made sure to include stakeholders in the
process. They were able to demonstrate that the fire wasn't the result of carelessness or
poor quality on the part of USACE or supporting contractors. At the same time, they
showed a strong receptiveness and eagerness to improve safety procedures and to learn
from the local emergency response experts on better ways to conduct and coordinate
their work. Measures were taken to minimize the impact of the event on the affected
property owners. In addition to assuring citizens received fair and reasonable
compensation for damages incurred, the USACE also made efforts to minimize the
inconvenience of paperwork for property owners, providing assistance in preparation and
submittal of claims.

Community leaders later received feedback indicating that stakeholders were collectively
holding their breath to see how USACE responded to the incident at Camp Howze. If the
USACE had been perceived as careless or incompetent in fire safety procedures, or
defensive about accepting responsibility, the credibility and effectiveness of their project
involvement would have been severely or perhaps permanently damaged. However, with
the measures taken, the community’s opinion of USACE actually increased in stature, as
it had made every effort to listen to advice from local experts and be sensitive to property
owners and other stakeholders. These simple community involvement activities fostered
and reinforced a perception of USACE as being good at its job, believing in the
importance of the Camp Howze project, and perhaps most importantly, established
USACE as a partner in the community. Not a single property owner ever revoked a right-
of-entry following the incident. On the contrary, several property owners came forward
after the fire and specifically stated they were convinced to grant access and participate in
the ordnance removal project because of the way USACE embraced the situation.

POINT OF CONTACT:

USACE Fort Worth District Public Affairs
Phone: 817-886-1000

E-mail: public.affairs@swf02.usace.army.mil
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CASE STUDY #4: Fort Ord Web Success

Former Fort Ord is near Monterey Bay in Monterey County, Calif., approximately 80 miles south of
San Francisco. Beginning with its founding in 1917, Fort Ord served primarily as a training and
staging facility for infantry troops. Over its history, the post was home to a succession of infantry
divisions and served as a center for basic and advanced training. In 1975, the post became the
home to the 7th Infantry Division, which conducted training exercises on the installation.

The base consists of about 28,000 acres near the cities Seaside, Sand City, Monterey, Del Rey
Oaks, and Marina. The EPA identified Fort Ord as a federal Superfund site on the basis of
groundwater contamination discovered on the base in 1990. Fort Ord was selected for closure in
1991 and placed on the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list. Although Army personnel still
operate parts of the base, no active Army division is stationed at Fort Ord.

SITUATION: The Army, in consultation with the EPA and California Department of Toxic
Substances Control, determined that an Interim Action was appropriate to protect human
health from the imminent threat posed by munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) at
three military munitions sites at the former Fort Ord. Selected actions included prescribed
burning to clear vegetation to facilitate subsequent surface and subsurface removal of
MEC, which when removed, would be detonated using engineering controls. During this
initiative, the Fort Ord community relations team relied heavily on its Web site to provide
stakeholders with timely and accurate information. This case study will explain how the
community relations team positioned the Web as the primary source of information.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT RESPONSE: Community relations activities planned to

support this initiative included:

e Distribution of two community bulletins to more than 50,000 households in the area,;

Press releases;

Newspaper notices;

Media interviews and tours;

Community involvement workshops, Technical Review Committee meetings and

open houses;

e Targeted communications to elected officials, the Red Cross, California State
University Monterey Bay, local schools, American Lung Association, Monterey
County Farm bureau, Fort Ord Reuse Authority, and Monterey County Department
of Health;

e Fort Ord Environmental Cleanup Hotline (a toll free number); and

e The Internet.

Local media was informed of the prescribed burn project during the months leading to the
burn. A number of press releases were planned and issued through Presidio of Monterey
Public Affairs Office. Other media activities were conducted as requested or as needed
and handled through the Presidio office. All information products publicized the Web URL
as a primary information resource for up-to-date information during the burn.

Press releases included:
e 21 JUL — Army Announces Relocation Available During Prescribed Burn
e 21 OCT — Army Mobilizes to Burn Vegetation at For Ord in Three Days — Voluntary
Relocation Plan in Effect
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e 23 OCT - Army Plans Prescribed Burn Tomorrow - Voluntary Relocation Plan in
Effect

e 23 OCT - Prescribed Burn Prompts Road Closure

e 24 OCT - Army Conducts Prescribed Burn Today - Voluntary Relocation Plan in
Effect

e 7 NOV — Army to Hold Public Comment Meeting about Recent Prescribed Burn

e 19 NOV - Procedure for Filing Claims with Army as a Result of Recent Prescribed
Burn

Notices about the burn season were placed in local newspapers on a weekly basis. The
first notice was a half-page advertisement in the Monterey County Herald, the Salinas
California, Coast Weekly, Monterey County Post and the Spanish language weekly paper
El Sol. Subsequent advertisements were placed in these newspapers on a weekly basis
until the prescribed burn was conducted. The advertisement publicized three key points:

e The Army’s intent to conduct a prescribed burn on one or more days before
December 31, 2003, depending on weather conditions;

e The availability of the hotline and the Web site; and

e The availability of temporary voluntary relocation program.

The Fort Ord environmental cleanup project maintains a public Web site
(www.fortordcleanup.com). Various types of cleanup-related information are posted on the
site, including news and a pop-up window feature. During the burn season, updated
messages were posted on the news section. The pop-up feature was used to ensure
each person accessing the site would encounter the latest information about the
prescribed burn program, such as extension to the relocation period. Relocation program
and registration information was posted several months in advance of the prescribed burn
in October.

During the burn, two web administrators manage the operation of the Web site. Additional
individuals were trained in updating the content during the week of the prescribed burn to
ensure uninterrupted operation. Updates were posted to the Web site as follows:

24 OCT —8am, 11 am, 2 pm, 7 pm

25 OCT - 11:30 am, 2:50 pm, 3:30 pm, 5 pm
26 OCT —11:10 am, 2:50 pm, 6:30 pm

28 OCT - 5:10 pm

THE RESULTS: Overall, there were 7,907 hits to the Web site during the week of the
burn, Monday, October 20, through Sunday, October 26. The number of hits to the Web
site varies because it is extensively used to provide information on many aspects of the
Fort Ord environmental cleanup program. However, data for three weeks in December
2003 is provided below for comparison. During these weeks the number of visitors varied
from 2,666 to 4,144. The number of “unique visitors” is also presented for these weeks;
they represent the number of individuals (or computers) who visited the web site each
day. During the week of the burn nearly 4,500 unique visitors were recorded, which is
significantly higher than the December numbers listed, which peak at 1,422. Overall, the
data suggests that the web site was an effective mode of disseminating information
regarding the prescribed burn at the former Fort Ord.
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OCT 26-26 DEC 1-7 DEC 8-14 DEC 15-21

#Visits # Unique #Visits # Unique #Visits | # Unique | #Visits # Unique

Visitors Visitors Visitors Visitors
Monday 300 210 473 179 775 230 716 276
Tuesday 367 261 502 187 760 212 860 254

Wednesday 839 420 206 136 666 236 669 272

Thursday 935 472 456 189 507 203 487 198
Friday 3,636 2,088 463 198 502 160 420 183
Saturday 1810 1021 219 126 418 137 253 128
Sunday 20 20 527 159 516 129 182 111

Total | 7,907 | 4,492 | 2,666 1,174 | 4,144 | 1,307 | 3,587 | 1,422

All of the Web site visitors during the week of the prescribed burn were repeat users, as
well as visitors during the three weeks in December 2003 noted above. The highest
number of visits was made on October 24 — the first day of the burn. Overall, a total of
3,636 hits were recorded by 2,088 unique visitors. The average length of the visit was
3:20 minutes during the week of the burn and 5:24 minutes on October 24. In
comparison, the average length of visits during the December dates was 3:37 minutes per
Visit.

A detailed description of Fort Ord’s community relations program, as well as a link to its
Community Relations Plan and various information products, can be found online at
http://www.fortordcleanup.com/community/.

POINT OF CONTACT:

Melissa Broadston, Fort Ord Community Relations Office
Phone: 831-393-1284

E-mail: melissa.broadston@monterey.army.mil
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CASE STUDY #5: Fort Benning DEIS Public Involvement

Fort Benning, the home of the Infantry, was established as a temporary camp in October 1918.
The camp, a collection of very temporary, tarpaper covered, wooden buildings and tents of all
sizes and shapes, was erected east of Columbus, Ga. on approximately 30 acres of land. The
original location was unsatisfactory, and Colonel Henry Eames, the first commander of Camp
Benning, was ordered to locate a more suitable site. The Bussey Plantation, some 115,000 acres
south of Columbus, appeared to possess the topographic features needed for the school. The
land, along with numerous buildings to include a plantation house built in 1909 known as
Riverside, was purchased for $3,600,000.

As home to the Infantry, Fort Benning’s mission is to provide the nation the world's best infantry
Soldiers and trained units; a power projection platform capable of deploying Soldiers and units
anywhere in the world on short notice; and the Army's premier installation and home for Soldiers,
families, civilian employees, and military retirees.

SITUATION: In order to meet its mission, Fort Benning provides training facilities for
several go-to-war units. To remain combat ready, these elite units require up-to-date
ranges that allow the latest weapons technology to be employed. Soldiers must be
capable of deployment worldwide to support a wide range of operations. To maintain
deployment readiness and training efficiency, the units must train on ranges that
challenge their skills and abilities.

It was determined that the existing ranges at Fort Benning did not provide the challenges
required. Because of advances in weapons technologies and training requirements, the
current ranges are out-of-date. Units must meet training requirements to remain combat
ready. Fort Benning needed to update its ranges with new technology that is realistic to
today’s fighting. In an effort to upgrade, Fort Benning proposed to construct, operate, and
maintain a Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex (DMPRC), which will provide a state-of-
the-art range facility. The DMPRC would meet the installation’s training needs for
conducting effective gunnery training in support of your current and future Army.

As a result, in 2002, Fort Benning began the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process to consider the potential environmental impacts of its proposed action. It kicked
off the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) public review and comment period
and associated public involvement activities, such as public meetings and document
review by stakeholders, government officials, and tribal consultations.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT RESPONSE: To ensure that the Army fulfilled its NEPA
community involvement requirements and to obtain and maintain public support for the
project, the Fort Benning Environmental Management Division began developing a formal
public involvement plan to guide the activities and coordination in support of the DEIS.

Per NEPA, Fort Benning drafted a Notice of Intent (NOI) package to staff through the
Department of the Army, which included the actual notice, information for members of
Congress, a response to query, a press release and a question and answer document,
and initiated plans for its initial scoping meeting.
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An interdisciplinary team including the Public Affairs Office (PAO), environmental staff,
and the project proponent planned the initial scoping meeting. The goals of the meeting
were to:

e Present the DMPRC proposal in a professional manner using media that is readily
understandable;

e Have experts in various disciplines on-hand to answer questions and discuss
issues in an appropriate manner;

e Utilize a meeting format that encourages the public to provide comments in a
manner that they can be documented and considered in further project
development; and

e Provide PAO escorts to the media and to coordinates any interviews or statements.

A brochure and a newsletter were distributed to the existing NEPA mailing list maintained
by EMD prior to the meeting to prompt publicity and ensure the community was aware of
how and when it could become involved in the scoping process. Throughout the NOI and
NOA efforts, a total of four newsletters were distributed. Fort Benning staff also created
radio and newspaper advertisements and posted information on Internet at
http://www.infantry.army.mil/EMD/_program_mgt/legal/dmprc01.htm.

On February 18, 2003, a public scoping meeting for the proposed DMPRC was held in
Columbus, Ga., at the Elizabeth Bradley Turner Center, Columbus State University. The
meeting lasted from 6-8 pm and consisted of an open house format with displays, a terrain
model, and subject matter experts to answer questions from the public. The public was
directed to enter through the same entrance, to give them the opportunity to pass by a
welcome table where each was requested to sign in and was given a comment card.
Each person present at the public meeting signed an attendance list providing their full
name, address, email, and an indication if they would like to be placed on the direct mail
or email mailing list. Comment cards or forms were provided for those who desired to
make comments at the public meeting. The comments forms also included a Fort Benning
POC and mailing address so that those wishing to send in comments later could do so.
Prior brochures, mailings, or other information sheets were also available at the welcome
table, which had a clearly marked receptacle for comments. Court reporters were
available to take verbal comments.

A second scoping meeting was held at the Marion County Courthouse in the nearby city of
Buena Vista on February 20, 2003, utilizing the same displays, terrain model, and subject
matter experts. A noise information sheet was also prepared.

As the DEIS neared completion, Fort Benning initiated plans to announce its Notice Of
Avalilability (NOA) for the project, to officially notify the public that the DEIS was available
for review and comment. Per NEPA, on February 13, 2004, the NOA was published in the
Federal Register, the Bayonet (a Fort Benning publication), the Columbus Ledger-
Enquirer, the Chattahoochee newspaper and other suitable media publicizing the
availability of the DEIS, the 45-day public comment period, and the public meetings. The
Fort Benning Web site posted the NOA and the entire DEIS. Distribution of the both the
complete DEIS and DEIS summary was handled by ECW Environmental. Summaries,
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hard copies and CDs were sent to the distribution list of agencies, organizations, and
individuals.

The same format and several of the same displays were used for the public meetings on
March 2 and 4, 2004. ECW Environmental assisted Fort Benning with meeting
preparation, including but no limited to, finalizing additional displays, meeting logistics,
material collection, and overall office support. As noise was a major area concern, the
project utilized two new displays showing range noise contours and cumulative noise
contours. Fort Benning invited Dr. George Luz, a noise expert from the U.S. Center for
Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine, to answer questions and to explain noise
contours at both public meetings. Notices for both public meetings were made in radio and
newspaper announcements from the public affairs office, flyers posted in the town of
Buena Vista, and Web site postings on:
http://www.benning.army.mil/lemd/_program_mgt/legal/index.htm.

THE RESULTS: It was determined at the first meeting that the public had the impression
that the Army would be working to acquire land for this project. This was evident through
many of the comments submitted and expressed. Approximately 120 community
members attended the initial meeting.

As a result, in support of the second public scoping meeting, Fort Benning staff personally
visited Buena Vista business owners/landowners and provided them with flyers publicizing
the meeting. They also answered any questions these stakeholders voiced, taking time to
specifically clarify any misunderstandings surrounding land acquisition. This door-to-door
approach to outreach was effective; attendance at the second meeting was only
approximately 20 people.

Several written and verbal comments were obtained at these meetings and can be viewed
in the DEIS. However, because relatively few comments were received, Fort Benning
responded to each comment individually and included a copy of the comments and
responses in an appendix to the DEIS. Comments were received from two regulatory
agencies (EPA & USFWS), one organization (Chattahoochee River Keeper) and one
individual. The main concerns were current and future noise impacts and rumors of land
acquisition for the range project. In addition, comment sheets (given out at the public
scoping meetings) were mailed to Fort Benning by the meeting attendees; these were
also included in the DEIS, as were all comments received by phone. No comments, either
written or verbal, were received from the Fort Stewart area. During the initial scoping
phase, the project proponent considered Fort Stewart’s range upgrades as an alternative.
This alternative was determined unfeasible because of high cost, and it would not meet
training requirements.

POINT OF CONTACT:

Linda M. Veenstra, DMPRC Environmental Project Manager
Phone: 706-545-8072

E-mail: veenstral@benning.army.mil
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CASE STUDY #6: Former NIKE C-70 Missile Battery, Naperville, Illinois

Planning for the NIKE missile began at the end of World War Il when the Army realized that
conventional anti-aircraft artillery would not be sufficient to defend against the modernized jet
aircraft introduced by the Germans into the war. The primary mission of NIKE within the
continental U.S. was to act as a "last ditch” line of air defense for selected areas. The NIKE
system would have been utilized in the event of the Air Force's long-range fighter-interceptor
aircraft failure to destroy enemy bombers at a greater distance from their intended targets. A
typical NIKE air defense site consisted of two separate parcels of land. One area was known as
the Integrated Fire Control (IFC) Area. This site contained the NIKE system's ground-based radar
and computer systems designed to detect and track hostile aircraft, and to guide the missiles to
their targets. The second parcel of land was known as the Launcher Area, where NIKE missiles
were stored horizontally within heavily constructed underground missile magazines.

By 1974, all operational sites within the nationwide NIKE air defense system were inactive. The
deactivation of the nationwide NIKE missile system signaled the end of one of the nation's most
significant, highly visible and costly Cold War era air defense programs. The former missile site
property at Naperville, Ill., is now privately owned and occupied by a sports complex and office
park.

SITUATION: The former NIKE C-70 Missile Battery is located on approximately 47 acres
in DuPage County, Naperville, lll. As a FUDS, the property is under an environmental
investigation to determine the extent of contamination from previous DoD activities.
During the course of the investigation, trichloroethylene (TCE) levels were detected in
private water wells. TCE is a solvent that was used to clean missile parts during the NIKE
program operation.

Although the extent and scope of the TCE contamination was unconfirmed, the Army
immediately took steps to ensure public health and human safety. In December 2002, the
USACE drafted a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the City of Naperville and
DuPage County Township to pursue the connection of affected residents to the city's
water supply. The Louisville District's Project Manager, Technical Manager, and Public
Affairs Specialist met with the City Attorney and Deputy Mayor of Naperville to ask that the
MOA and ordinance for Knights Subdivision of DuPage County be placed on the city
council's agenda. The ordinance would allow the DuPage County residents of Knights
Subdivision access to the city's water supply without requiring annexation. The City
Council had previously approved a similar ordinance for the residents along Bauer Road.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT RESPONSE: To obtain the necessary approvals to get
residents hooked up to the city water supply, the USACE realized and began to foster
relationships with local residents, the lllinois representatives of the EPA, the DuPage
County Township, and the Health Department. Initial preparations for the larger public
involvement effort included updating the site’s CRP and placing it in the information
repository. As a result, the following key stakeholder groups, or audiences were
identified:
e Forty-three residents of the Knights Subdivision and Bauer Road whose well water
had the potential to be contaminated with TCE;
e The City Council of Naperville, whose approval was needed for the residents of
DuPage County access to the city’s water system without requiring annexation;
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e The DuPage County Township, where the residents resided, who manages the
streets and services provided to the homeowners;

e The DuPage County Department of Health, who was responsible for supervising
the sealing of the residential wells;

e The lllinois Environmental Protection Agency, who plays an ongoing oversight role
and provides input in the Corps of Engineers’ plans for environmental restoration;

e Congresswoman Judy Biggert, District 13, whose office has been active in
addressing TCE concerns for residents in her district;

e The Restoration Advisory Board composed of 12 members from the community
and government representatives from lllinois EPA, DuPage County Township, City
of Naperville, DuPage County Department of Health and the USACE, Louisville
District.

The USACE initiated work with the RAB to inform the community, and then targeted
efforts toward acquiring City Council approval. The Community Co-Chair of the RAB went
door-to-door collecting an Acknowledgement of Agreement from all of the residents in
Knights Subdivision and along Bauer Road. The signed agreement would permit the
USACE to seal the residents’ wells to prevent further migration of TCE contamination,
provided the city’s allowance of residents to hook up to the water supply without
annexation.

At the March 2003 RAB meeting, a presentation was given and input was received from
local residents and board members. The Community Co-Chair encouraged the residents
to write letters to the council members, distributed a weekly memo with updates on the
USACE investigation, and asked residents to attend the April 6, 2003 City Council
meeting. A USACE public affairs specialist finalized a presentation for the City Council
meeting, sent a news release to the local media, and continued to keep Congresswoman
Biggert's office informed.

As part of the communication strategy to continue to foster community trust, the USACE
held RAB meetings every other month during the construction phase. Public participation
regarding the environmental investigation was nurtured by mailing individual letters to
residents outlining the USACE's plans for water hook-up. The USACE addressed
homeowners' questions and concerns about scheduling, traffic, property access, and
landscaping. The public affairs specialist provided weekly updates to the USACE Louisville
District Web site. The media strategy also involved sending timely news releases and
conducting interviews with local reporters throughout the investigation and construction
phase.

THE RESULTS: The USACE's mission was focused on sealing the residential wells and
preventing the spread of contamination. With the Community Co-Chair's assistance, all
43 residents signed the MOA. With one hundred percent commitment from the residents
to seal their wells and connect to city water without annexation, the Community Co-Chair,
lllinois EPA office, and the USACE Louisville District project manager gave a ten minute
presentation and addressed questions from the City Council members. After an hour of
discussion, the council voted 5-3 against allowing the DuPage County residents access to
City of Naperville water without annexation. All three local newspapers—Naperville Sun,
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Chicago Tribune, and Daily Herald—published articles. The USACE's intent to pay up to
$1 million for the residential hook-up—which would eliminate the threat of TCE to the
residents' wells and provide safe water—was in jeopardy.

Through media attention and rigid persistence, the lllinois EPA office and local residents
continued to emphasize the threat of TCE contamination. As a result, the City Council
agreed to put the ordinance on the agenda again in May 2003. Another presentation was
prepared and more information was shared on the health impacts of TCE to the Knights
Subdivision. This time, however, the council voted in favor 6-3.

Consistent communications with Congresswoman Judy Biggert's office ensured her
support of the City Council’s final decision, which paved the way for USACE to hook-up
residents to the city’s water supply and seal the wells to prevent the TCE from migrating
from the former NIKE C-70 property. The collaboration between the USACE and the
community resulted in an increase in public awareness and participation, fostered an
understanding of the potential dangers caused by TCE, and created a partnership
between the Corps of Engineers, the community, and other government agencies. At the
RAB meeting on October 15, 2003, Mr. Jack Flowers, the Community Co-Chair, was
presented with the Commander's Award for Public Service from the USACE. Mr. Flowers
was honored for his leadership in serving as an advocate for the residents in their quest
for safe water. His entire family attended the presentation to share in praising his tireless
efforts. Articles appeared in the Naperville Sun and the Daily Herald.

Due to the extra efforts of the USACE's construction crew, very few residential complaints
were made over the three-month project. Issues involving the disposal of water softeners
were satisfied by allowing residents access to the dumpster. Particular attention was
given to landscaping and the crew worked diligently to ensure minimal disruption to each
home. Care was also taken not to destroy any driveways. Watering down the streets also
minimized dust and dirt from the construction and one lane always remained open to
traffic and emergency vehicles. Consideration was given to individuals requesting meters
in specific locations in their basements to minimize the destruction of drywall. Overall, the
residents were pleased with the smooth construction efforts, but more importantly, could
rest assured that their drinking water was safe.

POINT OF CONTACT:

Kimberlee Turner, Public Affairs Specialist, USACE, Louisville District
Phone: 502-315-6835

Email: Kimberlee.B.Turner@Irl02.usace.army.mil
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Case Study #7: Rocky Mountain Arsenal’s Bomblet Crisis Communications

Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA) is located in Commerce City, Colo., approximately 10 miles
northeast of downtown Denver. In 1942, at the height of World War I, the Army purchased the
17,000 acres of land on which to manufacture chemical weapons, such as mustard gas, white
phosphorus, and napalm.

To foster economic growth in the area, offset operational costs, and maintain the facilities for
national security, private industry was encouraged to lease facilities at RMA after the war. Under
the lease program, Julius Hyman and Company began producing pesticides in 1946. In 1952,
Shell Chemical Company acquired Julius Hyman and Company and continued to produce
agricultural pesticides on-site until 1982. Currently, there are no chemicals or chemical weapons
produced or stored at RMA and the only mission is to complete the safe, timely and cost-effective
remediation and transition of the site to one of the largest, urban national wildlife refuges.

SITUATION: During routine cleanup of a scrap yard on October 16, 2000, at RMA, Army
contractors found a grapefruit-size bomblet filled with sarin. When five additional bomblets
were uncovered by mid-November, RMA'’s status as a national model and its future as the
country’s premier urban wildlife refuge were both overshadowed by conflict and fear. In
addition, the state of Colorado began publicly feuding with the Army over jurisdiction and
technology selection for the safe destruction of the six bomblets. This charged political
atmosphere added more confusion to an already fearful public.

On December 1, 2000, Governor Bill Owens and his staff selected a new airtight explosive
device technology that had been successfully tested to destroy sarin just two weeks
earlier. The decision was made after the Governor met with General John Coburn,
commander of the U.S. Army Materiel Command and after the Governor had reviewed the
five disposal options. It took only six weeks to build the mobile chemical demilitarization
plant needed to house the equipment and the bomblets.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT RESPONSE: The Army’s challenge was to assure the
safety of the community, on-site workers and the destruction team; to restore trust and
credibility with elected officials and the public; and to keep its long-term relationships with
the regulatory agencies from totally unraveling. To achieve this, it was essential for the
Army to establish itself as the experts in chemical weapons destruction in the minds of the
public, elected officials, and the media while calming worker and community fears. Local
Army representatives knew it was essential to maintain its relationship with the state, while
balancing the needs of senior Army officials as different divisions became involved in
every aspect of the bomblets’ destruction.

RMA staff put together a plan with the following overarching goals and supporting
objectives.

GOALS:
e Assure the safety of the community, on-site workers, and the destruction team;
e Restore trust and credibility with elected officials and the public; and
o Keep long-term relationships with regulatory agencies from unraveling.
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OBJECTIVES:

e Inform the community as quickly as possible of breaking news at the site to preempt
rumors;

e Inform and educate stakeholders about the Army’s comprehensive bomblet
destruction plan and extensive safety measures throughout the crisis;

e Reassure stakeholders and the community that the Army is the expert in safe
chemical weapons destruction and that public and worker safety is the Army’s
primary concern; and,

e Restore or maintain trust and credibility with stakeholders by the end of the
destruction of the bomblets.

Because the Army and state did not agree on the selected disposal technology, the
standard joint communication strategy with the regulators had to be changed. It was
decided that the Army would tell its own story and present the best scientific facts to the
public with the most complete information and as quickly as possible. Though planned
media relations and direct mail pieces would continue to play a critical role in educating
the public about the issue, they took a back seat to technology when conveying
breaking/timely news.

Overall, the community involvement activities executed surrounding the bomblet incidents
were directed at three primary audiences: the general public, the media, and elected
officials/influencial community leaders; to communicate three primary themes or key
messages: the Army’s commitment to human health and safety and safe disposal of the
bomblets, the purpose of the cleanup, and the site’s eventual transition to a national
wildlife refuge. The RMA staff then chose various tools and tactics to communicate these
messages to the specific audiences, as outlined below.

AUDIENCE #1 — THE GENERAL PUBLIC:

e Automated prerecorded phone messages with critical updates were made to more
than 31,000 neighbors seven times during the destruction of the first six bomblets;

e The RMA Web site was updated daily with media releases/bulletins or technology
fact sheets; progress on the construction of the Large Area Maintenance Shelter
was also available, including pictures;

e E-mail updates were provided to nearly 300 residents;

e One hundred people requested information updates via telephone. These calls
were made during the destruction process;

e Three public meetings were held in neighboring communities before the first six
bomblets were destroyed. Meetings were held in partnership with members of the
Colorado Congressional delegation, city council representatives and citizen groups.
Information was delivered through technology displays, power point presentations
and informational flyers; Army and regulator representatives were on hand to
answer any questions;

e A final public meeting was held in March once the first set of bomblets was
destroyed. This meeting recapped the successful destruction of the bomblets and
outlined the plan to further investigate the area where the bomblets were found for
additional munitions;
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Responsiveness summaries for each meeting were mailed to the attendees
answering questions posed at each meeting;

Spanish translators were made available at the pubic meetings for non-English
speaking residents;

A Spanish-translated bomblet briefing was provided to 150 primarily Spanish-
speaking residents in the community. Background materials were also made
available;

Updated information bulletins were hand-delivered to nearly 500 homes that border
RMA and mailed to 40,000 homes and businesses on three separate occasions. In
addition, 5,000 flyers were given to area businesses for distribution, i.e., the local
Wal-Mart distributed several thousand flyers three separate times;

Two community information telephone lines were set-up to provide up-to-date
information. Callers could speak with an Arsenal representative or leave their
contact information so that the Army could continually provide them with updated
information by phone, fax or e-mail; and

RMA publications that contained information on the destruction of the bomblets, the
scrap yard investigation and the discovery and destruction of the four additional
bomblets were mailed to 45,000 people.

AUDIENCE #2 — THE MEDIA:

Television, print, and radio interviews were conducted almost daily;

Media training was provided to select Army spokespersons;

Four press conferences were coordinated on-site to provide key milestone updates.
Attendees included the media, Army commanders, Congressional delegation, and
local elected officials. B-roll footage and still photos were provided to the media
since the bomblets were found in a highly restricted and inaccessible area;
Editorial board briefings and on-air TV interviews were set up with Major General
John Doesberg explaining the selected technology; and

Press releases were distributed almost daily from October to the destruction of the
sixth bomblet in February. Beginning in May, press releases were distributed
weekly with updates on the progress of the scrap yard investigation. Once the
destruction of the remaining bomblets began in July, press releases were
distributed daily until the destruction was complete.

AUDIENCE #3 - ELECTED OFFICIALS/INFLUENTIAL COMMUNITY LEADERS:

Before information was released to the media or public, elected officials, the
regulatory agencies and members of the RMA Restoration Advisory Board received
face-to-face, faxed or telephone briefings;

An open house was held for elected officials, agencies, and media to view and
learn more about the Explosive Destruction System, the chosen method for
destroying the bomblets;

All elected officials met with senior Army representatives and received extensive
briefings and on-site tours; and

The Army co-hosted public meetings with elected officials and provided talking
points for Senator Allard and U.S. Representative DeGette during press
conferences.
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INTERNAL RELATIONS:

e Highly ranked Army officials and other departments of the Army were briefed daily
on technical and public affairs efforts. In addition, briefing books were provided to
visiting Generals and staff;

e The 700 RMA employees and contractors attended four internal “town hall”
meetings to ask questions and learn more about the situation;

e Employees received almost daily broadcast messages on voicemail to stay
apprised of new developments; and

e Employees were able to access the weekly Intranet publication, “Inside RMA” for
updated information.

THE RESULTS: Between January 28, 2001 and February 9, 2001 the six bomblets were
safely and successfully destroyed. In early May, an investigation of the scrap yard where
the bomblets were found continued. By June 20, 2001 the scrap yard investigation was
complete, resulting in the discovery of four additional bomblets, each containing sarin.
The same device used to destroy the first set of bomblets was deployed to the Arsenal
once again. The second set of bomblets was safely and successfully destroyed between
July 20, 2001 and July 26, 2001.

Even though the presidential election held the majority of media attention, the RMA
bomblet story received daily coverage by every major media outlet in the state, and
eventually the story made national news. Overall, the bomblet discoveries generated
nearly six hundred media stories. Every activist ever involved at the site reentered the
picture. They accused the Army of keeping the sarin a secret and hiding the truth about its
deadly impact from the public and indicated that the community was in a panic.

Some state officials echoed these sentiments and politicians began posturing. These
allegations were counter to what the Army was hearing from Arsenal neighbors. To further
investigate, the Army conducted a telephone survey in December; six weeks after the
crisis began. More than 500 adult residents living in communities adjacent to the site said
the Army continued to maintain extremely high credibility ratings (85 percent favorable),
even in light of the discovery of the bomblets. Information gathered from the survey was
used to craft messages and to further refine the communications strategy.

The Denver Post’s final editorial “Good Work, Army” illustrates the complete effect the
communications program had on the community. This community crisis could have set
the Arsenal back in its community relationships. Instead, the crisis was handled in a way
that maintained and often strengthened the relationships with the community, regulators
and the state. The honesty and willingness to communicate with stakeholders helped to
rebuild, maintain and strengthen relationships with community members.

POINT OF CONTACT:

Susan Ulrich, RMA Public Relations Office
Phone: 303-289-0250

E-mail: susan.ulrich@rma.army.mil
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APPENDIX B: Environmental Regulations and
Public Involvement Requirements
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APPENDIX B: ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS & PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REQUIREMENTS

This section outlines specifics and provides references for applicable environmental laws.
These laws include:

e Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA)/ Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA)

e Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
e National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
e Endangered Species Act (ESA)
e Safe Drinking Water Act
e Clean Air Act
e Federal Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act)
e Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act
e Historic and Archeological Preservation Laws
e Government-To-Government Relations with Native American Tribes
e Quiet Communities Act
e Sikes Act
CERCLA/SARA

Under CERCLA, as amended by SARA and funded through Defense Environmental
Restoration Program, the Department of Defense enacted the Installation Restoration
Program. This program serves as a process to identify, restore, and at Base Realignment
and Closure installations, transfer, and military property to the community.

Public involvement requirements under CERCLA vary depending on the expected length
of an environmental cleanup action: those lasting more than 120 days require the
development of a formal community relations plan based on a community interview
process. Additionally, throughout the IRP process, the Army is required to establish and
maintain information repositories and administrative records, facilitate a public forum
called a Restoration Advisory Board, and maintain Technical Assistance for Public
Participation programs. The Army is also required to properly advertise and hold public
comment periods and public meetings at specific times during the process. IRP steps and
their associated public involvement requirements are outlined in the EPA Superfund
Community Involvement Handbook. This document also details best practices and can be
found online at www.epa.gov/superfund/tools/cag/ci_handbook.pdf.

RCRA

This law established a regulatory system to track hazardous wastes from generation to
disposal. RCRA requires permits for hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal
facilities. RCRA public involvement activities are associated with 1) cleanup activities at
sites of hazardous waste operations requiring RCRA permits, and 2) obtaining and
renewing permits to operate facilities.

The corrective action process can be carried out one of two ways: 1) under an order or, 2)
under an existing RCRA permit. Public participation is approached differently for each.
EPA guidance suggests that substantive corrective action requirements and public
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participation requirements imposed under an order should generally be the same as those
that would occur if the corrective action were taking place under a permit. Generally, it is
suggested that under an order a federal facility:

e Issues a statement of basis discussing the proposed remedy;

e Provides public notice that a proposed remedy has been selected and statement of

basis is available;

e Provides a public comment period on the proposed remedy;

e Holds a public hearing if requested; and

e Writes a final decision and response to concerns.

Resources for public participation for the corrective action process under an order are
listed in the EPA RCRA Public Participation Manual, which can be accessed online at
www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/permit/pubpart/manual.htm. The manual also details
public participation requirements, as well as suggested activities, for corrective actions
under a permit.

In December 1995, the EPA issued its Expanded Public Participation Rule for RCRA,
broadening the public involvement programs under RCRA. The rule applies to
hazardous-waste facilities that store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste. To
conduct their operations, these facilities must seek an initial or renewed permit from states
or American Indian tribes authorized by the EPA to administer RCRA permits. The rule
makes it easier for citizens to become involved earlier and more often in the process of
issuing permits for hazardous waste facilities. It expands public access to information
about facilities and addresses environmental justice concerns. Authorized states and
tribes must modify their permitting requirements to meet the public participation
regulations.

e Permit applicants must hold a public meeting to inform community members of
proposed hazardous waste management activities before applying for a permit.

e The permitting agency must announce the submission of a permit application by
sending a notice to everyone on the facility mailing list. The announcement will tell
community members where they can examine the application while the agency
reviews it.

e The permitting agency may require a facility to “set up an information repository (or
library)” at any point during the permitting process.

e Finally, the permitting agency must “notify the public prior to a trial (or test) burn” at
a combustion facility (i.e., an incinerator or other facility that burns hazardous
waste) by sending a notice to everyone on the facility mailing list.

Note that states may have their own public participation requirements in addition to federal
requirements. Additional details for public participation in the permitting process can be
found in the EPA RCRA Public Participation Manual at the aforementioned URL.

NEPA
NEPA ensures that federal officials are well informed of potential environmental impacts
that may result from federal action through two types of environmental impact evaluations.
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An Environmental Assessment (EA) is conducted to determine the extent of
environmental impacts of a project and decide whether those impacts are significant.
Environmental agencies, applicants, and the public should be involved to the extent
practicable in the preparation of an EA. This should be based on the magnitude of the
proposed project, extent of anticipated public interest, urgency of the proposal, any
relevant questions of national security classification.

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is a public document with the primary purpose
of ensuring NEPA processes and goals are incorporated early into federal programs and
agencies. They serve as the basis of informed decision-making and offer a full and fair
discussion of environmental impacts of major actions by a federal agency. Before an EIS
is prepared, a Notice of Intent describing the proposed federal action is published in the
Federal Register. At this time, the Scoping Process begins, which allows members of the
public, as well as federal, state, and local agencies time to comment on the proposed
action. These comments are later incorporated into a draft version of the EIS. Once a
draft EIS is complete, the public is again invited to comment on it. The final EIS,
containing responses to comments received on the draft EIS, identifies the
environmentally preferred alternative. A minimum 30-day waiting period must elapse
before a Record of Decision (ROD) can be signed. The ROD will state the agency’s final
decision, discuss factors used in making the decision, and identify any monitoring
programs to be implemented.

For detailed information regarding public involvement regarding NEPA, refer to AR 200-2,
which can be accessed at www.usapa.army.mil/pdffiles/r200 2.pdf.

ESA

To comply with ESA, installations planning actions that may have an impact on federal
species must consult, formally or informally, with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). Documents prepared under consultation may include biological assessments
and environmental assessments or EIS. Installation staff work with the USFWS to avoid
critical habitat or minimize impacts on the habitat and the species that depend on it.
Installations must consult with the USFWS if any ongoing or proposed actions may affect
plant or animal species covered by this act.

AR 200-3 provides the framework for formal consultation and consultation procedures with
the USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service for Biological Assessments and
Recovery Plans and proposed designation of critical habitat. During these consultations
and associated investigations, the installation and the regulator determine whether there
may be any adverse impacts and whether the action will result in a "taking" of the species.
Where the action is likely to result in adverse effects, the USFWS prepares a biological
opinion, requiring mitigation and permitting take. During these consultations, the
installation must also determine the separate documentation requirements associated with
NEPA. Such documentation and associated public review and comment address either
the original proposed action that could cause a taking, or the Army’s proposal to mitigate a
taking that is already happening.

AR 200-3 can be accessed on line at www.usapa.army.mil/pdffiles/r200 3.pdf.
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SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT

As a supplier of drinking water to customers, an Army installation which operates its own
treatment plant is required to notify its customers of how it is meeting specific water
discharge requirements. If the discharge from a plant contains levels of contaminants that
are above the levels allowed by regulatory standards, there will likely be public interest, at
least from on-post workers and families. Also, permit renewals or permits for plant
modifications will normally require public notice and, sometimes, public meetings or
hearings.

The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1996 required the EPA to issue a regulation
requiring the water systems to provide customers with annual “consumer confidence
reports” (CCR). The reports must list levels of regulated contaminants along with
maximum contaminant levels, maximum contaminant level goals, a statement of the
health concerns for any contaminants for which there has been a violation of the
standards, a description of the sources of drinking water and data on unregulated
contaminants for which monitoring is required. Under this regulation, which took effect on
September 18, 1998, community water systems were required to provide the first such
report to the consumer by October 19, 1999. The next and all subsequent CCRs are due
annually by July 1.

All installations that own community water systems are required to prepare a CCR and
provide a copy to each consumer. Installations may be able to post CCRs in housing
units, publish notices in post newspapers and provide this information in similar ways.
They should check with their state regulators regarding this requirement. Installations will
also need to send a copy of their CCR to the state agency or Indian tribal government
entity that has jurisdiction over their public water systems. This must be followed within
three months by a certification that the report has been distributed to customers, and that
the information is correct and consistent with the compliance monitoring data previously
submitted.

CLEAN AIR ACT

This act requires that the EPA publish criteria for determining air quality and information
on techniques to control air pollution in the Federal Register, and that copies of this
published information also be made available to the general public.

Most fixed facilities discharging regulated air pollutants must obtain a permit from the EPA
or their state. The application process for new or modified permits usually involves public
notice and/or public meetings. The regulator may require operators of emissions sources
to establish and maintain records on their emissions; submit reports on emissions; and
install, use, and maintain equipment to monitor emissions. These records, reports, and
other information of this type must be made available to the general public, except for
materials that are classified or contain trade secrets.

The Clean Air Act requires each state to prepare plans for notifying the public on a regular
basis when air quality does not meet regulatory standards. The state must keep the
public informed of the health hazards associated with the air pollution and made aware of
measures that can be taken to reduce air pollution levels. Such measures may include
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the posting of warning signs on interstate highway access points to metropolitan areas,
press notices, fact sheets, or public meetings, depending on the extent of the situation.

When a facility discharging air emissions is found to be violating its discharge limits and a
settlement or consent order will be filed in court, the EPA administrator must provide a
reasonable opportunity for public participation by publishing a notice in the Federal
Register and allowing at least 30 days for written public comments. All written public
comments must be considered, and a settlement agreement may be withheld or
withdrawn if comments disclose information indicating that the settlement or consent order
is inappropriate or should be modified. It is also necessary to follow these procedures or
some modification of them when the state is the regulator.

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT (CLEAN WATER ACT)

This act requires the EPA administrator to maintain a continuing program of public
information and education on recycling and reusing wastewater, using land treatment for
wastewater, and reducing the volume of wastewater. The law also empowers the EPA
administrator to require owners and operators of point sources of water pollution to
establish and maintain records of their discharges; report them on a regular basis to the
appropriate regulatory agencies; and install, use, and maintain equipment to monitor
discharges. These records must be made available to the public. Information that is
classified or protected as a trade secret is exempt. Opportunities for public hearings must
be provided before a wastewater discharge permit can be issued, renewed or modified.

States may administer their own pollution prevention programs. For permits covering
discharges into navigable waters, the public and the states affected by these discharges
must receive notice of each permit application and have an opportunity for a public
hearing on each such application. A copy of each permit application and each permit
issued must be available to the public. Members of the public have the right to request
permits and permit applications for reproduction. All of the public involvement provisions
that apply to obtaining permits for discharging pollutants into navigable waters also apply
to permits for discharging dredged or fill material.

The first of many laws to deal with spills of environmental contaminants, the Clean Water
Act required spill-prevention planning and notice of spills to regulators. Spills of oil and
hazardous substances are of great public interest, and spill emergency plans normally
include public notice procedures and restrictions. The entire installation environmental
team should participate fully in spill planning and responses to major spills.

EMERGENCY PLANNING AND COMMUNITY RIGHT-TO-KNOW ACT

This law requires installations involved with certain hazardous substances or chemicals to
report their activities and chemical quantities to the public. It requires emergency
notification when toxic substances are released; public availability of toxic release
information (Toxic Release Inventory reports); and public availability of plans, toxic
material safety data sheets, forms, and notices. Technically, the language of EPCRA does
not specifically place reporting and emergency planning requirements on federal agencies
and facilities. However, Executive Order 12856, “Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know
Laws and Pollution Prevention Requirements” directs federal facilities to meet EPCRA
requirements.
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HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL PRESERVATION LAWS

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires the Army to seek
and consider the views of the Advisory Council on Historic Properties, state historic
preservation offices and federally recognized Indian tribes when identifying historic
properties, evaluating Army effects on historic properties, and developing alternatives or
treatment measures to address effects to historic properties. Public participation in the
Section 106 process is required to address adverse effects, and may be fully coordinated
with public participation programs carried out by the Army under the NEPA and other
pertinent statutes. Notice to the public under these statutes should adequately inform the
public of preservation issues, to elicit public views on issues that can then be considered
and resolved, when possible, as decisions are made. Members of the public with
interests in an undertaking and its effects on historic properties should be given a
reasonable opportunity to have an active role in the Section 106 process.

Section 304 of the National Historic Preservation Act gives the Army the authority to
withhold information about the location or character of a historic property if it is determined
that public disclosure may risk harm to the historic property or impede the use of a
traditional religious site by practitioners of the religion. Additionally, Section 9 of the
Archeological Resources Protection Act states that information concerning the nature and
location of any archeological resource may not be made available to the public if there is a
risk of harm to such resources.

The NHPA and several other cultural resources legal requirements [such as the Native
American Graves Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), the Archeological Resources Protection
Act (ARPA), and Executive Order 13007, “Indian Sacred Sites" require stakeholder
involvement in their respective compliance processes. It is recommended that a public
involvement plan be developed as part of the installation’s Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan (ICRMP), to incorporate these various public and stakeholder
involvement requirements into a single plan. This recommendation is outlined specifically
in AR 200-4 and can be found online at www.usapa.army.mil/pdffiles/r200_4.pdf. The
NHPA can be found online at www.achp.qov/NHPA.pdf.

GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT RELATIONS WITH NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES
It is important to recognize the unique status of federally recognized tribes as sovereign
nations, and to understand that the process includes consultation at the appropriate
administrative levels in accordance with established protocols. To effectively include
American Indians and Alaska Natives when considering environmental issues, it is
important to understand the fundamental relationship that exists between the federal
government and federally recognized tribes, including Alaska Native villages. A White
House memorandum dated April 29, 1994, titled “Government-to-Government Relations
with Native American Tribal Governments,” directs federal departments and agencies to
deal with federally recognized tribes on a government-to-government basis. In addition,
the memorandum instructs federal departments and agencies to consult with tribal
governments, to the “greatest extent practicable and to the extent permitted by law,”
before taking actions that affect tribes. Appendix F of AR 200-4 provides a copy of Army
guidelines for consulting with Native Americans.
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QUIET COMMUNITIES ACT

This law and good planning principles eventually led Department of Defense facilities to
develop a program known in the Army as the Installation Compatible Use Zone (ICUZ)
program to deal with installation-created noise. The noise from aircraft, industrial
operations and weapons firing on, or by, Army installations is averaged and predicted. It
is sometimes necessary to constrain activities to limit the effect of the noise they generate
on hospitals, on- and off-post housing and other “incompatible” land uses. The ICUZ plan
is normally presented to local community planning boards in an attempt to encourage
compatible zoning. Installations, or the boards themselves, may provide public notice of
such meetings and other opportunities for public comment.

SIKES ACT

This law calls for Department of Defense facilities to develop integrated natural resource
management plans (INRMPs) in cooperation with the USFWS and state fish and game
agencies. The public must also be invited to comment on the draft INRMP. The INRMP
must reflect the mutual agreement of these agencies. By Army policy, such plans also
undergo evaluation under NEPA because the plans incorporate standard procedures for
future land management decisions and operations. NEPA evaluations, as described
previously, normally include public notice and often involve public meetings. Public
comments, which may cause modifications to final management plans, must normally be
addressed in NEPA documentation.
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APPENDIX C: Restoration Advisory Boards
and Technical Assistance for Public
Participation
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APPENDIX C: RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARDS & TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

On September 27, 1994, the Department of Defense (DoD) and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) jointly issued guidelines for the formation and operation of RABs
called “Restoration Advisory Board Implementation Guidelines”. The guidelines describe
how to implement the DoD RAB policy and identify each stakeholder’s role with the RAB.
The guidelines also state that existing Technical Review Committees (TRCs) or similar
groups may be expanded or modified to become RABs, and that RABs may fulfill the
statutory requirements for establishing TRCs (10 U.S.C. § 2705 (d)(1) grants DoD the
authority to establish RABs instead of TRCs at installations undergoing environmental
restoration).

Each active installation participating in the Army’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP)
and each Army Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) installation must determine
community interest with regards to participating in a RAB. The Installation Commander is
responsible for encouraging and identifying sufficient and sustained community interest in
a RAB. If sufficient interest is expressed, the Installation Commander is responsible for
establishing a RAB. If the Installation Commander determines that there is no initial
community interest in establishing a RAB, he/she is responsible for a periodic re-
evaluation of the community interest in establishing a RAB.

Installations with RABs are directed to:

« Inform RAB members regarding the relative risk process, the Army budgeting
process, and how these affect the sequencing of restoration actions;

e Encourage RABs to participate in the initial development and/or reassessment of
relative risk evaluations of sites;

o Develop budget requests within Army guidelines while considering individual RAB
member’s advice regarding sequencing;

o Advise the RAB of funds provided, restoration projects funded, and what work is
remaining; and

« Provide the RAB with all relevant information on cleanup alternatives, including
implications of land use choices and corresponding cleanup levels and remedies.

The Technical Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP) program provides community
members of RABs access to independent technical support through the use of
government purchase orders. Community members of the RAB apply to the Installation
Commander for independent assistance in interpreting scientific and engineering issues
with regard to the nature of environmental hazards and restoration activities at the
installation.

The principal criteria for obtaining TAPP is that the technical assistance is likely to
contribute to:

e The efficiency, effectiveness, or timeliness of environmental restoration activities at
the installation, or
« Community acceptance of environmental restoration activities at the installation.
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U.S. Army Restoration Advisory Board and Technical Assistance for Public Participation
Guidance was issued in April 1998. It outlines RAB roles and responsibilities, how to
determine interest in a RAB, criteria for establishment, operating procedures, and
adjournment. It is located along with other resource documents on the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program Web site at
http://www.dtic.mil/envirodod/Policies/PDRAB.htm.

A revised Army RAB rule was released in late 2003 as a draft for review and comment to
Army officials and to the public. This document is still being finalized. Until that time, refer
to the current Army RAB guidance document mentioned above. You can access
https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/News/OSD/RAB/rabrule.html| to access the draft
RAB rule.
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APPENDIX D: Acronyms
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ACRONYM
BIA

DEFINITION
Bureau of Indian Affairs

BRAC Base Realignment and Closure

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CRP Community Relations Plan

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DERP Defense Environmental Restoration Program

DMPRC Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex

DoD Department of Defense

DODGARS Department of Defense Grant and Agreement Regulations
EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
ER, A Environmental Restoration, Army

ESA Endangered Species Act

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FR Federal Register

FUDS Formerly Used Defense Sites

IFC Integrated Fire Control

MEC Munitions and Explosives of Concern

MIC Metlakatla Indian Community

MOA Memorandum of Agreement

NAACP National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
NALEMP Native American Lands Environmental Mitigation Program
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NOI Notice of Intent

PAO Public Affairs Office

PLI Private Lands Initiative

RAB Restoration Advisory Board

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RCW Red-Cockaded Woodpecker

RMA Rocky Mountain Arsenal

SARA Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act

TAPP Technical Assistance for Public Participation

TCE Trichloroethylene

TERC Total Environmental Restoration Contract

TRI Toxic Release Inventory

URL Uniform Resource Locator

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USCG U.S. Coast Guard

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

UXxo Unexploded Ordnance
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