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The Secretary of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

July 29, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: ALL DOE EMPLOYEES

FROM: HAZEL R. O'LEARY

SUBJECT:

1 .01e1

GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEPA TMENT'S PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION POLICY

Public participation must be a fundamental component of the Department's
program operations, planning activities, and decision-making. The business of
the Department must be open to the full view and input of those whom it
serves, consistent with applicable laws, regulations, and contracts.

To ensure that we operate in this manner, the Department's Public
Participation Policy was developed by a cross-cutting team that included field
representatives. This policy marks a clear break with past practice by
challenging the Department and its contractors to perform to a new standard of
openness and service.

Within this policy framework, each site will develop its own public
participation program and plans in consultation with stakeholders and with the
concurrence of appropriate Headquarters program offices. In achieving the
goals of public participation, managers are responsible for:

* identifying, planning, funding, supporting, and implementing the
appropriate level and scope of public participation activities in their
programs;

* ensuring that public participation principles, values, and processes
are fully understood and practiced within their programs and at their
sites;

* providing necessary human, information, systems, and financial
resources; and,

* ensuring that their staff receive basic communication and public
participation training, and where appropriate, advanced public
participation training.

To promote teamwork, share the benefits of experience and innovation at
individual sites, and avoid unreasonable demands on site personnel or
stakeholders, program and staff offices will coordinate public participation
activities through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs at Headquarters
or with its counterpart in the field. This coordination in no way limits or
dilutes field managers' authority to implement effective public participation
programs or program managers' responsibility to plan, fund, and support
appropriate levels of public participation in their programs.



The effectiveness with which each site/program implements the Department's
Public Participation Policy will be assessed annually, and these assessments
must include the views and recommendations of stakeholders. Stakeholders will
also be invited to participate in the processes used to develop criteria and
measures for judging effectiveness. The Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs will evaluate these annual assessments and recommend changes to
improve the effectiveness of the Department's public participation efforts.

While public participation processes must be tailored to meet specific site,
program, and stakeholder needs, the following broad guidance provides a
framework to assist management in implementing this policy Department-wide.
Using the following critical policy elements and implementing actions as a
guide, Headquarters and Field Elements should consult with stakeholders to
develop appropriate public participation programs and activities.

CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENTS:

I. The Department recognizes that honesty and forthrightness in
dealing with stakeholders, and consistent, credible, quality
performance are the bases upon which to build public understanding
and trust.

Implementing Actions:

* Department officials will be open, honest, and accurate in
their public statements and accountable for diligent follow-up and
timely results from the commitments they make.

* Department officials will engage in an open and on-going
communication process and consistently listen and respond to
suggestions made by the public. The Department will incorporate
public input into its decisions where appropriate and feasible and
will provide feedback to the public on its reasoning.

* Department officials will recognize and reward leadership and
results in the area of public participation.

II. Departmental program development, planning, and decision-making
processes will be clearly defined, with regular, easily identified
access points for public input.

Implementing actions:

* Senior management will ensure that Department personnel, other
Federal, State, and local officials, Tribes, and other
stakeholders are appropriately integrated into their planning
activities and decision-making processes.

* Stakeholders and field managers will determine and identify
pre-decisional access points for public input.
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III. Headquarters, field offices, laboratories, and facilities will
operate as an integrated team in planning local and national
public participation programs by combining resources, sharing
information, and coordinating activities.

Implementing actions:

* Headquarters Elements will coordinate their planning of public
participation activities with the Office of Public and Consumer
Affairs and with affected sites, including the site Public
Affairs/External Relations director.

* Field managers, as those closest to affected communities and
stakeholders, will facilitate accommodation between local and
national interests.

IV. The Department will establish and support training and education
programs to meet evolving public participation needs, both
internally and externally.

Implementing actions:

* Senior management, at Headquarters and in the field, will
identify and coordinate communication and public participation
training on a priority basis until all appropriate headquarters
and site personnel are trained.

* In consultation with stakeholders, field managers will make
recommendations on the timing and content of needed external
education/training programs.

V. The Department will foster candid information exchanges and
ongoing two-way communication using a variety of mediums.

Attachment

Implementing actions:

* Whether formal or informal, all public participation activities
will be conducted in a spirit of openness, respect for different
perspectives, and a genuine quest for a diversity of information
and ideas.

* The Department will work to establish, announce, and manage
topical data bases of reliable, timely information available to
the public through telephone and computer access.
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PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION:

POLICY:

PURPOSE:

SCOPE:

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION POLICY

Public participation is open, ongoing, two-way
communication, both formal and informal, between the
Department of Energy and its stakeholders. This steady,
interactive communication enables each party to learn about
and better understand the views and positions of the other.
The Department recognizes the many benefits to be derived
from public participation, for both stakeholders and DOE.
Public participation provides a means for the Department to
gather the most diverse collection of opinions,
perspectives, and values from the broadest spectrum of the
public, enabling the Department to make better, more
informed decisions. Public participation benefits
stakeholders by creating an opportunity to provide input and
influence decisions.

Public participation is a fundamental component in program
operations, planning activities, and decision-making within
the Department. The public is entitled to play a role in
Departmental decision-making.

This policy is intended to ensure that public participation
is an integral and effective part of Departmental activities
and that decisions are made with the benefit of important
public perspectives. This policy provides a mechanism for
bringing a broad range of diverse stakeholder viewpoints and
values early into the Department's decision-making
processes. This early involvement enables the Department to
make more informed decisions, improve quality through
collaborative efforts, and build mutual understanding and
trust between the Department and the public it serves.

This policy is designed to function as a general framework
within which all Department programs shall operate. While
it applies to all levels of DOE, its intent is development
and implementation of effective public participation
programs at each site. In conjunction with its stakeholders
and field manager, each site shall develop and implement a
public participation program that promotes openness and
two-way communication and is tailored to meet specific
program, site, and stakeholder needs. This policy is not
intended to affect legal requirements imposed by law,
regulation, or contractual agreement; neither does it modify
any legal rights available to the public under current law.



DEFINITION: Under this policy, the Department actively seeks, considers,
and incorporates or otherwise responds in a timely manner to
the views of its stakeholders, thereby providing them an
opportunity to influence decisions. Stakeholders are
defined as those individuals and groups in the public and
private sectors who are interested in and/or affected by the
Department's activities and decisions. Public participation
is defined as open, ongoing two-way communication, both
formal and informal, within the DOE Complex and between the
Department and its stakeholders. This communication will
vary widely in nature and scope and may include, but is not
limited to, informal conversations, scheduled meetings and
workshops, legally required hearings, and Federal-State-
local-Tribal agreements.

GOALS:

CORE VALUES:

The goals of the Department's Public Participation Policy
are:

I. The Department actively seeks and considers public input,
and incorporates or otherwise responds to the views of its
stakeholders in making its decisions.

II. The public is informed in a timely manner about and
empowered to participate in the Department's decision-making
processes, which are open, understandable, and consistently
followed. Access points for public input are clearly
defined from the earliest stages of a decision process and
provide adequate time for stakeholders to participate.

III. Credible, effective public participation processes are
consistently incorporated into the Department's program
operations, planning activities, and decision-making
processes, at headquarters and in the field. Every employee
within the DOE Complex shares responsibility to promote,
practice, and improve public participation.

Though program-specific public participation activities may
vary throughout the DOE Complex, each program will be
characterized by the following core values:

Accessibility:

Accountability:

Accuracy:
Communication:

Known avenues to Department leaders who are available,
approachable, and open to the public.
Responsibility to the public for its decisions and a
willingness to provide explanations for the rationales
behind its decisions.
Commitment to the truth.
Open, two-way exchange of information, knowledge, and
perspectives between the Department and its
stakeholders.
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Consistency:

Fairness:
Honesty:

Innovation:
Openness:

Peer review:

Respect:

Responsiveness:

Stakeholder interactions marked by regularity and
continuity.
Objectivity and freedom from favor toward any side.
Commitment to fairness, trustworthiness, and
straightforwardness.
Introduction of new ideas, methods, and approaches.
Ready accessibility and a willingness to listen to,
consider, and respond to stakeholders.
Reexamination of key issues and decisions by internal
and external peers.
Consideration and deference in the treatment of
stakeholders.
Timely and empathetic consideration of and response to
the needs, wants, and concerns of stakeholders.

Scientific Credibility: Commitment to the pursuit of sound, dependable,
leading edge science.

Sincerity: Openness, frankness, and truthfulness in all
stakeholder communications.

Time/Timeliness: Adequate amount of time for stakeholders to
participate in Department decision-making processes.
Timely responses to stakeholder input and requests.
Timely Departmental decision-making processes
supported but not hindered or delayed by public
participation.

ACCOUNTABILITY: Senior departmental, program, and field managers are
accountable for assuring that public participation
activities meet the goals of this policy and the needs of
stakeholders; are fully coordinated; and reflect
Departmental principles and values. Managers are
responsible for implementing plans that assure that public
participation needs for their programs or projects are
identified and satisfied in the decision-making process.
Public Participation is a performance element for these
managers.
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INDEX OF COMMENT RESPONSES

ORGANIZATION AUTHOR

1. City of Oak Ridge, TN Jeffrey Broughton,
City Manager

2. Environmental Coalition on Nuclear Power Judith H. Johnsrud, PhD.

3. Laborers International Union of North America Kenneth D. Smith

4. League of Women Voters Elizabeth Kraft

5. Baltimore Gas and Electric Elizabeth Bauereis, PhD.

6. Agency for Nuclear Projects
Nuclear Waste Project Office Joe Strolin

7. Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force Inc. Judy Treichel

8. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board Paula N. Alford

9. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board D. Warner North

10. Commonwealth Edison Louis O. DelGeorge

11. Public Service Electric and Gas Company Harold W. Borden, Jr.

12. GPU Nuclear Corporation P. R. Clark

13. Northern States Power James Howard

14. Nuclear Information and Resource Service Mary Olson

15. County of Inyo, CA Brad Mettam

16. PECO Energy Company Gwendolyn S. King

17. Safe Energy Communication Council Martin Gelfand

18. U.S. EPA J. William Gunter

19. USCEA Phillip Bayne

20. Boston Edison Bernard W. Reznicek

21. Tennessee Valley Authority O. D. Kingsley, Jr.

22. Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee Hal Rogers

23. Sigma Xi, The Scientific Research Society John F. Ahearne



24. Office of Management and Budget

25. Portland General Electric Company

26. Western Interstate Energy

27. American Society of Civil Engineers

28. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

29. ADR

30. Eureka County, NV

31. League of Women Voters of Nevada

32. BNFL

33. Agency for Nuclear Projects
Nuclear Waste Project Office

34. UNLV-Harry Reid Center for
Environmental Studies

35. American Nuclear Society

36. Esmeralda, Lincoln, and
White Pine Counties, NV

37. Science Applications International
Corporation

38. Science Applications International
Corporation

39. Department of Energy
Environmental Management Advisory Committee

40. Vicki Dastillung

41. Shira A. Flax

42. Confederated Tribes and Bands
of the Yakima Indian Nation

43. Ohio EPA

T.J. Glauthier

Ken Harrison

Douglas Larson

Edward O. Pfrang

Robert M. Bernero

A. David Rossin

Abigail C. Johnson

Nancy Wall

John Graham

Bob Loux

Bill Andrews

Edward D. Fuller

Florindo Mariani

Dan Burns

Paul Seidler

James T. Melillo

Vicki Dastillung

Shira A. Flax

Russell Jim

Thomas Winston, P.E.

44. Department of Energy
Idaho Communications Division Connie Nash
a. (Comment made by Brett Hayball, Shoshone-Bannock Tribal/DOE

Coordinator and Project Director):
b. (Comment made by Linda Milam, Mayor of Idaho Falls):
c. (Milam)



d. (Comment made by Terry Smith, Public Information Officer, State INEL
Oversight Program):

e. (Comment made by Candis Webb, Department of Energy, Idaho):
f. (Comment made by Ellie Hamilton, Private Citizen):
g. (Webb):
h. (Smith):
i. (Smith):

45. Department of Energy
Office of Nuclear Energy Daniel Dreyfus

46. Illinois EPA Stephen K. Davis

47. Department of Energy
Oakland Operations Office John Belluardo

48. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories Harry L. Galles

49. Stanford University Linear Accelerator
Center Kirk Stoddard

50. Sandia National Laboratories Steve Baca

51. Department of Energy
Chicago Operations Office Gary L. Pitchford

52. Department of Energy
Human Resources and Administration Archer Durham

53. Oak Ridge Institute for Science
and Education James E. Drewry

54. Author Unknown Author Unknown

55. Energy Research Foundation Tim Conner

56. Neighbors in Need Rev. Dr. Velma Shearer

57. National Renewable Energy Laboratory Duane N. Sunderman

58. Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories Joseph D. Spencer

59. Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility James E. Coleman

60. Amarillo Area Office Tom Williams

61. The Metal Trades Council Ronnie Payne

62. Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Michael Chartock

63. Oregon Department of Energy Ken Niles

64. Department of Energy
Environmental Health Lea Ekman



65. Department of Energy
Environmental Restoration David Perotti

66. Department of Energy
Environmental Management Bobbie Smith

67. State of Missouri
Department of Natural Resources Robert Geller

68. Pantex Guyon H. Saunders

69. The Peace Farm Mavis Belisle

70. W.H. O'Brien W.H. O'Brien

71. Ames Lab John Eckert

72. Military Production Network Stephen Schwartz

73. Department of Energy
Defense Programs Greg Rudy

74. Department of Energy
Office of the Secretary Dan Reicher

75. City of Oak Ridge, TN Mayor Edmund A. Nephew

76. Department of Energy
Office of Environmental Management Cynthia Kelly

77. Stanford University Linear Accelerator
Center Burton Richter

78. Mary Riseley Mary Riseley

79. Eugene Kovalenko Eugene Kovalenko

80. Bonnie Bonneau Bonnie Bonneau

81. LANL 2000 Subcommittee/Task Force on Policy
Formation and the National Economy

82. Vista Control Author Unknown

83. Gloria Gilmore-House Gloria Gilmore-House

84. Carolyn and Arnold Keskulla Carolyn/Arnold Keskulla

85. David Kime David Kime

86. John Darke John Darke

87. Erwin Binder Erwin Binder



88. Jay Edgeworth Jay Edgeworth

89. DOE-Los Alamos Area Office ESE Branch Author Unknown

90. Sig Hecker Sig Hecker

91. LANL-Public Affairs Scott Duncan

92. John Ussery John Ussery

93. New Mexico-Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force Anita Lockwood

94. DOE-Carlsbad Patty Baratti-Sallani

95. Martin Marietta Jane Malagon

96. DOE-UMTRA Albert Chernoff

97. DOE-Los Alamos Area Office Counsel's Office Lisa Cummings

98. DOE-Los Alamos Area Office Counsel's Office Author Unknown

99. Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Margaret Card



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION POLICY COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Ninety-nine respondents provided comments to the Department of Energy on its
"Draft Public Involvement Policy," dated December 1, 1993. Their comments and
the Department's responses are listed below. Virtually all of the comments
were accepted and incorporated into the Department's Public Participation
Policy, issued to all employees by Secretarial Memorandum of July 29, 1994.
We believe the Policy was significantly improved through public comment and
thank all those who took time to respond.

Organization Author

I. City of Oak Ridge, TN City Mgr. Jeffrey Broughton
a. No comments at this time.

2. Environmental Coalition on Nuclear Power Judith H. Johnsrud, PhD.
a. An inadequate amount of time was given to comment on this

document.
Several respondents made this point and in response the Department
extended the original comment period from January 7 to the end of
January, 1994. The issue of Time/Timeliness has been and will
continue to be given careful consideration. The importance and
complexity of this core value is implicitly acknowledged in the
length of its definition in the Policy document. The challenge
will always be to balance the need for sufficient time for full
public input with the need for timely decision-making by the
Department.

b. The policy should state that DOE intends to include public
involvement processes in actual decision making.
This change has been incorporated into the policy. Please see the
opening paragraph of the Secretary's Guidance on Implementation of
the Department's Public Participation Policy.

c. The Secretary should direct all divisions and offices to require
actual demonstrations of new policies of openness and real
involvement of the public.
Each site's annual assessment of its public participation efforts
will, in effect, "demonstrate" the degree of suceess being
achieved in implementing this Policy. One such demonstration of
how future public participation efforts may occur is the public
input the Department sought on these policy and guidance documents
and the fact that virtually all of the comments were accepted.

d. In the descriptive summary, first section, add after "activities"
the words "and in decision making".
Though this section has been rewritten, the spirit of this
suggestion has been incorporated into the Policy.

e. The DOE should not define the public to include those private
enterprises and individuals who have vested interests in DOE
programs and the outcome of agency decisions.
Private enterprises cannot be unilaterally excluded from the
public for they are inherently part of the public. The fact that
a vested interest may or does exist cannot preclude an
individual's or a group's right to be included in that definition.



f. Don't promise more than can be delivered.
The Department is committed to implement public participation to
the best of its ability. As this is a new approach for the
Department, the process cannot be implemented overnight and will
certainly require continuing refinement. The Department looks to
stakeholders, especially in the annual site assessment process, to
help it measure its progress and set achievable goals.

g. Goals: Great! How best can we help you carry these goals through
to success?
As this Policy was designed as a general framework for the
creation and implementation of public participation efforts within
the DOE system, individuals and groups can contribute positively
in the development and implementation of the program and site-
specific public participation plans as they are created
Department-wide. What works "best" for one site may not be
effective at another site.

h. Core Values: Add "humility" to the list.
The essence of "humility" has been incorporated within the core
values of "fairness," "honesty," "respect," and "sincerity."

i. Responsibilities: By "discrete performance element" DOE must
clarify that all staff should bear the responsibility for full and
effective implementation, not just senior departmental and program
managers.
While all employees are given responsibility in Goal III to
promote, practice, and improve public participation within the
Department, senior department managers are accountable for
ensuring that public participation activities meet the goals laid
out in the Policy, as addressed in the "Accountability" section.

j. Responsibilities: The term "effective" should be defined.
This section is no longer part of the Policy.

k. The policy statement should prescribe the consequences of failure
to abide by these directives; such failures should go well beyond
mere reprimands.
This document is intended to provide the overarching philosophy
and core values guiding the Department's conduct of public
participation. Under this "umbrella policy" individual program
offices or sites will develop detailed implementation directives
which will include performance criteria and measures.

1. Memo: Paragraph 1, state definitively that public involvement
shall be a routine component in operations, activities, and
decision making.
The spirit of these suggestions has been incorporated in the
memorandum, beginning with the opening sentence.

m. Memo: Paragraph 2, ensure that the term "stakeholders" will not
be so narrowly defined and applied as in the past.
The term "stakeholders" has been defined in the Definition section
of the Policy.

n. Add that access points for public input must be widely and timely
noticed to encourage response.
The spirit of this suggestion has been incorporated into the
Policy (Goal II) and in the Secretary's Memorandum (Critical
Policy Element II).
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o. The policy should explicitly state that training/education
programs are not to be designed to meet the Department's perceived
needs (in the PR mode) but are to satisfy the needs of the public.
While it is important that the public receive training and
education, it is essential that DOE personnel receive training to
learn to interact effectively with the public. In all instances
this training will be substantive and conducted to provide
personnel with the requisite tools for working effectively in the
broadest range of public participation activities.
The goal of consensus in matters of radioactive disposal is
unrealistic.
The Department agrees. The goal of public participation is open,
two-way communication to foster understanding and ensure that the
Department makes better, more informed decisions on the basis of
"the most diverse collection of opinions, persepctives, and values
from the broadest spectrum of the public."

3. Laborers International Union of North America Kenneth D. Smith
a. Consider free training seminars for represented and unrepresented

parties.
This idea will be given consideration. We recognize that sites
will require differing levels of support, including training, to
ensure effective public participation.

4. League of Women Voters Elizabeth Kraft
a Diversity issues should be addressed throughout the document.

The Public Participation and Purpose sections of the Policy
discuss the bringing together of a broad range of diverse
stakeholder viewpoints and values.

b. Core Values: Add "respect for diversity."
The spirit of "respect for diversity" is reflected in the Core
Values of "fairness," "respect," and "commitment" and also
captured in the first implementing action of Critical Element V in
the Secretary's Memorandum.

5. Baltimore Gas and Electric Elizabeth I. Bauereis, PhD.
a. Critical Policy Elements: The new benchmark for excellence will

be leadership/performance---the two statements that follow do not
fit the benchmark qualities for excellence. "Risk-taking" in and
of itself does not define excellence and "peer review" should be
strengthened. Perhaps, this statement should be modified or part
of a larger set of excellence benchmark parameters.
In the revised Policy and Guidance documents, references to
"benchmarks of excellence" have been eliminated. Please see the
Guidance document's introduction and Critical Policy Element I for
further discussion of this concept.

6. Agency for Nuclear Projects
Nuclear Waste Project Office Joe Strolin
a. An insufficient amount of time was given to review this document.

Please see response #2.a.
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7. Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force Inc. Judy Treichel
a. The comment period for this document was too short.

Please see response #2.a.
b. Public interest representatives will be surprised if the message

of adequate time for public involvement is ever heard by DOE.
The Department recognizes that effective public participation
requires adequate time for public review and comment. With the
implementation of this Policy, every effort will be made to inform
the public in a timely manner of pending and upcoming Department
decisions, and to provide sufficient time for the public to
participate in those decisions.

8. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board Paula N. Alford
a. There was not enough time allotted for the Board to review this

document.
Please see response #2.a.

9. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board D. Warner North
a. Senior OCRWM managers should read the final report of the

Secretary of Energy Advisory Board (SEAB) Task Force on
Radioactive Waste Management, "Earning the Pubic Trust and
Confidence: Requisites for Managing Radioactive Waste" and the
National Research Council (NRC) Report, "Improving Risk
Communication" (1989) as part of implementation of this policy.
Your request has been forwarded to senior OCRWM management.

b. The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs can provide useful
coordination and training, but should not inhibit initiatives or
delay the public involvement process.
The Department agrees. The revised Guidance document defines the
role of the Director of Pubic and Consumer Affairs as the primary
point of coordination for public participation activities
Department-wide. His/her counterpart at each site or field office
will serve a similar coordination role at the local level.

10. Commonwealth Edison Louis 0. DelGeorge
a. The concept of timely and effective consideration of the full

range of diverse stakeholder viewpoints and values produced by
public involvement should be included in the policy.
These changes have been incorporated in the Policy. Please see
the Public Participation, Purpose, and Core Values sections.

b. There must be a clear acknowledgement that the Department will
retain accountability for and be focused on timely decision
making.
This suggestion has been incorporated into the Public
Participation, Purpose, and Scope sections of the Policy.

c. The implication of Goal III, i.e. "empowerment (of the public) to
participate in Departmental decision making," may be impossible to
achieve, is not contemplated in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, or
legislative history of the Act.
The Goals section has been revised to convey that the Department
actively seeks and incorporates input from an informed and
knowledgeable public in an open and timely process.
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11. Public Service Electric and Gas Company Harold W. Borden, Jr.
a. The timing of public involvement is also a crucial factor.

The Department agrees. The issue of timing is discussed generally
throughout the revised Policy, including the Core Values section.
Determinations about the timing of public participation in
decision making will be described more specifically in the
program- and site-specific public participation plans.

b. The utilities are important stakeholders and should be included.
The Department agrees.

12. GPU Nuclear Corporation P. R. Clark
a. The policy should specifically recognize the need to seek the full

range of diverse public views.
This has been done, specifically in its opening paragraph of the
Policy and in the first implementing action of Critical Policy
Element V of the Secretary's Memorandum.

b. The policy should assure a balance of diverse views and determine
how representative each view is.
The Department believes each viewpoint is representative of a
specific stakeholder or stakeholder group. The Department will
attempt to reach a balance of diverse viewpoints. Please see
response #4.a.

c. In the Secretary's memorandum, under Implementing Actions, the
second item, rewrite it to read "Department officials will
routinely and consistently listen to and incorporate or respond to
public input."
The spirit of this change is reflected in the Memorandum.

13. Northern States Power James Howard
a. The training component of this policy should specifically address

the importance of the type and timing of information intended to
be provided to the public.
This is an excellent suggestion and will be taken under
consideration in planning and developing training for this Policy.

b. Specifically address how the agency will use the public's
involvement in its decision-making processes.
The revised Policy discusses the incorporation of public input
into the decisions the Department makes in a variety of places,
including Critical Policy Element I under "Implementing actions."
Further details about this process, which will vary by site, will
be included in site-specific public participation plans.

14. Nuclear Information and Resource Service Mary Olson
a. There was insufficient time given to review the policy.

Please see response #2.a.
b. When will the Department say there has been "public

participation," when in fact there was stakeholder participation?
The Department defines stakeholders as individuals or groups
within the public and private sectors who are interested in and/or
affected by the Department's activities and decisions.
Consequently, the Department considers stakeholders to be members
of the public who become involved.
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c. There is no defined mechanism for accountability of who has had
the opportunity to know about the Department's plans.
Site and program managers responsible for public participation are
expected to make good faith efforts to provide broad dissemination
of information and notifications of upcoming events/decisions.
The diversity of viewpoints on a given issue/decision will be one
measure; another can be provided through the annual assessments to
be done in conjunction with stakeholders at each site.

d. In the Definition section, there seems to be a mandate to "play it
by ear". Who's ear?
The Department disagrees with this interpretation. Though
responsibility for the implementation of this Policy permeates all
levels, senior managers, both at Headquarters and in the field,
are specifically responsible (Accountability section).

e. I strongly recommend a proactive articulation of "actively seek".
The phrase "actively seek" means that the Department will make
good faith efforts to reach all parties who may be interested in
specific programs and activities.

f. The DOE should rethink the apparent interchangeable use of the
terms "stakeholder" and "public".
The Department has defined "stakeholder" under the Definition
section. As discussed in response #14.b., stakeholders are
considered to be members of the public.

g. An appeals process for the public once a decision has been made is
absent.
If the public wishes to appeal a Department decision, it should
first attempt to do so at the local level. If issue resolution is
not possible at the local level, the public can refer the appeal
to senior management at Headquarters.

h. Goals section: "A clearly defined decision-making process with
known access points for public involvement is routinely followed".
This is great. How will this be accomplished?
There is no one answer to this question. These determinations
will be made individually in accordance with each site's public
participation implementation plan. Specifics of implementation
will largely be local decisions.

i. Empowering the public to participate in decision-making is only
meaningful if there is recourse for the public to an independent
authority.
Please see response #14.g.

j. Grants should be provided to fund the public and independent
researchers so that they may be able to fully join into the
dialogue. Commit taxpayer dollars to support taxpayer input.
Public participation is to be the responsibility of all DOE
employees (Goal III), part of ongoing program and site operations.
As such, resources will be provided in the course of regular
planning and budgeting processes. The issue of support funding to
stakeholder groups is one that will be addressed on a site- and
program-specific basis, subject to federal law and regulation.

k. Fund an independent stakeholder board that would be bound by
ethics rules and policies.
Many sites are setting up citizen advisory boards. Given the
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decentralized nature of public participation activities, this
approach seem preferable to a single national board.

15. County of Inyo, CA Brad Mettam
a. The need for early public involvement should be explicitly

discussed and required.
The Department agrees and anticipates that this topic will be
discussed explicitly in individual program and site specific
public participation documents. The spirit of this comment is
addressed in numerous places in this document.

b. Both the implementation guidance memo and the policy should say
that active public involvement includes providing the public with
the institutional and technical resources to independently
assimilate and evaluate DOE information.
Please see response #14.j.

16. PECO Energy Company Gwendolyn S. King
a. No comments.

17. Safe Energy Communication Council Martin Gelfand
a. To whom did you send this particular request for involvement?

This document was sent to the heads of DOE Headquarters Elements,
Field Office managers, and national laboratory directors who, in
turn, were asked to share it with their stakeholders.

b. Why is the comment period so short?
Please see response #2.a.

c. Extra time or funds should be provided for this process to enable
stakeholders to adequately participate.
Please see responses #2.a. and #14.j.

18. U.S. EPA J. William Gunter
a. The tone of the memo and guidance is "heavy handed".

What may be interpreted as "heavy handedness" is a reflection of
the seriousness with which this issue is being presented to those
within the DOE Complex. Trying to change a culture of command-
and-control to one of openness and public participation requires
special attention and emphasis.

b. The policy and guidance should start off with an explanation of
why DOE thinks public involvement is important. This explanation
should precede the opening policy statement.
The need for public involvement is defined in the guidance
document. In addition, an opening Public Participation section
has been added in the Policy.

c. The policy statement should stress that public involvement will be
an open and on-going communication process. Therefore, we suggest
eliminating the word "routine" throughout the policy.
The Department agrees and has deleted the word "routine."

d. Add a statement or two suggesting that program managers or public
affairs staff try to assess the communication needs of
stakeholders and others.
For the most part, references to specific personnel positions have
been removed from the document to reflect the relevance this
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policy has to every employee within the DOE Complex. It is
expected, however, that site staff will perform these assessments
as a result of these policy and guidance documents, and as part of
specific public participation programs established at each site.

e. Core Values: Suggest including "communications" and
"consultation."
"Communication" as a core value was incorporated into the Policy.
"Consultation" was not for it is similar to the combined core
values of "communication," "openness," and "responsiveness."

f. Goals: Add "the public's concerns, questions, comments, etc, are
addressed."
The spirit of this suggestion has been incorporated throughout the
Policy and Guidance Memorandum.

g. Responsibilities: Add a suggestion for a periodic evaluation of
the effectiveness of DOE's public involvement processes.
This suggestion has been incorporated into the guidance document.
Each program- and site-specific public participation document will
be assessed annually.

19. USCEA Phillip Bayne
a. The policy should say that participants in any policy or program

initiative have an obvious and relevant stake in that initiative.
"Participants" in any specific DOE policy or program initiative
would fit within the larger group of Departmental "stakeholders"
who, by definition, are those "interested in and/or affected by
the Department's activities and decisions."

b. The policy should also specify that achieving the desired result
of a given DOE initiative will also be a measure of leadership and
performance
This is a good suggestion. The policy document, however, is not
the appropriate place for this criterion. As discussed in the
introductory section of the guidance document, the criteria to be
used in the policy and program assessments have yet to be defined.
The Department invites stakeholders to participate in this process
by providing suggestions and recommendations on the creation of
these criteria.

20. Boston Edison Bernard W. Reznicek
a. The policy needs the important element of timely decision making.

. . Add timely decision-making to Goal II or as a separate goal.
Timeliness is specifically identified as a Core Value, and the
importance of timeliness is referenced throughout the document.

b. I underscore the importance of training DOE staff on the elements
of public involvement.
Training will be an integral part of many public participation
programs within the DOE Complex. It is identified as Critical
Policy Element III in the Secretary's Memorandum.

21. Tennessee Valley Authority 0. D. Kingsley, Jr.
a. The policy should clearly recognize the importance of public

involvement, but that DOE has ultimate responsibility for
efficient decision-making.
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As indicated in the Public Participation and Scope sections of the
Policy, the Department is not relinquishing its responsibility for
decision making, but rather is requesting stakeholder input to
help it make better, more informed decisions.

b. Public involvement must be carefully integrated to achieve program
goals in a timely and cost effective manner.
The Department agrees and will make every effort to integrate
public participation programs and activities into other management
activities to achieve a timely and cost-effective approach to
public involvement. These concerns are reflected in both the
Policy (Core Values section) and the Secretary's Memorandum.

22. Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee Hal Rogers
a. Not much time was given to review the policy.

Please see response #2.a.
b. Goal I: What degree of authority is needed and how much will be

delegated by this paragraph?
All employees throughout the Department system (Goal III) are held
generally accountable for supporting and promoting public
participation, but managers will be held specifically accountable
(Accountability section). Further, under this Policy, sites are
the primary developers/implementors of public participation plans
and will be responsible with their stakeholders to do yearly
assessments of the effectiveness of their efforts.

c. Goal II: Suggested Change - "...for public involvement shall be
established for each project and followed by all employees
assigned to the project. The public shall be informed of these
processes and encouraged and assisted to participate in the
decision making process."
The spirit of this suggestion has been incorporated throughout the
document. Please see the Scope section and Goal III.

d. Goal III: Suggested Change - " Current, timely information
regarding a project's status (technical, community,
administrative, and otherwise), shall be presented to the public,
and readily available in response to public inquiries.
Misinformation appearing in the news media shall be corrected
promptly."
The Department agrees with the thrust of these suggestions that
information should, to the maximum extent possible, be accurate,
current, and readily available; misinformation from any source
must be corrected as quickly and broadly as possible. The whole
thrust of this Policy is to ensure a continuous flow of two-way
information and response.

e. Public communication through the news media and prompt correction
of misinformation are the keys to current DOE problems of public
perception.
Please see response #22.d.

f. Responsibilities: The requirement for coordination with Public
and Consumer Affairs at headquarters and in the field could
introduce delays that would inhibit prompt and effective
communication with the public at local levels.
The Department agrees. Please see response #9.b.

9



Draft Memo: Public communication should be more specifically
emphasized.
The Department believes that the spirit of these comments are
reflected in the Guidance document.

23. Sigma Xi, The Scientific Research Society John F. Ahearne
a. Goal I: Do you intend for every employee to be responsible for

public involvement, and still coordinate such activities through
PC&A?
While every employee is generally responsible for public
involvement, managers will be held specifically accountable. The
role of the director of the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs
is one of support and facilitation, not program direction or
oversight. Please see responses #9.b. and 22.b.

b. Confusion can result in the public's mind if it is not clear right
from the beginning what decision making participation the public
is going to have. Therefore, Goal III needs some clarification.
Site-specific public participation plans will provide this
clarification, as it may vary according to a site's mission and a
community's interests/concerns. Please see response #14.h.

c. "Risk-taking will be rewarded" is not clear.
In this context, "risk-taking" means "innovation". That is, those
who use innovative methods for engaging in public communication
and participation will be rewarded. Nevertheless, in response to
this and similar comments which suggested that the term "risk-
taking" was problematic, the term has been replaced throughout the
document with the more accurate term "innovation."

24. Office of Management and Budget T.J. Glauthier
a. No comments, the document is fine.

25. Portland General Electric Company Ken Harrison
a. The goal of this process is not to force consensus, but to

understand the options.
The Department agrees. The concept of understanding threads
through the entire Policy and especially in the Public
Participation and Purpose sections.

b. Developing and agreeing upon participant ground rules in beginning
of these processes, and referring back to this agreement when
issues arise, helps align expectations.
The Department agrees and encourages sites to consider the use of
various agreements and mechanisms to define expectations as they
develop their individual site public participation plans.

26. Western Interstate Energy Douglas Larson
a. The coordination of public involvement activities through the

Office of Public and Consumer Affairs causes some concern, for it
adds an unnecessary layer in the chain of communication between
headquarters and local decision makers.
The Department agrees. Please see responses #9.b.

b. The policy should build on and expand the direct contact between
state personnel and OCRWM.
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This comment has been forwarded to OCRWM for consideration/action.

27. American Society of Civil Engineers Edward 0. Pfrang
a. No comments.

28. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Robert M. Bernero
a. The policy is consistent with the existing NRC/DOE procedural

agreement and its focus on information flow between the NRC and
DOE, timely NRC involvement in DOE's regulatory activities, early
identification of potential licensing issues, and participation in
NRC/DOE pre-licensing consultations by sites, Indian Tribes,
affected units of local government and the public. . .
Stakeholder involvement is an essential element of the ongoing
NRC/DOE technical interchange process.
The Department agrees.

b. We encourage immediate real-time information availability through
telephone and computer access points.
This is directed in Critical Policy Element V.

29. ADR A. David Rossin
a. Purpose: Should be amended to "trust between the Department and

the public it serves in order that it may more effectively carry
out its responsibilities to the nation and its people. 
The spirit and intent of these words permeate the Policy.

b. Background: Exceptions to this poor history of public involvement
are the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program and the Low-
Level Waste Management Program.
The section of the policy has been deleted from the final draft
document.

c. Definition: There is no mention of the responsible parties the
state must deal with - states, municipalities, corporations,
contractors, etc.
References to specific stakeholders, including responsible
parties, will be incorporated in the site-specific and program
public participation plans.

d. Memo: Under Critical Policy Element V, the following addition
should be made to explicitly point to the risks of failure of the
department to meet its obligations, (and in a timely manner):
"consensus, including the risks to the nation and its people of
failure of the Department to carry out its obligations and meet 
its objectives. 
The concept of consensus-building has been removed from the
document. Please see response #25.a.

e. Participation and involvement are confusingly intertwined in both
the draft policy statement and the memo.
The word "participation" is used almost exclusively in both
documents in the final draft.

f. It is the Department, not the stakeholders, that must make
decisions and set policy. The policy shows a serious lack of
recognition of responsibility on the part of DOE.
The Department disagrees. This document is intended to ensure
public participation in the Department's decisions. Still, it has
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ultimate decision making authority, and nowhere is this document
does it relinquish that responsibility. See particularly the
Public Participation and Scope sections of the Policy.

30. Eureka County, NV Abigail C. Johnson
a. There was an inadequate amount of time to respond.

Please see response #2.a.
b. The draft does not address the issue of providing adequate

scheduling and time for public involvement.
The issue of timeliness is referenced throughout the Policy
document. See especially the Core Values section and Goal III.

c. Does the policy apply to public review processes like
Environmental Impact Statements and Environmental Assessments? If
so, this should be explicitly stated.
This policy applies to legally-required hearings, as noted in the
Definition section.

d. The policy does not provide guidance or direction on doing more
than listening and responding. Also, the policy should provide
some direction on how DOE managers can incorporate input from the
public.
The revised draft focuses more attention on incorporating public
input; for example, see Critical Policy Element I and its
Implementing Actions. Also note the addition of a specific
Accountability section in the Policy.

e. We are unsure of the meaning of "risk-taking".
Please see response #23.c.

f. Headquarters will develop clearance procedures for public
information materials. What kind of clearance?
This reference has been deleted from the revised document. Public
and/or Community Affairs offices, at headquarters or in the field,
will provide coordination as described in the Guidance document.
Also, please see response #23.a.

g. In the past it has been difficult for all levels of DOE to work as
a team. Is this a new directive? What special steps will be
taken so that this effort is successful?
Teaming is part of the Department's overall commitment to quality
management principles and strong customer service. All Department
personnel are being trained in quality principles which will be
applied in public participation activities.

31. League of Women Voters of Nevada Nancy Wall
a. There was not enough time to respond with the original deadline

given. We appreciate the extension.
Thank you for noting the extension. It reflects the Department's
commitment to be flexible in responding to stakeholder input and
to learn from and correct inadvertant mistakes.

b. The policy needs to mention the need for allowing the public
enough time to comment or participate.
These additions have been made to the policy. The strongest
language to this effect may be found in Goal II and the Core
Values section.
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c. The policy does not address what DOE should do with the public's
input other than respond. The policy should detail how Americans
will influence decisions --listening isn't enough.
Please see response #30.d.

d. The policy should define what is meant by "risk-taking".
Please see response #23.c.

32. BNFL John Graham
a. The policy lacks specificity in many areas -- it appears to depend

on the "public" and stakeholders coming forward; it lacks any
effort on behalf of DOE to approach stakeholders on anything other
than a formal basis.
It is true that this Policy lacks specificity in a number of
areas. As mentioned earlier, the Policy and Guidance Memorandum
are designed to serve as a framework within which program- and
site-specific public participation plans can be developed.
Details not discussed in these documents will be included in the
site-specific and program plans. With respect to your second
comment, the Department disagrees. The very first sentence in the
Policy, as well as the Definition section, define public
participation as "open, ongoing two-way communication, both formal
and informal, . . ." including "informal conversations." Indeed,
the Department hopes to build open, respectful relationships with
its stakeholders that will virtually ensure steady, informal
interactions on the widest range of interests and thoughts.

b. Implementing actions appear to gather only stakeholder concurrence
for programs already engaged.
The Department disagrees. This Policy has been designed to
solicit public input as a means of helping the Department make
better, more informed decisions. Consequently, the Department
hopes to involve the public as early in the decision making
process as possible, and well before final decisions are made.
Also, it is important to note that concurrence is neither a
Department goal nor expectation.

c. American Indian Tribes are mentioned in passing in a couple of
places as being an inclusive group within the "public." They are
not.
The Department's American Indian Policy recognizes and commits to
a government-to-government relationship with all Native American
Tribal governments and ensures that their sovereign rights are
fully respected. That Policy mandates that all Departmental
activities affecting Native American Tribal rights or trust
resources be implemented in a knowledgeable and sensitive manner,
respectful of Tribal sovereignty. As noted in other responses,
this Public Participation Policy is to be implemented in concert
with other Departmental initiatives, including its American Indian
Policy.

d. How will DOE's new policy affect program "conferences," in light
of scientific credibility and peer review?
It is not expected that this Policy will have any effect on
conferences.
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e. Implementation plans do not deal with information channels,
publications, public reading rooms, speaking programs, school
programs, etc..
This is true. Any reference to these programs would be found in
program and site-specific public participation plans.

33. Agency for Nuclear Projects
Nuclear Waste Project Office Bob Loux
a. Responsibilities section: Needs to discuss how a decision making

process is defined and access points are established.
Please see response #14.h.

b. Definition section: While two-way communication is an important
and essential element in actualizing real public involvement,
there is much more to the concept than is stated or implied by the
draft policy.
Two-way communication is discussed in greater detail in the
revised policy. Please see the Secretary's Guidance Memorandum,
Critical Policy Element I, "Implementing Actions," and the Policy
under the Core Values and Definition sections, for specific
discussions of this concept.

c. The current draft policy does not appear to do anything to assure
that the public will, in fact, be able to influence DOE decisions.
This Policy anticipates that the public will, in fact, influence
the Department's decision making, but we cannot forecast precisely
the nature and extent of that influence on every future decision.
The revised document, however, discusses this issue extensively.
Please see the Definition section, Goal I, and Critical Policy
Element I.

d. Meaningful public involvement processes must have an element of
empowerment built in.
The Department agrees. Please see Goal II.

e. The draft policy would be strengthened if it contained specific
directives designed to break down the wall between public input
and DOE decision making. For example, an administrative appeals
process available to the public for recourse when decisions are
seen as contrary to the public's interest or when they are not
consistent with the public's input.
Please see response #14.g.

f. The policy needs real teeth, in the form of sanctions and
systematic follow up. There is nothing to keep DOE from turning
the initiative into a public relations tool.
This document is meant to serve as the broad framework for guiding
development of specific, detailed public participation plans and
efforts. In the Accountability section, there is specific
reference to public participation being a performance element for
senior departmental, program, and field mangers responsible for
implementing public participation.

g. Unless the term "participate" is defined in such a way as to
afford real ability to influence decisions, this statement carries
little real meaning.
Please see response #33.c.
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h. The policy presumes a hierarchical structure of organization,
where policy directives will flow readily from one level to the
next.
This section (Responsibilities section in the 12/1/93 version) has
been changed to minimize any delays that may result from a
hierarchical flow of policy directives. The coordination point
for activities for each program and site will be the Office of
Public Affairs at that site, while the Director of Public and
Consumer Affairs will serve as the primary office for Headquarters
and Department-wide coordination.

i. The Principal Secretarial Officer and Senior Department Managers
will also need training themselves on the fundamentals of public
involvement.
This is true and, in fact, has already begun in many Headquarters
program areas. The effort will be extended across the Complex.

j Responsibilities section: Having DOE public relations staff
coordinating public involvement activities raises the specter of
the initiative devolving into a slick public relations campaign
aimed at selling DOE programs to uninformed customers.
The Department's public affairs staff will be coordinating public
involvement activities. In addition, however, many informed
customers are and will be involved in these processes; they will
certainly not allow this type of devolution to occur. The annual
stakeholder-assisted policy and program assessments will also help
ensure that public participation efforts remain a substantive and
meaningful part of the Department's decision making processes.

34. UNLV-Harry Reid Center for Environmental Studies Bill Andrews
a. The policy should be used to develop a "Total Credibility

Management" policy that would go far beyond passive stakeholder
participation afforded by "listening" and "access points" outlined
in the current draft policy, to a fundamental restructuring of how
department activities that lead up to a decision making process
are conducted.
This is not dissimilar from the efforts proposed within the
revised Policy. Public participation is expected to be an
interactive process in which the public will be able to play a
substantive role in Department decision making.

b. Peer review should be required, not encouraged, to add confidence
to the Core Value of scientific credibility.
This suggestion has been incorporated in the Core Values section.

35. American Nuclear Society Edward D. Fuller
a. Statement of purpose: Amend it to read "trust between the

department and the public it serves in order that it may more
effectively carry out its responsibilities to the nation and its
people. 
Please see response #29.a.

b. Background: It would add perspective to mention that notable
exceptions to the poor history of public involvement include the
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management and the Low-Level
Waste Management program.
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Please see response #29.b.
c. Definitions: It would be helpful to include the responsible

parties with which DOE must also deal...states, municipalities,
corporations, contractors, etc.
Please see response #29.c.

d. Memorandum: Paragraph 5 should be amended to read: "consensus,
including risks to the nation and its people if the Department 
fails to carry out its obligations in a timely fashion. 
Please see response #29. d.

e. Information and participation are interdependent, but conceptually
and practically distinct. The memo and the policy could be
improved by recognizing this distinction.
Please see response #29.e.

f. The policy leaves the issue of DOE's responsibility to make
decisions and provide accountability somewhat vague. (It is
important that DOE clarify that DOE and not the stakeholders will
ultimately make decisions and set policy).
Please see response #29.f.

36. Esmeralda, Lincoln, and White Pine Counties, NV Florindo Mariani
a. There was not enough time to respond.

Please see response #2.a.
b. Policy: The concept that DOE public involvement needs to be

"routine" suggests that is may be unimaginative, unable to
accommodate evolving stakeholder needs, and ultimately and
potentially ineffective. An effective public involvement process
will permit public participation when and to the degree various
publics determine appropriate to their needs.
The Department agrees that effective public participation will be
defined by program and stakeholder needs and wants. Use of the
word "routine" was intended to.convey a sense of regularity.
Rather, it conveys the images described in your comment. As a
result, it has been removed from the document.

c. Purpose: You might note that the policy is intended to ensure
that effective public involvement occurs and that DOE decisions
are not made without the benefit of important public perspectives.
This is an excellent suggestion and has been incorporated into the
Purpose section.

d. Purpose: As this paragraph now stands, the purpose of public
involvement is articulated, yet the purpose of the policy on
public involvement is not described. You need to indicate the
policy's purpose.
This is true. The Purpose section has been revised and a Public
Participation section added to reflect these comments.

e. Background: Perhaps what is missing is the important recognition
that historically, DOE staff have assumed an "us and them"
approach to dealing with the public.
Though the Background section has been removed from the revised
draft, the intent of the Public Participation Policy is to foster
a more interactive approach to decision making by involving the
public in meaningful ways.
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f. Definition: The concept of demand-driven public involvement
rather than an institution of routine may be more appropriate. An
effective public involvement initiative should be the means
through which DOE decisions are reached, rather than providing a
means through which Americans can influence DOE decisions. This
definition might also focus less on inducing greater public
involvement and more on improving ways DOE can enhance and better
use the input the public is willing to offer.
As discussed in earlier responses, the concept of "routine"
decision making has been removed from the policy and guidance
documents for the reasons mentioned in response #36.b. The
Department hopes that the Policy will accomplish both of these;
that public involvement will serve as the means by which
Department decisions are reached and the means by which the public
can influence Department decisions.

g. Goal I: Needs to be restated to incorporate staff as having an
equal responsibility to effect public involvement.
This important point has been written into Goal III in the revised
policy.

h. Goals II: Internal decision-making should be reserved for those
actions for which the Department has little or no discretion. In
areas where there is latitude, an open decision making policy
should be devised.
The Department envisions many of its decisions will be made in
this manner.

i. Goals III: Might be restated as, "The public is informed in a
timely manner about and empowered to participate in all
departmental decision-making activities of a discretionary
nature."
This Policy is meant to serve as a broad framework for public
participation; more specific discussions about the types of issues
in which the public will have opportunities to provide input will
be included in the program and site-specific public participation
plans.

j. Core Values: Others might include transparency, early
involvement, health risk minimization, procedural equity, and
distributional equity.
Early involvement is discussed throughout the document. Health
risk minimization is a priority of the Department; it is being
addressed across multiple program offices, as are complex equity
issues.

k. Responsibilities: If public involvement is a discrete performance
element, how will performance be measured? Who will decide
whether goals have been met? Shouldn't the public play a part in
evaluating the performance of senior department and program
managers with respect to public involvement goals?
As discussed in the guidance memorandum, annual assessments will
be made of the Department's public participation efforts.
Stakeholders will be encouraged to participate in this review
process by providing their views and recommendations on both the
policy and implementation efforts. Stakeholders will also be
invited to assist the Department is developing the criteria used
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to evaluate effectiveness.
1. The difference between program and staff offices is not clear

The Department recognizes the confusion this has created and has
revised the Policy to eliminate references to specific program and
staff titles. But this in no way diminishes the responsibility of
incumbents in these positions for effective public participation.

m. What does the term "coordinate" imply?
The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs will serve as the
point of contact for public participation activities that occur at
the Headquarters level. S/he will ensure that individual programs
and sites are aware of each other's activities and share
information, resources, and lessons learned as much as feasible.

n. Will approval through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs be
required by field offices to respond to local stakeholder needs?
Will this lead to bureaucratic paralysis?
No. Senior, program, and field managers will have the authority
to make decisions in response to local stakeholder needs and
requests. Moreover, these individual managers will pass that
information back through the Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs so that the Department can improve its overall
understanding, sensitivity, and responsiveness to stakeholders.

o. The function of the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs is
unclear and not justified with regard to effective public
involvement. Perhaps this office can act as an Ombudsman to whom
the public can go if they feel involvement is inadequate and
managers are unresponsive.
The Department envisions that the Office of Public and Consumer
Affairs will serve as a conduit for information and support to
ensure that public participation efforts are adequate and
responsive across the entire Department. In this sense, the
Office of Public and Consumer Affairs will indeed serve as a kind
of unofficial "ombudsman." The Department also has an official
ombudsman.

P. Comments on the memorandum -- 1st paragraph, 1st sentence: DOE is
encouraged to reconsider the routine nature of its public
involvement policy. The term integral might be more appropriate.
The Department agrees. The word "routine" has been replaced
throughout the Policy and guidance memorandum and replaced with
words like "integral."

q. 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence: Does "open to the full view and
input" mean if the public becomes aware of a DOE meeting that the
public will be entitled to participate therein?
Though this section has been rewritten, it is the intent of the
Policy that the public be broadly involved in the Department's
decision making from the earliest stages. Program and site-
specific public participation plans will detail this involvement.

r. The terms "open", "full view", and "input" need to be defined so
that the Secretary's intent is explicit.
The Policy has been rewritten such that the phrase "open to the
full view and input" is no longer a part of the revised Policy.
However, the scope and timing of public input will be detailed in
each site or program's individual public participation plan.
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s. Critical Policy Element #1, Implementing Actions: Affected and
other interested parties should be vested with the responsibility
to regularly review and report to the Secretary Departmental
performance in meeting agency involvement goals.
Please see the introductory section of the Secretary's Memorandum
for discussion of stakeholder participation in each site/program's
annual assessment of its public participation efforts.

t. Critical Policy Element #:- It is important that DOE not confuse
public involvement and public information/education initiatives.
The Department recognizes the difference and will work to the best
of its ability to avoid confusing them.

37. Science Applications International Corporation Dan Burns
Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Project
a. Definition: Public involvement should also include substantive

two-way communication with employees (internal audience).
The Department agrees. This is referenced in the Definition
section.

b. Examination of the interchangeable use of "public" and
"stakeholder" might be helpful, as would defining each term.
Please see the Definition section of the Policy for a definition
of "stakeholder." The word "public" is used in its standard
English context.

c. Clarify as a goal of the Department to communicate the decision
making access points and accessibility of the Department's
decision making processes to the public.
The Department has incorporated this suggestion in Goal II.

d. Core Values: Accessibility should be added to the list of 11 core
values.
The Department agrees and has added this core value to the list.

e. Effective public communication training for Department personnel
and contractors is crucial. Training responsibility is listed for
Program Managers but is later listed as an implementing action for
the Director of Public and Consumer Affairs. The position closest
to the public and with the most interactions with the public
should be responsible for this.
The Department agrees that communication training is an important
and essential tool for communicating effectively with the public.
The draft policy has been rewritten so that senior management is
responsible for training at the local level.

f. An innovative method of accurately assessing local needs is
needed. An effective assessment of public needs may include
various types of public opinion research.
Such an option would be appropriate for consideration by each site
or program.

g. Further implementing actions should be examined that would
transmit accurate and timely information to large segments of the
public.
Such examination is appropriate at each individual site. In
addition, the Department is addressing the issue of information
dissemination extensively in its development and implementation of
its Communication and Trust Strategic Plan. All of the
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Department's efforts are intended to be mutually supportive and
integrated; no one effort is exclusive of the Department's overall
commitment to openness, efficiency, and customer service.

38. Science Applications International Corporation Paul Seidler
Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Project
a. The policy document lacks a numbering system.

This deficiency has been corrected.
b. A consistent approach to public involvement is neither feasible

nor desirable. The approach at each site will be determined by
the political environment of that locality and the issues being
discussed.
The Department agrees and has made this a central tenet of the
Policy and guidance documents. Each site will develop its own
public participation plans tailored to meet its specific needs;
but all sites will reflect a consistency in philosophy, core
values, and goals as enunciated in these framework documents.

c. A more appropriate objective is a consistent understanding of the
Department's public involvement philosophy and a commitment to
implement it.
The Department agrees, as stated above.

39. Department of Energy
Environmental Management Advisory Committee James T. Melillo
a. (Comment made by Tad McCall, BDM Federal) What is the purpose of

the Core Values section? It just seems to sit there.
This section has been expanded to include a brief description of
each core value, describing characteristics to be found in each
program, regardless of how it is specifically developed.

b. (Comments made by Al Alm, Science Applications International
Corporation; Jerry Christean, Mid-Atlantic Public Service; Ron
Ross, Western Governors' Association) This is a good plan.
The Department agrees.

40. Vicki Dastillung Vicki Dastillung
a. It would be useful if DOE would clarify who is responsible for

public involvement activities at each site or set up one person
who could then refer the public to the proper person and procedure
(if there is one) in order to have their needs addressed.
The Department agrees and expects each site to designate a public
participation contact point. As described in the Accountability
section, senior management will ensure that appropriate staff is
available to serve in this capacity.

b. How will this policy impact the contractors who run many of the
sites? Will they be required to adopt this?
Contractors are considered part of the Department of Energy and
will be expected to implement this Policy.

c. Who will the public contact if it has any complaints about DOE's
implementation of the public participation policy? Will DOE
provide clear information about the name (and phone number) of
this person so they will know the proper place to get such
concerns resolved?
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The site public participation contact and/or site manager would be
the first level of recourse; if resolution were not possible, the
issue would then be referred to the responsible Headquarters
Program and up through that chain of command.

d. How will DOE evaluate how well this policy is actually being
implemented? Self-evaluation is essential, but should not be the
only method of evaluation; the public should be included, as well.
The Department agrees. Please see the introductory section of the
Secretary's guidance memorandum for a more detailed discussion of
this matter.

41. Shira A. Flax Shira A. Flax
a. Why does the chain of responsibility stop with the Field/Public

Affairs/External Relations Directors?
On the contrary, responsibility for public participation extends
to every employee within the DOE Complex. Please see Goal III.

b. Does DOE have staff available that can identify the training and
support their colleagues need?
Yes. A number of such training programs are ongoing, through
Headquarters and at sites and field offices. The Department has
compiled an Inventory of Communications/Public Participation
Training currently available. This document is available through
the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs.

c. How are the Critical Policy Elements integrated in performance
evaluations?
Where appropriate, public participation elements will be included
in managers' performance standards, and they will be evaluated on
the basis of program effectiveness and results.

42. Confederated Tribes and Bands
of the Yakima Indian Nation Russell Jim
a. I hope there will be training for managers on the implications of

Treaty rights of Indigenous people.
Training will largely be site and/or program specific, and will be
identified in site/program implementation plans. The Policy
envisions that all appropriate training will be provided.

b. The Yakima Nation considers its status as a sovereign, and does
not wish to be lumped in with general public notices.
Please see response #32.c.

43. Ohio EPA Thomas A. Winston, P.E.
a. Developing a successful public involvement program at each site

requires a long-term commitment from top management.
The Department agrees. Indeed, the Policy's strongest supporter
is the Secretary of Energy.

b. Responsibilities: Training employees is not enough. DOE needs to
evaluate effectiveness, devise improvements, create incentives,
and discourage sanctions for inept, ill-advised, but well
intentioned communication.
The spirit of this suggestion has been incorporated into the
Policy. Moreover, the Department views all of its new initiatives
to improve openness, efficiency, and customer service as linked.
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The commitment to quality management principles now infusing the
Department will help ensure ongoing process monitoring and
evaluation with a view toward continuous improvement. A key
reason for the Director of Public and Consumer Affairs'
coordination role under this Policy is to assure that experience,
"lessons learned," and successes in public participation are
broadly shared across the Department, so that all elements are
performing to a high level of quality and meeting customer/
stakeholder expectations.

44. Department of Energy
Idaho Communications Division Connie Nash
a. (Comment made by Brett Hayball, Shoshone-Bannock Tribal/DOE

Coordinator and Project Director): I strongly agree that the
process must be tailored to specific stakeholder needs and that
the policy only be used as a guide based upon the diversity of
stakeholders.
The Department agrees. A decentralized approach to public
participation is a fundamental tenet of this Policy.

b. (Comment made by Linda Milam, Mayor of Idaho Falls): Too non-
specific in the area of identifying stakeholders.
The term "stakeholder" has been defined .in the Definition section.

c. (Milam): I hope that DOE's commitment to two-way communication
with "other governmental agencies" includes local (city and
county) as well as state and tribal officials.
Two-way communication will occur with all interested individuals,
groups, and government entities.

d. (Comment made by Terry Smith, Public Information Officer, State
INEL Oversight Program): Holding officials accountable and
rewarding risk-taking is a step in the right direction.
The Department agrees, though it has changed the term "risk-
taking" to "innovation" (please see response #23.c.).

e. (Comment made by Candis Webb, Department of Energy, Idaho): The
Secretary may want to consider issuing a short, separate letter to
all DOE employees to emphasize this culture shift and positive
aspects of goals.
The Secretary will be issuing a Guidance Memorandum to all
employees along with this Policy. And as noted in other
responses, this Public Participation Policy is one of many
Secretarial initiatives designed to instill a new culture of
openness, efficiency, and customer service across the entire
Department. Many efforts are underway to assure that employees
embrace this new way of doing the Department's business.

f. (Comment made by Ellie Hamilton, Private Citizen): Core Values:
Include "accuracy".
This suggestion has been incorporated into the Core Values
section.

g. (Webb): The policy should be issued through the DOE Order system,
rather than just issued as a policy letter.
The Policy is being issued under the Department's revised
Directives System.
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h. (Smith): Let the citizens advise the site manager on which access
points are most appropriate.
As discussed in Critical Policy Element II, stakeholders and field
managers will determine and identify pre-decisional access points
for public input.

i. (Smith): The establishment of a data base of real-time
information is wonderful in theory, but is it workable or feasible
cost-wise?
Easy access data bases as well as other means of providing
efficient, accessible, real-time information are being examined
under the Department's efforts to implement its Communication and
Trust Strategic Plan. It is hoped that electronic communication
will prove both workable and cost-effective in the near-term.

45. Department of Energy
Office of Nuclear Energy Daniel Dreyfus
a. The policy conveys the impression that the public can have daily

and unrestricted access to the policy making process and staff in
all DOE program offices. This is not feasible.
Daily and unrestricted access to individuals is not the goal;
"open, ongoing two-way communication, both formal and informal,
between the Department and its stakeholders" is, with the
objective of gaining "the most diverse collection of opinions,
perspectives, and values from the broadest spectrum of the public,
enabling the Department to make better, more informed decisions."
Program officials and staff will be expected to be available as
necessary to achieve this objective.

b. Certain information from private industry must remain classified,
proprietary, or where privileged. Language to that effect should
be included in policy.
The Department agrees and has added language to this effect in the
Scope section. Program and site-specific public participation
plans will include any additional language necessary because of
the mission/activities of that program and/or site.

c. The Background section is inappropriate because the policy could
be around for years.
The Background section has been removed.

d. Goal I: The public cannot practically be involved in "daily
program operations."
The point is well taken and the phrase has been removed.

e. Goal III: The public provides input which we use in making
decisions. As written, this section implies that the public
actually participates in the decisions themselves.
Participation in Department decision making does, indeed, imply
that the public actually participates in this process. Though the
Department will ultimately make the decisions, the process will
include input from the public. The goal is "better, more
informed" decisions.

f. Need to clarify or delete the Director of Public Affairs' engaging
in clearance procedures. Certain matters should be cleared with
Pubic Affairs, but it appears impractical to both increase the
involvement of the public as described in the policy and clear
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everything with Public Affairs. This will tend to delay response
to the public and convey the wrong impression regarding openness.
The role of the director of Public and Consumer Affairs has been
clarified in response to numerous comments; his/her function is
one of coordination, not clearance.

g. Policy: "routine component of program activities."
Please see response #36.b.

h. "Risk-taking" is not clear. What kind of risk?.
Please see response #23.c.

i. Peer Review is already encouraged.
Peer review is now one of the Core Values.

j. Implementing Action #3 won't work if everything goes through the
Director of Public and Consumer Affairs.
Everything will not need to go through the Director of Public and
Consumer Affairs; senior, program and field managers will have the
authority necessary to carry out effective public participation.

k. Implementing action #5: Need to clarify what real-time
information is.
"Real-time" information has been changed to "timely" information.

46. Illinois EPA Stephen K. Davis
a. A guidance document or handbook must first be drafted to expand on

the newly generated policy.
Program and site-specific public participation plans will serve to
expand on ,and provide details of this new policy.

b. It would be useful for DOE to investigate the community
involvement requirements or the specific program of law that it
intends to comply with when conducting environmental remediation
(RCRA or CERCLA).
This is assumed. The Department is committed to full compliance
with all legal requirements under RCRA, CERCLA, and other
environmental laws and regulations. This Public Participation
Policy is intended to go beyond such legal mandates by supporting
open, ongoing two-way communication and public input into the
Department's decision making, whether or not required by law.

c. Definition: It calls for two-way communication between DOE and
"those interested in and/or affected by the Department's decisions
and activities." This definition should include two other groups:
1) those living or working in the immediate vicinity of a DOE
facility who are potentially affected, and 2) those who are not
affected but perceive they are affected.
The Department agrees and has produced a broader definition of
"stakeholder" than previously used that would include these two
groups. Please see the Definition section.

d. The term stakeholders should be changed to reflect something a bit
more personal or relative to the public.
The term "stakeholder" has been defined in the Definition section.

e. Responsibilities: Public involvement will be a discrete
performance element for senior and program managers. Does this
statement mean that these managers will be responsible for public
involvement activities, that this responsibility will be measured
on their annual performance evaluation, both, or something else?
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This means that senior management will be responsible for public
participation activities and will have at least part of their
annual performance assessments based on this process.

f. Who will be responsible for responding to news media inquiries?
This is a decision best decided on an individual basis at each
program or site.

g. Who should the IEPA and other government officials contact at DOE
about news media inquiries? Issuance of news releases? Approval
of quotes from upper management on joint news releases?
Appropriate contacts will be identified in each site and/or
program-specific public participation plan. In the interim
questions can be directed to the site program and/or public
affairs managers.

h. Can IEPA and other government agencies have the opportunity to
review and comment on news releases affecting their particular
state? Public involvement plans?
Since state government agencies are considered stakeholders, they
can certainly review public participation plans. Media issues
should be discussed with site public affairs directors.

i. Why are senior level departmental and program managers only
responsible for the policy's effective implementation? Should
this concept be carried out through the DOE ranks to be
implemented?
Please see Goal III. The Policy applies to all DOE employees.

j. Goals: How is the public informed about and empowered to
participate in Departmental decision making?
The public will be informed about opportunities to participate in
Department decision making through a variety of channels,
including the Federal Register, local newspaper and radio
announcements, and public meetings. The types of input desired
and substantive information on the issue(s) for decision will be
provided at the time of the public announcements.

47. Department of Energy
Oakland Operations Office John Belluardo
a. The policy should stress proactive public involvement activities

by DOE rather than reactive actions.
The revised Policy is much more proactive in its approach.

b. Public involvement should be balanced against delays in activities
caused by the time needed for consultation. In some cases, it may
be better for DOE to consider stakeholders opinions without going
through a formal process.
Public participation activities should be designed in such a way
that stakeholders are brought into the process as early as is
feasible, adequate time is provided for them to participate, and
the Department is able to make its decisions on schedule. Public
participation, as defined in this Policy is "open, ongoing two-way
communication, both formal and informal." This Policy anticipates
that much of the day-to-day decision making activity at the site
level will be informal.

c. Responsibilities: A commitment of resources should be made
explicit.
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Please see the opening section of the Secretary's Guidance
Memorandum. Managers are responsible for providing the necessary
resources; specific resource requirements, which will vary from
site to site and program to program, will be identified and
provided through normal planning and budgeting processes.

d. Goal III: Items such as personnel records and classified data
that will not be made public should be listed.
Please see response #45.b.

e. Purpose: Replace "better" decisions with "more informed" or a
similar phrase.
The term "more informed" has been added in the Public
Participation and Purpose sections of the Policy.

f. Critical Policy Elements (Implementing Actions): "The new
benchmark for excellence will be leadership/performance:
Excellence of what?"
This Implementing Action and the two bullets under it have been
deleted from the document.

g. Risk taking should be better defined.
Please see responses #23.c. and #47.f.

h. Peer review of what?
Please see response #47.f.

i. There should be a more direct connections between the policy goals
and implementing actions to achieve those goals.
These have been rewritten to correspond more closely.

j. The commitment to provide staff training and resources to achieve
goals should be made explicit.
Please see response #47.c.

k. Public participation is favored over public involvement as more
descriptive and accurate.
This suggestion has been incorporated throughout the document.

1. The issue of assuring a "balanced" or "representative" public is
not addressed. The term "public" is used too often and too
broadly.
As discussed in an earlier response, the Department believes each
viewpoint is representative of a specific stakeholder or
stakeholder group. While the Department will make every effort to
solicit the broadest range of diverse viewpoints, it should not
arbitrarily assert its judgment as to what constitutes "balance"
over the collective input of stakeholders at a particular site or
on a particular issue. With respect to the use of "public" in the
document, since this is a Public Participation Policy, the
Department believes that use of the term is not excessive.

m. Public participation seems to vary between the draft policy and
guidance. The policy says the public is "empowered to participate
in Departmental decision making." The second says the policy is
for the public to be involved with the Department in "developing
consensus."
The Department's objective is to encourage and empower the public
to participate in its decision making; the term "consensus" has
been deleted from the guidance document.

n. The policy and guidance should be flexible to meet the different
needs of different communities and not place unreasonable demands
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on site personnel or the public.
The Department agrees completely and believes the revised Policy
and Guidance provide the needed degree of decentralization and
flexibility. Moreover, this issue could certainly be addressed
further, on the basis of experience, in the annual site
assessments which are to be done at the local level with
stakeholder involvement.

o. The policy is too broad. It also should address who should
determine which activities the public should be involved in.
This comment would seem to contradict the previous comment
regarding the need for flexibility and "not plac[ing] unreasonable
demands." The Policy is deliberately broad in nature, providing
an overall philosophy, core values and objectives which will guide
development of specific implementation plans which will
necessarily vary according to site and program needs.

p. The public involvement policy should be coordinated with customer
advocate policies and activities to assure consistency.
As referenced in other responses, the Public Participation Policy
is consistent and supportive of other Departmental initiatives.
Moreover, the annual assessments required in the Policy will
provide each site an opportunity for improving alignment as the
Department moves forward in several related areas.

q. The policy should tell the Operations Offices "what" rather than
"how" as it does on page 2.
Again, the Policy is meant to serve as a general framework,
providing philosophy, core values, and goals; at the local level,
managers and stakeholders closest to the issues and the community
will formulate specifics in their site public participation plans.

r. Both the Department and the public need to have a clearly defined
understanding of what role public participation will play in
Department decision making.
The Department believes that the revised Policy does that.
Further definition will come in the program and site-specific
public participation plans.

48. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories Harry L. Galles
a. I am concerned about the degree and extent to which this policy

will be implemented. I question the usefulness of actively
seeking stakeholder involvement in all aspects of the LLNL's
business.
The Secretary intends for this policy to extend to all Department
staff and contractors. The scope and nature of the public
participation effort at LLNL will be defined in the implementation
plan it develops with its stakeholders.

b. This will provide an open door to extremist or environmental
groups to "shut down the laboratory."
The Department disagrees. This Policy is predicated on the belief
that the broader and more complete the knowledge base, the more
informed and hence, better, the decisions will be. Thus, the
Department will seek, consider, and incorporate public views in
its decision making the the fullest extent appropriate and
feasible. But as stated in the Scope section, this Policy "is not
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intended to affect legal requirements" and that includes the
Department's ultimate responsibility for decision making.

c. The policy will run counter to DOE's attempt to be more responsive
to the competitive needs of U.S. industry.
The Department disagrees. Rather, greater stakeholder involvement
is likely to increase our ability to understand and satisfy
stakeholders' interests, including those of U.S. industry.

d. If the policy is implemented, all LLNL schedules will have to be
revised and costs will rise accordingly.
This is unlikely. While there may be some initial increase in
front-end costs, the Department's ability to better understand and
respond more quickly to its stakeholders' interests is likely to
lead to improved cooperation and stronger partnerships, to the
mutual advantage of the Department and its stakeholders.

e. Does DOE really intend for all its programs to interact daily with
the stakeholders, as suggested in Goal I?
Please see response #45.d.

f. I prefer an approach in which DOE and LLNL are fully responsive to
and take full consideration of questions, comments, concerns, and
opinions volunteered by stakeholders, without instituting a formal
process to solicit that input.
A wide variety of means will be used to solicit public input;
these will range from the most informal conversations to legally
required hearings. "Two-way communication" certainly need not be
a "formal process."

g. The issue of how this policy would apply to classified work is not
addressed.
This issue is now addressed in the Scope section of the Policy and
the opening paragraph of the Secretary's Memorandum.

49. Stanford University Linear Accelerator Center Kirk Stoddard
a. There should be a more direct connections between the policy goals

and implementing actions to achieve those goals.
Please see response #47.i.

b. Responsibilities: Commitment of training and resources should be
addressed more explicitly.
Please response #47.c.

c. Risk taking should be clearly defined.
Please see response #23.c.

d. Purpose: The term "better decisions" is unnecessarily vague.
"Better" should be replaced with "more informed", "more
conscientious", or "more thoughtful", or the like.
The phrase "more informed" has been incorporated into the policy.

e. What type of document review process will be involved in
coordination of activities at the various levels?
The review process may depend on the nature and contents of a
given document; that is, a NEPA document. Coordination activities
assigned to the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs under this
Policy will be in the nature of facilitation rather than "review"
activities.

f. Throughout the document "assure" and "assuring" should be replaced
by "ensure" and "ensuring."
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This change has been made.
g. Critical Policy Element V: Replace "real time" with "timely" or

define the intended application in more detail.
This change has been made.

h. Critical Policy Element IV: Address the commitment of resources,
either combined with training or as a separate item.
See response #47.c.

i. Critical Policy Element II: "Well-known" seems vague
here...rep7ace with "well defined" or "well-established".
This has been changed to "clearly defined".

50. Sandia National Laboratories Steve Baca
a. Each program manager should commit that program's public

involvement dollars in the field and at the laboratories in a way
that is both effective and accountable. Public Affairs and
External Affairs Offices should, per the implementation funding,
receive funding directly from the program managers and should be
accountable to the program managers.
Certainly, the Department expects that all expenditures will be
effective and prudent. And since public participation is the
responsibility of every employee (Goal III) and the special
responsibility of cognizant managers (Accountability section), it
is expected that all elements in the Department will factor public
participation activities into their planning and budgeting
processes. It is further expected that in line with quality
management principles, related elements in the Department will
work as an integrated, effective team in promoting two-way
communication and stakeholder input in DOE decision making
processes.

b. "Public involvement must be a routine component" in everything we
do. If that is the intent, it should be stated in a section on
Scope in the policy.
Please see response #36.b.

c. There is no mention of balance in public involvement. Public
involvement must be balanced and include the full range of
community views and opinions.
Please see the Public Participation and Definition sections of the
Policy, as well as Critical Policy Element V and the first
Implementing action under it. The clear intent of this Policy is
that the Department gather the broadest, most diverse range of
stakeholder viewpoints, values, and perspectives.

d. Core Values: Consider the addition of "Commitment to progress in
solving each problem through consensus."
The Department's goal is understanding, not consensus-building.

e. What will be the process for continuously improving the policy and
implementation guidance as well as measuring their effectiveness?
The annual assessments outlined in the Secretary's Memorandum
should provide the opportunity for evaluation and improvement in
each site's efforts, as well as a forum for highlighting successes
and progress which can then be shared across the DOE Complex.
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51. Department of Energy
Chicago Operations Office Gary L. Pitchford
a. "Risk taking will be rewarded" needs clarification.

Please see response #23.c.
b. The policy needs to provide more guidance on how it will be

implemented and coordinated with other departmental initiatives.
The Department believes that this guidance has been provided in
the revised policy.

c. The document should be codified as a DOE directive.
Please see response #44.g.

d. References to DOE (Operations Site, Area, Project, Etc) and
contractor-operated organizations (Laboratories, production
plants, etc) needs to be clarified and made more consistent.
An effort to maintain consistency has been incorporated into the
Policy.

e. Critical Policy Element IV: Development of performance measures
will be critical to the success of this assessment procedure.
The Department agrees on the importance of criteria and measures
for judging effectiveness. This concept is discussed in the
Secretary's Memorandum.

f. Critical Policy Element V: Last paragraph, add the word "prompt"
before the phrase "clearance procedures for public information
materials." Timeliness in such reviews is critical.
The issue of clearance procedures is no longer part of Critical
Element V.

52. Department of Energy
Human Resources and Administration Archer Durham
a. The broad manner in which the policy is written makes it very

adaptable to local situations, but also leaves it open to
inconsistent interpretations.
The Department believes that this potential problem has been
minimized in the revised draft policy.

b. A general statement of what is excluded from coverage would be
helpful.
This has been added in the Scope section of the Policy and the
opening paragraph of the Secretary's Memorandum.

c. We do not interpret the program managers' responsibilities to
include coordinating procurement rulemakings with your office, as
we are interested in streamlining the rulemaking process.
You are correct.

d."...public involvement will be a discrete performance element for
senior departmental and program managers directly responsible for
its effective implementation." This definition is not clear as to
what levels are considered "senior" or what constitutes direct
responsibility.
This section has been deleted in the revised policy. Please see
the Accountability section for a more detailed discussion of this
issue.

e. Our concern is that organizations will request additional
resources (FTEs and funding) to meet this requirement. A statement
needs to be included either within the actual policy or the
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Secretary's cover letter memorandum which states that the
incorporation of this responsibility will be accomplished with
existing resources.
Like quality management principles, public participation is a way
of doing business that must be incorporated into all of the
Department's activities and programs. It is not something
separate or apart that would necessarily require additional
resources.

53. Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education James E. Drewry
a. Public involvement activities may impact upon legal requirements

set forth in the Administrative Procedures Act in Title 5 of the
U.S. Code.
Please see the Scope section of the Policy and the opening
paragraph of the Secretary's Memorandum. This Policy does not
affect existing legal or regulatory requirements on the
Department.

54. Author Unknown Author Unknown
a. Comments illegible

55. Energy Research Foundation Tim Conner
a. There is little mention of any system by which DOE can determine

whether the goals are being accomplished. DOE should add a pledge
to measuring its accessibility and responsiveness to meaningful
public involvement.
The Department agrees that accessibility and responsiveness are
essential. Please see the Core Values and Accountability sections
of the Policy as well as the Secretary's Memorandum which
discusses the need for annual assessments of the effectiveness of
each site or program's public participation plan. Stakeholders
are to be involved in formulating criteria and carrying out these
assessments.

b. The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs is responsible for
annually assessing the effectiveness of DOE's communications
efforts. Perhaps this person should also be the appropriate one
to evaluate the effectiveness of the overall public involvement
policy.
Please see response #55.a. The Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs will evaluate these annual assessments of the site and
program participation plans. The Director will also recommend
changes to improve the effectiveness of these plans.

c. What should citizens do when they have grievances about the
effectiveness or responsiveness of DOE's public involvement
policy?
Please see response #14.g. Good faith efforts should be made to
resolve all grievances at the local level, but as necessary may be
referred through the chain of command at Headquarters.

d. DOE is in the process of establishing nearly a dozen site-specific
advisory boards. These boards may quickly become a central
element in many of the DOE's public involvement activities.
Perhaps the policy and implementation guidance should indicate how
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these boards will mesh with the other elements of DOE's public
involvement program. Also the policy might indicate points of
contact for these boards.
The role site-specific advisory boards will play in furthering
public participation activities will be defined at the site level.
Points of contact for these boards should be, and to the best of
our knowledge are, available now at each site with a citizen
advisory board.

e. The policy and guidance should contain more details on how
officials who are progressive and successful in implementing
meaningful public participation will be rewarded.
This issue is referenced in Critical Policy Element I in the
Secretary's Memorandum and in the Accountability section of the
Policy, which seeks to make effective public participation a
normal part of daily operations for the Department. Specific
expectations, measures, and rewards for cognizant managers should
be detailed in their performance plans.

56. Neighbors in Need Rev. Dr. Velma M. Shearer
a. Are public involvement plans being designed solely for clean-up

and health study activities at DOE weapons sites, or do plans
include programs which concern future energy needs as well?
Public participation is to be a part of all Department activities
and operations, day-to-day; plans will be developed for specific
program and site decisions, as necessary.

57. National Renewable Energy Laboratory Duane N. Sunderman
a. Definition: There should be a major focus or emphasis on

interactions with the public and less emphasis on interactions
with other government agencies.
The revised draft policy focuses on Department interactions with
the public, not government agencies.

b. Goal I states that "every employee shares the responsibility to
practice public involvement." This should be addressed in the
"guidance" section (it currently is not), and some broad
guidelines on employee responsibilities should be provided.
Such specifics will be found in the program and site-specific
public participation plans. This reference can now be found under
Goal III. It has remained in the policy due to the fundamental
role it will play in the effective implementation of the policy.

c. Some consolidation of the Core Values list appears to be possible.
Because of the overwhelming number of suggestions calling for the
inclusion of additional Core Values, this list has expanded.
Because this is an important area of commitment for the
Department, each Core Value is listed separately.

d. The term "triggering legal requirements" is ambiguous and should
be provided by the policy-setting body.
The issue of legal requirements is now addressed in new language
in the Scope section of the Policy and the opening paragraph of
the Secretary's Memorandum.

e. A statement should be provided noting the need for protecting
business-sensitive information.
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This can be found in the Scope section.
f. A better description of "risk taking" is needed and its boundaries

should be included.
Please see response #23.c.

g. A definition of "program operations" and "planning activities" is
needed.
These terms will be defined in the program and site-specific
public participation plans, since the terms will vary throughout
the DOE Complex.

h. Guidance outlining how public input will be used by the DOE is
lacking and should be provided.
The Department is committed to incorporating public input into its
decision making processes and to providing feedback to the public
on its reasoning for not incorporating input. Language to this
effect appears in both the Policy and the Guidance Memorandum.

i. We encourage simple, streamlined clearance procedures that do not
overly inhibit the central goal of openness.
The Department agrees.

j. Critical Policy Element IV: The word "external" should not apply
to training the public since DOE has a responsibility to help
educate but not necessarily train the public.
The Department has a responsibility to make the public
participation process efficient and effective. Accomplishing this
may in some instances include some level of training to help
stakeholders better participate in these processes. This is an
issue that will be decided at the local site/program level with
input and discussions between the Department and stakeholders.

58. Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories Joseph D. Spencer
a. A fourth goal should be considered which would read "The public is

informed about how their input influenced Departmental decision
making."
This issue is addressed in language in the revised Policy under
the Definition section. The Department actively seeks, considers,
and incorporates or otherwise responds in a timely manner to the
views of its stakeholders.

b. Responsibilities: Departmental program managers' responsibilities
also should include "participating" in appropriate levels of
public involvement in their programs. These paragraphs should
explicitly state this expectation in addition to the identifying,
planning, budgeting, and implementing responsibilities already
mentioned.
This issue is addressed under language directing program and site
managers to be accessible. Under the Core Values section,
accessibility is listed and defined as known avenues to Department
leaders who are available, approachable, and open to the public.
The intent of this language is to encourage and ensure management-
level involvement in public participation activities.

c. Program managers need to receive "basic public involvement"
training, in addition to basic communication training.
Critical Policy Element IV and the Responsibilities sections
discuss the need for both communication and public participation
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training. Moreover, an Inventory of Communications/Public
Participation Training currently available across the Department
has been compiled and distributed.

d. All managers need to understand when and how to factor public
involvement into their program decision-making processes.
This information would be provided in public participation
training sessions. Also, Critical Policy Element II states that
stakeholders and field managers will determine and identify pre-
decisional access points for public input.

e. Managers of Field Operations also need to be held responsible for
"assuring that their staff receive necessary training and
participate in appropriate levels of public involvement."
Senior managers throughout the Department are to be responsible
for ensuring that staff receive training. References to specific
management positions have been eliminated from the Policy because
they were confusing to many.

f. Critical Policy Element III: Cooperation "and teamwork" should be
rewarded.
This reference to "reward" has been removed from the Guidance
Memorandum. While public participation is a performance element
for senior managers (Accountability section), cooperation and
teamwork in public participation processes are expected from all
employees as part of acceptable performance across the DOE Complex
(Goal III).

g. Critical Policy Element IV: The Department's communication "and
public involvement" efforts should be assessed for effectiveness
annually.
This suggestion has been incorporated into the Secretary's
Memorandum.

59. Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility James E. Coleman
a. If the public is to be included in planning, and if its

participation is to be constructive, the public needs to have a
good understanding of risk concepts.
As issues arise and public participation is planned, concepts like
"risk" and "equity" will be examined as appropriate. The need for
such discussions will be identified at the program and site level.

b. The policy should cultivate and encourage "win-win" decisions and
allow responsible, informed stakeholders to be effective team
players
The Department agrees with this suggestion and hopes that this
Policy will result in "win-win" solutions for all parties.

c. We request the summary information on the issue of advisory
committee requirements referenced in your memorandum (last
paragraph).
This information has been provided.

60. Amarillo Area Office Tom Williams
a. I am forwarding to you additional comments provided to us by the

Metal Trades Council of Amarillo. . . and we hope you give due
consideration to their views.
The comments, which follow, have been given due consideration.
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61. The Metal Trades Council Ronnie Payne
a. It is a concern to us when an overwhelming majority of the public

expresses a viewpoint and a very small minority is allowed to hold
up a process. DOE should examine this issue more closely.
Please see response #2.p.

b. Goal III: Our concern is the word "empowered". How would the
public be empowered and to what extent?
These issues are addressed in various parts of the Policy and
Guidance Memorandum. Generally, the public will be given
information early-on with respect to issues and questions needing
resolution, and will be invited/encouraged to offer their various
views and values as to the preferred manner of resolution. The
Department will incorporate this public input into its decisions,
or otherwise account for why input was not accepted.

c. Employees at DOE sites are being left out of the key stakeholder
lists.
The Department agrees. Critical Policy Element II contains
language directing senior management to ensure that Department
personnel are integrated into planning activities and decision
making processes.

62. Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Michael Chartock
a. We have no comments.

63. Oregon Department of Energy Ken Niles
a. Reference should be made to the Administration's commitment to

streamline and simplify the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
process and to declassify historical documents.
As noted earlier, this Policy is one of many initiatives that,
taken together, mark the Department's new way of doing business.
Issues affecting openness, including FOIA reform, are being
addressed elsewhere.

64. Department of Energy
Environmental Health Lea Ekman
a. The final draft should contain a graphic depiction of the lines of

internal DOE coordination. It would be a useful adjunct to
understanding the various responsibilities and lines of authority
for the DOE levels described.
The Policy has been restructured and lines of responsibility
simplified. Public participation efforts will be driven at the
local level, by site and program managers who are vested with the
authority necessary to interact effectively with stakeholders on a
consistent basis. Internal DOE coordination will be identified
and directed from the program or site level.

65. Department of Energy
Environmental Restoration David Perotti
a. The policy should reflect the significant effort expended to date

to achieve a publicly supported program. As currently written, it
places an undue emphasis on "changing the old culture."
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Several references to the "old culture" have been deleted in favor
of streamlining the Policy and focusing attention on the salient
issues involved in public participation.

66. Department of Energy
Environmental Management Bobbie Smith
a. The policy is simplistic and provides few details on how these

objectives will be met.
This Policy is meant to serve as a general framework; the site-
and program-specific public participation plans to be developed
will include an appropriate level of detail.

b. The terms "public involvement", "public participation", and
"public outreach" seem to be used interchangeably within the DOE.
These three terms have different connotations. There is a
difference between involving and communicating. It may be more
palatable to DOE's stakeholders to use the term "public
participation" consistently in all DOE documentation.
Participation implies a more active, two-way approach.
The Department agrees that public "participation" is more
appropriate than "involvement" and has incorporated this change
throughout the Policy and Guidance Memorandum.

c. Core Values: It may be more helpful to provide value statements
rather than a list of words.
The Department agrees and has provided value statements in the
Core Values section.

d. How is headquarters and the field supposed to apply these core
values?
Public participation efforts, whether implemented at headquarters
or in the field, will be characterized by the values identified in
the Core Values section.

e. DOE should not continue to punish itself for the secrecy of the
past (Background section).
This recommendation references the Background section which has
been removed from .the revised Policy.

67. State of Missouri
Department of Natural Resources
a. No comments.

Robert Geller

68. Pantex Guyon H. Saunders
a. The Department is already strangling on public involvement.

The Department disagrees and believes there is much to be gained
by involving the public in its decision making processes.

b. There is no imperative that the "public" have a warm, friendly
feeling about DOE.
This is not the purpose of public participation. Rather, the goal
is "better, more informed decisions" due to a more comprehensive,
inclusive decision process.

69. The Peace Farm Mavis Belisle
a. Core Values: I think there should be some commitment to providing

context for decisions.
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This can be found in the Core Values under "Accountability." In
addition, this issue is addressed in the Definition section which
states that the Department actively seeks, considers, and
incorporates or otherwise responds in a timely manner to the views
of its stakeholders. Further, this issue is addressed in Critical
Policy Element I, bullet #2. The Department will incorporate
public input into its decisions where appropriate and feasible and
will provide feedback to the public on its reasoning.

b. In addition to site-based public involvement, the policy should
include the same broad-based review of DOE materials designed for
use in schools and other educational programs or institutions.
This is an issue to be addressed by other areas of the Department.

c. Critical Policy Element II: Headquarters and field
offices will be responsible for seeing that plant managers are
fully included in communications, and have at the earliest moment
the information they need to respond to inquiries or initiate
public comment.
The Department agrees that the timely flow of information is
essential to the success of public participation.

d. Copy costs are high and reading room hours are not always
convenient. DOE should consider making technical and other
documents available on a loan basis.
The Department is and will continue to examine more convenient,
accessible, efficient ways to offer information to stakeholders.

e. All regulatory permits or permit amendments should be available in
the public reading rooms at the same time they are submitted to
the state and/or federal regulators.
Consistent with legal requirements, this seems appropriate.

70. W.H. O'Brien W.H. O'Brien
a. High risk operations should be identified as such.

The Department agrees and will continue to pursue policies of
openness and full compliance with all environment, safety, and
health standards in its operations.

71. Ames Lab John Eckert
a. This is a good thing.

72. Military Production Network Stephen Schwartz
a. How will officials, especially regional officials and contractor

employees, be held accountable for implementing the new policy?
What measures will be taken if employees do not follow the policy?
All employees are expected to uphold this Policy. Annual reviews
will help determine the relative success of public participation
efforts at each site. Non-performance under this Policy will be
handled in the same manner as non-performance in any other area.

b. Whom can a stakeholder turn to when the inevitable personnel or
procedural roadblocks are encountered?
Stakeholders should first turn to local officials (i.e. site/field
managers). If a satisfactory resolution cannot be achieved,
stakeholders would then press the issue through the chain of
command in Headquarters.
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c. How does DOE plan to measure progress in implementing this policy?
This is an issue that requires further attention, but the annual
assessments are one means. Stakeholders will be involved in
developing site public participation plans, establishing
performance criteria and measures, and assessing whether these are
being met.

d. What funding mechanisms are envisioned for FY95 and beyond to help
implement this proposals?
Sites and programs are to include public participation activities
as a part of their regular planning and budgeting processes.

73. Department of Energy
Defense Programs Greg Rudy
a. Definition: Change "between" to "among".

Because the Definition was reworded, "between" is now correct.
b. Definition: The department will genuinely/sincerely seek, 

consider, and respond to the views of its stakeholders.
This suggestion has been incorporated into the Definition section.

c. Goal III: Delete "empowered to" and change "participate" to
"participates".
In the revised Policy, this references Goal II. The Department
feels that the concept of empowerment is an important component of
the Policy and as such, has left this part of the goal intact.

d. Responsibilities: Public involvement should not be a discrete
performance element for just senior departmental and program
managers. The policy says its everyone's responsibility.
While it is true that all employees bear responsibility to support
public participation efforts, the Department views Policy
implementation as the responsibility of management. Please see the
Accountability section.

e. Replace "basic communication" with "appropriate communication
training and public involvement training (delete "and where
appropriate, advanced public involvement training").
The Department believes all employees involved in implementing
public participation efforts should receive basic communication
and public involvement training. For those working more closely
with stakeholders, advanced training may be advisable. Please see
the introductory section of the Secretary's Memorandum for
discussion of this issue.

f. Guidance, second paragraph, second line, add "and legal
requirements".
This concept is captured in the Scope section.

g. Critical Policy Element III: Change to "will develop consistent
formats and facilitate procedures for public access to 
information".
This has been deleted from the revised Policy.

74. Department of Energy
Office of the Secretary
a. This is well done.
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75. City of Oak Ridge, TN Mayor Edmund A. Nephew
a. A more explicit statement that distinguishes public input from

intergovernmental contractual agreements is appropriate.
Please see the Scope section; there is explicit language to this
effect.

b. Because elected and appointed officials are legal representatives
of the public, it is more accurate to state "Public involvement
provides a means for Americans to more directly influence
decisions made by their government."
In the revised Policy, this sentence has been deleted.

c. The DOE should receive training on public involvement from experts
in that field, rather than relying on public relations
contractors.
The Department agrees and is using recognized public participation
experts to provide employee training.

76. Department of Energy
Office of Environmental Management Cynthia Kelly
a. The subject headers in the policy should be less abrupt; they seem

very bureaucratic.
The subject headers are meant to be brief, clear, and descriptive.

b. Purpose: The primary purpose of public involvement is working with
the public to reach consensus on how to solve problems in a more
publicly acceptable way. This goes beyond "building mutual
understanding and trust" and should be incorporated into the
statement.
The Department disagrees. Public participation is not intended as
a tool to build consensus, but as a means to build understanding
between the Department and the public and to help the Department
make better, more informed and responsive decisions. Please see
the Public Participation section in the Policy for a more detailed
discussion.

c. Background section: The second sentence should be deleted. The
third sentence should read "The focus of DOE's efforts during the
Cold War was on national defense through nuclear deterrence; the
priority, on design..." Insert after this sentence "This focus
resulted in an operating culture that allowed for limited public
interaction only."
The Background section has been deleted from the Policy.

d. Background: The second paragraph could be improved by deleting,
"from a closed, command-oriented hierarchy."
The Background section has been deleted from the Policy.

e. Background: Second paragraph: In the last sentence delete, "such
leadership and change are essential" and insert "this new culture
is essential if..."
The Background section has been deleted from the Policy.

f. Definition: Reword lead-in sentence: "Public involvement is
participation by interested members of the public in the
activities and decision process of the Department, and provides a
means for members of the public to influence these decisions."
The spirit of this suggestion has been incorporated.
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g. Definition: Reword last sentence: "The Department will actively
seek and consider public input, and will incorporate or otherwise
respond to the views of its stakeholders in making decisions."
The spirit of this suggestion has been incorporated.

h. The Goal section needs a lead-in sentence and the goals need to be
reworded.
The Department agrees. A lead-in sentence has been included and
the goals reworked.

i. Core Values: Examples would be very useful, especially in regard
to "risk-taking".
Definitions of each core value have been provided. The term
"risk-taking" has been replaced with "innovation." (Please see
response #36.b. for comment on this issue.)

j Responsibilities: What does this coordination consist of? Is
this advisory only or will the Office of Public and Consumer
Affairs be actively involved?
The Office of Public and Consumer Affairs will coordinate public
participation activities at the Headquarters level. Local public
affairs offices will coordinate their own public participation
efforts. As noted earlier, this coordination role is one of
facilitation and support, not direction. (Please also see
responses #36 m. and o.)

k. May need to add another responsibilities section regarding the
responsibilities of the Deputy Assistant Secretaries and Office
Directors to oversee their program managers and ensure that they
are including public involvement in their projects as early as
possible.
The Responsibility section was reworked, simplified, and renamed
"Accountability." Specific titles were eliminated to avoid
confusion; thus, additional designations are unnecessary. The
value of early participation, however, is recognized and
incorporated throughout the Policy (for example, in Goal II).

1. Guidance Memorandum: The last sentence should be revised to
reflect that public involvement plans and activities should be
appropriate to the needs of both the program and stakeholders.
DOE must be very clear in defining what it needs from the public
involvement process in terms of recommendations, alternatives,
priorities, etc.
The document is intended to provide a framework for what the
public can expect from the Department, although benefits to the
Department are also noted in the opening Public Participation
section, and elsewhere in the Policy. More specific expectations,
on the part of stakeholders and the Department, will likely be
identified in site- and program-specific public participation
plans

m. It is not clearly stated that the Director of Public Affairs'
coordination role is the need to be consistent and accurate.
This role is discussed in further detail in the Guidance
Memorandum.

n. Critical Policy Element #1: Suggest rewording the first bullet
under Implementing Actions to clarify what officials will be
empowered to do. Possible rewrite could be: "Officials
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representing the Department will be honest, open, and accurate in
their public statements, and will assure diligent follow-up and
timely results from the commitments they make".
This suggestion was slightly modified and incorporated.

o. Second bullet: Change to read "...routinely solicit public input,
consider it in making decisions, and provide timely responses to
the public. Responsiveness to public input is critical in
building credibility".
While this precise wording was not adopted, the spirit of the
comment is clearly reflected in the Policy. For a discussion of
the word "routine", please see response #36.b.

p. Third bullet: This is not an action, either delete or incorporate
into the introductory paragraph.
The Department believes that the recognition and reward of
leadership in this area is extremely important. This section was
rewritten to clarify.

q. Critical Policy Element #2: Replace "well known access points"
with "clearly identified access points".
This sentence was changed to read "with regular, distinguishable
access points."

r. Second bullet under Implementing Actions: Insert "...will consult
with Project Managers to identify appropriate pre-decisional...".
Also, need to clarify what is intended by 'facilitate
accommodation between local and national interests".
The first sentence of this Implementing Action has been reworded,
while the second sentence was deleted.

s. Critical Policy Element #3: First bullet begs for some
clarification or expansion - cooperation should be given in any
organization and should not necessarily be "rewarded". If these
bullets are to be Implementing Actions (header is missing), it may
be better to state this as an action: 'A system will be developed
to evaluate and recognize examples of innovative, efficient or
cooperative team efforts in public involvement activities.
Specific guidelines will be necessary to make this work.
This bullet has been deleted.

t. Critical Policy Element #4: It would be more logical to switch
the sequence of the Implementing Action bullets to first list
training, then evaluation.
This section has been reworked and simplified, with references to
evaluations removed.

u. Critical Policy Element #5: This is the first time developing
consensus has been mentioned in the policy or the implementation
memorandum. This should be a greater emphasis in the policy.
Effective public involvement activities will seek to build
consensus and understood public values, not just exchange
information.
Reference to consensus has been deleted. See response #76.b.

v. Second bullet: Will this be one database? Suggest changing to
"...manage appropriate (or topical) databases of real-time
information...".
This reference to a database has been expanded; there will be more
than one.
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77. Stanford University Linear Accelerator Center Burton Richter
a Those closest to the community should have as much flexibility as

necessary in order to meet local needs. Local needs may vary
widely from site to site.
The Department agrees; the Policy supports decentralized, site-
driven efforts.

78. Mary Riseley Mary Riseley
a. Definition: Are you only going to conduct "legallly required

meetings"? I suggest omitting the modifiers as hopefully you will
hold other public meetings as well.
The Definition section was rewritten to clarify that legally
required meetings are but one of many forms of communication that
may occur within the DOE Complex and between the Department and
its stakeholders.

b. Responsibilities, second paragraph: This is unclear and sounds
cumbersome. What does "coordinate" mean here?
The Responsibilities section has been eliminated. Please see
responses #36.m. and o. for an explanation of "coordinate."

c. Guidance on Implementation, last sentence, last paragraph: This
statement is patently overstated. "The business" of DOE includes
many matters that will never be open to full view. I would hope
for a more honest statement with qualifying phrases.
Indeed, the Secretary supports a policy which promotes openness
and service within the Department. As such, this statement is not
overstated. In response to this and other suggestions, however,
the statement was qualified with the phrase "consistent with
applicable laws, regulations, and contracts."

79. Eugene Kovalenko Eugene Kovalenko
a. This policy is a shift from an attitude of domination to an

attitude of partnering.
This is true.

80. Bonnie Bonneau Bonnie Bonneau
a. There was not enough time to respond. I believe that 30-60-90

days notice is more in line with legitimate review processes.
Please see response #2.a.

81. LANL 2000 Subcommittee/Task Force on Policy
Formation and the National Economy
a. Background, second paragraph: After "and leadership from the top

down", add "and bottom up".
The Background section was eliminated.

b. Definition: Add something at the end about timely responses to
comments.
This suggestion has been incorporated in the Core Values section.

c. Is public involvement restricted to non-classified material?
Yes. This is discussed in further detail in the Scope section and
the introductory section of the guidance document.

d. Responsibilities: Public involvement will be a "discrete
performance element...Is this a job requirement?
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Though the Responsibilities section has been eliminated, the
Accountability section clearly states that public participation is
a performance element for senior departmental, program, and field
managers.

e. Will Site Specific Advisory Board members have access to
clarification information or will they have to obtain a Q?
This Policy in no way affects legal requirements governing
classified information.

f. Director of Public and Consumer Affairs: This sounds like a place
to bottleneck a project.
The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs will serve as the
point of contact for Headquarters coordination, but will have no
direct role in local activities. For further discussion, please
see responses 36.m. and o. as well as other references throughout
this Comment Response document.

g. Critical Policy Element #1: Add "truth" to "honesty and
forthrightness."
The Department believes that the concept of truth is inherent
within honesty and forthrightness.

h. Critical Policy Element #1, Implementing Actions: Please rewrite
this element in laymen's terms.
The Department hopes that Critical Policy Element #1 is easier to
understand in the revised Policy.

i. Critical Policy Element #2, Implementing Actions, second bullet:
Cite a partnership with the public.
The spirit of this suggestion about a partnership between the
Department and the public in the identification of pre-decisional
access points may be found in Critical Policy Element #2 of the
revised Policy.

j Critical Policy Element #3: Replace "rewarded" with "recognize".
Because cooperation is now to be the norm, it will be evaluated as
part of regular performarice appraisals; consequently, references
to "reward" have been removed from the guidance document.
Obviously, quality performance in public participation as in other
areas will be recognized in the employee's evaluation.

j. Critical Policy Element #4: The Director should assess
effectiveness on a quarterly basis, not annually.
The Department believes that annual assessments are appropriate as
public participation is an evolving process that will require time
for implementation and progress.

82. Vista Control Author Unknown
a. For meaningful participation, it is vital that more than all the

relevant information is available. In some areas this will
conflict with national security issues and classifications. I did
not see this addressed in the document.
This is now addressed in the Scope section.

b. Guidance document, first paragraph: I would like the strategic
plan to be particularly called out in the second line.
As noted in other references throughout this Comment Response
document, the Public Participation Policy is but one of many
initiatives to redirect the way the Department does business. The
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Strategic Plan provides the overall roadmap for where the
Department is going and how it will get there. Public
Participation fits particularly within the critical success factor
of Communication and Trust.

c. In the last line of the same paragraph, and with security issues
in mind, add "of Americans" after "view".
The Department cannot and does not wish to restrict public
participation to any particular groups.

d. Critical Policy Element #1, first Implementing Action: Add
"completeness" after "honesty".
The word "accurate" has been inserted, implying completeness.

e. Critical Policy Element #3: Change "Cooperation will be rewarded"
to "cooperation will be recognized."
Please see response #81.j.

f. Critical Policy Element #5: Add "and understanding values" after
"information and ideas".
The spirit of this suggestion has been incorporated into other
parts of the Policy, including the Scope section.

83. Gloria Gilmore-House Gloria Gilmore-House
a. How deep is the commitment to change? Is it simply a fad or will

it continue beyond the present administration?
Both the external and internal events driving Departmental change
began during the previous administration and are expected to
continue beyond Secretary O'Leary's tenure. This Policy, for
example, is to become part of the Department's Directives System,
which pertains beyond any single incumbent Secretary.

b. Why are risk-taking and peer review the only core values singled
out as benchmarks for performance assessment in this document?
What about other laudable values like accountability, fairness,
openness, respect, sincerity, etc...
This was a shortcoming that has been rectified. As discussed in
the Accountability section, effective implementation of this
Policy will be a performance element for Department managers.
Evaluations, in large part, will be based on the Core Values
described in the Policy, including many of the values noted in
your suggestion.

84. Carolyn and Arnold Keskulla Carolyn and Arnold Keskulla
a. No comments pertaining to the DOE Public Participation Policy.

85. David Kime David Kime
a. So that accurate, effective solutions can be found for

contamination clean-up, the public should be given the reasoning
behind the contaminants.
As defined in the Core Values section under "Accountability," the
Department has a responsibility to explain both its decisions and
the rationales for those decisions.

86. John Darke John Darke
a. No comments on proposed Policy.
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87. Erwin Binder Erwin Binder
a. I have no confidence that the proposed public involvement process

will not be subverted by political considerations.
The Department hopes that its actions over time build public
confidence.

88. Jay Edgeworth Jay Edgeworth
a. The Purpose statement should contain a statement of how more

involvement can reduce costs (i.e. it could reduce delays and
legal issues later).
The primary purpose of this Policy is not cost-reduction, although
this would clearly be a welcome auxiliary benefit if it occurs.

b. Guidance memorandum, Critical policy Element IV, bullet #2: It is
important that all employees are apprised of their
responsibilities and be given the instructions necessary to
adequately carry out their roles in the new era of openness. This
means that everyone should be given public involvement training,
not just "appropriate personnel.".
The Department agrees. Both of these suggestions have been
incorporated into the introductory section of the guidance
memorandum in the second and fourth bullets.

c. The draft seems only to address the roles of public affairs
officers and area managers and above. It is a mistake not to
empower all employees to respond to the public's concerns since
all employees will be dealing with the public on a daily basis.
The revised Policy clearly states that all Department employees
are responsible for public participation (Goal III).

89. DOE-Los Alamos Area Office ES&H Branch Author Unknown
a. Why are the Core Values different than the 8 DOE Headquarters

uses?
The question is not clear. If the reference is to the core values
contained in the Department's Strategic Plan, the core values in
this Policy are not so much "different" as they are more specific
and focused to the needs of public participation. The two sets of
core values are complimentary and reinforcing.

90. Sig Hecker Sig Hecker
a. With respect to empowering the public to participate, who is the

public? Accountability is the flip side of empowerment; how do we
get the public to be accountable?
Here, the public consists of that portion of individuals or groups
who choose to participate in Department decision making processes.
It is presumed that such participants will be responsible and
diligent in their efforts. The extent of their influence on the
Department's decisions will perhaps be the best measure of their
"accountability."

91. LANL-Public Affairs Scott Duncan
a. As a practical matter, I'm not sure just how we "empower" and

"include" the public in the decision making process.
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Under this Policy, the Department is empowering the public to
participate in its decision making. Specifics of implementation
are deferred to local sites in conjunction with their
stakeholders.

92. John Ussery John Ussery
a. Enough time has not allowed for the public to truly respond.

Please see response #2.a.

93. New Mexico-Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force Anita Lockwood
a. DOE should carefully review the SEAB report during creation of

this policy.
Please see response #9.a.

b. It is strongly recommended DOE pay particular attention to the
implementation of the policy in the field. Often a well-thought-
out plan or policy conceived in good faith fails to achieve its
objective because of poor implementation.
The Department agrees. As discussed in the Secretary's
Memorandum, annual assessments will be made at each site and for
program-specific efforts. Stakeholders will be invited to
participate in the process. The Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs will then evaluate these assessments, share successes, and
recommend improvements at individual sites and across the DOE
Complex.

c. We recommend DOE take the necessary steps to monitor and evaluate
the effectiveness of its Public Involvement Policy.
Please see response #93.b.

94. DOE-Carlsbad Patty Baratti-Sallani
a. No comments or changes to suggest.

95. Martin Marietta Jane Malagon
a. Purpose: Add the following: Public involvement brings a full

range of diverse stakeholder viewpoints and values into the
Department's decision making early in the process, enabling the
Department to make better decisions.
This suggestion has been incorporated into the Purpose section.

b. Goal III: Add the following: The public is informed and
encouraged to participate. Also, add final decisions rest with the
Department. 
Goal II now seems to reflect the spirit of the first comment.
Additions to the Scope section of the Policy and the opening
paragraph of the Secretary's Memorandum address the second
comment.

96. DOE-UMTRA Albert Chernoff
a. The last sentence under the heading DEFINITION is a strong one.

It might be more effectively placed under the first heading
"POLICY" (Sentence: "The Department will actively seek,
incorporate, or otherwise respond to the views of its
stakeholders).
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This sentence remains in the Definition section as it serves to
define the what of public participation. Because this concept is
fundamental, it appears again in Goal I.

b. Senior management must receive training on the new values and
assumptions, and must learn to involve public affairs early at the
strategic planning level.
As discussed in the introductory section of the guidance document,
training is an important element in the effective implementation
of this Policy.

c. Public affairs people with media backgrounds will need to learn
new roles with a stronger emphasis in strategic counseling to
senior management.
Trained personnel will be utilized to the maximum extent.

d. A resource investment is required to achieve the long-term gain of
public involvement.
Managers are expected to identify and provide needed resources
through their normal planning and budgeting processes.

97. DOE-Los Alamos Area Office Counsel's Office Lisa Cummings
a. "Legally required?" What law requires secrecy? Classified

information/secrecy is an inherent part of weapons development.
This Policy in no way affects legal requirements governing
classified information.

b. Definition: What is the difference between individuals and the
general public?
Not much. This has been reworded for clarification.

c. Goal III: I am concerned this is too broad a statement; it may
promise too much.
Indeed, it does promise much. Public empowerment is, however, at
the heart of this Policy.

d. Core Values: Is taking risks a Core Value? How about "Prudence"
as a Core Value?
"Risk-taking" is no longer a Core Value. Please see response
#23.c. With respect to "Prudence," the spirit of this value is
reflected in the Core Values "accountability," "peer review," and
"scientific credibility."

e. Responsibilities, second paragraph: How do you coordinate
"informal conversations" between individuals?
This is, perhaps, being read too literally; informal conversations
are not meant to be coordinated, though they are an important part
of the overall communication effort that will take place in the
course of public participation.

f. Add: Risk-taking which leads to increased public involvement will
be rewarded.
For reasons discussed throughout the Comment Response document,
the entire concept of risk-taking has been deleted.

98. DOE-Los Alamos Area Office Counsel's Office Author Unknown
a. Background: The last two sentences are not true; classification

is not an emphasis, but an inherent part of research and
development for weapons.
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The Background section has been deleted from the Policy.
b. Definition: This is not a definition, but a policy on how DOE

will accomplish public involvement.
In the revised Policy, the Definition section has been rewritten
to better define public participation as discussed in the Policy
section.

99. Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Margaret Card
via telephone: ". . . good beginning . . . will weigh in in depth at
implementation stage."
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1Frank Juan, Department of Energy
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FROM:

DATE:

Jeffrey J. Broughton, City Manager

January 28, 1994

PG. OF ...L. 
NOTE: In response to your January 26, 1994 fax transmittal regarding DOE'S

Public Involvement Policy, t have reviewed the policy and have no contentsat this time.

TheliFionk_es /
OAK RIDGE
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Dr. Judith Johnsrud, Director

Dr. Jerome Saltzman. Director
Office or External Affairs

U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 2058E

Dear Dr. Saltzman:

433 Orlando Avenue, State College, Pa. 16803 814-237-3900

December 23. 1993

RE: Request for comment on
Draft Public Involvement
Policy

Thank you for including our organization in your request for comments on
the Energy Department's proposed policy on public involvement. One of the
major concerns I hear voiced by people in the public-interest community has
long been the failure of Federal agencies associated with environmental issues,
and especially with issues of nuclear energy. to incorporate in their decision
processes the views of the public -- both those who are directly affected by
agency decisions and those who are indirectly impacte4 by these actions.

There are a great many people who have assumed all their lives that these
aovernmental bodies. supported by public funds, have as their first priority
the protection of the public's interests in health. safety. and environmental
protection, Only when their personal lives and property are quite directly and
immediately impacted by agency decisions do most people become involved. And
often, too late, they find the gaping chasm between their concerns and those of
the private profit-oriented corporate or government interests that the agencies
seem devoted to. The deep disaffection of so many Americans toward their govern-
ment is often rooted in this disillusionment. And all too often the arrogance
of public servants -- for you all are, after all, our employees -- compounds
the anger and frustration of the people who are required to pay your salaries
and suffer the heavy hand of government.

Because the attitude described above has come to be all too prevalent, we
must insist that the Department undertake this proposal to "include public
involvement processes as a routine element" not only "throughout its operations
and planning activities," as you state in your December 17th letter, but much
more importantly in DOE's decision-making. Unfortunately, reports from the
August 10th workshop in Las Vegas indicated that the commitment did not appear
to be serious enough to meet the need. We therefore strongly recommend that
the secretary direct all divisions and offices of the agency, and particularly
those that deal with weapons- and radioactive waste-related matters, to give
extremely high priority to actual demonstration of these new policies of
openness and involtiement of the public.

Thus, to turn to your "Draft Policy on Public Involvement"

i. At the first section. "POLICY," please add aster "activities" the words
°;1014 «31 claPigicin-making," We support implementation both at headquarters and
in the field.

2. KAFUE' Having for years urged DOE and its sibling agencies to bring
the public into decision processes early, we strongly support this provision.
HPWAY4P1 the implemantatiQn of "stakeholder" has all too often turned out to
mean a "token enviro" or local official or a couple of farmers or householders
Who live near a facility as surrogates for many others in the public whose
views are neither sought nor adopted. We recognize this as one of the toughest
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problems we face in public involvement. but DUE must be sensitive to the com-

pi4i.r, 4"14 qt, 4ii tfaas anOaavor to be inclusive. We also recognize there is a

certain level of frustration for staff who are directed to reach decisions;
a4Ph attia,?( aaems to require starting over with yet another sector of an

uninformed or newly aroused angry public. Conversely. for those in the public
who have long been involved, the frustration works the other wav: having to
restate what has been said many times before to new DOE staff who are somewhere
between the revolving doors. It's enough to try the patience of saints.

3. BACKGROUND: We cannot concur strongly enough with these staff comments!
I find often that my audiences have no understanding of DOE's obligations to
research. develop. demonstrate, and produce nuclear weapons or to manage high-
level, transuranic. and some low-level radioactive wastes. We would like to
look to the Department of Energy to assist us in both the denuclearizing and
demilitarizing of our nation. We commend you on giving emphasis to this aspect
of DOE which you propose to change for the better. But historically DOE and
its predecessors have so deeply damaged the trust of the American people that
there will be a special need for the Energy Department to bend over very far
backward to demonstrate. with consistency. these changes of policy and mission
are real and worthy of the public's trust. You therefore must not continue to
promote additional nuclear weapons or more nuclear power reactors.

4. DEFINITION: The wording here sounds good. and we encourage the staff to

carry it out conscientiously. But the caution applies about not limiting DOE's

concept of "public stakeholders" to a few well-known or "comfortable" persons

or organizations as surrogates for the larger population. Almost nothing

irritates a local grassroots group of affected people so much as having someone

from a national organization invited by a Federal agency to represent their

interests. which that person may not even remotely understand or share. We

asking that DOE be careful, attentive to these differences.

S. GOALS: Great! How best can we help you to carry them through with

success? Another word of caution: it will be prudent for the Department to

exercise this undertaking with prudence and caution. Don't promise more than

can be delivered. The skeptical public(s) will be all the more cynical about

DOE (and NRC, DOD, EPA, FDA. et al.) for promising, and then failing.

G. CORE VALUES: Delightful words to see in a DOE document. Please add

"humility" to the list. We'll probably think of some others.

In order to assure that these comments reach you before January 4, and

because my very young grandson expects me for pre-Christmas Eve dinner tonight

200 miles from here -- and that matters to me even more than DOE's public

policy -- I'll complete our comments on the remainder of this draft notice upon

my return as a supplement to these two pages. Please know that this policy is

an appreciated holiday package from DOE.

Sincerely,

../i4ez/Vf /62-Aosizz.,
Judith H. Johnsrud, Ph.D.
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Dr. Judith Johmehid, Director 
433 Orlando Avenud, State College, Pa. 16803 814-237-3900

Dr. Jerome Saltzman, Director
Office of External Affairs
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Dr. Saltzman:

Dicember 29. 1993

*: Request for comment on
Draft Public Involvement
Policy

This letter repleoes our two-page letter of D comber 23, 1993. Thank you

1

for including our organization in your request for comments on the Energy

Department's draft Policy on Public Involvement. he subject is of great

importance; we wanted to respond fully. However, our letter, dated December

17, arrived literally on the eve of departure for oliday family gatherings.

The Department of Energy deserves our careful
structive responses to, the issues raised. But yo

Ath for public comment is far too soon and is tot
went seriously desires public comments on its publ
behalf of our organization and others who may not
document but would like to comment, j am r 
extend the Public comment period on the Dra
fn additional 60 days following formal publicati
for comment in the Federal Register.

At the very time that the Energy Department
century of secrecy and deception practiced by DOE
brief window of opportunity for citizens to respo
another indication ol the contempt of the Energy
fellow Federal agencies associated with nuclear e
DOE and they are supposed to serve. If your ages
noticed comment period on this important policy i
will be negating the beneficial effects of Secret
to declassify secret documents and "come clean" a
past DOE abuses of power. We can't believe that Il

A major concern that I hear voiced rapeated
interest community is the continuing failure of
with environmental issues, and especially nuolea
their decision processes the views of the public
Affected by agency decisions and those indirect!
Opportunities for public comment, hearings, and
law proceedings come, invariably, it at all, aft
been virtually finalized. With rare exceptions,
public (the people affected by what you do) are
corrections occur it agency programs that are fu
diOtOry to the public's legitimate interests in
mental quality. If this is the way in which DOE
ing its public involvement policy, the Departmen
build greater understanding and trust" lr concrat
than any DOE has been able to develop for dispos

consideration of, and con-
r closing date of January
Ily inadequate It the Depart-
c policy. Therefore, on
ave received this draft
tat

c n ub is Inv
n•tic of availabil t

eat

s admitting to nearly a half
and its predecessor AEC, this
d to your request seems yet
apartment (and, we feel, its
orgy) toward the public that
y tails to provide a full,
sue, please be aware that you
ry O'Leary's weloome efforts
out radiation experiments and
he wants that to happen.

1 by people in the public-
deral agenoiem associated
energy, to incorporate in

both those who are directly
impaoted by these actions.
rticipation in administrative
the fact when decisions have

inputs from members of the
isregarded, or only minor
damentally flawed and contra-
ealth, safety, and environ-
continues to go about present-
is casting its failure "to

a that'll be tar more durable
ng of radioactive wastes.
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There are a great many people who have assume

mental agencies, supported by public funds, have

protection of citizens' interests in health, safet

when their personal lives and property are direct

agency decisions do most people become involved.

find the gaping chasm between their concerns and

oriented corporate or government interests to whi

seem devoted. The deep disaffection of so many A

ment is often rooted in this disillusionment. An

of public servants -- for you all are, after all,

the anger and frustration of the people who are r

but suffer the heavy hand of and even injury from

Because the attitude described above has be

insist that the Department undertake this is
invoLvement orootsses as a routine element," not
and planning activities" (as you state in your D
more importantly in_DOE's actual decision-making 
the DOE August 10th workshop in Las Vegas indica
did not appear to be nearly serious enough to me
relations (PR) program, one-way update meetings,
workshops in which DOE staff exhibit both ignore
and history (as I have observed) and disregard f
interest participants do not bode well for a pos

all their lives that govern-

their first priority the

and the environment. Only

y and immediately impacted by
And often, too late, they

hose of the private profit-

h the regulatory agencies

ericans toward their govern-

all too often, the arrogance

our employees -- compounds

quired to pay your salaries

your governmental decisions.

all too prevalent, we must

o al t• "in lu e •ub c

ly "throughout its operations

cember 17th letter), but much
Unfortunately, reports from

ed that the staff commitment
t this need. A community
site tours, open houses, and
ce of their agency's actions
r recommendations from public-
tive public policy program.

We therefore strongly recommend that the SeretarY direct all divisions 

i

end offices of the agency, and particularly thos that deal with weapons- and
radioactive waste-related matters, to require ac ual demonstration of the new
policies of openness and real involvement of the public. Start by providingadequate formal public notice and time for publi comment on this policy.

Let's turn to your cover description of the "Draft Policy on PublicInvolvement." It reads, I'm sorry to say, liken intelligent schizophrenic's

i

treatise. The words seem reasonable, indeed ref eshing, and one is initiallypleased with the frank discussion of Energy Dep tment Self-criticism in theBackground section and with the lofty Goals and tatement of Responsibilities.But unfortunately, the draft policy is divorcedprom the actuality we observein the Department's interpretations of its statu ory mission and goals.
We observe that the Department's interpretsincludes continued research and development of nforcing sites for the storage and disposal of hi]fuel and other high-level and "low-level'' radioaand states that do not want further contaminatio(e.g., WIPP, Yucca Mountain). It includes develnuclear power react2rs, including liquid metal bmore radioactive welts, despite the fact that DOisolate nuclear wastes from the blosystee with ahazardous life of the waste. It includee recyclderegulation of radioactive wastes in ways that"background" radiation and to individuate' unavo

ion of its mission and goals
?w nuclear weapons. It includes
hly irradiated "spent" reactor
tive wastes upon communities
and damage from this agency
pment and demonstration of new
eeders, that will generate
hasn't yet been able to

y assurance of control for the
of contaminated materials and

ill be additive to existing
dable exposures from natural
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and other sources of ionizing radiation. The Energ Department has yet to
match its commendable :laims of a good-faith desire to remediate sites with
marked actual success in cleaning up the radioactiv ruination that DOE and its
predecessor and fellow agencies have caused at fact ities nationwide.

In true good faith, we do earnestly urge the S.
staff undertake the changes of mission that she prop
a major change in institutional and individual atti
employees. These attitudinal changes must be demons
and contacts with state and local officials and mem
public-interest environmental community. Lip servic
when those changes of attitude are reflected in real
actions can the rebuilding of public trust begin.

We believe that the first essential step toward
statutory change in the Congressional mandata to Fed
to the development, uses, and control of nuclear ene
and all staff to join members of the public in clari
desperate need for updating this nation's nuclear en
codified in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended
(42 USC 2011-2296). This complete statement is as to

cretary to insist that all
oses by also demonstrating 
ude on the part of ILL DOE
trated in all DOE programs
era of the public and
e to policy won't do. Only
changes in DOE and its

regaining trust must be a
ral agencies with respect
gy. We urge the Secretary
ying to the Congress the
rgy policy, which is
at Chapter 1, Section 1
lows;

Section 1. Declaration.--Atomic energy is apable of application
for peaceful as well as military purposes. it is therefore declared
to be the policy of the United States that--

le

a. the development, use, and oontrcl of at mic energy shall be
directed so as to make the maximum contribut on to the general

welfare, subject at all times to the paramou t objective of making

the maximum contribution to the common defen and security; and

li

b. the development, use, and control of at io energy shall be

directed so as to promote world peace, impro the general welfare,

increase the standard of living, and strengt n free competition in

private enterprise.

So long as the law requires development and uses

"to make the maximum contribution" without even menti

premier objective of nuclear energy policy -- viz., t

extent the health and safety of the public an of w

gpvironmtnt for both present and future m

Energy cannot expect to implement a public inrolveme

succeed. When the Secretary of Energy has led the Ad

Congress in ending our reliance on the uses of nuclea

domestic purposes, and thereby ending production of e

radioactive materials and wastes, only then will info

be able to become the "partners" DOE seeks. Only whe

public's concern for protecting human health from rad

protecting and restoring environmental quality can DO

public involvement policy.

neratio

of the energy of the atom
ning what ought to be the

ct to t e ax mu

-- the Department of
policy that will

inistration and the
energy for military and

er greater quantities of

med members of the public

DOE's goals match the

ation damage and for
implement a successful
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/

Environmentalists have prepared some language o modify the policy state-

ment in the Atomic Eneqly Act so as to redirect U.S nuclear energy policy

toward the objectives that citizens want: maximizin protection of health,

safety, and environment. We look forward to discus ing these suggested amend-

ments with the Secretary and senior staff in the ne r future, as, we'd like to

hope, an early demonstration of the Department's ne involvement policy.

i. In the descriptive summary, at the first seption, POLICY, add after

"activities" the words "and in decision-making." Welurge real implementation at

headquarters and in the field.

2. PURPOSE: Having !or years urged DOE and its sibling agencies to bring

the public into decision processes early, we strop ly support this provision.

However, DOE's public "stakeholder" has all too of n turned out to be just a

"token enviro" or one local official, or a farmer householder who lives near

a facility as surrogate for the many others in the ublic whose views are

neither sought nor adopted. We recognize this as e of the toughest problems

we all face in public involvement, but DOE must be ensitive to this complaint
and at all times endeavor to be inclusive.

We also recognize there is a certain level of frustration for staff who
are directed to reach conclusions; each effort seens to require starting over
with yet another seater of a seemingly uninformed cr newly aroused and angry
public. Conversely, for those in the public who have long been involved, the
frustration works the other way: having to restate what has been said many
times before to new DOE staff who are somewhere between the revolving doors.
Either way, it's enough to try the patience of saints.

3. BACKGROUND: We cannot concur strongly enou h with these observations! I
find often that my audiences have no understanding of DOE's statutory obliga-
tions to research, develop, demonstrate, and produ•e nuclear weapons, or to
manage high-level, transuranic, and low-level radi active wastes. We commend
you for giving emphasis to this aspect of public p licy which you propose to
change for the better. We would like to look to D E to assist us in both the
denuclearizing and denilitarizing of our nation. ut historically DOE, AEC,
and the nuclear industry have so deeply damaged th trust of the American
people that the Energy Department must truly chang , and demonstrate, with con-
sistency, that these changes of policy and mission are real and worthy of the
public's trust. You therefore must not continu t • •mote additio
!moons or more nuclear power reactors. But revie !or an example of DOE's
failure to change, the :moping materials for the P ogrammatic Environmental
Impact Statement on Reconfiguration of the Nuclear Weapons Program.

4. DEFINITION: The wording here sounds: good, And we encourage the staff to
carry it out conscientiously. But the caution app ies about not limiting DOE's
concept of "public stakeholders" to a few token we l-known or "comfortable"
persons or groups as :surrogates for the larger population. Almost nothing so
irritates a local grassroots group of affected peo)le as having someone from a
Washington-based national organization inv•Aed by a Federal agency to represent
their interests, whicl that person or organization may not even remotely under-
stand or share. We're asking that DOE be careful, be very attentive to these
differences, and be vastly more inclusive of the w de range of public concerns.



—.est Policy)

UJR, aiso caution that DOE not perpetuate the Cu tom of defining "theto include those private enterprises and i dividuals who have vestedinterests in DOE programs and the outcome ot agency decisions. Too oftenmasked conflicts of inArest are present in persons chosen to "represent" "thepublic" in advisory or participatory roles as surro ate stakeholders.

S. GOALS: Great! How best can we help you to carry these goals through to
success? But are you really going to do this? But another word of caution: it
will be prudent for the Department to exercise this undertaking with both
prudence and caution. Don't promise more than can delivered. The skeptical
public(s) will end by being all the more cynical about DOE (and NRC, DOD, EPA,
FDA, et al.) for promising, and then failing to live up to its goals. The
burden of proof lies squarely with those who have shattered public confidence.

With respect to DOE's nuclear weapons and waste
priority should be given to full admission oe what i
deleterious health effects of AIL exposures, includi
dose exposures, to ionizing radiation. We urge DOE
standards for radiation protection the newest resear
USSR (your enemy no longer). See Chernobyl Ctta tro
in Russian; and D.W. Boardman, M.D., Radiation Im
for Atomic Radiation Studies, Cambridge, MA, 1992, p
the scientific literature. The essence of these res
the U.S. National Research Council's Committee on th
Ionizing Radiation admitted in 1990 (BEIR V Report)
level of exposure, including that from naturally-occ

responsibilities, highest
now known about the
low-dose and chronic low-

o incorporate in its
h findings from the former
e, Minsk, 1993, 4 volumes,

At ms t. ote , Center
eprint, and elsewhere in
arch results is that, as
Biological Effects of
there is indeed na safe
rring background sources.

The Department must take into account these ver different mechanisms and
health consequences of low-dose radiation exposures, dopt the standard of zero
tolerance above naturally-occurring background, and andon reliance on risk
assessment. In establishing risk-based standards, Fe eral agencies have failed
to include all adverse health and genetic consequence , to match risk assess-
ment assumptions with reality, and to ascertain from hose who bear the risks
from environmental contaminants what levels and conse uences of exposures they
consider to be an "acceptable risk" to their lives, h alth, or progeny's well-
being -- or to provide "ample margins of safety." A sal public involvement
policy will require DOE lo do so, even at the risk of enormously increased

costs to achieve the missions with which the agency h s been charged.

B. CORE VALUES: DeLightful words to see in a DO document, but only if

they are matched by effective and consistent agency a tions. Kindly add

"humility" to the list. We'll probably think of some others.

7. RESPONSIBILITIES: By "discrete performance e

that all staff bear responsibility for full and effect

just senior departmental and program managers. That '
defined as well; too often in the past, this Uind of I
to justify exclusion of "difficult" public concerns i
meet other mission or goal requirements and deadlines.
particularly offensive to members of the public when I
deadlines (like this January 4th cooment deadline) wet
Department's failure or unwillingness to tackle tough

ement" DOE must clarify
eve implementation, not
era "effective" should be
erminology has been used
order for managers to
This misuse has been

rtificially-imposed
e used to excuse the
issues. The Department
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i

has an obligation to make very clear to the politi ally motivated Congress the
unresolved technical problems and uncertainties an length of time required for
remediation of contaminated DOE sites and faciliti s, the dismantling of the
nuclear weapons arsenal, and implementation of tec nologies for the safe
management of all radioactive wastee generated in his past half century.

/

Although the goals of coordinating through th Office of Public and
Consumer Affairs seem sensible, we are concerned t at this approach will be or
will become or will be perceived as yet another "p blic relations" gimmick.
The good faith role of senior Energy Department pe sonnel will have to be to
keep a very close watch and be themselves open to he public. Another PR
program to "sell" the public on DOE's earnestness ill not suffice.

/

In paragraphs 3-7 of this policy description ection, we laud the man-
datory language: "are responsible," "will ensure," "are understood and prac-
ticed." The policy statement should prescribe the consequences of failure to
abide by these directives; such failure ehould go ell beyond mere reprimands.

We turn now to M1MORANDUM FROM THE SECRETARY: GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE DEPARTMENT'S PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY, andlrespectfully submit the
following additional comments and recommendations:

A. At paragraph I, state definitively that pttlic involvement phall be a
routine component in program operations, planning ctivities, and decision-
making of the Department of Energy.

B. At paragraph 2, line 8, we hope that the Secretary will also take
measures to ensure that the term "stakeholders" will not be so narrowly defined
and applied as has been the case in the past. (See comments above.) Clear
guidelines on the breadth of the publics to be involved should be incorporated
in the policy, rather than left to the discretion Scf those staff who have in
the past failed to be inclusive.

C. At Critical Policy Elements, Section 2, add that access points for
public input must be widely and timely noticed to encourage response. If the
request for comment on this policy had been timely it would be exemplary. We
believe that the staff does not take into account the added burdens experienced
by members of the public, whose lives are filled with other jobs and obliga-
tions, who do not have secretarial assistance, which are not paid to review docu-
ments and devote time to preparing comments. We trge the Secretary to develop
means to sensitize DCE staff much more to these aspects of public involvement.

D. At Section 4, we suggest the policy state ent explicitly state that

1

training/education programs are not to be designs to meet the Department's
perceived needs (in the PR mode) but are to satin y the needs of the public
whose interests are tffected by the Department's ecisions and actions.

E. At Section 5, we caution that a goal of cnsensus in matters of radio-
active contamination and waste disposal i2 unreal stic. We have a deep concern
that some future Administrations might choose to edirect these goals to
manipulate public involvement and citizen partici ation in ways detrimental to
the very public interests that this Secretary is ttempting to aid.1
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F. Also at Section 5, we urge the Energy Depa tment to join NRC and EPA in

providing toll-free telephone and computer access o documents and other access

points for persons other than Nevada residents. T at would be a useful expend-

iture of our tax dollars, although, again, we emph size that agency cost-

consciousness is of great importance.

Members of the public do need financial assis
meetings and participate fully as envisioned; but
arrange to keep those costs minimal -- no more exp
locations; low-cost aLternatives can be arranged.
the bases of energy conservation and efficiencies,
the buildings in which meetings are held. Use pub
design; discourage waste in heating, cooling, or i
and design. Agency personnel seem to be so accust
that they are unaware of, or unwilling to use, les
accommodations even if such are available. It wou
to seek out and support small independent public a
possible, rather than costly chain hotels, to enco

Overall, the draft Guidance on Implementation
sorely needed. It milt be applied in all division
to encourage the President and Vice-President, the
ment staff at all levels to continue to move away
arrogance, and neglect of the public whom you were
This policy is refreshing and ambitious. We want
beyond your dreams and ours. But it must not be u
public into supporting further commitment to the u
forced to choose among unsafe means of managing ra
accept higher exposures to radiation, denial of ju
or incomplete remediation and restoration of conta

ance in order to attend DOE

overnmental agencies should

naive hotels, no high-cost

Choose DOE meeting sites on

including both travel and

is meeting places of solar

efficient building materials
med to wasteful environments

expensive, more appropriate

d be good for the Department
commodations when and where
rage local small businesses.

of Policy is good, and it's
i of the Department. We want
Secretary, and the Depart-
'rom secrecy, from deception,
elected and hired to serve.
t to be wildly successful,
sed to seduce members of the
les of atomic energy or being
lioactive wastes, or to
it compensation for injuries,
_Iinated sites.

We recognize that this public involvement undertaking has potential for a
huge waste of taxpayers' money -- as occurred, for example, with DOE's unsuc-
cessful search for a :second high-level waste repos tory and a volunteer com-
munity to take a Monitored Retrievable Storage facility. Our country's broke,
deeply in debt. Mr. Grumbly tells us clean-up wil cost $1,100,000,000,000 or
more. That is more tlan $4000 for each one of us - for the indigent, the
infirm, the aged, the newborn babies, all. And these costs will rise dispro-
portionately as quantities of radioactive materials and waste continue to
increase. That is only one of the major reasons t at the Department must bring
to a halt the generation of more radioactive materials and wastes, ana adopt a
policy of maintaining effective control in isolation from the biosystem of all
of the contaminated materials and wastes that have already been produced.

/

The Secretary meet not allow any subordinates to mishandle these assigned
responsibilities, or In any way to undermine this rogram to recreate a basis
for public trust in the Department of Energy. But this policy is going to be-
come effective only when, and if, the Congress rep aces the Federal mandate to
promote nuclear energy with a supreme objective to provide maximum protection
from radiation to promote health, safety, and envi onmental quality; if the
entire agency has reformed and proven its dedicati n to that latter mandate;
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if the generation of additional quantities of radi active materials and wastes
has ceased; and the Dapartment of Energy has demon trated its original reason
for being: namely, to provide this nation with an nergy policy based on
conservation, efficienoy, and alternative renewabl sources -- energy that is
safe, clean, and sustainable. That final goal wil require vast changes in
American society and values, many sacrifices, perh ps some pain and dislooa-
tion. But a policy of public involvement in seek! g the solutions that will be
required is worthy, is desperately needed, and wil be welcomed.

Although our comments may seem harsh (as wellas redundantly repetitive),
they're meant to be positive, supportive of the ch nges that, at long last, the

t

Department of Energy is proposing to adopt. Pleas know that our organization
and others in environmental and public health comm nitieswill do everything we
can to further the improvements that the Secretary as proposed, but we'll also
remain your sternest critics if you waver.

Sincerely,

//lksa ia

Judith H. Jo ;mud, Ph.D.
Director, En ironmental Coalition

on Nuclear Power

For identification purposes only;
This commenter has served in 1992-3 as Chair
of the Sierra Club National Energy Committee,
and expects to remain on its Nuclear Sub-
committee; and is an Honorary Trustee of the
New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution



Kenneth D. Smith
Secretary-Treasurer

end Business Monoger

LABORERS' INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH AMERICA 3
LOCAL 872

AFFILIATED WITH THE AFL-CIO

4200 EAST BONANZA ROAD

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89110

(702) 452-4440

FAX 452-4262

December 27, 1993

Mr. Allen Benson

Director of Program Relations Division,

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Mail Stop RW 5.2

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Draft Public Involvement Policy

Dear Mr. Benson:

George Dunckhurst
President

end Field Agent

I have worked directly with a D.O.E. contractor for quite some time now,

and may I say, your core values are long overdue. However, you have to start

somewhere and I commend you on starting with this draft policy.

I feel it will be difficult for management to be open, honest, and sincere.

They are use to the "pass the buck" system. However, you have many outstanding

people in your organization who can and will meet the challenge.

I also feel training is the key to all organizations. You may want to

consider the implementation of free training seminars to represented and

unrepresented parties.

The Yucca Mountain Project Labor Agreement, if negotiated and singed by
D.O.E., will show sincerity and honesty, as well as all other elements described
in your draft policy. Show your sincerity by sitting down and negotiating this
agreement with us.

Sincerely,

Kenneth D. Smith

Secretary/Treasurer

Business Manager

KDS/slw
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December 27, 1993

Jerry Saltzman
Director
Office of External Relations
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Saltzman:

Thank-you for the opportunity to review your public
participation plan. Overall it seems comprehensive,
with one omission.

You should specifically address diversity issues
throughout the overall document. It is not enough to
simply use such terms as "respect for all positions" or

".""'": "stakeholders." The set of stakeholders that are
traditionally up front: industry, environmentalists,

p..N.Lo.. local communities, the states, already occupy the
psychic space these words offer. If you don't directly

1%„10,i, address these issues at the senior level, your field
"n"-"-- staff will not have the tools and training they need.

Drwr m,, The issues will be skirted and this will lead to
problems in the future.

L4441.: "1.4•
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The diversity issues of most significance to your
program are ethnic, racial, tribal, gender and income.
Respect for diversity should be one of your "core
values". A "policy element" and a set of "implementing
actions" should be developed. The topic is a tough one
and people have a hard time dealing with it. Fear and
prejudice are hard to overcome but much can be achieved
if the right resources are brought in.

I'm sending you a copy of two recent issues of The
National Voter, the membership magazine of the League of
Women Voters that addressed diversity issues.

Sincerely,

Eli be 
k ; I
Krafb

Manage of Natural Resource Programs

17 p i I. \ II( 'pill 4.
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December 28, 1993

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management

To: Mr. Allen Benson

From: Elizabeth I. Bauereis,'Ph,0
Director of Environmental Affairs

Subject: Department of Energy's Policy on Public Involvement

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed policy. I am responding at
the request of Mr. Christian I-I. Poindexter, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Baltimore Gas
And Electric Company who received the letter from Mr. Jerome Saltzman.

1 have only two minor comments on this proposed policy. In the memorandum entitled
"Guidance on Implementatic n of the Department's Public Involvement Polley" under the Section
1. CRITICAL POLICY ELENENTS, Implementing actions: — The new benchmark for excellence
will be leadership/performance.----the two statements that follow do not fit the benchmark
qualities for excellence. Ceitainly, risk-taking is important but by itself without any other
supporting benchmark alter a is rather frightening and to reward risk-taking for the act alone IS
definitely not excellence. Perhaps, this statement should be modified or part of a larger set of
excellence benchmark parameters. The second statement concerning peer review should be
strengthened to read ".Peer review should be the rule and lack of peer review should be
justified." Scientific scrutiny is Imperative for scientific excellence in decision making.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Elizabeth I, Bauereis, Ph.D
Director of Environmental Affairs
Baltimore Gas and Electric Company

Post-It' brand fax transmittal memo 7871 0 of Fumes e. /
.....11MILIPME111Frelnr.

.c. ..
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Aft MILLER
Governor

STATE OF NEVADA

AGENCY FOR NUCLEAR PROJECTS
NUCLEAR WASTE PROJECT OFFICE

Capitol Complex

Canon City. Nevada 89710

Telephone: (702) 6874744

Fax: (702) 6874277

SEXORA_NDtTX

TO: Allen Benson
U.s. Department of Energy

FROM: Joe strolin

DATE: December 29, 1993

SUBJECT: Draft Public Involvement Policy

ROBERT K. LOUR
Execs/give Director

We are in receipt of Jerry Saltzman's letter transmitting
DOE's draft Public Involvement Policy for comment. This office
intends to provide comments.

The comment deadline of January 4, 1994 does not provide
sufficient time to review the document and develop appropriate
comments, especially since we did net receive the draft until
December 27, 1993. We are therefore asking that the deadline be
extended at least until January 14th. In any case, the State of
Nevada comments will not be submitted before the 14th.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

JCS/js

cc Bob Loux



NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED 
7

Alamo Plaza
4550 W. Oakey Blvd.

Suite 111

Las Vegas, NV 89102
702-878-1885

FAX 702-878-0832
800-227-9809

Jerome Saltzman, Director
Office of External Relations
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Saltzman,

December 29, 1993

The December 17, 1993 draft copy of the Department of
Energy's (DOE) new public involvement policy arrived at my
office on December 23, 1993, with a request for comments to
be provided by January 4, 1994.

Public interest participants in general and especially
Nevadans have come to expect difficulty in participating in
meaningful ways in DOE policies and decisions that vitally
affect their lives, their children and their future.
Probably the best recent example we've seen of this elusive
process is the comment period for this document. Our
opportunity for submission of comments amounts to four
business days or less - in the midst of the holiday season.

Ever since Nevada was painted with the waste repository
target sign, we have been requesting, insisting and
demanding more access to the DOE process and a greater
degree of fairness. We were vocal at all of the Secretary
of Energy Advisory Board meetings focused on public trust
and confidence. The consistent message was that we were not
treated as a genuine, important or equal entity in the
process. After years of meetings and testimony, the board's
report is to be delivered to the Nuclear Waste Technical
Review Board next month. It's safe to assume that it will
recommend giving the public adequate time and opportunity
for significant participation. Public interest
representatives will be surprised if this message is ever
heard and comprehensively enacted by DOE and the Office of
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.



I have frequent dealings with many government agencies,
especially DOE and related entities. It is unusual when I
am able to get a simple answer to a simple verbal question
by phone or fax within four days. I've never asked DOE to
comment on any written proposal or policy spawned in my
office but it would be enlightening in many ways to do that,
especially to note the time factor that would no doubt be
required.

Sincerely yours,

udy reic el
Exec tive Director

cc: Daniel Dreyfus
Allen Benson



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

1100 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 910
Arlington, VA 22209

December 30, 1993

Mr. Allen Benson
Director
Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

Department of Energy
Washington, D.0 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the Department's new policy on public
involvement, which we received on December 23. While we appreciate your desire to
receive comments by January 4, there is not enough time for the Board to review this
document, particularly with the holidays upon us. Aie are, however, including it in the
Board's briefing books as an information item at their January 10.12 Board meeting.
Should the Board have any comments to make following this meeting, we would be
happy to forward them to you.

The Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board is specifically charged with providing
scientific and technical review of the OCRWM program to characterize the Yucca
Mountain Site. Consequently, the Board has not been significantly involved to date in
studying or reviewing policies or processes addressing public involvement. Based on our
four years of experience, however, the Board has stated its belief that scientific  and
technical credibility and public acceptance must both be present in any project to site a
permanent underground reppsitory. In this spirit, the Board applauds Secretary
O'Leary's efforts to create a more open environment at the Department of Energy. We
will be particularly interesteCI to see how OCRWM implements this policy in its efforts to
seek stakeholder involvement.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to receiving your
draft report from the August 10, 1993 stakeholders workshop.

ncerely,

0-4/k

Paula N. Alford
Director, External Affairs

PNAINYI Telephone: 703-235-4473 Fax: 703-235.4495
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD
1100 Wilson Boulevard, suite 910

Arlington, VA 22209

January 3, 1994

Via Fax 202/586-7259

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

Thank you for inviting me to comment on the draft of the Department of Energy's draft policy
on public involvement. I am responding as an individual who presently serves on the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board (NWIRB). In view of the response deadline of January 4, there
has not been time for NWTRB to discuss the draft policy on public involvement. I concur with
the comments provided for the NWTRB by Paula Alford. The additional comments provided
in this letter represent my own thinking, based upon my professional work in the field of risk
analysis.

I strongly support the draft policy and its goals as stated. DOE should have a policy of
involving the public in its program operations and planning, at headquarters and in the field.
Particularly in the area of radioactive waste management, DOE has very serious problems in
establishing and maintaining public trust and confidence. The cultural legacy that has led to
these problems is succinctly .summarized in the "Background" section of the draft policy. The
final report of the Secretary of Energy Advisory Board (SEAB) Task Force on Radioactive Waste
Management, "Earning the Public Trust and Confidence: Requisites for Managing Radioactive
Waste," provides a much more detailed discussion that is specific to OCRWM. The National
Research Council (NRC) Report, "Improving Risk Corrur.unica lion" (1989) provided its viewpoint
on OCRWM, concluding:

Given the knowledge today of the cavalier treatment of facts concerning its activities in
the past and the tremendous opportunity for uncertainty to enter its analysis and for its
analysis to be skewed, the DOE faces tremendous credibility difficulties.

I attach a copy of the full paragraph-on page 120 front which this sentence is taken. (While I
was a member of the committee that authored this report, I was not present on the day that Tom
Isaacs and Ben Ruche made their presentation, and I will not claim authorship for the words on



Mr. Allen Benson (via Fax) January 3, 1994
Page 2

page 120, which were written before I became a member of the NWTRB.) I cite these words as
evidence that OCRWM has art extreme credibility probhm, which has perhaps improved slightly
over the past five years. I endorse both the NRC report and the SEAB report as a useful start
towards diagnosis and describing methods for ameliorating this problem. I urge that both
documents be read carefully by senior OCRWM managers as part of implementing the draft
policy on public involvement.

Given the severity of the problem, the achievement of the goals in the draft policy will require
a commitment to cultural change by senior management, "special attention and leadership from
the top down" as stated in the "Background" section of the draft policy. The Director of Public
and Consumer Affairs can provide useful coordination and training, but should not inhibit
initiatives or delay the pubLc involvement process. This office must not be perceived as a
traditional public relations function or as an impediment to improved communications between
DOE managers and the public. The needed culttual change must occur with individual
headquarters and field managers and their staffs. Accomplishing such a cultural change will be
a great challenge to these inc ividuals and to DOE as an organization.

NWTRB has provided through its meetings a public forum for critical review of the technical
aspects of the Yucca Mountain Project and of storage and transportation issues associated with
spent nuclear fuel and high-level nuclear waste. As a member of NWTRB since its inception five
years ago, I am proud of our contribution toward encotraging public involvement in OCRWM's
activities. I believe that the members of NWTRB will welcome further opportunity to comment
on the details of how OCRWM cart accomplish the goals of the draft policy on public
involvement within the area of NWTRB's statutory authority.

Sincerely,

1041-6 .

D. Warner North
Member, Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
Past President, Society for Risk Analysis

Attachment



120 IMPROVING RISK COMMUNICATION

surrounding the events at Love Canal, the result was considerable
controversy. Five independent reviews of the chromosome study
were submitted to the EPA, two requested by federal agencies and
three by the scientist conducting the study. All emphasized the
limited infirences that could be drawn due to the lack of a control
group. This reviews commissioned by federal agencies criticized the
interpretation of the data on chromosome damage in the study, while
those requested by the scientist conducting the study were more
favorable concerning the data interpretation. Although this example
is extreme., scientific studies are subject to strict examination of their
methods of data collection and interpretation. This examination is
usually severe when the studies are used to support controversial
public policy decisions.

Reputation for Deceit, Misrepresentation, or Coercion

Perhaps the most difficult problem for credibility is a past record
of deceit, misrepresentation, or coercion. For example, as was ac-
knowledged to us by officials from the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE), one of the biggest problems :onfronting the civilian radioac-
tive waste program at DOE is the legacy of the Atomic Energy
Commission and even earlier government programs (Isaacs, 1987).
The attribution during the 1950s of fallout in St. Louis to Russian
sources w:nen in fact it was known to come from tests in Nevada was
a blatant abuse of public trust, the .repercussions of which the DOE
must live with today. When the responsible. government organiza-
tions have been proven to lie, it is .not surprising that people want
independent verification. One year of being honest with the people
is not enc ugh. Given the knowledge today of the cavalier treatment
of facts concerning its activities in the past and the tremendous op-
portunity for uncertainty to enter iti analyses and for its analyses to
be skewed, the DOE faces tremendous credibility difficulties. Even
the slight set indication of less than complete candor and honesty will
probably lead many people to reject whatever position the agency
takes. Given the highly politicized issues that DOE's program ad-
dresses, this legacy adds to an exceedingly difficult challenge.

The :situation is somewhat diffisrent for nongovernment organi-
zations. Private corporations, advocacy groups, and private citizens
are commonly expected to interpret the facts of the situation in ways
that support their aims and goals. This is part of the reason cor-
porationn and their messages are distrusted. Despite the difficulty



a Commonwealth Edison
One First National Plaza, Chicago, Illinois 
Address Reply to: Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Illinois 60690 • 0767

January 3, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson, Director
Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

At the request of our Chairman, Mr. James J. O'Connor, I am providing
comments from Commonwealth Edison Company in response to the inquiry from Mr. Jerome
Saltzman dated December 17, 1993. We appreciate This opportunity to comment on your
draft Policy on Public Involvement in the Civilian R2.dioactive Waste Program. We support
the view that timely, credib:.e, and effective public involvement in the Civilian Radioactive
Waste Program should be a goal of the Program Office. The timely and effective
consideration by the Program Office of the full range of diverse stakeholder viewpoints and
values produced by public involvement, should enhance decision-making by the Office.

However, the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste cannot be expected to address
all inputs that the public has already or may in the future tender. While public involvement
and effective on-going communication with the various interested stakeholder groups should
receive a high level of attenion by all decision-makers in the Program Office, effective public
involvement will not substitute for effective decision-lialcing in the Program Office..

As you are doubtless aware, there is a Congressional mandate to complete the
development and deployment of a civilian high level waste repository in a safe and timely
manner. In fact, the Department of Energy has contracted with my Company to begin
accepting high level waste for disposal in 1998. Our nuclear facility operations and our
Company financial planning relies on the Program Office fulfilling that contractual obligation.

As an interested stakeholder in this issue and as a Corporate citizen representing
the interests of our rate payers, we support a policy of timely, credible and effective public
involvement. We also strongly urge the Program Office to meet its contractual obligations,
using input from the public i.n support of timely and effective decision-making.



In this regard, we:. strongly recommend tha you include the concept of timeliness
of decision-making in the public involvement policy. Furthermore, we strongly suggest Goal
III be reworded to assure there is clear acknowledgement that the Department will retain
accountability for and be focused on timely decision-making. The implication of Coal III,
i.e. "empowerment (of the public) to participate in Departmental decision-making," may be
interpreted as creating a "consensus" decision-making process that may be impossible to
achieve, and which is not contemplated by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, or legislative
history of The Act.

If we can be of farther assistance in refining this policy recommendation, or in any
other way to support the effective performance of the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste,
please contact me directly.

Very truly yours,

Louis 0. DelGeorge
Vice President
Nuclear Operations Support

cc: J. J. O'Connor



Harold W. Borden, Jr.
Senior Vice President

External Affairs - T4A

H

Public Service
Electric and Gas
Company

80 Park Plaza, Newark, NJ 07101 201-430-6868 Mailing Address: P.O. Box 570, Newark, NJ 07101

January 3, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson
Director
Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

I am writing in response to your invitation to share our views on
the new public involvement policy developed by the U. S. Department
of Energy (DOE). We are supportive of that policy, and are
convinced that greater public and stakeholder involvement is vital
to the success of the civilian radioactive waste management
program.

As the policy statement recognizes, the weak commitment of DOE to
public involvement in the past can be traced to the origins and
mission of the agency. It is hardly remarkable that an agency
whose primary mission was production of nuclear weapons during the
Cold War would display a decided lack of enthusiasm for public
involvement in its decision-making. The Secretary and staff of DOE
should be commended for this and other steps it is taking to change
the culture of the agency to adjust to new missions and new
realities.

The program that can perhaps benefit most from this new policy is
the civilian radioactive waste management program. Missteps taken
by program management created the perception by many Nevadans that
DOE is not open to public views, that there is no role for the
public in decision-making, that information is not shared and that
the rules that govern public participation are unfair. To the
extent these perceptions have fostered public support for bitter
opponents of site characterization and encouraged litigation,
program delays can be attributed to the failure by DOE to establish
a credible, effective process for public involvement in the
civilian radioactive waste management program.

We believe this new policy has potential to reduce the level of
hostility and suspicion by citizens in Nevada, and instead, foster
the belief that DOE is open to their views. At present, some
citizens in Nevada believe that the only effective form of public
participation in the program is litigation. They must instead be

® Printed on
Recycled Paper
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convinced the most effective means of participation is involvement
in the DOE decision-making process. The timing of public
involvement is also a crucial factor. To the extent that public
participation is strengthened at earlier stages in DOE's decision-
making process, there may be less frequent resort to litigation and
other procedural tactics, and the many delays that have marked the
history of the program may not recur.

The public involvement policy also envisions reinforced contacts
with stakeholders in the civilian radioactive waste management
program other than Nevadans, such as electric utilities. This is
equally important, since on certain key policy issues related to
the program, utilities do not share common views.

As a final note, we are aware that bureaucracies in both the
private and public sector are often resistant to change. It is
vital that this important policy be effectively implemented.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft policy.

Very truly yours,



Nuclear

January 3, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

P. R. Clark
President

GPU Nuclear Corporation
One Upper Pond Road
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054-1095
201.316-7797

This is in response to Mr. Saltzman's letter of December 17, 1993 which requested
comments on a draft DOE policy on public involvement. The following comments
are offered:

1) The policy should specifically recognize the need to seek the full range
of diverse public views. This is perhaps the most difficult aspect of
implementing the policy. It will be easy to allow a few individuals
claiming to represent the public to provide an unbalanced view. The
policy should require specific attention to assuring a balance of diverse
views and determining how representative each view is.

2) In the proposed statement by the Secretary - the second item under
Implementing Action could be improved and made more directly
consistent with the policy by inserting "to" between listen and, and
inserting "incorporate or" between and and respond. The item would
then read:

"Department officials will routinely and consistently
listen to and incorporate or respond to public input."

Sincerely,

P. R. Clark,
President

Imes

cc: Mrs. C. Clawson - Director, Communications (GPUN)

GPU Nuclear Corporation is a subsidiary of General Public Utilities Corporation
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Northern States Power Company James J. Howard

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
414 Nzo,:et Mall
Minneacolis Minnesota 55401-1993
Telepho-,e (612) 330-7707

January 3, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U. S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Public Involvement Policy

Mr. Benson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DOE's proposed Policy on Public
Involvement. An effective external relations policy is an essential element of any

business strategy having a material public impact. We believe the proposed policy
codifies the Department's current community relations practices under this
Secretary. Moreover, the policy has appropriate goals, strategies and responsibilities
necessary for its effective implementation.

Proper presentation of information is critical to encouraging meaningful
involvement. In particular, the formulation of alternatives, the communication of
risks and a framework for evaluating the information are all essential elements of a
public involvement policy, especially in licensing or policy matters. I recommend
that the training component of this policy specifically address the importance of the
type and timing of information intended to be provided to the public.



Allen Benson
Department of Energy
January 3, 1994
Page 2

I would also recommend you specifically address how the agency will use the
public's involvement in its decision making process. Careful use of public
involvement has been shown to enhance the chances for a successful outcome by
developing alternatives and encouraging future public participation. At the same
time, the use of public involvement in the decision making process should not serve
to unnecessarily delay decisions or impair the effectiveness of the Department.

We look forward to the continuation of public involvement in DOE's decision
making process. Please contact me if we can provide any additional comments.

Sincerely,
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NIRS NUCLEAR INFORMATION & RESOURCE SERVICE
1424 16th Street NW' Suite 601 Washington, DC 20036
voice (202)328-0002 fax (202)462-2163

Submitted by facsimile 1'4 94

To: Allen Benson, Director of Program Relations
OCRWM, U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

From: Mary Olson, Radioactive Waste Project
Nuclear Information and Resource Service

Re: Draft DOE Policy on Pubic Participation

Dear Mr. Benson.

I have been asked to comment on the Department's Draft Policy on Public Participation. If I take
this invitation and the manner in which it was proffered as any indication of what the Department
means by "participation." I am not very hopeful about the meaningfulness or immediate success of
this proposal..

It is helpful to be notified, to receive the proposed Draft :?olicy to my attention, however the
notification while very friendly and informative -- signed by Jerome Saltzman. dated 12.17:93 --
arrived on Christmas Eve. The comment deadline was fixed as January 4. This allowed me at
best 4 working days to comment on the document. This is less time than I allow a co-worker to
review a major position statement within my ONNT1 office On checking with colleagues who are
concerned with OCRWM programs and who have an interest and have regularly participated, it is
somewhat of a mystery why some people received the draft policy and others did not.

I do take this opportunity to comment on the Draft Policy as a form of public participation -- an
extremely vital one which must be done well. If you could at this point establish an open and
credible process it would become the foundation for all that follows. Issuing an invitation that
arrives just before the major holidays observed in this culture and then requiring immediate
response does not create such a vehicle. In fact, it sugge -its just the reverse: an extraordinary
piece of timing to preclude, exclude and obviate participation.

To be open and credible the department would have needed to: Publish the proposed policy. The
Federal Register should be viewed as the barest minimum -- very few members of the public have
access to it, or even know of it -- but provides an outlet of sorts. For a major policy such as this,
focused on the public and integral to the effort to change the DOE 'culture' of secrecy, it would
be important to seek the wider press as well. A mix of straight journalism and the critique of the
alternative public interest sector press would be an extremely interesting change. This would be
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for the duel purpose of putting out the word that 'things are changing' and also to notify a broader
public about how to get a copy of the draft policy and the length of the comment period.

The comment period on an important policy such as this one should be a minimum of sixty days--
preferably 90. This allows sonic opportunity for the organizations and groups that are affected and
those that are broadly concerned. to utilize their own network and communications structures to
allow an even wider range of people to participate in giving in-put on this pivotal policy which
will affect them as members oFthe public.

The Department also needs to reach out to the individual:; and groups that have already made the
effort to participate even before any policy conies from the Department itself. I see that this has
been done to the extent that it vas mailed directly to me, and a few of my colleagues. It is not
clear what system was used to identify those who receive it, or that it is a comprehensive
distribution list that encompasses all of the current "stakeholders."

I applaud the Department in making the effort to "open the doors" and address the issues of
culture in as large an entity as the Department of Energy. It is vital that these steps are taken, at
the same time, it is meaningless to simply posture.

While it is understandable that there must be a broad policy statement upon which specific
articulation and implementation rest. it is very difficult to take such a broad statement with no
definition or example of its ap plication and expression. The stated policy opens the door to real
concerns about accountability -- when will the Department say that there has been 'public
participation,' when in fact, there was 'stakeholder' participation which reflected only the financial
interests and gave no concern what-so-ever to equity issues, environmental justice.
inter-generational responsibility. etc. There is not defined mechanism for accountability of who
has had the opportunity to even know about the Department's plans, let alone access to the levels
of participation that some stakeholders may enjoy. Perhaps there is a way to work this out, but in
the "Definition" section, there would seem to be a fairly large mandate to simply 'play it by ear.'
Who's ear?

Perhaps the key here is in the phrase "actively seek." I would strongly recommend a proactive
articulation of "actively seek." It is time and past time thz.t the Department pay closest attention in
setting new policy and making decisions to those who are already most affected by the
Department's current programs. I would urge the Department to rethink the apparent
interchangeable use of the ternis "stakeholder" and "public." This is not appropriate. stakeholder
might be appropriate for sorting out issues among contractors and other agents such as States. It is

not appropriate to delegate the people of this country to being one or a small number of 'interests'

who are then made stakeholders on "equal" footing with for-profit corporations who stand to win

or loose financially. The dollar should not be the medium of exchange in policy making that has

the potential to affect the future of the planet. Here, people, ordinary people's voices must be

heard on the same terms as the Declaration of Independence. Indeed, the actions of the

Department do affect the lives. the liberty, and the ability to pursue happiness of the citizens of

this land. This is what a policy about Public Participation must be about. I see little recognition of

this understanding in the Draft Policy.
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Certainly an open door is the first step. In-put on decisions may in fact begin to effect change, if in
fact those who's voices are clear have the opportunity to be hears. Nonetheless, from the broad
swath, one feature which is obvious for its absence is any mention of recourse or appeal for the
public once a decision has been made by the Department:with or without 'participation.'). We are
invited to imagine benevolence, but it is still a case of absolute rule without the possibility of
hearings -- which must be full, adjudicators procedures (not to be confused with a public
meeting), judicial review of key decisions all clearly spelled out such that the Department is no
longer the sole arbiter of Department decisions. Finally, there must be the provision for citizen
suites that are vital in the situation where the stated policy and the actual implementation situation
diverge and efforts to seek remedy from the Department fail. This is necessary to put out front.

In the Goals section, it is stated that "a clearly defined coherent decision-making process with
known access points for public.involvement is routinely followed." This is great. How will this be
accomplished? will it be unique to each branch of the Department? To each policy maker? How
will overall accessibility be accomplished? "...public is empower to participate in Department
decision-making" this is only meaningful if, in fact, there is recourse to an independent authority.

In order for truly meaningful participation to happen, it becomes necessary in the highly technical
nature of much of the issues the Department is involved in, for there to be a level of support
provided for the public and independent researchers in order to be able to fully join in the
dialogue. Some level of facility and technical assistance grants should be mandated as a National
Endowment for the Social Responsibility of Nuclear Science...or some other moniker. There
could be a range of programs. External, peer-review grants are needed for community-based
projects in affected and potentially affected areas -- granted outside of the channels of those
considering such programs (N1RS. MPC. etc.). There are a number of technological resources
such as the fly-over monitoring helicopters that could be made available for independent project
much as the space shuttle serves many projects. The possibilities are endless. Many affected
communities have their OW11 proposals and others will so Dn. These comments are not intended to
override those of any other party on the profile of this idea.

The bottom line is that although the dollar must not be the medium of exchange. unless sonic of
the taxpayer dollars are devoted to supporting the taxpayer's in-put, the unfair burden placed on
affected communities is compounded repeatedly. As those members of the general public who
have borne the burden of impact from DOE facilities -- or will in the future -- they are the few
who are "activated." They have learned bout the issues and concerns not because they wanted to.
but because they had to. Now they are invited to 'participate.' If they choose to. it is at their own
expense or with nominal support for travel or personal expenses. Most of these folks participate
because they feel a sense of moral obligation to the peop:.e of their country, who they represent.
not by choice, but because if they are going to be victims. they may as well make their voice
count. DOE, now is your chance. One level of true change would be to create a system of real,
fair support for affected, and potentially affected . individuals and communities and their
representatives. Indeed. some level of resource should be available to those who are truly
"members of the public at large" any of whom it is frilly in their interest at citizens to participate in
affecting the course of the Department.
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In order for such funding to be credible, it most likely should be issued in block to an independent.
perhaps "stakeholder" board that would be bound by ethics rules and policies that uphold the
rights of the Constitution for distribution.

I question that the Site Manager is the right agent to med ate between local and national interests.
What about local and state officials?

I sincerely hope that these brief and somewhat hurried comments are useful to you. Next time
have the courtesy to offer me a least a few weeks. I am certian that you enjoy a larger staff, and
yet I rather think that you would have trouble honoring a 4 day turn-around if our positions were
reversed!

In Cooperation,

Mary Olson
Radioactive Waste Project



COUNTY OF INYO 15

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Yucca Mountain Repository Assessment Office

P.O. Drawer L, Independence, California 93526

Telephone (619) 878-0380 FAX (619) 878-0382

Brad Mettam, 'Project Coordinator

January 4, 1993

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U. S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

Listed below are my commcnts on the Department of E.nergy's new public involvement policy.
Please be aware that I have not had sufficient time to review and reflect on this draft, and 1
consider my comments to be preliminary, based on a cursory review of the document. With that in
mind, the following comments are presented for your cons dcration:

• A key issue that is not clearly addressed in the draft policy is the timing of public involvement.
In order to actively coumeract the "Decide, Announce, Defend" public involvement methods of
the past, the need for early public involvement should be explicitly discussed and required.

• The recognition (in paragraph three under "Responsibilities") that support resources "human,
information, systems, and financial" are essential is appropriate, and would bear repeating.
"Old School" managers may have difficulty with the concept that actively encouraging public
involvement means more than just having the information available, should someone ask. It is
probably necessary to explain that active public involvement includes providing the public with
the institutional and wchnical resources to independently assimilate and evaluate the
Department's information. This point should be made in the implementation guidance
memorandum, as well as in the policy itself.

These two key points: the etirly involvement of the public, and the provision of resources to "even
the playing field" are essential elements of the public involvement program, They should be clearly
and emphatically stated in both the policy and the impleirentation guidance memorandum. Thank
you for this opportunity to comment on these documents. If there are any questions please contact
me at (619) 878-0380.

Sincerely,

Brad Mettam
Yucca Mountain Project Coordinator



Gwendolyn S. King
Senior Vice President
Corporate & Public Affairs

PECO ENERGY

Mr. Jerome Saltzman, Director
Office of External Relations
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Saltzman:

PECO Energy Company
2301 Market Street
PO Box 8699
Philadelphia, PA 19101-8699
215 841 4101

January 4, 1994

Thank you for your letter of December 17, 1993 to our Chairman, Joseph F. Paquette,
Jr. which included the draft of your Department's new public involvement policy.

As a former federal employee and the current Senior Officer responsible for external
relations at PECO Energy, I am delighted with the trust, direction and scope of your
new policy. We are a large urban utility concerned about corporate social
responsibility and public trust. We would be delighted to participate in this new public
involvement effort of the Department of Energy and would be pleased to assist in any
way as you unfold this bold initiative to increase public participation in the
Department's decision-making process.

Specifically the three goals outlined in the draft policy are a breath of fresh air for those
of us concerned about ongoing communication and information-sharing with the
Department of Energy. We applaud the core values contained in the draft, as they are
quite consistent with our own.

My department of Corporate and Public Affairs here at PECO Energy, will be happy to
serve as your point of contact. I can be reached at the above number. In
Washington, David Brown of my staff is available at 202/789-5599.

We look forward to working with you as you finalize your public involvement policy and
to hearing from you in the very near future.

Sincerely,
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SECC
Sale Energy Carraztuniection Carnal

DD Massactuisets Ave_ NW
Sale 805
Wasidngton. D.C. 20036
(202) 4838491
FAX C202) Z349194

January 4, 1994

Mi. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
US. Department of Energy
1000 IndependenCe Avenue, SW
Washington, DC • 20585

Dear Mr. Benson,

I received a lettim from Jerome Saltzman dated December 17, 1993,
asking for response to the proposed policy on public involvement and the
related directive from the Secretary of Energy that were enclosed with the
letter.

The Safe Energy Communication Council (SECC) believes that the
proposed policy expresses the right rhetoric. We agree "that public
involvement must be a routine component in program operations and
planning activities." SECC applauds the Secretary's desire to include greater
public participation in the Department of Energy (DOE) decision-making
process.

Unfortunately, it apparently is not so simple to change a "50 year old
culture from a closed, command-oriented hierarchy into an open,
participatory culture. that values diversity and innovation." The fact that we
were sent a correspondence immediately before Christmas to which we are
required tb respond immediately after New Years (January 4,1994), is an
example of the difficulty that the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management (OCRWIA) seems to be experiencing in instituting the necessary
cultural change. It is difficult for SECC to address the proposed policy change
in a thoUghtful, careful manner when the method and time-frame for
comments seem to preclude such response.

Safe Energy Communication Council 

EnvIronrasubil Action • Friends.; of the Earth • Greonpeace • Media Access Project • N.Gloar information & Resource Service • Organizing Media Project •
Public Malta Comm • Renew Amid& • Storm Ctuts • Tol000mmunloations Research & Action Cantor • U.S. Public Interest Sesoinch Stoup
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Nevertheless, SECC is committed to greater public participation in the
DOE decision-making process in general, and 'OCRWM's process in particular
Therefore, please consider the following questions:

(1) To whom, among the public and public interest groups, did you
send this particular request for involvement? Is your list inclusive of the
many environmental stakeholders across the country who are concerned
about radioactive waste? Has a methodology been instituted to ensure that all
environmental stakeholders are included in the proposed public participation
process? If this has not been done, perhaps SECC could help OCRWM
compile a list that is trily inclusive of the many environmental stakeholders
that want a greater voice in OCRWM's decision-making process.

(2) Why is the period for comments so short? Two weeks, under
ordinary circumstances.. are insufficient for a comment period. The fact that
the two weeks that you chose for a comment period include Christmas and
New Years, indicates to us a lack of sincerity on the part of OCRWM.

SECC recommends that OCRWM expand the comment period for this
particular issue to April. 4, 1994. In addition, z11 public comment periods
should be at least three months, but up to five or six months or even longer if
the subject matter is of a technical nature and additional research is needed.

Please always keep in mind that individuals, citizen groups and small
businesses do not have any funds allocated to do the research and writing that
"public comments" require. Therefore, extra time or funds should be
provided for this process to enable such stakeholders to adequately participate.

(3) Is OCRWM. examining its questionable cultural assumptions as
well as its public participation policy as a means to accomplish cultural
change? While the official mission of OCRWM is "to manage and dispose of
the Nation's spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste," a not so
"hidden agenda" was described in the Bush Administration FY 1993 DOE
Posture Statement "A3 enunciated in the NES, solving the problem of
permanent disposal of nuclear waste will contribute to ... removing a barrier
to the further development of nuclear power,"

While the first Clinton Administration Budget Highlights removed
this language, the culture at OCRWM seems to retain this policy. At a
December 8 and 9, 1993, OCRWM meeting I attended by invitation on a
nuclear waste system architecture value framework, one of the assumptions
brought forward by OCRWM was that the "impact on the construction of new
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nuclear power plants" would be a range of between "0 to 3 years" after the
implementation of the system. In other words, the general assumption of the
Bush Administration DOE appears to have been carried over by OCRWM
without the Clinton Administration's publicly expressed approval.

Other examples of OCRWM's cultural and policy assumptions
appeared to be operative during the meeting. While the language of the
proposed policy changes appear to be positive from a public interest
standpoint, rhetoric does not automatically translate into policy change. It
will take a more basic questioning of the assumptions within the culture at
OCRWM to have a rea impact.

SECC has called on the Clinton Administration to immediately initiate a
comprehensive and independent review of the United States' nuclear waste
programs. Along witl-. seven other national environmental organizations,
SECC sent a letter to President Clinton on August 4,1993 that details the
rationale for the review. To date, SECC and the other organizations have not
received a reply. A copy of the letter is enclosed for your further consideration.

SECC hopes that OCRWM is sincere about the proposed changes in its
public participation policy. We believe that OCRWM could take a step in this
direction by extending the comment period on its policy for public
involvement, expanding its list of environmental stakeholders and funding
public interest participation. In addition, it would send a positive signal if the
DOE and the Clinton Administration responded to the August 4, 1993, letter
and meet with the signatories to discuss the need for a comprehensive and
independent review of the nation's radioactive waste policies.

Sincerely,

Marlin Gelfand
Research Director

Jerome Saltzman
Dwight Shelor
Hon. D. Warner North
Hon. Daniel Reicher
Hon. Daniel Dreyfus
Hon. Hazel O'Leary

enclosure
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August 4, 1993

President William J. Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20501

Dear President Clinton,

We are writing .today to ask you to immediately initiate a
comprehensive and Independent review of the United States' nuclear waste
programs. Secretary oE Energy Hazel O'Leary recently announced her
intention to conduct a review of the financial issues regarding the high-level
radioactive waste program. We seek to ensure that this review will be
broadly defined to encompass all aspects of the civilian high level waste
program, as part of a larger comprehensive examination of all radioactive
waste generated in both the civilian sector and weapons complex.
Furthermore, examina:ion of the systems of waste classification which
currently define waste as "high" or "low" level should be a prerequisite for a
meaningful reassessment of the current "high-level" waste program. The
broad evaluation is necessary in addition to the limited inquiry into the
financing of the high-level radioactive waste program.

To ensure that fag evaluation process will be designed and conducted
in an unbiased and op Dale:al manner, we urge that an independent
commission be established separate from the Department of Energy (DOE).
The membership of said commission should include a majority of members
who are not affiliated with nor have a vested interest in the utility, nuclear
power and radioactive waste management industries. To prevent further
waste of taxpays' furLds, we recommend that the program activities at the
Yucca Mouni2in site be suspended for the duration of this review.

Problems with the Yuc:ca Mountain Project

Specifically, with regard to the high-level waste program, there is
increasing consensus that the policy directing the conduct of the civilian
high-level nuclear waste management program under DOE's Office of
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) should be thoroughly
and independently reviewed and re-evaluates;. This need has been
recognized by the US. General Accounting Office (GAO); the Nuclear Waste
Technical Review Board CNTWTRB) which is a statutory Federal Advisory
Committee; Represent itive Phil Sharp, Chairman of the House
Subcommittee on Energy and Power; Representative Richard Lehman,
chairman of the Subcommittee for Energy and Mineral Resources; and
numerous independent analysts such as Keeney and von Winterfeldt at the
University of Southerr. California_
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On May 21,199;:,, the GAO reported to Congress the results of its study:
Nuclear Waste Yucca  fountain Project Bid Schedule and/acing Maio'
Scientific Uncertaintiel. The GAO spedfically recommended to Congress:

"In view of the current status of the disposal program, we
recommend that the Congress defer coasideration of legislation
that would change how funds are provided to DOE from the
Nuclear Waste Fund for use on the disposal program until (1)
the Secretary of Energy has completed the review of the program
that we recommended; (2) an independent review of the
program, such as that recommended by the Nuclear Waste
Technical Review Board, has been completed; and (3)
appropriate legislative policy, and/or programmatic changes to
the program have been implemented." ,:GAO/RCED-93-124, p.
48)

The necessity of an independent evaluation and a curtailment of
ctnrent site activities are of timely importance because the DOE program to
characterize Yucca Maintain, Nevada, as the only deep geologic high-level
nrirlear waste disposal site is about to initiate large, irreversible expenditures
at the site that may prove imprudent after ottective review.

Two specific activities are eminent a; final purchasing of a large,
multi mullion dollar tunnel boring machine to excavate 25-30 foot diameter
repository tunnels beneath Yucca. Mountain; and (2) further work on
excavation of the starter hole for the 5-mile underground Exploratory Studies
Facility (ESF) which is designed to be the first stage of repository construction
by the tunnel boring machine described above. The estimated cost of the ESF
over the next five years, is 5850 million, with FY-93 ESF costs budgeted in
excess of $49 mullion, a portion of which has already been spent

It is clear that the DOE Yucca Mountain project managers are
proceeding with great speed to commit as much as possible to irreversible
expenditures before the project is subjected to executive scrutiny that may
result in a redirection of the program. In simple terms, this type of effort
would assure that 'the 1211 wags the dog.'

While DOE managers insist that these large expenditures are necessary-
to meet the goal of having a repository operational by 2010, it is clear to most
observers, including the GAO and the NWTR13, that this rigorous and
demanding schedule is both unrealistic and it-advised. Yucca Mountain's
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suitability- for safe disposal of radioactive waste has yet to be determined by
DOE, and there is no contingency plan should the site prove unsuitable or
unable to receive a license from the Nuclear Reg-,ulatory Commission
subsequent to the DOE's determination of viability.

In reference to questions related to statutory compliance, Secretary
O'Leary has the legal authority to order an immediate halt to these two major
financial commitments at Yucca Mountain before any further FY-93 funds are
expended, and throughout the period that a review is taking place.

Comprehensive Review Needed

It is urgent that tie prudent decision be cnade,to defer the very near-
term commitments to 1-irge expenditures at Yu cca Mountain until a
comprehensive, independent review of the nuclear waste programs and
policies can be completed. In consideration of this request, we believe that it
is important to remember that high-level waste financial issues are but one
subset of the larger, overall problems confrontIng the nation's civilian and
weapons waste prograns. Establishing an independent commission to
completely re-evaluate L.S. radioactive waste classification, technological
options, economics, institutional framework, regulation, regulation of long-
lived wastes and. fundin3 needs is necessary to responsibly address the
county's nuclear waste dslemma.

Please let us Icnow if we can be of any assis-ance or provide additional
information.. We look forward to the opportunity- to discuss this issue soon
with you. and your staff_

Sincerely,

Scott Denman
Executive Director
Safe Energy Communication Council

Diane DiArrigo
Radioactive Waste Project Director
Nuclear Information & Resource Service

Anna Aurilio
Stiff Sdentist
U.S. Public Interest Research Group

Bill Magavern
Director, Critical Mass Endrgy Project
Public Citizen
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Harvey Wasserman Brent Blackwelder
Senior Advisor to the Nuclear Program Vice President for Policy
Greenpeace Friends of the Earth

Angela Park
Program Associate
Center for Policy Alternatives

Daniel Becker
Director, Global Warming &
Energy Program
Sierra Club

cc Vice President Albert Gore
Secretary of Energy Hazel O'Leary
Ms. Kathleen McGinty, Director White House Office of Environmental

Policy
Dr. John H GibbDns, Director, White House Office of Science &

Technology Policy
Mr. T.J. Glauthier, Associate Director for Natural Resources, Energy

& Science, Office of Management & Budget
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460

JAN 4 1994

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on DOE's draft
policy on public invclvement. Overall, we agree with the policy
and think it is similar to EPA's philosophy towards public
involvement (although we have not seen it written down in this
kind of detail). However, we have a general concern that the
tone is a little "heavy-handed" for a program area that requires
staff to be thoughtful and sensitive to the public's needs. One
suggestion to try to soften the tone would be start off with an
explanation of why DOE thinks public involvement is important.
This explanation ought to precede the opening policy statement:
"The policy of the DOE is that.public involvement must be a
routine component in program operations and planning activities,
at headquarters and in the field." Our more specific comments
follow.

First, we feel that the Policy Statement should stress that
public involvement will be an open and on-going communication
process. Therefore, we would suggest eliminating the word
"routine" throughout the policy since that could be construed as
meaning any periodic basis, frequent or infrequent. As public
servants, we feel that it is important to communicate with the
public as much as they feel is necessary, not necessarily
according to our "routine." Related to this, you may want to
consider adding a sentence or two suggesting that program
managers or public affairs staff try to assess the communications
needs of stakeholders and others. This is something my office
did in trying to develop our WIPP communications/public outreach
program. We conducted in-depth interviews with about 25 New
Mexicans with an interest in the WIPP to try to identify their
major concerns and communications needs. We have been using the
results of those interviews to develop an effective
communications/outreach plan.

a) Recycled/Recyclable

Qc9 erintaLw=fLesame Nut OnirINF 11111



In the "Core Values" section we suggest including the words
"communications" and "consultation" since they are the basis for
any communications policy. DOE (and EPA as well) should strive
to maintain open lines of communication with the public and to
frequently consult with affected stakeholders on the issues.

We suggest adding one more goal it the "Goals" section: The
public's concerns, questions, comments, etc., are addressed.

In the section on responsibilities we recommend adding a
suggestion for periodic evaluation of the effectiveness of DOE's
public involvement process.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
policy and look forward to reviewing the draft report on your
public involvement workshop when it becomes available.

Sincerely,

J. William Gunter
Director, Criteria and
Standards Division
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U.S. Council for Energy Awareness

Phillip Bayne
Premzerti Arc Oh* Exect.ive Officer

VIA FACSIMILE

January 4, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson
Director, Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:
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This is in response to the December 17 letter from Mr. Jerome Saltzman, soliciting our
comments on the DOE's draft public-involvement policy.

Overall, let me commend the Department for implementing what we consider to be a thoughtful
and timely policy initiative. As the DOE adapts to significant changes in its mission, there is
nothing more essential than public trust and confidence in the Department's efforts. We believe
the public-involvement policy, as outlined, has the potential for building and maintaining a real
sense of equity among the Dt:partment's many stakeholders.

As with any such policy initiative, the proof lies not sc much in the words as in the
implementation. 1 would offer a few words of caution :n that regard.

* Public involvement must have realistic goals and conditions. An open-ended commitment to
building consensus on each and every DOE initiative could lead to paralysis.

* The final policy should make clear that participants in any given policy or programmatic
initiative have an obvious and relevant stake in that initiative.

* The guidance memo to DOE managers and operations offices asserts that the benchmark for
excellence will be leadership/performance; iii additionro risk-taking and peer review, the policy
should also specify that achieving the desired result of a given DOE initiative will also be a
measure of leadership and performance.

We will continue to follow the evolution of the public-involvement policy with great interest,
and would be pleased to assist the Department in any way we can.

Sincerely,

7.5%5.407;
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0
BOSTON EDISON

Executive Offices
200 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199

Ilomard W. Reznicek
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer

January 4, 1994

Mr. Jerome Saltzman, Director
Office of External Relations
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Saltzman:

Thank you for your December 17 letter and the opportunity to comment on your draft
policy statement on public involvement,

Overall, I support the purpotas and goals as outlined In the draft. However, in reading It,
as well as the draft memorandum from the Secretary of Energy to heads of headquarters
elements mangers and managers of DOE operations offices, I find no mention of one of the
most important elements, aid that is timely decision making. While I fully support
public involvement and believe firmly that the results of almost any undertaking are
better when the views and Interests of diverse stakeholders are reflected in the decision
making process, I would be :oncemed if the process Itself became the focus instead of
focusing on the intended outcome. Therefore, I would recommend adding either a further
goal to assure timely decision making or adding that element to Goal II.

As one of the evaluation factors for the annual review, I would suggest including an
assessment of timeliness. I would also underscore the Importance of training DOE staff
members on the elements of public Involvement, as well as the importance of producing
decisions in a timely manner.

Thank you for the opporturity to comment.

Sincerely,
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Oliver D. Kinosiey, Jr.
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January 4, 1994

Mr. Jerome Saltzman, Director
Office of External Relations
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20535

Dear Mr. Saltzman:

Thank you for the draft of the Department of Energy's (DOE) public
involvement policy which you recently forwarded to Chairman Crowell.
Tennessee Valley Authority endorses the goal of bringing diverse views
and values into the DOE decision-making process in order to make
better decisions and build greater publ:.c understanding and trust. In
addition, we believe that significant accomplishments and sustained
progress toward program goals are essential elements to achieving
public support.

To this end, we would offer two comments relative to the new public
involvement policy. First, the policy should clearly recognize that
public involvement is essential, but that DOE has ultimate respon-
sibility for efficient decision making. Second, the policy should
stress that public involvement must be carefully integrated with other
management activities in order to achieve program goals in a timely
and cost-effective manner.

We look forward to your draft report that will set forth the program's
implementation plans for public involvement.

TOTAL P.002



Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee 22
Northern Nevada Activities

1029-1 Brooktree Drive, Sparks NV 89434
(702) 331-1228

January 5, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson, Director
Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Subject: Draft Policy on Public Involvement

Dear Mr. Benson:

Mr. Jerome Saltzman's letter of December 17 and the subject draft
were received today . . . evidently delayed in the holiday mails.
I hope that our rather hurried review of the draft policy will be
received in time to be useful.

Our comments on the draft policy are as follows:

1. Policy through and including Definition paragraph - no
specific comment.

2. Goals:

Goal I: If every employee is delegated responsibility to
practice and improve public involvement, they must also be
delegated the authority necessary to carry out these
responsibilities. What degree or span of authority is being
delegated by this paragraph? Can we expect that "every
employee" can make public involvement decisions? Does every
employee have to coordinate these decisions/actions with the
local Public and Consumers Affairs representative? This goal
needs to be more clearly defined.

Goal II: Suggested change (also, see new Goal III):

“ . . . for public involvement shall be established for
each project and followed by all employees assigned to
the project. The public shall be informed of these
processes and encouraged and assisted to participate in
the decision making process."

Goal III: A major problem in DOE public information policy
has been the failure to respond to misinformation appearing
in the news media and other public forums. For example,
regarding the Yucca Mt. project, Nevada's Robert Loux has
frequent -op-ed pieces in Nevada papers containing grossly
misleading statements or even technical errors; yet, there
is seldom, if ever, a correction by DOE. This is frequently
noted in our conversations with the public; if DOE or other
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authority does not correct the record, the public assumes
the misinformation is true.

Therefore, we suggest the following for Goal III:

Goal Current, timely information regarding a
project's status (technical, community, administrative,
and otherwise), shall be presented to the public, and
readily available in response to public inquiries.
Misinformation appearing in the news media shall be
corrected promptly.

This policy element should be implemented via the news
media, regular and well publicized local presentations, by
providing guest speakers, communications with State and
other governmental and tribal entities and non-government
stakeholder organizations, and by other means, in all
geographic areas significantly affected by a project.

Our Committee believes that public communication through
means readily available to the public -- the news media --
and prompt correction of misinformation, are the keys to
current DOE problems of public perception.

3. Responsibilities - 2nd & 5th pp: The requirement for
coordination with Public and Consumer Affairs (P&CA) at
Headquarters and in the field, is well taken. However, this
requirement could introduce delays that would inhibit prompt
and effective communication with the public at local levels.
This kind of "red tape" must not occur. Public confidence
and support depends on prompt, open and frank communications
-- fast reaction time -- not news that is several days or
weeks old!

4. Draft Memorandum - Generally, we have no suggestions
except that public communication should be more specifically
emphasized.

Summary:

In general, we believe that the concept of the policy is good,
and the terms of the policy as expressed in the draft are doable.
However, as expressed in our comments, we believe that greater
emphasis on public communication is imperative, especially the
Prompt correction of misinformation, whatever the source.

Many of us feel that prompt and effective communications with the
public are much more important in project acceptance than public
participation in decision making, regardless of the expressed
desires of some so-called citizen's organizations!



Hal Rogers, Co-Chairman, NIWISC 3

Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can be of further
assistance in these matters.

Sincerely,

Hal Rogers
Co-chairman, Northern Nevada Activities
Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee

copy: Hugh Anderson, Co-chair, So. Nevada Activities

NNWSC Staff



Sigma Xi, The Scientific Research Society

January 5, 1994

VIA TELECOPY--(202) 586-7259

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program
Relations Division

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Henson:
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Warner North has sent me a copy of Jerome Saltzman's letter to
North of 17 December asking for comments by yesterday on your
draft policy. Although I was not asked to comment and I only
received these last right, I will provide a few comments.
These are from three perspectives:

(a) as Chairman of the National Academy Committee on Risk
Perception and Communication, which authored the report
Improving Risk Communication, published by the National
Academy in 1989 Grumbly was a member of the study);

as Chairman of the Department of Energy's Committee on
Nuclear Facility Safety from 1989 through 1991; and

as a former Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

(b)

(e)

The goals and specifics in the draft are excellent. Secretary
O'Leary and Mr. Grumbly are making major changes in the
openness of the Department and these are all excellent steps
outlined in your draft.

I only raise a couple of issues which you may wish to address
because they could lead to some confusion or some difficulties.

In your policy, goal I includes "with every employee sharing
responsibility to practice and improve public involvement".
However, under Responsibilities, it lists: "To assure a
consistent approach throughout the agency... Program and Staff
Offices will coordinate their public involvement activities
through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs...." Do you
intend that every employee, taking it upon himself or herself
this responsibility for public involvement, nevertheless

99 Alexander Drive, P.O. Box 13975 Research Triangle Park, NC 27709 Tel: (919) 549-4691 Fax: (919) 549-0090



Mr. Allen Benson
January 5, 1994
Page 2

continuously coordinate any such activities through the Office
of Public and Consumer Affairs? In other words, the way the
policy is currently written could be viewed, particularly by
any local manager who is not interested in implemented the
policy fully, as a requirement to constrain the employees
rather than to empower them.

Furthermore, the requirement to coordinate all the activities
does seem to be a chilling factor. I suggest that, instead of
leading off with this under the Responsibilities, put it
farther down in the Responsibilities section and stress that it
would be appropriate or advantageous, as opposed to the way it
is currently worded, which sounds a bit like the old Watkins
approach. This was: don't do anything until headquarters or
the field office has approved. In the past, that was used as a
cover to avoid or prevent a local DOE facility dealing with the
public.

Under the goals, III is that "The public is...empowered to
participate in departmental decision-making." One of the
important issues the National Academy Committee on Risk
Perception and, Commurication addressed was the confusion that
can come in the public's mind if it is not clear right from the
beginning what decision-making participation the public is
going to have. When you start discussing with the public, you
should be clear, for example, are you going to let them have an
equal vote or are yot. going to require consensus before a
decision is taken. In the end, this turns out to be the
critical issue, because most people, in addition to wanting to
be sure that their views are heard, want to have those views
weighed in the final decision. Of course, the best way, from
the public's view, to insure that adequate weight is given is
to allow the public to have a vote. If that is not going to be
possible, then that should be made very clear right in the
beginning. Therefore, your third goal needs some clarification
somewhere in the rest: of the document.

The memo from the Secretary includes under "Implementing
actions" one of the Core Values; "Risk-taking will be
rewarded". This is not clear. Taking risks is what got many
of the reactor operators and other facility operators into deep
trouble. They took risks with the public health and safety.
It is not obvious what you mean by risk-taking. Some
clarification would be quite helpful.



Mr. Allen Benson
January 5, 1994
Page 3

In conclusion, I strongly support the concepts presented and it
continues the fresh air that has been let into the Department
by the new Administration.

ely,

.r.►earne
Ex cutive Director

JFA:cm/492

cc: Jerome Saltzman
Warner North



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

JAN 6 1994
Mr. Jerome Saltzman
Director
Office of External Relations
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Saltzman:

Thank you for sending me a draft of the Department of Energy's (DOE's) new public
involvement policy. This statement takes a critical step in a needed direction; I have no
specific comments and think it is fine as is.

Overall, I applaud your efforts to bring more diverse views and values into DOEs
decision-making processes by committing the Department to include public involvement
processes as a routine element throughout its operation.

TJ. Glauthier
Associate Director
Natural Resources,
Energy and Science

cc: Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
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KEN L. HARRISON
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

January 6, 1994

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY

ONE WORLD TRADE CENTER

121 S.W. SALMON STREET

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

(503) 464-8825

Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Department of Energy
Washington DC 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Department of
Energy's draft public involvement policy. We applaud your desire
to include a wide range of public sentiment in an issue such as
radioactive waste management — an issue that can be so polarizing
to the citizenry.

As the leader of a utility that, one year ago this week, announced
the early closure of an 1,100-MW nuclear power plant, I can attest
to the value a participatory process brings to decision-making.
This decision was part of an integrated resource plan that was
developed with as diverse an assemblage of advocacy groups, state
agencies, and customers as was ever assembled by a utility.

Your draft policy articulates the most important characteristics of
public involvement: the spirit of openness and respect of differing
opinions. I have never believed the goal of these processes is to
force consensus, but rather to understand the options and
perspectives that should be considered when making decisions.
However, making DOE staff accountable for the accuracy of their
public statements and thoroughness in their follow-up to the
commitments they make, will go far in building trust with your
constituents, if not full agreement.

We have also found that developing and agreeing upon participant
ground rules at the beginning of such a process, and referring back
to this agreement when issues arise, helps align expectations.
Developing mutual respect with your public takes time, but the time
is well worth the gain in credibility.
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January 6, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian P.adioactive Waste Management
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. .20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

A December 17 letter from Jerry Saltzman requests comments on the Department's
draft public involvement policy. The Secretary s policy to embrace a new culture of
openness and service is clearly a step in the right direction. There are many elements of
the draft policy on public involvement which will improve thc Department's ability to
understand and be responsive to their employers, the citizens of the country. However,
one element of the draft policy — coordination of public involvement activities through
the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs — causes some concern. This element has the
potential of adding an unnecessary layer in the chain of communication between state
decision-makers and decision-makers at the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management (OCRWM).

As you may know, western states, thrc.igh thc Board's High-Level Radicactive
Waste Committee, have worked hard to cultivate a productive working relationship with
OCRWM's experts on spent fuel and HLW transportation issues. The success of this
working relationsh:p has been the direct communication between state personnel and
OCRWM technic& and policy personnel (and, where appropriate. OCRWM contractors).
Such direct discussions are an essential element of productive intergovernmental relations
and have enhanced thc states' and DOE's understanding of key issues.

The Comix,ittee believes that any public involvement policy implemented by
OCRWM should build on and expand the direct contact between state personnel and
OCRWM personnel. Trust and understanding are the products of direct discussions.

I hope these comments arc responsive.

L
Douglas Larso
Executive Director

cc: Elissa Turner, OCRWM
HLW Committee Co-Chairmen

60017th Street,Suite 1704 South Tower
Denver, Colorado 80202-5447

3031573-8910 FAX 3031573-9107



AMERICAN SOCIETY OF
CIVIL ENGINEERS

346 East 47th Street
New York, NY 10017
(212) 705-7496

7 January 1994

Mr. Allen Benson

Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM)
U.S. Department of Energy►
Washington, DC 205135

Reference: Letter -- Saltzman to Pfrang, dated 17 December 1993

Dear Mr. Benson:

27

In response to the referenced letter, the Ameiican Society of Civil Engineers
(ASCE) is pleased to be invited to comment on the draft of the Department of
Energy's (DOE) new public involvement policy. ASCE enjoys a long-term
relationship with DOE and its OCRWM Program, particularly with regard to the
management of the annual International High Level Radioactive Waste Management
(IHLRWM) Conference, :'or which DOE serves as a cooperating organization. In

fact, relative to the draft policy, educational activities, such as the
conference, serve to foster a greater understanding and trust amongst DOE, the
scientific, engineering and educational communities and the public at large.

The draft DOE policy speaks further to this issue, and we feel the policy will

have a positive impact on DOE's current End future programs. The example of

the IHLRWM Conference might be looked at ass a case study towards facilitating
the acceptance of a rational solution of a controversial problem. The
conference provides an educational forum for the discussion of forging a

cooperative scientific and social sciences approach towards addressing a
controversial national. (and international) problem, and thus facilitates

acceptance towards a solution.

In short, ASCE applauds the draft policy, and stands ready to assist DOE in its
implementation efforts. ASCE has expertise in developing technical programs
which facilitate information exchange, technology transfer, team decision-
making, public involvement, etc. ASCE also has a peer-review program, public
communications program, and other activities which can serve well any public
involvement initiative. AscE would welcome discussing these programs with DOE.

Should you wish to discuss this further, please contact Mr. George L. De Feie,
Manager, ASCE Conferer..ce Marketing & Programs, at tel. 212-705-7290; fax.
212-705-7975. Mr. De Pets has worked closely with DOE on the IHLRWM Conference
during the past five years.

Sincerely,

Edward O. Pfrang
Executive Director

Cc: G.L. De Feis

Civil engineers make the difference
They build the quality of life

Uc2
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20656-0001

JAN 0 .1 1994

Mr. Jerome D. Saltzman, Director
Office of External Relations
U.S. Department of Energy
Forrestal Building, RW 5
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Saltzman:

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S (DOE's) REQUEST FOR
COMMENTS ON DRAFT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

As you requested in your letter of December 17, 1993, we reviewed DOE's draft
description of a new public involvement policy and have the following
comments:

- We support the very worthwhile goal of the new policy, to increase
public involvement in DOE decision-making on civilian high-level
radioactive waste management activities.

- We view the new policy as consistent with the existing NRC/DOE
procedural agreement and the agreement's related objectives of adequate
information flow between NRC and DOE, timely NRC involvement in DOE's
activities of a regulatory interest, early identification of potential
licensing issues, and participation in NRC/DOE prelicensing
consultations by states, Indian Tribes, affected units of local
government and the public. Such involvement is and will continue to be
an essential element of the ongoing NRC/DOE technical interchange
process.

- As in the past, we encourage immediate steps by DOE to implement the
data base described in Critical Policy Element 5, to make real-time
information available through telephone and computer access points.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft public involvement policy.
Should you have follow-up questions or comments, please contact Bill Reamer of
my staff (301-504-3391).

Sincerely,

Robert M. Bernero, Director
Office of Nuclear Material Safety

and Safeguards

cc: Mr. Allen Benson
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FAX TO: JEROME SALZMAN

FAX PHONE NO. 1-202-586-7259 (ALAN BENSON)
TOTAL PAGES: 1

FROM: A. DAVID ROSSIN
24129 HILLVIEW DRIVE
LOS ALTOS HILLS, CA 94024
(415) 948-7939 FAX (415) 941-7849

DEAR JERRY,

29
January 10, 1994

I GOT A COPY OF YOUR DEC. 17 LETTER ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT.
THESE COMMENTS ARE MY OWN. THERE MAY HAVE BEEN AN
OMISSION IN DRAFTING THE POLICY AND THE MEMO OF THE
SECRETARY WITH RESPECT TO THE FOLLOWING POINT:

NOWHERE IN EITHER DRAFT DOCUMENT CAN I FIND ANY
REFERENCE TO THE NEED FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO
FULFILL ITS OBLIGATIONS TO THE NATION AND ITS PEOPLE. FOR
EXAMPLE, THE PURPOSE STATEMENT SHOULD BE AMENDED TO
READ:

... trust between the Department and the public it serves in order that it
may more effectively carry out its respor slbilities to the nation and its
people.

IN ADDITION:

IN THE BACKGROUND SECTION, THERE SHOULD BE MENTION OF
THE FACT THAT OBVIOUS EXCEPTIONS TO THE RATHER SOUR
RECITATION OF THE HISTORY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ARE THE
CIVILIAN WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND THE LOW-LEVEL
WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.

UNDER DEFINITION, THERE IS NO MENTION OF THE RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES WITH WHICH THE DEPARTMENT MUST ALSO DEAL: STATES,
MUNICIPALITIES, CORPORATIONS, CCNTRACTORS, ETC.

I WOULD ALSO SJGGEST THAT IN THE SECRETARY'S MEMO, THAT
PARAGRAPH 5 THAT DISCUSSES RISK SHOULD EXPLICITLY POINT TO
THE RISKS OF FAILURE OF THE DEPARTMENT TO MEET ITS
OBLIGATIONS, (AND TO DO SO IN A TIMELY MANNER), BY ADDING
THE WORDS:
... consensus, including the risks to the nation and Its people of failure of
the Department carry out its obligations and meet its objectives.



From: A. David Rossin 1-10-94 10:52am p. 2 of 2

I BELIEVE THAT THE INTENT OF BOTH THE POLICY STATEMENT AND
MEMO IS EXCELLENT. AS YOU MAY RECALL, I FOUGHT HARD FOR
PUBLIC INFORMATION AND INVOLVEMENT DURING MY BRIEF
TENURE AT DOE, AND DURING MY CAREER BEFORE AND SINCE.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN DECISIONMAKING HAS BECOME
INSTITUTIONALIZED AS PART OF OUR DEMOCRATIC PROCESS.
PROVIDING INFORMATION TO THE PUBLIC IS AN OBLIGATION OF
GOVERNMENT, EECAUSE WITHOUT ACCURATE AND COMPLETE
INFORMATION, PUBLIC INPUT IS NOT AS VALUABLE. PUBLIC
INFORMATION IS ONE SUBJECT; PARTICIPATION AND INVOLVEMENT
ANOTHER, AND THE TWO ARE CONFUSINGLY INTERTWINED IN BOTH
THE DRAFT POLICY STATEMENT AND THE MEMO.

THE DEPARTMENT IS RIGHT TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AND TO
SEEK AND FACIL TATE PUBLIC INPUT. BUT IT IS IMPORTANT TO
KEEP IN MIND TI-AT EVEN THE CONGRESS NEVER CONFUSED THE
RIGHT TO BE HEARD WITH THE OBLIGATION TO BE OBEYED. IT IS
THE DEPARTMENT, NOT THE STAKEHOLDERS, THAT MUST MAKE
DECISIONS AND SET POLICY.

HOWEVER, THESE DRAFTS, WITHOUT THE KIND OF AMENDMENTS
NOTED ABOVE, SHOW A SERIOUS LACK OF RECOGNITION OF
RESPONSIBILITY ON THE PART OF DCE. THIS WILL BE OBVIOUS TO
ALL THE PARTIES, BOTH WITHIN AND OUTSIDE OF GOVERNMENT,
INCLUDING THE MEDIA, WITH WHOM THE DEPARTMENT DEALS.

WITHOUT RECOGNIZING THAT THE TAXPAYERS OF THIS NATION
EXPECT ITS CAB NET-LEVEL AGENCIES TO DO THEIR JOBS, THE
POLICY STATEMENT AND THE MANAGEMENT MEMORANDUM WOULD
SIMPLY SEEM TO BE HOLLOW.

SINCERELY,

A. DAVID ROSSIN
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617 Terrace Street, Carson City, Nevada 89703 (702) 882-0296 FAX (702) 883-0226

January 10, 1994

Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

RE: Draft public involvement policy

Dear Mr. Benson:

I am a nuclear waste consultant with Eureka County, Nevada, specializing in public
involvement. The following comments on the Department of Energy's (DOE) draft
public involvement policy are submitted on behalf of the Eureka County Board of
Commissioners.

We appreciate your granting us an extension on the deadline to comment on the
policy. Four business days to comment on a draft policy is an inadequate amount
of time, and is an unfortunate way to initiate public review of the DOE's public
involvement policy. The draft did not address the issue of providing adequate
scheduling and time for public involvement. In light of the problem with this
deadline, we suggest that the draft policy include language requiring fully adequate
opportunities and lengths of time for public review and participation.

Will these public involvement policies also apply to official public review processes
such as environmental impact statements and environmental assessments? If so,
this should be stated explicitly in the policy.

The draft policy is encouraging, as it indicates that the DOE is beginning to
acknowledge the importance of public involvement or the need to appear to be
more sensitive to the issue of public involvement. One area where the policy
seems to be deficient is in implementation. While DOE managers are instructed to
incorporate public involvement into their activities, the policy does not provide
guidance or direction on doing more than listening and responding. If public
involvement truly is "a means for Americans to influence their government", as
defined in the policy, then the policy should provide some direction on how DOE
managers can incorporate input from the public. Without such directions, DOE is
at risk of being accused of going through the motions.



We were unsure of the meaning of "risk-taking". It is not defined within the
document, and should be, so that the public and DOE employees will be clear
about when risk taking is rewarded and when it is not. For example, DOE-
scheduled briefings to coincide with a nuclear utility ad campaign in Nevada might
be considered as positive risk-taking action by DOE while meeting with the families
of contaminated workers might be received very differently by DOE.

In the memo from the Secretary to "Headquarters Elements Managers", it is stated
that all levels of DOE will operate as an integrated team in planriirig public
involvement activities. In the past it has been difficult for all DOE levels to work
as a team. Is this a new directive? What special steps will be taken so that this
effort is successful?

Further on it states that headquarters will develop clearance procedures for public
information materials. What kind of clearance? How long will it take? Does this
mean that field staff, who better/understand local needs, could be hindered from
releasing information to the public in a timely manner by headquarters procedures
and personnel? While contistency is important, the policy should also permit
discretion and flexibility at the local level.

Eureka County appretiates the opportunity to comment on the draft policy. For
future mailings, please send correspondence to me at the above address and to 
the Eureka County Yucca Mountain Information Office, P. 0. Box 714, Eureka, NV 
89316. 

Sincerely,

Abigail C. Johnson
Nuclear Waste Consultant to Eureka County
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Post Office Box Oil 779
Carson City, Nevada 89702

January 10, 1994

Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Bensen:

The League of Women Voters of Nevada is pleased to provide comments to the
Department of Energy (DOE) on the DOE's draft public involvement policy. We
appreciate the extension deadline to January 14. The original comment deadline of
January 4 was not practical; we did not receive the document until December 27,
which afforded us only four business days to comment.

Overall, the draft public involvement policy is going in the right direction. The League
at all levels is a strong supporter of public involvement, and it is heartening that the
DOE is recognizing the valuable role that citizens can play when they are informed
and are afforded opportunities for involvement.

We have the following comments and questions.

1. Nowhere in the draft documents did we find mention of the need for allowing the
public enough time to comment or participate. Since the draft policy itself was subject
to that problem, and itself does not address the issue, we believe it is an inadequacy
in the draft. The public involvement policy should include explicit language about
giving the public adequate notice and sufficient time to participate.

2. The definition of public involvement in the draft is, "Public involvement provides a
means for Americans to influence decisions made by their government."(underlining
added for emphasis). While the implementation of the draft policy may lead to
improved public participation, it does not address what DOE should do with the
public's input other than respond. If Americans are to influence decisions, the policy

1



should detail how this will occur - listening isn't enough. How will the information and
ideas gleaned from pubic involvement be incorporated into the decisions and policies
of the DOE? This draft policy does not tell us that, and without that information, the
policy lacks substance.

3. The policy should also define what is meant by "risk-taking". Risk taking is
encouraged and should be rewarded, but what is it? For example, is it releasing a
draft document between Christmas and New Years, allowing less than a week for the
public to comment, or is an employee taking a risk by allowing enough time, even if
schedules are not met, to allow real participation? What are the risks involved? Who's
taking the risk? How will it be interpreted? One person's courageous risk is another's
foolhardy gamble. Depending on your point of view, risky actions could be interpreted
very differently. And what is the reward for risk-taking, and of what type?

4. Page 2 of the Secretary's draft memo states that all levels will operate as an
integrated team in planning public involvement activities, combining resources, sharing
information and coordinating schedules. This is a very optimistic goal which will need

to be spelled out in extreme detail. As it is, these levels have a hard time
coordinating - they will need some special incentives and guidelines in order to make
this work.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please continue to send us information
on public involvement at the address shown above.

Sincerely,

Nancy Wall, President

2
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gohn Graham

TO: Allen Benson FAX # 202-586-7259 

Director of Program Relations Division 

FROM: ohn  Graham  DATE:  January 11, 1994 

14675 Crabapple Rd  TIME:  4:49 PM(US.MT) 

Golden, CO 80401 LISA 
Number of pages (including cover sheet): 2 

Drstft DOE Public Involvement Policy

Dear Mr. Benson,

I have had a chance to review the draft of the Department of Energy's new public
involvement policy and take this opportunity of prcviding some comments prior to your
review date of January 12, 1993.

1. The problem addressed is a long standing problem which has given the Department of
Energy a reputation for arrogance and incompetence from which it will he difficult to
recover. This draft is an admirable start to correcting the problem.

2. The policy lacks specificity in many respects -- it appears to depend on the "public" and
stakeholders coming forward; it lacks any effort on behalf of the Department to
approach stakeholders on anything other than a formal basis. For example, will the
Department be encouraged to join local Chambers of Commerce to seek input on
programmatic directions before "pre-decisional access points" are reached? In many
cases the Implementing Actions appear to gather only stakeholder concurrence for
programs already engaged.

3. The American Indian tribes are mentioned in passing in a couple of places as being an
inclusive group within "the public". They are not. The Department of Energy's
declared policy is to treat the Indian Tribes on a Government-to-Government basis and,
therefore, consultancy is required on a Government-to-Government basis not merely in
obtaining a stakeholder's interest and comments.

4. How will the Department of Energy's new policy affect program "conferences"? For
example, the annual Environmental Conference (e.g. ER'93 in Atlanta, GA) is not peer
reviewed and is government controlled; .the arnual Yucca Mountain show-case of
government policies and programs admits to no objective peer review and is also

Please call (303) 694-0700 if you have ary problems with this transmission

14675 Crabapple Road
Golden • Colorado • 80401-1440 • U.S.A.

Home Tel (303) 279-0479 • Work Tel (303; 694-0700 • Fax (303) 694-1816



strictly controlled by the Department. Neither have the objectivity of being organized
by a scientific society and the public have every right to believe that they are merely
established to show-case government programs and confirmatory analysis. This new
draft policy has as one of its core values -- scientific credibility. Are we therefore to
assume that these meetings will be abandoned or put into the hands of an objective
organization which does not accept DOE funding for the job?

5. The draft policy is a good start but it is nowhere near to being ready to establish in final
form. Implementation plans do not deal with information channels, publications, public
reading rooms, speaking programs, school programs, etc. etc.

I would be very pleased to review and comment on the next draft in full. It is difficult to
comment in detail on the present policy without rewriting many sections in more specific
terms. Thank you for your time.

Please Call (303) 694-0700 if you have any problems with this transmission

14675 Crabapp:e Road
Golden • Colorado • 80401-1440 • U.S.A.

Home Tel (303) 279-0479 • Work Tel (303) 694-0700 • Fax (303) 694-1816



BOB MILLER STATE OF NEVADA ROBERT R. LOUX
Governor Executive Director

33

AGENCY FOR NUCLEAR PROJECTS

NUCLEAR WASTE PROJECT OFFICE
Capitol Complex

Carson City, Nevada 89710

Telephone: (702) 687-3744

Fax: (702) 687-5277

January 12, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson, Director
Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Benson:

Enclosed are the State of Nevada's comments on the Department
of Energy's draft Public Involvement Policy. It is encouraging
that DOE is taking steps to institutionalize public involvement
throughout the organization and in all of its activities. The
draft policy is certainly a good beginning, although, as we have
pointed out in the attached comments, this is not the, first attempt
to bring public participation into the high-level radioactive waste
program.

One formidable - perhaps insurmountable - problem DOE faces
with respect to the Yucca Mountain program is the fact that a
public involvement policy is being superimposed on a program where
the major decisions have already been made, most of the time over
the strenuous objections of the State of Nevada and its citizens.
In this respect, DOE's Yucca Mountain effort differs from the
Department's Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
Program, where public input can still influence key decisions.

Secretary O'Leary has certainly set an encouraging tone with
her new policy on openness with respect to the release of
information about past AEC, ERDA and DOE environmental
contamination and radiation experimentation. In the context of
this new atmosphere, the draft Public Involvement Policy holds
promise for realizing the goal of transforming the Department into
an agency that values public participation in its decision-making.
It is to be hoped that the new spirit of openness and integrity
will extend to the current Yucca Mountain program, and set the



stage for a truly independent and comprehensive review of DOE's
high-level radioactive waste management activities and policy.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Policy
document. Should you have questions concerning any of the attached
comments or need additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

RRL/cs
Enclosure

Sincerely,

Robert R. Loux
Executive Director

2



STATE OF NEVADA COMMENTS ON THE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S DRAFT

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

A Brief Comment on Context and History

In reviewing the Department of Energy's draft public
involvement policy, it is instructive to put this initiative into
some sort of historical context. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 (PL 97-425) attempted to create a repository site selection
and development process wherein public participation played an
important role. The Act contained language stipulating that:

"Congress finds that State and public participation in
planning and development of a repository is essential in
order to promote public confidence in the safety of
disposal of such wastes and spent fuel."1

DOE's original Mission Plan for the Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management Program in 1985 contained specific commitments to public
involvement and participation. In Chapter 4 (Institutional Plans
and Activities), DOE committed to "follow the letter and spirit of
the law to assure a full and timely flow of information about the
program to all affected parties and to provide frequent
opportunities, both formal and informal, for the fullest possible
participation in the program. The achievement of this goal depends
on developing and maintaining information and interaction programs
that meet the needs and address the concerns of States and affected
Indian tribes, local governments, affected citizens, the general
public, and other interested parties" (emphasis added). The
Mission Plan went on to specify that DOE would:

"1. Conduct activities in an open environment.
2. Listen to and understand the concerns of interested

parties.
3. Actively involve affected parties in the program.
4. Execute faithfully the intent of Congress as expressed

through the Act.
5. Provide equitable treatment for all parties affected by

the implementation of the Act."3

The goals and objectives for outreach and participation
contained in the 1985 Mission Plan speak to identifying and
addressing the "concerns and interests of all affected parties" in
a cooperative manner. The same section of the Mission Plan called
for the development of "facility-specific outreach-and-
participation programs based on input received from interested
parties." In the Plan, DOE also committed to hold discussions with
affected parties, respond to informational requests, hold
briefings, meetings and workshops, carry out educational programs,
establish Community Information Offices, hold formal hearings, and



provide financial assistance to facilitate participation.'

In the 1987 Mission Plan Amendment, DOE reiterated its
commitment to extensive public participation. In responses to
comments received on the draft Amendment, DOE stipulated that it
"is developing the facility-specific outreach-and-participation
plans specified in the Mission Plan. Moreover, DOE has been
holding informal discussions with States, Indian Tribes, and local
parties to gain an understanding of major program issues,
information needs, and desired opportunities for input into program
decisions."5

Again in 1991, DOE incorporated extensive discussion of public
involvement and participation in decision-making in its second
Mission Plan Amendment. Stressing the need to improve trust and
confidence in DOE and the waste program, the '91 draft Mission Plan
Amendment speaks to "initiating an institutional strategy aimed at
expanding and improving our interaction and ... communication with
affected governments, interested parties and the general public"
with a focus on "effective, two-way communication." Later in the
same document reference is made to "substantive and early
involvement in our decisionmaking process by affected governmentst
interested parties, and the public ..." before decisions are made.f

The 1991 Draft Amendment also called for the issuance of a
five-year communications plan that would "detail the specific
initiatives we will pursue to improve our communication products
and processes and the criteria we will use to evaluate our progress
towards earning public trust and confidence."8

This somewhat lengthy discussion of past efforts by DOE to
implement public involvement programs and processes serves to
illustrate that the current Secretarial initiative, while
commendable, is not something new. Historically, well-meaning
individuals and administrations have sought to promote change in
the DOE "culture" and open decision-making to public input and
influence. The notion that public participation could be
internalized in a major federal program was, in fact, an important
and innovative element in the legislation which created the Office
of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.

It is important to recognize that the current draft Public
Involvement Policy arrives within the historical context of
numerous disingenuous promises, programs and policies promising
public participation and pre-decisional involvement in the high-
level radioactive waste management program. It will be difficult
to convince a skeptical public that, this time, DOE really means
it.
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Comments Specific to the Draft 
Public Involvement Policy Document 

1. The only new concept in the current draft policy is that
public involvement "must be a routine component in program
operations and planning activities" (emphasis added). The
document lays out the process by which DOE hopes to implement
the concept of "routine," which seems to be encapsulated in
Goal II - "a clearly defined, coherent internal decision-
making process with known access points for public
involvement...". What seems to be missing from the
"Responsibilities" section is how a decision-making process is
defined and access points are established. This is the same
shortcoming seen in the 1985, 1987, and 1991 Mission Plan
documents. It could well prove to be the basic flaw in
successfully implementing the current draft policy.

2. The "Definition" section of the draft Policy states that
public involvement "requires routine, substantive two-way
communication between the Department of Energy and other
governmental entities, organized groups, individuals, and the
general public interested in and/or affected by the
Department's decisions and activities." While two-way
communication is an important and essential element in
actualizing real public involvement, there is much more to the
concept than is stated or implied by the draft Policy.

To be more than just an exercise, two-way communication must
provide the opportunity for the public to actually influence
decisions. All the two-way communication in the world will
not enhance trust and credibility if decisions that are
important to the public are not able to be informed and
affected by the public's input. Meaningful public involvement
processes must, of necessity, have an element of empowerment
built in. This means that`DOE will have to be willing to
share decision-making power to some extent. One of the
principal reasons why past DOE protestations about the
desirability of public participation were never taken
seriously is the fact that'-there was (and is) a disconnect
between the public interaction process and the decision-making
process. "The current draft Policy does not appear to do
anything to assure that the public will, in fact, be able to
influence DOE decisions.

3. The draft Policy would be strengthened if it contained
specific directives designed to break down the wall between
public input and DOE decision-making. For example, the Policy
might specify an administrative appeals process available to
the public for recourse when decisions are seen as contrary
to the public's interest or when they are not consistent with
the public's input.
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4. The draft Policy may be inadequate to bring about the
fundamental changes needed in the DOE bureaucracy. Without
real teeth in the form of sanctions and systematic follow-up,
there is nothing to keep the bureaucracy from turning the
initiative into a public relations program by giving lip
service to public involvement in decision-making while
implementing activities that look good from a public relations
standpoint.

In Nevada, past DOE public participation initiatives have
usually meant selling the repository project to the public,
lobbying and attempting to influence legislators and public
officials, and seeking out - or in some instances creating -
"friendly" groups/entities and attempting to increase their
influence.

Real change, and real public involvement, will only come about
as a result of a long-term, sustained effort which carefully
scrutinizes public participation activities being implemented
and has built in rewards and sanctions. Even then, the
inertia of an entrenched bureaucracy is a difficult force to
overcome.

5. Goal III of the draft Policy specifies that "[t]he public is
informed about and empowered to participate in Departmental
decision-making" (emphasis added). While a worthy goal,
unless the term "participate" is defined in such a way as to
afford real ability to influence decisions, this statement
carries little real meaning. Nevadans have been
"participating" intensively in DOE's high-level radioactive
waste program for over 10 years, but no one would claim to
have had any real participation in decision-making.

6. The "Responsibilities" section of the draft Policy places
significant emphasis on "the Principal Secretarial Officer and
Senior Department Managers" to ensure that "public involvement
principles, values and processes are fully understood and
practiced within their programs and that necessary training
and resources ... are provided." The Policy presumes a
hierarchical structure of organization, where policy
directives flow readily from one level to the next.

As noted above, in a bureaucracy implementation of policy is
rarely as smooth as in the organizational chart. The
Principal Secretarial Office and Senior Department Managers,
as the actors at the top of the policy pyramid, will need not
only the direction and authority to see the policy implemented
at all levels, but they will also need training themselves on
the fundamentals of public involvement. Real public
participation is a messy affair: it is time consuming,
difficult and frustrating. It constrains what managers and
policy makers can or should do on their own. Having senior
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staff at the top of the policy hierarchy who are committed to
public involvement and well versed in its practice will be
essential for successful implementation at the bottom.

7. The "Responsibilities" section of the draft policy also
specifies that DOE's Director of Public and Consumer Affairs
will "establish a point of contact and mechanisms to
coordinate public involvement activities Department-wide . . . " .
While the specific role of Headquarters Public and Consumer
Affairs remains undefined, having DOE public relations staff
coordinating public involvement activities raises the specter
of the initiative devolving into a slick public relations
campaign aims at selling DOE programs to uninformed consumers.

A Comparison of the Draft Public Involvement Policy
and the Yucca Mountain Project Office Public Participation Plan

Last October, DOE's Yucca Mountain Project Office (YMP) issued
a draft of a public participation plan for comment.9 Examining the
YMP plan in relation to the draft Department-wide Public
Involvement Policy allows certain insights into the differing
perspectives amoung various entities within the Department.

The first draft of the YMP public participation plan, which is
the only draft we have reviewed, is more restrictive in its view of
public participation. The YMP draft states that "[p]ublic
participation activities will predominantly focus on the affected
couties (Nye, the situs jurisdiction, and the nine contiguous
counties) and the State of Nevada."10 Likewise, the YMP plan
would determine issues for public participation based on the level
of perceived interest the public has in those issues. The draft
YMP plan states, "If public interest is high, public involovement
is probably appropriate; conversely, if interest is low or non-
existant, it is unlikely that public involvement is necessary.""

This narrower focus seems to conflict with the broad definition of
public involvement contained in the draft Policy document.

Public Involovement in the Context of 
the Current Yucca Mountain Program

Realizing the goal of public involvement in an agency that is
mission driven and burdened by over 40 years of culturally
ingrained and reinforced proclivities for secrecy and heavy-handed
decision making will not be an easy task. Compounding this, the
very nature of the Yucca Mountain project, with its reliance on a
forced siting approach and historical dependence on congressional
mandates, makes any public participation effort suspect.

At a minimum, the DOE's public involvement policy should
explicitly acknowledge the fact that public participation is being
sought in a program where the key decisions (i.e. selection of
Yucca Mountain as the only site, the size and configuration of the
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"exploratory" facility, and other such decisions) have already been
made - over the strong objections of the State and its citizens.

If DOE is serious about involving the Nevada "public" in
decision-making, a key goal of the plan should be to make DOE
decision-makers more open to the need to abandon forced siting as
the driving force behind the current repository program. Given the
present state of affairs, it is difficult to envision a public
participation program that can be much more than window dressing
for an agency that has already made - or contributed to the making
of - most important decisions.

BUILDING TRUST AND CONFIDENCE

An important goal of the proposed public involvement policy is
to enhance the trust and confidence people have in the Department
of Energy and its programs. Certainly, simply establishing a
department-wide public involvement policy is, itself, an important
step in accomplishing this goal.

State of Nevada sponsored research into the dimensions of
public trust and the role trust plays in risk perception may hold
some insights for DOE in terms of what is needed, besides
instituting a public involvement policy, to improve trust and
confidence in the Department..

Attached is a summary of the State's research work on trust
and the nuclear waste issue. It is instructive to note that State
finding have consistently shown public trust with respect to the
nuclear waste program to have several important dimensions, some of
which can be addressed through improved public participation and
shared decision-making and other which likely will not be.

The first dimension is the perceived capability of the agency
(DOE) to competently manage the a program or facility in a safe
manner. The second component of trust which is found to
consistently and strongly predict risk perceptions is the perceived
fairness in the process used by government in selecting the
proposed site for the repository. While other components of trust,
such as perceived honesty of the government, are important in
understanding some citizen concerns and risk perceptions, fairness
and management competence explain the greatest amount of variance
across the dependent variables (opposition and risk perceptions).

Finally, there is a evidence that trust may be composed of
such dimensions as competence, integrity, credibility, consistency,
fairness, and openness. These different components may vary in
their importance in determining how people view the trustworthiness
of an institution, government or program. The importance of each
of these trust dimensions in understanding risk perceptions may
vary depending upon the nature of a proposed facility or program.
Indeed, citizens' evaluations of the credibility of information or
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the efficacy of a public involvement effort may, in large-part,
reflect the trust configurations for the source of the information.
In other words, DOE may have to significantly increase it's
trustworthiness (as perceived by people outside the organization)
before a public participation program is likely to be effective -
or taken seriously.
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TRUST AND THE REPOSITORY PROGRAM:
FINDINGS OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

SOCIOECONOMIC STUDIES

The question of trust in the federal government's ability to
manage a HLNW repository must be considered within a wider social
context of low or declining confidence in government, business,
science, and other important institutions.1 In addition, findings
by the State of Nevada socioeconomic research team documented a
high correlation between trust ratings and public risk perceptions
of the repository program. Those people who had low trust ratings
for federal agencies tended to perceive high risks associated with
the repository program and, if they were Nevada residents, to
oppose the Yucca Mountain project. Because this relationship
between trust and risk perceptions held true for respondents in the
national and regional surveys as well as in Nevada, there is reason
to think that trust also may be important in understanding stigma
effects.

Lack of trust is found to be the best predictor of citizens'
risk perceptions and opposition to the repository siting. For
example, measures of federal agency trust are strongly associated
with various risk perceptions associated with the repository
program including: transportation risk, repository accidents,
health and safety risks, and the ability to mitigate the impacts of
these risks. State of Nevada studies consistently found that the
lower the level of public trust in the federal government and its
administrative agencies, the higher the perceptions of risk and
opposition to the program among residents.

Objectives

The studies of trust and confidence in government management
of the repository program had the following objectives:

■ To measure public trust in the performance of governmental
agencies and officials with respect to the repository program.
These measures would include ratings of trust for federal,
state, and local entities.

■ To obtain ratings from different geographical areas and
conditions within Nevada (e.g., rural and urban; by distance
from Yucca Mountain or potential transportation routes,
gender, etc.).

■ To obtain more information on the relationship between trust
and risk perceptions, as well as trust and other variables
(e.g., economic benefits and costs, positions on equity and

1Lipset, S., and W. Schneider. (1987). The Confidence Gap:
Business, Labor, and Government in the Public Mind. rev. ed.
Baltimore, Maryland: Johns Hopkins University Press.



fairness issues, and opposition to or support for the
repository program).

■ To examine the stability of trust perceptions and how such
evaluations might be altered. A number of suggestions have
been proposed to increase trust, such as providing more and
better information to the public, allowing direct involvement
in program oversight by communities or states, and making
structural changes in management agencies or their
relationship with host areas.

■ To understand and describe the dimensions of trust—those
factors, singly or in combination, that constitute a sense of
trust. The research should explicate the importance of such
factors as integrity, fairness, consistency, competence, and
other elements constituting trust.

Methods

In addition to an extensive literature review, two major data
collection methods were used. Focus groups addressed the dimensions
of trust and their applicability to the repository program, and
survey research, undertaken at various times, collected data on
trust ratings and on variables relating to trust issues,
information evaluation, and conditions that could result in change
to public trust.

A team of researchers at Arizona State University also
conducted a series of studies examining the relationships between
public trust, citizen risk perceptions and support/opposition for
the high-level nuclear waste repository within the urban Las Vegas
area population. These studies utilized a combination of face-to-
face interviews and telephone surveys conducted in Nevada from 1987
to the present to explore the importance of public trust in
governmental institutions and program in explaining the publics'
risk perceptions concerning the repository siting.

Annotated Bibliography of Selected Study Reports

Mushkatel, A., D. Pijawka, and M. Dantico. (1990). Risk-Induced
Social Impacts: Effects of the Proposed Nuclear Waste
Repository on.Residents of Las Vegas Metropolitan Area. MRDB:
RP0107.

The report focuses on data from two surveys: the 1988 Urban
Risk Survey and the Clark County portion of the 1989 Nevada State
Survey. An overview is presented for key findings related to public
response and concerns about the repository program, including level
of awareness, concern about harmful effects, benefits versus risks,
and repository imagery. The report also addresses the role of
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political trust in repository risk perceptions. Political trust and
perceptions of management capabilities were examined for the major
repository risk clusters and for transportation risks specifically.

Mushkatel, A., and D. Pijawka. (1992). Institutional Trust,
Information, and Risk Perceptions.

This draft report summarizes the results of a 1992 Las Vegas
metropolitan area survey. A sample of 701 respondents was
interviewed regarding repository risk perceptions, governmental
trust, belief in information, and other attitudinal dimensions.
Longitudinal data were used to compare this survey with the 1988
Urban Risk Survey on key variables.

Data collection was underway at the time that a major
earthquake occurred in southern Nevada near the Yucca Mountain site
(June 29, 1992). By increasing the sample size, it was possible to
obtain statistically significant responses for both the pre- and
post-earthquake conditions. The data show differences caused by the
intervention of a seismic event.

Mushkatel, A., D. Pijawka, P. Jones, and N. Ibitayo. (1992).
Governmental Trust and Risk Perceptions Related to the High-
Level Nuclear Waste Repository: Analysis of Survey Results and
Focus Groups. MRDB: RP0135.

This report covers the basic literature on political trust and
studies that address trust and the repository. The literature
provides the backdrop for identifying issues dealt with in the
findings from one survey and the focus groups. The report
summarizes the trust findings from the 1988 Urban Risk Survey,
focusing on the relationship between trust and risk perceptions.

The report describes two focus groups undertaken in Las Vegas
on trust perceptions. The purpose of the focus groups was to aid in
the development of a survey instrument on trust perceptions. The
focus groups also address questions related to the dimensions of
trust—integrity, competence, consistency, fairness, and other
elements.
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Major Findings

Among Nevada's citizens there is a high level of distrust for
the federal governments's ability to manage the proposed high-level
nuclear waste repository in a safe manner. The high level of
distrust found has been consistent since the first survey in 1987.
Only about 15%-18% of Nevada citizens in the urban Clark County
area exhibit high trust in the key federal agencies' ability to
protect their health and safety with respect to the repository. A
1992 survey found only 10% of these urban residents trusted the
government to do what was right relative to the repository.

Analysis of 1992 survey data indicate that these low levels of
trust can not be altered easily and are deeply rooted. Citizens
were asked whether a variety of specific changes in the program,
its management, or its institutional structure would result in
altering their level of trust in the repository siting process.
Results show that about 65% of the urban residents would not change
their views of the program even if new risk information was
provided by the Department of Energy. Three-fourths of the urban
residents feel that DOE information consistently underestimates the
risk of the repository. The publics' trust in the governmental
institutions responsible for the program appears to have shaped by
several factors; most importantly the negative perceptions of these
agencies performance in the past, and the widespread perception
that the Department of Energy has been dishonest with the public
historically.

Multivariate analyses (regression and logit analysis) of the
survey data confirms the importance of trust in explaining both
risk perceptions and opposition to the repository program. By
using several different items and constructing scales which measure
different dimensions of trust, the most important facets of trust
in explaining risk perceptions of the repository can be isolated.
These analyses identified two key dimensions of the trust construct
as being critical to risk perceptions among Nevada's urban
citizens.

The first dimension is the perceived capability of the agency
to competently manage the facility in a safe manner. The second
component of trust which is found to consistently strongly predict
risk perceptions is the perceived fairness in the process used by
government in selecting the proposed site for the repository.
While other components of trust, such as perceived honesty of the
government, are important in understanding some citizen concerns
and risk perceptions, fairness and management competence explain
the greatest amount of variance across the dependent variables
(opposition and risk perceptions).

Finally, there is a strong likelihood that the construct of
trust consists of several different dimensions. Trust may be
composed of such dimensions as competence, integrity, credibility,
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consistency, fairness, and openness. These different components
may vary in their importance in determining how people view the
trustworthiness of an institution, government or program. The
importance of each of these trust dimensions in understanding risk
perceptions may vary depending upon the nature of a proposed
facility or program. Indeed, citizens' evaluations of the
credibility of information may, in large-part, reflect the trust
configurations for the source of the information.

Specific findings of the research to date include the
following:

■ Public trust in the federal government to manage the
repository program is highly correlated with risk perception.
The relationship is inverse—those who perceive high risks show
little trust in the government while those who perceive low
risks demonstrate high trust. In turn, both trust and risk
perceptions are highly correlated with support or opposition
to the repository program. (See chapter 13, especially MRDB:
RP0123, Flynn, et al., A Structural Model Analysis of Public
Opposition to a High-Level Radioactive Waste Facility.)

■ Nevadans report the lowest levels of trust in federal agencies
(DOE, NRC, and EPA) and in Congress. Significantly higher
trust ratings are given to state and local officials and
public institutions. Trust in DOE has declined since 1989,
while ratings for state and local entities have increased.

■ Las Vegas metropolitan area residents report little confidence
in the ability of the federal government to design and operate
an "acceptably safe" transportation program for HLNW, or to
provide adequate response to accidents. There is a general
lack of confidence in the efficiency of governmental response
to nuclear accidents.

■ A majority of Nevada residents do not think that DOE will
provide prompt and full disclosure on serious problems with
the repository program.

■ A contributing factor to the lack of trust in the DOE
repository program is the public's belief in Nevada that the
decision process that resulted in the selection of Yucca
Mountain was not fair or equitable.

■ The preliminary examination of information indicates that the
most important dimensions of trust in the DOE repository
program are integrity (history of trust), competence (the
ability and application of correct knowledge and action), and
credibility (confidence in the scientific process for
decisions and unbiased information).

■ The public appears to respond more quickly and strongly to

5



information about greater risk or stories encouraging distrust
than to information about safety or improved risk-management
plans. The case studies described in chapter 11 provide
support for this finding from other locations and facilities.

■ Once trust is lost it is very difficult to regain. A
distrusted entity encounters a suspicious examination of
actions, statements, and motives especially in an adversarial
process where evidence to support distrust is more likely to
be accepted than evidence to regain trust. Substantial
improvement in DOE's trust ratings might be possible if major
changes were made in the structure of the agency and the
procedures it uses, so as to provide greater access to program
decisions and greater state, local, and public control.

■ If the source of information is mistrusted, the public
response to its messages tends to be disbelief and further
distrust.

Implications for Future Work

The findings described above are based on preliminary results
from the focus groups, a review of the literature on trust, and the
analysis of statistics from surveys.

■ The relationship between trust in the management of nuclear
hazards and perceptions of risk deserves further examination.
The causal direction from trust to risk perceptions
(demonstrated with the 1989 Nevada State survey data) should
be studied with alternative databases, especially with data
collected over time to examine the possible recursive nature
of the relationship between these variables. The effect of
policy changes on trust should also be addressed.

■ Researchers should go forward with multivariate analyses to
determine the strength of key trust relationships, especially
the association between trust and risk perceptions and
sociodemographic influences.

■ There is a need to assess the independent contribution of
trust in hazards management, controlling for factors such as
faith in nuclear technology.

■ Further research and analysis should be conducted on the role
of the dimensions of trust and their variability.

■ Continued work in trust research should concentrate on
understanding the way in which events or mishaps amplify trust
perceptions.

■ Finally, much more work needs to be done on the potential for
regaining institutional trust. Work on hypothetical scenarios
and the explication of successful cases might be useful.
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34

January 18, 1994

Mr. Allen Benson
Director of Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
US Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave Sw
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Allen,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft DOE public involvement
policy. I realize that the deadline is past, but I felt that this issue is important and will be
Around long enough that comments would be useful for your future activities.

My reaction to the draft policy is that it is an important first step toward a more
challenging goal of "Total Credibility Management" (TCM), The concept of TCM would go
far beyond passive stakeholder participation afforded by "listening" and "access points" outlined
in the current draft policy to a fundamental restructuring of how department activities that lead
up to a decision making process are conducted. Development of a TCM policy would
acknowledge that by whom and how work is done is as important as what is done when the
objective is "building mutual trust".

Public health and safety evaluations of potential actions are an example of an activity that
could benefit from direct involvement of technically qua:Ified stakeholders under a TCM policy.
The draft public participation policy, by its' silence on the matter, endorses a continuation of
contractors doing the work, public comment and a response. This approach taken in
combination with peer reviews being "encouraged" rather than required leaves me with little
confidence that the "core values" of scientific credibility, openness and peer review will be
achieved.

I would be interested in commenting on future document.i on this subject. Please contact
me if you would like to discus this matter further.

Sincerely

W. B. Andrews, PE
Deputy Director ri

Harry Reid Center tor Environmertal Studies
4506 Maryland Parkway • Box 454009 • Las VA;118, Nevada 891644009
(702) 895-3382 • Telex 62048184 UNLV/MSM • FAX 1702) 895-3094
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AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY
555 North Kensington Avenue, La Grange Park, Illinois 60525 USA
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January 21, 1994

Mr. Jerome Saltzman, Director
Office of External Relations
US Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Saltzman:

The undersigned, as officers of the American Nuclear Society (ANS), have
reviewed your December 17 memorandum and draft policy statement on
public involvement, we respectfully provide the following comments, which
have been approved by the officers under the procedure specified in the
ANS Bylaws, and are therefore submitted as a statement of the President
on behalf of the Society.

1. The statement of purpose could be strengthened by noting the
commitment of DOE to fulfill its cbligations to the nation and its
people. It could be amended to read:

"...trust t etween the Department and the public it serves in order that it may more
effectively carry out its responsibilitim to the nation and its people."

2. In the background section, it would add perspective to mention that
notable exceptions to the poor h story of public involvement include
the Civilian Waste Management program and the Low-Level Waste
Management program.

3. Under definitions, it would be helpful to include the responsible
parties with which DOE must also deal: states, municipalities,
corporations, contractors, etc.

4. In the Secretary's memo, paragraph 5 (which discusses risk) could
be made complete by mentioning that there are risks associated with
DOE being unable to meet its obligations to the nation. It could be
amended to read:

".. consensus, including the risks to the nation and its people if the Department talk
to cany o0 ft§ obligations and meet its  objectives in a timely fashion,"

We have several general observations after reviewing this material. The
overall intent of the policy statement and the letter is highly appropriate, but
certain areas we left philosophically unclear.
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January 21, 1994 Page 2

Public participation in decision making has become institutionalized as part
of our democratic process. However, without accurate and complete
information, public input would not be well founded and could in principle be
manipulated. These two important public rights under our government
(information and participation) are interdependent, but nevertheless
conceptually and practically distinct. The memorandum and policy
statement could be improved by recognizing this distinction.

On a different facet of the same general subject, the memorandum and
policy statement could be significantly strengthened by explicitly
acknowledging that DOE is prepared to do the complete job that US citizens
expect their cabinet-level agencies to do. Part of that job is providing
information and facilitating public input, which the policy appropriately
supports. But another part is making decisions and providing accountability.
With its focus on public involvement, the policy has left this responsibility
somewhat vague.

It is very important to clarify that DOE, not stakeholders, will ultimately make
decisions and set policy. More broadly, •t is our government, not any special
interest (even ourselves), that is ultimately accountable to the American
people for such actions. Even Congress never confuses the right to be
heard with the obligation to be obeyed!

if you would like clarification on any of these items, please contact any of us
directly. We appreciate the opportunity lo be of service to DOE.

Very truly yours,

fiLl b°̀ °
Edward Fuller.

xc: ANS Board of Directors
ANS Executive Committee
PWMurphy
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December 31, 1993

Mr. Allen Benson
Program Relations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive

Waste Management
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments to Draft Policy On Public Involvement/In Consultation
With Esmeralda, Lincoln, and White Pine Counties.

Dear Mr. Benson:

Pursuant to the request contained within Mr. Jerome Saltzman's
letter of December 17, 1993, the following comments to the
Department of Energy draft policy on public involvement are
provided. Because many facets of the nations' HLW program which may
ultimately impact upon Nevada occur outside the State and beyond
the programmatic lines which define DOE's Yucca Mountain Project
Office, it is imperative that OCRWM at the headquarters level have
in place an effective public involvement process. In this regard,
DOE is to be commended for striving to put in place a policy which
addresses local needs for public involvement at the national level.

Based upon a review of the draft policy on public involvement,
the following comments are offered:

Policy: The concept that DOE public involvement needs to be
routine suggests that it may be unimaginative, unable to
accommodate evolving stakeholder needs, untimely, and potentially
ineffective. Rather, than programmatic routine, DOE should strive
to create and operate a civilian radioactive waste management
program which is entirely transparent and fully open to affected
and other interested party scrutiny and input. An effective public
involvement process will permit public participation when and to
what degree various publics determine appropriate to their needs.

Purpose: The statement of purpose aptly recognizes the value
that early public involvement can add to deriving optimal
decisions. The purpose statement might note that the policy is
intended to ensure that effective public involvement occurs and
that DOE decisions ore not made without the benefit of important
public perspectives. As this paragraph now stands, the purpose of
public involvement is articulated, yet the purpose of the policy on
public involvement is not described. In order for the policy to be
adopted and subscribed to, it would seem important to indicate its
purpose.
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Mr. Allen Benson
December 31, 1993

Backgound., The background statement effectively conveys the legacy from which DOE
must regain public trust and confidence. Perhaps missing though, is the important
recognition that historically, because of its primarily defense oriented mission, DOE staff
have assumed an "us and them" approach to dealing with the public. This mentality can be
readily observed today in public meetings between OCRWM headquarters and project office
staff and various affected and otherwise interested parties. The effective management of
radioactive waste is a problem shared by all Americans and DOE staff are the public
servants vested with responsibility for managing its management. DOE culture must emerge
from it's defensive shell to one of cooperation in the spirit of "we" as waste management is
all our responsibility.

Definition; Again, the concept of demand driven public involvement rather than
institution of routine may be more appropriate. Rather than simply than providing a means
for Americans to influence DOE decisions, an effective public involvement initiative should
be the means through which DOE decisions are reached. This definition might also he
restated to reflect less emphasis upon inducing greater public involvement and greater focus
at improving ways in which DOE can enhance and better use input the public has
demonstrated a propensity to be willing to offer.

Goals I., Perhaps the fact that public involvement has, to a certain extent, already been
routinized, is in part to blame for the low levels of public trust and confidence placed in the
Department. While this is supposed to be a goal, one senses that DOE may consider that
it has already achieved this. One wonders to what extent if at all, DOE employees would
regularly consider themselves responsible for practicing and improving public involvement.
More than likely, most employees consider the vast majority of their daily routines to be of
non interest or irrelevant to the public. There may in fact be countless actions taken every
day by DOE and contractor employees which individually and/or collectively would be and
are of significance to the public. Unfortunately, the public Is largely unaware of these
actions. I Icncc the need for Deparunental transparency (ic. Why is it that prugrarn budget
meetings which follow open Technical Project Officer meetings at the YMP need to be
closed? Are not the DOE and its contractors spending public monies on a non-classified
program in which all Americans have a responsibility?)

Goal I needs to be restated to incorporate contractor staff as having an equal
responsibility to effect public involvement.

Goals EL Internal decision-making should be reserved for those actions for which the
Department has little or no discretion. In areas where much latitude has been given to
DOE in implementing the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, an open decision-making
process should be devised. In all likelihood, the vast majority of DOE programmatic
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decisions are purely discretionary and could support external participation.

Qoals_fil; This goal might be restated as, "The public is informed in a timely manner
about and empowered to participate in all Departmental decision-making activities of a
discretionary nature."

Core Vshies; Other guiding principles might include: transparency, early involvement,
health risk-minimization, benefit-maximization, procedural equity, and distributional equity.

Responsibilities: If public involvement is to he a discrete performance element, how will
performance be measured? Who will decide to what extent the stated goals of the policy
have been met? Should not the public be responsible for evaluating the performance of
senior departmental and program managers with respect to fulfillment of public involvement
goals?

The desire for consistency noted in the second paragraph of this section may be
insensitive to differences between DOE programs which arc by nature adversarial (ie. facility
siting) and those which may be much more cooperative (ie. energy conservation). Each
programmatic office (ie. fossil fuels, solar, conservation, civilian radioactive waste
management) should be encouraged to develop unique public involvement initiatives which
are responsive to the particular needs of affected and other interested parties. The
difference. between Program and Staff Offices is not dear. Are there offices within DOE
which have staff but no programmatic responsibility? What does the term coordinate imply?
Wilt Office of Public and Consumer Affairs approval be required by field offices to respond
to local stakeholder needs? Will this layering of administration in the name of consistency
and efficiency perhaps result in bureaucratic paralysis? The function of the Office of Public
and Consumer Affairs (Consumer Affairs? What is it that the Department of Energy sells?
Are not members of the public also consumers? Are there consumers who are not members
of the public?) is unclear and nut justified with regard to effective public involvement.
Perhaps the Office of Public and Consumers Affairs should act more like an ombudsman
to whom the public can go if they feel local public involvement is inadequate and program
managers are being non-responsive.

Given the various levels of DOE staff with public involvement responsibility, it would
be helpful to provide an organizational chart as well as an indication of those actions for
which each position has authority and those for which approval from a higher authority
would be required.
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Mr. Allen Benson
December 31, 1993

COMMENTS TO GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENTS PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT POLICY

1st Paragraph, 1st sentence - Again, DOE is encouraged to
reconsider the routine nature of its public involvement policy.
Perhaps the term integral might be more appropriate.

1st Paragraph, 3rd sentence - Does the phrase "open to the full
view and input" mean that if the public becomes aware of a DOE
meeting that the public will be entitled to participate therein?
Are all DOE meetings to become "open" meetings (ie. the
aforementioned budgeting meetings held by YMPO following TPO
meetings)? Does this imply there will no longer be internal
meetings? The terms "open", "full view", and "Input" need to be
defined so as to make explicit the Secretary's intent.

Critical Policy Elements 

#1.

Implementing actions: Affected and other interested parties
should be vested with the responsibility to regularly review and
report to the Secretary departmental performance in meeting agency
involvement goals.

#3 - The integrated team must include affected and other interested
parties in all public involvement planning activities, The third
bullet item, refers to public information materials. It is
important that DOE not confuse public involvement and public
information/education initiatives. The former is driven largely by
demands of affected and other interested parties. The latter can be
driven by stated needs of such parties may also be motivated by
Department needs to inform the public, despite the publics' having
not requested such information.

White Pine, Esmeralda, and Lincoln Counties hope that these
comments on public involvement will be reviewed.

Since ly,

Florindo Mariani
White Pine County
Nuclear Waste Project
Coordinator
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D. Burns
Sr. Communications Specialist
(702) 794-1926

Comments 12/1/93 Draft of Department of Energy Public
Involvement Policy

Policy on Public Involvement

Generally, the Draft Policy on Public Involvement is an admirable and
attainable effort to promote open government. While many of the
concepts and directives outlined in the Draft are new to the
Department of Energy, these same concepts and directives are not
unlike the typical Mission Statement or Mission Plan from any service-
oriented business in the private sector.

Particularly salient are certain recommendations suggesting greater
jurisdictional leeway for local DOE Offices in dealings with issues,
concerns, and involvement of local citizens.

COMMENTS:

Policy on Public Involvement

Page 1, Paragraph 5, Definition Section: (COMMENT) Public
Involvement should also include "substantive two-way communication"
with employees (internal audience). The value of the interpersonal
communications employees have in any given community is sizeable,
often overlooked, and integral to communication on a local level.

Page 1, Paragraph 5, Definition Section (COMMENT) In the interest
of clarity, examination of the use of the terms "public" and
"stakeholder" might be helpful. Some consider stakeholders as part of
the public, but do not consider the public (ie. mainstream citizens) as
stakeholders.

Goals

Page 1, Paragraphs 7 and 8, Goals Section, Parts II & III (COMMENT)
Additional language could be added to clarify whether public
involvement will be sought on all Department decisions. Also,
language, could be added to clarify as a goal of the Department to
communicate the decision-making access points and accessibility of
the Department's decision-making processes to the public.



Core Values

Page 2, Top of Page, (COMMENT) "Accessibility' should be added to
the list of 11 Core Values. A Core Value should state the Department's
commitment to be accessible to the public. A core value of
accessibility is necessary and appropriate with the other values of
openness, sincerity, and honesty.

Responstkiliti es

Page Z Paragraph 4, Program Managers Section:(COMMENT)
Effective public communication/involvement training for Department
personnel is crucial to improving the Department's effectiveness,
credibility, and public accessibility. The responsibility of
communication/involvement training is listed as a responsibility of
Program Managers but is later listed as an Implementing Action for
the Director of Public and Consumer Affairs. The Director of Public
and Consumer Affairs may be better suited for decisions regarding
communication/involvement issues because that position likely has
more frequent public interactions.

Page 2, Paragraph 5, The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs
Section: (COMMENT) As mentioned in an earlier comment, the
development and implementation of communications/public
involvement strategies for employees (internal audience) is very
important.

Page 2, Paragraph 6, Managers of Field Organizations Section:
(COMMENT) The action of "assuring that public involvement activities
at their respective facilities and sites meet local needs" could prove a
difficult task without an innovative (and allowable) method of
accurately assessing the local needs. This assessment must be from
the perspective of the local citizenry, rather than the Department's
perception of the needs of local citizens. Effective assessment of
public needs may include various types of public opinion research
(polls, focus groups, etc.).



DRAFT MEMORANDUM

Critical Policy Elements 

Page 2, Item 3. "Site managers and local program officials will
routinely advise headquarters on local stakeholder needs/concerns
and on the appropriateness/adequacy of public
information/involvement efforts in their areas." (COMMENT) To
promote more accurate reporting of public
perceptions/needs/concerns and to accurately report the
effectiveness of public information/involvement efforts, a system of
community research to gauge public response to Department efforts
might be effective and appropriate. Reliance on the creation of "public
response" reports with input from "official stakeholder groups" may
not provide an accurate representation of 'public perception."

Page 3, Item 5. "The Department will work to establish, announce,
and manage a data base of real-time information available to the public
through telephone and computer access points." (COMMENT) This
implementing action is meant to "foster candid information exchanges
directed at reaching a common understanding of options and risks
and developing consensus." Further implementing actions should be
examined that would transmit accurate and timely information to
large segments of the public. Development of communication
programs using mediums the public is already using (Television and
radio announcements) might be effective to reach this goal. This,
together with a program of appropriate means for public response
would create the foundation for a Department/Public dialogue that
would require little of the public's time or effort to be effectively
involved in.



38
P.E. Seidler
Comments 12/1/93 Draft of Department of Energy Public involvement Policy

o Like the 10/12/93 Draft Policy the 12/1/93 revised Policy is excellent. The
participatory philosophy defined by the Department is both pragmatic and progressive.

o The Office of Public and Consumer Affairs was very responsive to YMP comments
on the 10/12/93 Draft Policy.

o The Policy document lacks a numbering system. Numbering is necessary to aide
stakeholders who will review and comment on the document. At the very least the
pages should be numbered.

o While the Policy correctly leaves implementation as the responsibility of each
program office it has a potentially burdensome and counterproductive coordination
requirement (page 2, paragraph 2). The requirement to "assure a consistent approach
throughout the agency and with its contractors and to avoid unreasonable demands on
site personnel or the public's time, Program and Staff Offices will coordinate their
public involvement activities through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs... This
coordination role in no way limits or dilutes program managers responsibility...". This
Policy requirement has a number of shortcomings:

- A consistent "approach" to public involvement is neither feasible nor desirable. The
approach of each site will be determined by the political environment of that locality
and the issues being addressed.

- A more appropriate objective is a consistent "understanding" of the Department's
public involvement "philosophy" and a commitment to implement it. This does not
require an on-going coordination function. Cultural change will not come through
coordination. Good leadership and an effective incentive structure will produce the
desired cultural change.

- Unfortunately the historical reality in the Department has been that "coordination" is
usually synonymous with control, bureaucratic bumbling, resource waste and delay.
Without substantial improvements to the broader management and decision making
culture of the Department "coordination" could, sadly, be counterproductive.



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

January 21, 1994

NOTE TO: Betty Nolan

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Public Involvement Policy

Please find attached comments from members of the Environmental Management
Advisory Committee regarding the Department's Draft Public Involvement Policy.
Comments received via phone conversations were recorded and are attached as well as
written comments received.

If you have any questions or if I can be of any further assistance with respect to
the plan, please give me a call at (202) 586-4400.

5 Attachments
1. List of phone comments
2. Vicky Dastillung Comments
3. Shira Flax Comments
4. Russell Jim Comments
5. Tom Winston Comments

James T. elill
Executive Secretary
Environmental Management Advisory Committee
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Comments Received Via Phone Conversation

1. Mr. Al Alm
Science Applications International Corporation
1710 Goodridge Drive
McLean, VA 22102
(703) 821-4530

Comments: A good plan.

2. Jerry Christean
Mid-Atlantic Public Service
District Council of Laborers
10521-C Braddock Road
Fairfax, VA 22032
703-425-3643

Comments: A good plan.

3. Mr. Tad McCall
BDM Federal
1501 BDM Way
McLean, VA 22102
703-848-6274

Comments: Very good plan. Maybe we can send it over to DOD and EPA! What is the
purpose of the core values section? It seems to 'just sit there."

4. Mr. Ron Ross
Western Governors' Association
600 17th Street, Suite 1705
Denver, CO 80202
(303) 623-9378

Comments: A very good plan.
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PUILLU:=11SIMENT POLICY(DEC. I. 1993) 

Submitted by
Vicky Dastillung
(513) 738-5535

The Public Involvement Policy and its Guidance on implementation puts in
print what the public has been asking for for many years. If DOE can
turn this policy Into reality, It will be a big step forward for all of
Us.

There are a couple of areas that might be stumbling blocks to full and
efficient implementation of this policy!

Having traveled to various EM facilities with EMAC. there are often
questions that the public has or information that people would like to
access. However, they have often been frustrated In their efforts to
learn more. It would be useful If DOE would clarify who Is in charge of
what public involvement activities at each site or set up one person who
could then refer the public to the proper person and procedure(if there
is one) in order to have their needs addressed. With changing Job
titles and the rapid changes In peroonnel filling these Jobs. It is hard
for the public to know where to go to ask the questions. Also, how will
this policy impact the contractors that run many of the sites. Will
they also be required to adopt this? Often the public does not
distinguish between DOE people and contractor people. in the eyes of
the public they are all Just 'people from the site". If the public has
a good or bad experience with the DOE or its contractors, it is often
viewed as a good or bad experience 'with people at the site' regardless
of who they actually work for: This factor needs to be considered as
DOE works to Implement this policy.

Inevitably, there will come a time when someone in the public will feel
that DOE Is not living up to Its public involvement policy. Who would
they go to with any complaints? Will DOE make this person (and phone it
and address) clear to the public, so they will know the proper place to
get such concerns resolved?

How will DOE evaluate how well this policy is actually being
implemented? Self-evaluation is essential, but it should not be the
only method of evaluation. The public should be included somehow too.

1/6/94
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•

•

COMMENTS OR DRAFT PUBLIC ERVOLvmSWT POLICY

UNIT= STATES DRPARTMENT OP =ROT

X want to thank the staff from DOE's Advisory Committee to the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management (EMAC) with making it possible for EMAC members to
comment on the draft public involvement policy.

X found the policy to the point, well written and well thought
out. I have simply a few questions:

Why does the chain of responsibility stop with the Field
Public Affairs/External Relations Directors. Have they
been the traditional contact points with the community?

I associate Public Affairs/External Relations staff with
press relations, briefing tasks.

Does the Department of Energy intent to draw upon the
talents of staff that have the skint; of managing a
program that allows the public to 'influence decisions
made by their government.' Does DOB have staff available
that can identify the training and Support their
colleagues need to begin 'routine substantive two-way
Communication..'

How are the 'Critical Policy elements' integrated in
performance evaluations (one tool that could ensure that
the implementing actions are, in fact, implemented).

Complements to the policy author for including
'staff involvement' as part of community involvement;
and focussing on 'appropriate pre-decisional access
points...'

I hope the above comments are helpful. And thanks for the
opportunity to comment.

4 
S100144. lax
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Confederated Tribes and sands
of the Yakima Indian Nation

James T. Melillo
Executive secretary
Environmental Management Advisory Committee
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave. SW
Washington, D.C. 20585
c/o Kelly Rippeto
Fax: 202-586-0590

Dear James:

Established by the
Treaty of June 9. 1853

January 4, 1994

Here are somo comments on the Draft Public Involvement Policy;

I hope there will, be training for managers on implications of
Treaty rights of Indigenous people. It usually emerges as an
afterthought and becomes a rude awakening.

I would recommend the policy discuss notice, what issues, who
gets it and when. For instance, the Yakima Nation considers its
status as a sovereign. and does not wish to be lumped in with
general public notices, as has been the norm. I am sure other
Tribal governments feel the same.

If you have any questions please call me at (509) 452-2502.

sincerely,

Russell aim

Post Office Box 161, Fort ROaci, ToppleIsh. WA 
98043 (309) 8634121



iltateofOhioSnelrenmentathetectionAgency

Southwest District Office
40 South Main Street
Dayton, Ohio 45402-2088
(619) 2854367
FAX (513) 2854404

George V. Voinovich
Governor

January 7, 1994

Catherine Volk
EM-14
Fors-1H-031
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Ms. Volk,

Several of US at Ohio EFA.have reviewed the draft DOE policy on
Public Involvement. I shared it with all of our site coordinators
for the DOE sites as well.as Jennifer Tiell, our Deputy Director
for Programs.

Basically, we feel that the policy represents a good effort to
further "open up" the Department of Energy. Specific comments on
this policy are listed below.

1. General Comment: To develop a successful public
involvement program at each site, requires a long term
committment from top manageMent_0(DOE site manager and
president of the main operating contractor or ERMC). It is
extremely important that the public have a chance to interact
at this level. It is also just as important for top DOE staff
and contractors to understand that this is a critical factor
in selecting contractors and key staff.

2. Page 2, under responsibilities: It is important to note
that training employees is not enough. DOE needs to evaluate

public can help you identify education needs and design
programs to meet those needs.

effectiveness; devise improvements; create incentives; and
discourage sanctions for inept, ill-advised, but well

3. Page 5, #4: Education of the public is as essential as
that of DOE staff if "common understanding" is the goal. The

intentioned communication.

As you know, I have stated on numerous occasions that DOE must work
very aggressively to "even" the, quality of public involvement
across the complex. There are definite success stories, but there
are also sites who lag behind. clear expectations from top DOE
management will help to bring about improvement from in those
lagging areas.
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Catherine Volk
January 10, 1994
Page 2

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

Thomas A. Winston, P.E./
Chief, Southwest District Office

cc; Jennifer Tiell, Deputy Director
Graham Mitchell, SWDO



January 24, 1994

To: Betty Nolan
DOE-HQ

From: Connie Nash, DOE-ID
Public Participation Coordinator
DOE-ID Communications Division

Subject: Comments on HQ Public Participation Policy

Attached are the comments from the Idaho Operations Office, from
both internal reviewers and external stakeholders. The greatest
response came from external parties, while most internal managers
chose to not respond or respond with "no comment.s

My impressions, from both these written transmissions and
informal conversations, are that the policy was well-received.
This time of transition in DOE's level of disclosure can be
somewhat difficult to manage, and the resultant discomfort is
understandable. I hope that as greater information is dispersed,
both externally as to the nature of DOE operations and internally
as to the nature of DOE expectations in the way of public
involvement, this discomfort will subside. We have directed the
Department toward a better way of doing business; the fact that
some individuals may fear the path should not deter us from the
destination.

I hope these comments are well-received and may be incorporated
into the final policy statement. If there is anything else you
need from me, please don't hesitate to call.

Attachment: ID Comments
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Comments on the DOE Public Participation Policy
from the DOE-Idaho Operations Office

and Representative Stakeholders

Overview
In general, the policy was very well received and people greatly
appreciated the opportunity to comment prior to finalization.
Stakeholders who received the document viewed the attempt to
include their input as a reflection of the Department's efforts
to increase stakeholder awareness and involvement in tandem with
greater openness on the part of DOE. We have divided our
comments into five categories:

•
•
•
•

•

the tone and language of the policy;
the format and structure of the document;
implementation of the policy;
relationship of this document to other public
participation efforts and guidance; and
other comments.

In an effort to minimize "filtration," we have provided the input
in the commentor's own words wherever possible. Each comment is
provided with its source, to aid in understanding that person's
perspective.

Tone and Language of the Policy

After reviewing the memorandum regarding guidance on
implementation of the Department's Public Involvement Policy from
the Secretary, I strongly agree that the process must be tailored
to specific stakeholder's needs and that the policy only be used
as a guide based upon the diversity of stakeholders. - Brett
Hayball, Shoshone-Bannock Tribal/DOE Coordinator and Project
Director

I've read through the proposed public participation policy
document and find it to be well stated, though perhaps too non-
specific in the area of identifying stakeholders. I hope that
the Department's commitment to two-way communication with "other
governmental entities [will] include local (city and county) as
well as state and tribal officials. - Linda Milam, Mayor of
Idaho Falls

The document is well thought out and written. If embraced by
Department managers, it will produce positive results. - Candis
J Webb, DOE-ID

Overall, the draft is very good. The key truly is establishing
public involvement as an institutional way of life, rather than a
goal to give lipservice to. To that end, holding officials
accountable and rewarding risk-taking is a step in the right
direction. - Terry Smith, Public Information Officer, State
INEL Oversight Program



I have reviewed the draft statement on public involvement and
find it consistent with other statements of this type. It is
very wordy and to me states the obvious. I expect truthful
answers. I expect to be able to express concerns about public
matters. - Ellie Hamilton, Private Citizen/Retired R. N.

I would summarize the policy as follows:
Be honest in all answers;
Encourage questions within the Department and from the

Public; and
Share the concerns of everyone at all levels.

- Ellie Hamilton, Private
Citizen/Retired R. N.

Format and Structure of the Document

The Secretary may want to consider issuing separate short letter
to all Departmental employees to emphasize culture shift and
positive aspects of goals. - Candis J Webb, DOE-ID

I assume this policy is related to the DOE mission statement and
is a part of core value 1, "We are customer-oriented. A copy of
that mission statement along with the draft on public involvement
would have been helpful to put the draft statement in proper
perspective. - Ellie Hamilton, Private Citizen/Retired R. N.

In you section on "Program managers and staff communication
training: Use resources already available. Emphasize the need
for basic communication skills; reading, writing, and speaking to
the public and private education at all levels. These skills
begin at the elementary level. Critical thinking is necessary in
all areas of life. Work may be necessary in the short-run but
dont make it a permanent part of the DOE program. - Ellie
Hamilton, Private Citizen/Retired R. N.

In your Core Values section: Include "accuracy. A statement may
be consistent with previous statements. It may be credible. It
may be an honest expression of your beliefs but is it accurate?
- Ellie Hamilton, Private Citizen/Retired R. N.

Implementation of the Policy

These policies can be effective for the Tribes only if federal
and state officials deliberately recognize our governmental
sovereignty and that a trust responsibility derives from the
historical relationship between the Federal government and Native
American Tribes, as expressed in certain treaties and Federal
Indian law. When undergoing any negotiations with states that
may affect the Tribes, the Department of Energy must assure that
Tribal rights and concerns are represented and considered before
taking action, making decisions, or implementing programs, as
this is the Tribes unique government-to-government relationship



with the United States of America. - Brett Hayball, Shoshone-
Bannock Tribal/DOE Coordinator and Project Director

The policy should be implemented through the DOE Order system,
rather than just issued as a policy letter. - Candis J Webb,
DOE-ID

There will be some resource impacts at the Field Office level.
Over the past several years, many Public Affairs offices have
experienced reduced staffing. While the line organizations may
absorb much of the support activity, there will be a correlative
increase in PA workload. The requirements need to be analyzed
and defined. - Candis J Webb, DOE-ID

Regarding the second implementing action under Section 2: "Site
managers ... will advise on appropriate pre-decisional access
points for public input and facilitate accommodation between
local and national interests." That concept could and should be
incorporated into each site's citizens advisory board
responsibilities, or some other appropriate citizen group. Let
the citizens advise the site manager first on which access points
are most appropriate. - Terry Smith, Public Information
Officer, State INEL Oversight Program

The final implementing action (Section 5) providing for the
establishment of a data base of real-time information is
wonderful in theory, but is it workable or feasible cost-wise? Is
the information highway ever to be paved? - Terry Smith, Public
Information Officer, State INEL Oversight Program

Relationship of Policy to other Efforts and Guidance

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and the Department of Energy Idaho
Operations Office are currently operating under a Native American
Policy which is a specialized living document that pertains
specifically to some of our needs. That policy, in concert with
our "Working Agreement" between the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and
the Department of Energy Idaho Operations Office, both of which
can be updated as the need arises, create the premise on which we
interface our public involvement with the Department. - Brett
Hayball, Shoshone-Bannock Tribal/DOE Coordinator and Project
Director

It is DOE's hope and the expressed desire of many (stakeholders]
that the INEL Citizens Advisory Board would provide a level of
public examination beyond the Environmental Restoration & Waste
Management program. However, it was agreed that the relationship
of the Citizens' Advisory Board with other existing mechanisms,
including those defined in the [legally mandated] Community
Relations Plan, needed to receive attention and resolution. -
Brett Hayball, Shoshone-Bannock Tribal/DOE Coordinator and
Project Director



Other comments

I would like to extend my appreciation to have the opportunity to
offer my comments regarding the DOE Public Involvement Policy ,
as it does represent the Department's openness initiative towards
stakeholder involvement. - Brett Hayball, Shoshone-Bannock
Tribal/DOE Coordinator and Project Director

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes will recognize the existing Native
American Policy and the Working agreement before any other
stakeholder policy, [until such a time that the INEL Citizens
Advisory Board is in place and able to review such policy from a
wider perspective]. - Brett Hayball, Shoshone-Bannock
Tribal/DOE Coordinator and Project Director

I am certainly pleased to represent the City of Idaho Falls on
the INEL Economic Development Working Group Team, and hope other
opportunities will be identified. - Linda Milani, Mayor of Idaho
Falls



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

January 21, 1994

MEMORANDUM TO: Betty Nolan, PA-2

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Public Involvement Policy Statement

The Office of Nuclear Energy, including the Office of Naval Reactors,
has reviewed the draft DOE Public Involvement Policy Statement, as
requested by Mike Gauldin in his memorandum of December 1, 1993. We
have the following general comments, plus suggestions for modifying
specific passages.

We believe that increased public involvement in DOE program activities
is a worthwhile objective, and we support the Secretary's efforts to
move the Department in this direction. However, the draft policy
statement conveys the impression that the public can have daily and
unrestricted access to the policy-making process and staff in all DOE
program offices. This is not feasible, especially in the case of DOE
program offices which have a national security mission.

Also, in its decision and policy-making, the Department often uses
certain information from private industry and other Government agencies
that must remain classified, proprietary, or privileged. Any release of
this information needs to be carefully coordinated and cleared with the
groups that have given it to us. Language to that effect should be
included in appropriate sections of the policy statement.

With this in mind, we have marked suggested wording changes and other
comments directly on the draft document, which is attached. For certain
changes, we have placed a number in the right-hand margin indicating our
rationale for suggesting the change, as follows:

1. Inappropriate for a policy statement, since the statement
could be around for years and would then refer to events in the
distant past. Also, it puts the initiative in a negative context
which is potentially counterproductive in its impact on those in
the Department who may not agree with all the characterizations of
past policy.

2. Intended as a clarification. The public cannot, practically
be involved in daily "program operations".

3. The public provides input to the Department, which we use in
making decisions. As written, this section implies that the
public actually participates in the decisions themselves.

45



4. Need to clarify or delete. Certain matters should be cleared
with PA, but it appears impractical to both increase the
involvement of the public as described in the policy and clear
everything with PA. This will tend to delay response to the
public and convey the wrong impression re openness.

We look forward to the opportunity to review and comment upon further
revisions of the draft Public Involvement Policy Statement.

///
a i A. re fu/e

Direc or
Office of Nuclear Energy



POLICY ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

DATE
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POLICY: The policy of t e Department of Energy (DOE) is that public
involvement be a routine component in program apiiedizieidiaisami-
jipasisig activities, at headquarters and in the field.

PURPI Public involvement brings a full range of diverse s o der
viewpoints and values early into the Department' ecision-making
process, enabling the Department to make decisions and

ild-inq mutual understanding and trust between the Department and
the public it serves.
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Public involvement provides a means for Americans to influence
decisions made by their government. It requires routine,
substantive two-way communication between the Department of Energy
and other governmental entities, organized groups, individuals,
and the general public interested in and/or affected by the
Department's decisions and activities. This communication will
vary widely in nature and scope, from informal conversations
between individuals to scheduled meetings and workshops, to
legally-required public meetings and hearings and federal -state-
local-Tribal agreements. The Department will actively seek
incorporate, or otherwise respond to the views of its
stakeholders.
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CORE VALUES

Accountability
Fairness
Openness
Respect
Risk-taking
Sincerity

RESPONSIBILITIES: 01.

Under this pol public involvement will be a discrete performanc
element for enior iepartmental and program managers directly
responsible or its effective implementation. 

6114'441'

To assure a consistent approach throughout the agenc and with its
contractors and to avoid unreasonable demands on si e 'ersonnel or the
public's time, Program and Staff Offices willoordina their public 
involve  ent activities through the Offis_e of Ruhiif and  onsumer

airs,  at headquarters and in the field. This coordination role in no
75,T"Inis or dilutes program managers' resLo sibility to plan, fund, E--
and support appropriate

te
rirrii7te levels of public invo vement in their programs.

The Principal Secretarial Officer and Senior Departmental Ma agers will
ensure that public involvement principles, values, and processes are
fully understood and practiced within their programs and that necessary
training and resources (human, information, systems, and financial) are
Provided.

DRAFT

Consistency
Honesty
Peer Review
Responsiveness
Scientific Credibility

AlviNtrIp4A

Program Managers are responsible for identifying, planning, budgeting,
and implementing the appropriate vel and scope of public involvement
activities in their programs, and coordinating activities
through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs. Program managers
will assure that their staff receive basic communication training and,
where appropriate, advanced public involvement training.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, headquarters, will
establish a point of contact and mechanisms to coordinate public
involvement activities Department-wide 2,44—te—ers-strre-44444,-e44.res1

111 9 '

ei,ugir.g, Ago c.0.124.01 004. .44 a coaa‘444144.r-elttiAti+R-e7--intogratod—maaaap.
Public and Consumer Affairs will provide advice and support to program
offices in developing and implementing effective communications/public
involvement strategies and information materials for local communities,
stakeholders, employees, and the media.

Managers of Field Organizations are responsible for assuring that public
involvement activities at their respective facilities and sites meet
local needs, are appropriately coordinated, and reflect Departmental
principles and values. Field managers will regularly advise
headquarters on public involvement issues/needs of regional or national
importance and recommend appropriate courses of action.



ulciAr

Field Public Affairs/External Relations Directors will work with field
managers to provide the same coordinating/integrating role for site
public involvement activities as the Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs provides department-wide.



DATE

MEMORANDUM FOR: HEADS OF HEADQUARTERS ELEMENTS
MANAGERS, DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES

FROM: THE SECRETARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT: GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEPARTMENT'S PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT POLICY

It is the policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) that public i volvpment be
a routine component •tip program erposeilsigowy•evrel.pl•emegiesq activities a
headquarters and in the field. This policy marks a clear break wit past
practice by challenging the Department and its contractors to embra e a new
culture of opennes19aegi=te=amo. Henceforth, the business of the epartment
will be open to the full view and input of those whom it serves

While public involvement processes must be tailored to specific site and
program needs, the following broad guidance is provided to assist headquarters
and field managers in implementing this policy department-wide. Several
critical policy elements and implementing actions are identified below. These
should be viewed as a beginning point. They illustrate the comprehensive
nature of public involvement as envisioned in this policy and the innovative
leadership required to implement it. Using the following elements as a guide,
you should consult with your stakeholders to develop public involvement plans
and activitiey====atImegiviottaiscos.s..

CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENTS

1. The Department recognizes that honesty, forthrightness in dealing
with external parties, and consistent, credible, quality
performance are the bases on which to build public understanding
and trust.

Implementing actions: 

Officials representing the Department will be empowered and
accountable for the honesty and accuracy of their public
statements and for assuring diligent follow-up and timely
results from the commitments they make.

:—) Departmental officials will routinely and consistently
listen and respond to public input.

X The benchmark for excellence will be leadership/

jjAltr 
performance.

v14-4i# 
 C7-Tall---)/Risl<ingil I be rewarded.

- Peer review gill bencouraged.
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2. Departmental program development, planning, and decision processes

must be clearly defined, with regular, well-known access points
for public input.

Implementing actions: 

Principal Secretarial Officer and other senior departmental
managers will ensure that other affected program officials,
site managers, and stakeholders are appropriately integrated
into their planning and decision-making processes.

Site managers, as those closest to affected communities and
interested parties, will advise on appropriate pre-
decisional access points for public input and facilitate
accommodation between local and national interests.

Now-41 P A-
3 . Headquarters,(iaboratories facilities, and field offices wi I

operate as an integrated team in planning public involvement
activities, combining resources, sharing information, and
coordinating schedules.

Cooperation will be rewarded.

Site managers and local program officials will routinely
advise headquarters on local stakeholder needs/concerns and
on the appropriateness/adequacy of public information/
involvement efforts in their areas.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, working with
>4( the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will develop

consistent formats and clearance procedurd)for public
information materials L IA)crn I lAr6Y-k-

se-4 +1Amm1/4-14- PA 1-15
4. The Department must establish and support training/education

programs to meet evolving p lic involvement needs, both internal
and external. ---------

LegfAA".ft oikrr )14-•-•14
Implementing actions: P- of,-4-,r 4:tst6le,,00,C,OP

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs will assess on
an annual basis the effectiveness of the Department's
communications efforts and recommend improvements.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs and the
Assistant Secretary for Human Resources and Administration,
working with the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will
identify and coordinate communication/public involvement
training on a priority basis until all appropriate
headquarters and site personnel are trained.



DRAFT CV
5. The Department must foster candid information exchanges directed

at reaching a common understanding of options and risks and
developing_ consensus.

Implementing actions: 

Whether formal or informal, all public involvement
activities will be conducted in a spirit of openness,
respect for different perspectives, and a genuine quest for
information and ideas.

The Department will work to establish, announce, and manage
a data base of real-time information available to the public
through telephone and computer access points.

111.1.4.1 +0 4-4-41,
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Mary A. Gade, Director 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62794-9276

217-782-6761

January 18, 1994

Ms. Betty Nolan
Office of Public Affairs
8H-073
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on DOE Public Involvement Policy

Dear Ms. Nolan:

Attached you will find comments on the DOE "Draft Public
Involvement Policy" dated December 1, 1993. It has been a pleasure
reviewing and commenting on this document and I trust the IEPA
comments will be of use to you. Please note the following:

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

For the most part the draft policy is a fair attempt at
establishing a protocol for involving the public in DOE decision
making. It should be -noted however that DOE should not stop at
just drafting this policy. In order for DOE to be effective at
community involvement, a guidance document or handbook must first
be drafted to expand on the newly generated policy. A document
that may be useful for DOE to review prior to drafting a guidance
document would be USEPA document "Community Relations in Superfund:
A Handbook" EPA/540/R-92/009 January 1992.

It would also be useful for DOE to investigate the community
involvement requirements of the specific program or law that it
intends to comply with when conducting environmental remediation
(ie. RCRA or CERCLA). Many environmental regulatory programs
presently have very defined community relations guidelines in place
that should be followed when these laws are determined to be
applicable, relevant or appropriate to the planned remedial
activity.

The purpose, core values, and goals, as outlined in this draft
policy, contain many elements that are proven to be essential for
an effective public involvement program. This draft policy would
appear to provide the design for a good foundation for DOE's public
involvement program. The effectiveness of this public involvement
program, as like similar programs, will in large part hinge upon
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two other key components-- the quality of staff interpersonal
skills, and the level of support from upper management.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Definition: 

A. The definition calls for two-way communication between DOE and
those "interested in an/or affected by the Department's
decisions and activities." This definition should include two
other groups: 1) those living or working in the immediate
vicinity of a DOE facility who are potentially affected, and 2)
those who are not affected by perceive that they are affected.
These two groups have been able to delay projects at various
sites throughout the Nation when not included in a public
involvement program.

B. The term "stakeholders" should be changed to reflect something
a bit more personal or relative to the public.

2. Responsibilities: 

A. "Public involvement will be a discrete performance element for
senior departmental an program managers..."Does this
statement mean that these managers will be responsible for
public involvement activities, that this responsibility will
be measured on their annual performance evaluation, both or
something else?

B. Who will be responsible for responding to news media inquires?

C. Who should the IEPA and other government officials contact at
DOE about news media inquiries? Issuance of news releases?
Approval of quotes from upper management on joint news
releases?

D. Will IEPA and other government agencies have the opportunity
to review and comment on news releases affecting their
particular state? Public involvement plans?

E. Why are senior level departmental and program managers only
responsible for the policy's effective implementation? Should
this concept be carried out through the DOE ranks to be
implemented?
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3. Goals:

A. How is the public informed about and empowered to
participate in Departmental decision-making?

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
draft policy. If you have any questions or comments concerning any
of the above mentioned comments, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Sincere y

St en K. Davis, Manager
Fe ral Facilities Sub-Unit
Remedial Projects Management Section
Bureau of Land
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Department of Energy

Department of Energy Oakland Operations Office, Office of Public Affairs

Public Involvement Policy Comments

TO: Betty Nolan, Director
Consumer and Public Liason Division

We are providing the following comments from the Oakland Operations Office and its Laboratories on
the Draft Public Involvement Policy, We are summarizing the comments and providing a multi-page
full response.

1. The policy should stress proactive public involvement activities by DOE rather than
reactive actions.

2. Public involvement should be balanced against delays in activities caused by time needed
for consultation. In some cases, it may be better for DOE to consider stakeholders'
opinions without going through a formal process.

3. POLICY:
• Definition: (fourth and fifth lines) "individuals" and "general public" are

redundant.
• Responsibilities: Commitment of resources should be made explicit.
• Goals I: (fourth line) change "field" to "operations."
• Goal delete "internal," change "known" to "pre-specified" or "established."
• Goals DI: Items such as personnel records and classified data that will not be

made public should be listed.
• Purpose: Replace "better" decisions with "more-informed" or a similar phrase.

4. GUIDANCE: Critical elements - (Implementing actions)
• "The new benchmark for excellence will be leadership/performance" Excellence of

what?" (e.g. Public Affairs).
• Risk taking should be better defined.
• "Peer review" Of what?
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5. There should be more direct connection between the policy goals and implementing
actions to achieve those goals.

6. The commitment to provide training and resources to achieve goals should be made
explicit. The only non-staff resource mentioned in the draft guidance is a data base.

7. "Risk-taking" should be clearly defined.

8. "Public participation" is favored over "public involvement" as more descriptive and
accurate.

9. The issue of assuring a "balanced" or "representative" public is not addressed. The term
"public" is used too often and too broadly without additional definition.

10. The role of public participation seems to vary between the draft policy and guidance. The
policy says the the public is "empowered to participate in Departmental decision making."
The second says the policy is for the public to be involved with the Department in
"developing concensus."

11. The policy and guidance should be flexible to meet the different needs of different
communities and not place unreasonable demands on site personnel or the public.

12. The policy is too broad. It is hard to determine which activities should be coordinated
with the public. It also should address who should determine which activities the public
should be involved in.

13. Public involvement policy should be coordinated with customer advocate policies and
activities to assure consistency.

14. The policy should tell the Operations Offices "what" rather than "how" (through the
Office of Public and Consumer Affairs at headquarters and in the field) as it does on
Page 2.

15. Reference is made to empowering the public to participate in Departmental decision
making. Both the Department and the public need to have a clearly defined understanding
of what role public participation will play in Department decision making.

16. Will public input be taken under consideration or will it substantially influence decisions,
and if so, to what extent. How much weight will public opinion really carry in a
decision, particularly if it is contrary to the prevailing Departmental position?

John Belluardo
Acting Director
Office of Public Affairs
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Mr. Paul Thrash
Department of Energy
1301 Clay Street
Oakland, Ca. 94612

48
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

January 7, 1994

RE: Review of Draft Public Involvement Policy

Dear Mr. Thrash:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on DOE's Draft Public
Involvement Policy.

The goals of this draft policy are praiseworthy and laudable; I support
openness and truthfulness in dealing with stakeholders and I encourage DOE's
efforts to change the culture within the DOE complex. For DOE to build
understanding and trust with its stakeholders and to openly and honestly
respond to stakeholder questions and concerns is fully appropriate. However, I
am concerned about the degree and extent to which this policy will be
implemented and I question the usefulness of actively seeking stakeholder
involvement in all aspects of the Laboratory's business. This policy could
potentially provide an open door to extremist or environmental groups to "shut
down the Laboratory." The process of inviting full public involvement in all
Laboratory activities will seriously hinder the rapid accomplishment of the
Laboratory's missions because of the increased number of people who will have
to be consulted in the decision-making process. Implementation of this Public
Involvement Policy will run counter to DOE's attempt to be more responsive to
the competitive needs of U.S. industry.

The recent history of the LLNL Environmental Restoration Division's
interactions with stakeholders on LLNL's two Superfund sites clearly
demonstrates the delays that result from such interactions with questionably
improved decisions being made. After being named to EPA's Superfund list,
progress on environmental cleanup at both sites was set back by at least two
years as a result of having to consult and work with regulatory agencies,
environmental groups, and local citizens, all key members of the stakeholders.
Progress since then has been slower than it otherwise would have been without
stakeholder involvement.

An Ewa/ Crfortunt &payer • Viveraity cif Gallants • I? Q Bar ow 'Avow.% Ceinnia 9455D • Tedepicine (415)4224100 • 704(910-385-83M LICLLL LVM



TO: Paul Thrash
FROM: Harry Galles
January 7, 1994
Page 2

Should this policy be implemented as presented here, all Laboratory
schedules will have to be revised and costs will rise accordingly. Does DOE
really intend for all its Programs to interact daily with the stakeholders, as
suggested in the second line of Coal I? ERD interacts with environmental
stakeholders by conducting monthly or more frequent face to face technical
meetings; having numerous telephone conversations each week; writing
monthly, annual, and topical reports; having stakeholders review and comment
on those reports; and conducting formal public meetings. This is a tremendous
drain on the resources of the Laboratory. Because of the highly technical nature
of the work conducted at the Laboratory, I see little added value to be gained by
conducting such an intensive participatory process with stakeholders.

I prefer an approach in which DOE and the Laboratory are fully responsive to
and take full consideration of questions, comments, concerns and opinions
volunteered by stakeholders, without instituting a formal process to solicit that
input. This would still allow those individual stakeholders with strong opinions
to "be heard," without diluting the efforts of the entire laboratory in a formal
process that would have little technical value.

A specific issue not addressed in this draft is how this policy would apply to
classified work performed at the Laboratory. Certainly the Weapons Program
will not submit its documents to a group of interested community members for
review, as ERD now does under Superfund.

In short, this policy would seriously delay progress in accomplishing DOE's
missions and increase costs for marginal benefit.

Sincerely,

Harry . Galles
Department Head
Environmental Protection Department

HLG:ALL:jco
cc;
A. Copeland
D. Fisher
A. Lamarre
W. McConachie

94-1,7-113



TSTANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER

Paul Thrash
ERWM Division
U.S. Department of Energy
1301 Clay Street
Oakland, CA 94612

STANFORD UNIVERSITY

January 4, 1994

49

Mail Address
Bin 77
SLAC, P.O. Box 4349
Stanford, California 94309
(415) 926-3801
FAX (415) 926-3175

Subject: Review Comments on (1) Draft Policy on Public Involvement and (2) Draft Guidance
on Implementation of the Department's Public Involvement Policy

Dear Mr. Thrash:

The following are my comments on the subject documents, in response to the December 17, 1993
memo of Henry M. DeGraca requesting comments by January 5, 1994.

As a general comment, there should be more direct correspondence between the goals of the
policy and the implementing actions to achieve those goals. In particular, since both training
and resources are to be provided, commitment of specific resources at the appropriate level
needs to be addressed more explicitly along with training actions. The only non-staff resource
mentioned in the draft guidance is a data base, listed in the last implementing action.

Some of the terminology used should be explained or placed in context, as noted below. In
particular, however, "risk-taking" (cited in both documents) should be clearly defined,
Although its apparent intent here is to describe proactive, resourceful, and responsive
actions, it could be misinterpreted by members of the public as (e.g.) jeopardizing health
and safety to meet a given objective.

The remaining comments are listed by document and in order of decreasing priority, as
requested:

Draft Policy pn Public Involvement

RESPONSIBILITIES: Providing training and resources is pivotal to the succes of such a
program. In particular, commitment of resources should be addressed more explicitly.

GOAL II: Delete "internal", which should be implicit, and change "known" to "pre-specified"
or "established". The wording in the draft implies a lingering air of secrecy.

PURPOSE: The term "better decisions" is unnecessarily vague. "Better" should be replaced
with "more informed", "more conscientious", "more thoughtful", or the like.

EP&WM 9401-03 1



DEFINITIONS: The term "Americans" should be replaced by "United States citizens" or
"United States residents", as it may be considered by some to ignore the peoples of North,
Central and South America who live outside the United States. Political correctness aside, a
public involvement policy in particular should strive to avoid any unnecessary slights or
confusing terms.

RESPONSIBILITIES: For planning and scheduling purposes, it will be important to know
what type of document review process will be involved in coordination of activities at the
various levels.

Throughout this document, "assure" and "assuring" should be replaced by "ensure" and
"ensuring". The latter term is used only once under RESPONSIBILITIES.

Draft Guidance on Implementation of the Department's public InvoLventens Policy

CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENTS:
#5 - A "real-time" data base is inappropriate for public use, since it raises major concerns
regarding quality assurance/quality control, and conflicts with the "clearance procedures
for public information materials" listed in Item 3. Replace "real-time" with "timely" or
define the intended application in more detail.

#4 - Address commitment of resources, either combined with training or as a separate item.

#2 - "Well-known" seems vague here; replace with "well-defined" or "well-established".

If you have any questions regarding these comments or require further information,
please contact me at (415) 926-3801.

Sincerely,

Kirk Stoddard
Environmental Scientist
Environmental Protection and

Waste Management Department

KMS/kms

cc: John Muhlestein, SLAC Site Office
Lois Marik, DOE/SF

EP&WM 9401-03 2
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subject: Comments on Draft Public Involvement Policy

On behalf of Sandia National laboratories, I want to thank you for the
opportunity to comment on DOE's draft public involvement policy.

As part of our Environmental Restoration Program at Sandia National
Laboratories we have been doing public involvement to establish genuine and
lasting relationships with customers and stakeholders based on mutual trust and
respect. We are committed to the Public Involvement Process and believe in the
value of the decisions that result. Public Involvement will be a new way of
doing business for the rest of our program operations and planning activities. As
stated in the draft policy such an enormous cultural change "requires special
attention and leadership from the top down."

With that background the following is offered for your consideration.

We have learned that public involvement is a libor intensive activity. It
requires significant resources and the efforts of dedicated people to build and
maintain the trust and respect necessary to realize the critical policy elements
described in the draft implementation guidance. On the other hand, the price of
not improving how we are perceived by the public is an environment of
mistrust that results in constantly reacting to public challenges and questions.
Therefore, the cost of public involvement should be an integral part of each
programmatic effort. To achieve different results requires different processes
than we have used in the past. Therefore, I recommend that each program
manager commit that program's public involvement dollars in the field and at
the laboratories, in a way that is both effective and accountable. Unlike the past,
Public Affairs and External Affairs Offices should, per this implementation
guidance, receive funding directly from the program managers and should be
accountable to the program managers. As we are experiencing at Sandia,
through our involvement in a cross-cutting Community Relations (CoRe)
Team, this is a coordinated approach that produces the desired results.

Exceptional Service in the National Interest
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Further, one could infer from the draft policy that "public involvement must be
a routine component" in everything that we do. If that is the intent it should be
so stated in a section on Scope. The implications for implementing such a policy
will obviously be far greater than a policy of more restricted scope, such as
soliciting and receiving advice on new programs. I believe that some
individuals will interpret this draft as meaning that they will actually help make
the decisions as opposed to others who will read it as providing advise.

There is no mention of balance in the public involvement. One of our biggest
problems is assuring that our public involvement is balanced and includes the
full range of community views and opinions.

A critical component of public involvement is that it be productive. The process
must always move forward and should be based on consensus. Since there is no
one public but rather many publics, consider the addition of "Commitment to
progress in solving each problem through consensus" as an addition to the
CORE VALUES.

An overall comment made by several individuals reading the draft is that it is
vague and as such could result in a variety of interpretations. What will be the
process for continuously improving the policy and implementation guidance as
well as measuring their effectiveness?

One minor item is the omission of the phrase "Implementation_actions:" in the
third CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENT of the Implementation Guidance.

Finally, I am personally encouraged that the Department is taking the approach
of developing a cross-cutting policy. Those of us involved in this work see it as
an opportunity to present to our stakeholders (and some would say employers) a
consistent and strategic approach based on quality principles.

As always it's a pleasure working with you. I look forward to working with you
to define this policy, its implementation guidance, and through them taking
action to realize an improved relationship with the public, based on the quality
of our future decisions. Thank you.

I can be reached at (505)-883-3475.

Copy to:
Kathy Carlson DOE/KAO
0001 Yolanda Moreno
7000 Lynn Jones
7200 Jim Baremore
7500 Tom Blejwas
11110 Harold Polley
12120 Shanna Lindeman
12600 Jerry Langheim

12650 Mike DeWitte
12650 Steve Baca
Members of the Community Relati(
Team

Members of Sandia's Line-
Implementation Working Group
(LIWG)

Exceptional Service in the National Interest



Department of Energy
Chicago Operations Office
9800 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, Illinois 60439

January 21, 1994

Betty Nolan
Office of Public and Consumer Affairs

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DOE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

As requested by Mike Gauldin in his December 1, 1993, memorandum,
the Chicago Operations Office has reviewed the Draft Public
Involvement Policy and shared it with our internal and external
stakeholders. External stakeholders were asked to reply to you
directly. Following are CH comments on the draft policy:

1.) The phrase "...risk-taking will be rewarded..." needs
clarification. This could be perceived by some readers as
referring to "technical risk" that puts program accomplishment
ahead of public, worker or environmental safety.

2.) The policy needs to provide more guidance on how it will be
implemented and coordinated with other departmental initiatives,
such as on-going EM public involvement activities and the
Communications and Trust Strategic Plan. The document should
also be codified as a DOE Directive to establish the policy in
formal way.

3.) References to DOE and contractor-operated organizations
needs to be clarified and made more consistent. Operations,
Site, Area, Project and Field offices should be referred to as
"DOE." Laboratories, production plants and other facilities
should be identified as "contractor-operated."

4.) Regarding Critical Policy Element 4, which calls for an
annual assessment by the Director of Public and Consumer Affairs
of the Department's communications efforts, the development of
performance measures will be critical to the success of this
assessment process. The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs
should participate in all departmental planning for these
activities and the identification of suitable performance
measures.
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5.) Section 3, Critical Policy Elements, last paragraph: add the
word "prompt" before the phrase "clearance procedures for public
information materials." Timeliness in such reviews is critical.

We hope you find these comments helpful.

Gary L. itc ford, lfirector
Office of Communications

_

I

El



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

January 11, 1994

MEMORANDUM TO MICHAEL GAULDIN
DIRECTOR, PUBLIC AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS

FROM: ARCHER L. DURHAM
ASSISTANT SECRETA F HUMAN
RESOURCES AND AD ISTRATION

SUBJECT: DRAFT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

In response to your December 1, 1993, request to review the draft
public involvement policy, Human Resources and Administration
offers the following comments:

o The broad manner in which the draft policy is written makes
it very adaptable to local situations, but also leaves it
open to inconsistent interpretations. For example, it is
not clear if any internal administrative processes and
decisions are subject to the policy or if these would never
be considered "program operations and planning activities."
A general statement of what is excluded from coverage would
be helpful.

o Along the same lines, we do not interpret the program
managers' responsibilities to include coordinating
procurement rulemakings with your office, as we are
interested in streamlining the rulemaking process.

o Another area of concern is the requirement that "...public
involvement will be a discrete performance element for
senior departmental and program managers directly
responsible for its effective implementation." This
definition is not clear as to what levels are considered
"senior" or what constitutes direct responsibility.
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o Our final comment deals with the portion of the draft policy
which states that "...public involvement will be a routine
component of the organization..." and "...managers will
provide the necessary training and resources required...."
Our concern is that organizations will request additional
resources (FTEs and funding) to meet this requirement. Our
recommendation is that a statement needs to be included
either within the actual policy or the Secretary's cover
memorandum which states that the incorporation of this
responsibility will be accomplished with existing resources.

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Greg
Bettwy on 586-8024. We thank you for the opportunity to comment
on this draft policy.

cc:
T. Dirks
H. Raiken
G. Allen
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OAK RIDOE INSTITUTE POR SCIENCE AND EDUCATION

To: Michael Gauldin From: James E.
DOE-Washington, DC
Director, Public and Consumer
Affairs

Date: January 7, 1994 Copies To: Don Hagengruber
File

Subject: DRAFT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

After sharing the above referenced draft policy with the ORISE internal management team, the
following is the only comment we wish to submit.

This draft public involvement policy needs to address the one item that is only briefly noted in
your cover memo, i.e., that public involvement activities may impact upon legal requirements
and duties set forth in the Administrative Procedures Act in Title 5 of the U.S. Code. An
example would include whether or not notice in the FEDERAL REGISTER would be required
if public involvement were sought on a Departmental initiative.

JED:dlh

iumcmozeoutaao2.1n

Managed and Opensted by Oak Ridge Associated Onivervides



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

December 1, 1993

MEMORANDUM TO MANAGERS: DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES
DOE LABORATORIES

FROM: Michael Gauldin (4>IPI).°
Director, Public nd Consumer Affairs

Subject: Draft Public Involvement Policy

Attached is a draft policy requiring that public involvement be a routine
component in program operations and planning activities. The draft was
developed and revised over several months by a crosscutting management team
which included field representatives.

You are asked to share this draft policy with your internal management team
and external stakeholders and return comments to us by Friday, January 7,
1994. If you can consolidate and prioritize your comments, it would be
helpful. Comments and any questions you have concerning the draft should be
directed to Betty Nolan at 202/586-5373 (fax: 202/586-0539).

Also, General Counsel has asked us to remind you that, as you pursue specific
public involvement activities, you may trigger legal requirements. If you
have any questions or concerns, you should seek advice of counsel, either on-
site or at headquarters. Additionally, the whole issue of advisory committee
requirements is under review here at headquarters, and summary information is
available.

Attachment

cc: Heads of Headquarters Elements
Chief of Staff
Deputy Chief of Staff
Executive Assistant to the Deputy Secretary
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DATE

POLICY ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

DRAFT

POLICY: The policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) is that public
involvement must be a routine component in program operations and
planning activities, at headquarters and in the field.

PURPOSE: Public involvement brings a full range of diverse stakeholder
viewpoints and values early into the Department's decision-making
process, enabling the Department to make better decisions and
building mutual understanding and trust between the Department and
the public it serves.

BACKGROUND: The Energy Department is relatively new at encouraging public
involvement in its affairs. The Department grew largely out of
the highly regimented Cold War culture of two of its predecessor
agencies, the Atomic Energy Commission and the Energy Research and
Development Administration. The focus was on national defense
through nuclear deterrence; the priority, on design and production
of nuclear weapons; and the emphasis on classified information and
legally-required secrecy.

Changing this 50 year old culture from a closed, command-oriented
hierarchy into an open, participatory culture that values
diversity and innovation requires special attention and leadership
from the top down. Such leadership and change are essential if
the Department is to succeed in meeting the economic and
environmental challenges of the next century.

DEFINITION: Public involvement provides a means for Americans to influence
decisions made by their government. It requires routine,
substantive two-way communication between the Department of Energy
and other governmental entities, organized groups, individuals,
and the general public interested in and/or affected by the
Department's decisions and activities. This communication will
vary widely in nature and scope, from informal conversations
between individuals to scheduled meetings and workshops, to
legally-required public meetings and hearings and federal-state-
local -Tribal agreements. The Department will actively seek,
incorporate, or otherwise respond to the views of its
stakeholders.

GOALS: I Credible, effective public involvement processes are routinely
incorporated into the Department's daily program operations and
long-term planning activities, at headquarters and in our
laboratories, facilities, and field offices, with every employee
sharing responsibility to practice and improve public involvement.

II. A clearly defined, coherent internal decision-making process with
known access points for public involvement is routinely followed.

III. The public is informed about and empowered to participate in
Departmental decision-making.



CORE VALUES

DRAFT

Accountability Consistency
Fairness Honesty
Openness Peer Review
Respect Responsiveness
Risk-taking Scientific Credibility
Sincerity

RESPONSIBILITIES:

Under this policy, public involvement will be a discrete performance
element for senior departmental and program managers directly
responsible for its effective implementation.

To assure a consistent approach throughout the agency and with its
contractors and to avoid unreasonable demands on site personnel or the
public's time, Program and Staff Offices will coordinate their public
involvement activities through the Office of Public and Consumer
Affairs, at headquarters and in the field. This coordination role in no
way limits or dilutes program managers' responsibility to plan, fund,
and support appropriate levels of public involvement in their programs.

The Principal Secretarial Officer and Senior Departmental Managers will
ensure that public involvement principles, values, and processes are
fully understood and practiced within their programs and that necessary
training and resources (human, information, systems, and financial) are
provided.

Program Managers are responsible for identifying, planning, budgeting,
and implementing the appropriate level and scope of public involvement
activities in their programs, and routinely coordinating activities
through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs. Program managers
will assure that their staff receive basic communication training and,
where appropriate, advanced public involvement training.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, headquarters, will
establish a point of contact and mechanisms to coordinate public
involvement activities Department-wide, and to assure that initiatives,
as identified and implemented by secretarial officers and program
managers, are carried out in a consistent, equitable, integrated manner.
Public and Consumer Affairs will provide advice and support to program
offices in developing and implementing effective communications/public
involvement strategies and information materials for local communities,
stakeholders, employees, and the media.

Managers of Field Organizations are responsible for assuring that public
involvement activities at their respective facilities and sites meet
local needs, are appropriately coordinated, and reflect Departmental
principles and values. Field managers will regularly advise
headquarters on public involvement issues/needs of regional'or national
importance and recommend appropriate courses of action.



DRAFT
Field Public Affairs/External Relations Directors will work with field
managers to provide the same coordinating/integrating role for site
public involvement activities as the Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs provides. department-wide.



DATE

MEMORANDUM FOR: HEADS OF HEADQUARTERS ELEMENTS
MANAGERS, DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES

FROM:

SUBJECT:

THE SECRETARY

DRAFT

GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEPARTMENT'S PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT POLICY

It is the policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) that public involvement be
a routine component in program operations and planning activities, at
headquarters and in the field. This policy marks a clear break with past
practice by challenging the Department and its contractors to embrace a new
culture of openness and service. Henceforth, the business of the Department
will be open to the full view and input of those whom it serves.

While public involvement processes must be tailored to specific site and
program needs, the following broad guidance is provided to assist headquarters
and field managers in implementing this policy department-wide. Several
critical policy elements and implementing actions are identified below. These

uld be viewed as a beginning point. They illustrate the comprehensive
a ure of public involvement as envisioned in this policy and the innovative
eadership required to implement it. Using the following elements as a guide,

you should consult with your stakeholders to develop public involvement plans
and activities appropriate to their needs and views.

CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENTS

1. The Department recognizes that honesty, forthrightness in dealing
with external parties, and consistent, credible, quality
performance are the bases on which to build public understanding
and trust.

Implementing actions: 

-Officials representing the Department will be empowered and
'accountable for the honesty and accuracy of their public
„statements and for assuring diligent follow-up and timely

results from the commitments they make.

' Departmental officials will routinely and consistently
'listen and respond to public input.

The new benchmark for excellence will be leadership/
performance.

- Risk-taking will be rewarded.

- Peer review will be encouraged.
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2. DepartMental program development, planning, and decision processes

must be clearly defined, with regular, wellAnown access points
for public input.

Implementing actions: 

Principal Secretarial Officer and other senior departmental
managers will ensure that other affected program officials,
site managers,'and stakeholders are appropriately integrated
into their planning and decision-making processes.

Site managers, as those closest to affected communities and
interested parties, will advise on appropriate pre-
decisional access points for public input and facilitate
accommodation between local and national interests.

3. Headquarters, laboratories, facilities, and field offices will
operate as an integrated team in planning public involvement
activities, combining resources, sharing information, and
coordinating schedules.

Cooperation will be rewarded.

Site managers and local program officials will routinely
advise headquarters on local stakeholder needs/concerns and
on the appropriateness/adequacy'of public information/
involvement efforts in their areas.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, working with
the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will develop
consistent formats and clearance procedures for public
information materials.

4. The Department must establish and support training/education
programs to meet evolving public involvement needs, both internal
and external.

Implementing actions: 

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs will assess on
an annual basis the effectiveness of the Department's
communications efforts and recommend improvements.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs and the
Assistant Secretary for Human Resources and Administration,
working with the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will
identify and coordinate communication/public involvement
training on a priority basis until all appropriate
headquarters and site personnel are. trained.



DRAFT
5. The Department must foster candid information exchanges directed

at reaching a common understanding of options and risks and
developing consensus.

Implementing actions: 

Whether formal or informal, all public involvement
activities will be conducted in a spirit of openness,
respect for different perspectives, and a genuine quest for
information and ideas.

The Department will work to establish, announce, and manage
a data base of real-time information available to the public
through telephone and computer access points.
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Board Chairwoman

Theodore K Hams
President

537 Harden Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29205
803-256-7298

Ms. Betty Nolan
Office of Public and Consumer Affairs
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

January 7, 1994

Re: Draft Public Involvement Policy and Implementation Guidance

Dear Ms. Nolan,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy's
(DOE) draft public involvement policy and implementation guidance. The
drafts are refreshing statements of principles. They accurately identify the
problem (see "Background", p. 1) and, at least in broad terms, commit DOE
management to seeking solutions.

We have only a few comments. First, there is little mention of any system by
which DOE can determine whether the goals are being accomplished. As well
intentioned as the goals and expressed commitments are, DOE should add a
pledge to measuring its accessibility and responsiveness to meaningful public
involvement. The implementation guidance gives the Director of Public and
Consumer Affairs responsibility for annually assessing the effectiveness of
DOE's communication efforts. Perhaps this person would also be the
appropriate one to evaluate the effectiveness of the overall public involvement
policy.

Second, the draft policy and implementation guidance beg the question of
what citizens should do when they have grievances about the effectiveness or
responsiveness of DOE's public involvement policy. There is, for example, no
mention of identifying an ombudsman as a visible and central point of contact
for such grievances (though establishing an Office of Ombudsman has been
recommended to DOE in the past).

Third, DOE is in the process of establishing nearly a dozen site-specific
advisory boards. These boards may quickly become a central element in many
of the Department's public involvement activities. Perhaps the policy and
implementation guidance should indicate how these boards will mesh with
other elements of DOE's public involvement program. Also, the policy might
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indicate points of contact for these boards.

Finally, the policy and guidance should contain more details on how officials who are
progressive and successful in implementing meaningful public participation will be
rewarded. For example, the guidance might direct that performance on public
participation issues be considered in personnel performance evaluations.

We hope these comments are helpful and look forward to receiving copies of the
completed documents. If you have any questions about our comments, please contact
me at 509/838-4580. Thank you.

Sincerel

4a4 ‘ e
Tim onnor
Associate Director



NEIGHBORS IN NEED
124 Chestnut St., #210
Englewood, OH 45322
January 5, 1994

Michael Gauldin
Director, Public and Consumer Affairs
U. S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Gauldin:

This letter is a stakeholder response to the "Draft Public Involvement
Policy"of December 1, 1993.

I am pleased to read that sincere efforts are underway to advance from a
secretive operations culture of the past to an open participatory culture
which includes stakeholders being able to influence decisions and
activities.

My one question about the "Draft" concerns the parameters of public in-
volvement -- are public involvement plans being designed solely for
clean-up and health study activities at Department of Energy weapons sites,
or do plans include the programs which concern future energy needs as
well?

As a stakeholder, I should like to be able to participate in the struc-
turing of agendas for public meetings and the educational activities of
these meetings. In all past meeting which I have attended, the agendas
have been imposed, and any questions I have asked, have been briefly or
incompletely answered.

The "Draft Policy" appears to be a genuine approach for change from past
practices. I heartily encourage this public involvement policy change.

Sincerely,

Rev. Dr. Velma M. Shearer
Staff Minister



National Renewable Energy Laboratory

1617 Cole Boulevard
Golden, Colorado 80401-3393
(303) 231-1000

4tt pR=11

January 7, 1994

Mr. Michael Gauldin
Director, Public and Consumer Affairs
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Gauldin:

SUBJECT: DRAFT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

57

Overall, we think the goal of changing the culture at DOE to one that is open and participatory
rather than one that is "command and control" drive, due primarily to national security concerns,
is highly commendable. This is a philosophy that we at NREL have fostered for some time,
mainly because our unique, single-purpose and non-defense mission in support of DOE.

The following are recommended changes, additions, and clarifications that can help improve the
document and its usefulness. Most of our comments are directed to the implementation guidance
rather than the policy itself. We do not address editorial concerns.

Draft Policy Section

•

•

In the "definition" paragraph, there should be a major focus or emphasis on interactions
with the public and less emphasis on interactions with other government agencies.
Interaction with other government agencies is also needed, but these interactions are much
less central to the need being addressed by the policy.

Goal one states that "every employee shares the responsibility to practice public
involvement." This should be addressed in the "guidance" section (it currently is not),
and some broad guidelines on employee responsibilities should be provided.

• The core values as presented in the draft statement are different from those published by
DOE (e.g., Sue Tierney's presentation in December of 1993). Also, some consolidation
in the list that is provided appears to be possible (e.g., integrity is one value that
encompasses honesty, fairness, openness, sincerity, etc.).



Michael Gauldin
January 7, 1994
Page 2

Guidance on Implementation 

•

•

•

•

The term "triggering legal requirements" is ambiguous and may result in multiple (and
probably inconsistent) interpretations by various DOE organizational units and supporting
laboratories. More information on "triggering legal requirements" (cited in the cover
memorandum) should be provided by the policy-setting body before providing
implementation guidance, since the guidance itself must conform to legal requirements.
See the next bullet for an example of a legal requirement.

Though this is probably implicit, we suggest that an explicit statement be provided noting
the need for protection of business-sensitive information, such as CRADA-protected
information, proprietary data, and trade secrets. Protection of such data is required by law
and is absolutely essential as we work more closely with industry and the public.

In several places, statements such as "risk taking will be rewarded" are made. This is a
very important concept in an "open" process, and a better description of what is really
meant by "risk taking" and its boundaries should be included (e.g., what kind of risks are
people to take, how will people be encouraged to do so, how will DOE assure that this
will actually be carried out throughout DOE?).

A definition of "program operations" and "planning activities" is needed, as well as
guidance regarding the level at which we involve the public in our planning activities.

Guidance outlining how public input will be used by the Department is lacking and
should be provided.

In Critical Policy Element 3 of the memorandum from the Secretary, it is stated "the
Director of Public Consumer Affairs . . . will develop . . . clearance procedures for public
information materials." This requirement has the potential to become quite onerous. We
encourage simple, streamlined clearance procedures that do not overly inhibit the central
goal of openness.

• In Critical Policy Element 4, the word "external" should not apply to training the public
since DOE has a responsibility to help educate but not necessarily train the public.

• Regarding Critical Policy Element 5, an Internet connection to DOE may be useful for
obtaining public input.

Very truly yours,

Duane N. Sunderman
Director

cc Betty Nolan
Lawrence Murphy



0,406 Battelle
Pacific Northwest Laboratories
Battelle Boulevard
P.O. Box 999
Richland, Washington 99352
Telephone

January 6, 1994

Mr. Michael Gauldin
Director
Public and Consumer Affairs
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

(5°9)375-3441

Dear Mr. Gauldin:

DRAFT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

Ref: Your letter to the Director, PNL, dated December 1, 1993, subject as
above.

The Department of Energy's draft policy on public involvement represents an
important first step in institutionalizing an open and participatory culture
and the Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL) is fully supportive of its intent.
The policy, when implemented, should lead to greater public involvement
coordination and integration across the Department and its field organizations
and more effective public involvement efforts overall.

Specific comments on the draft "POLICY ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT" are as follows:

1. "GOALS" Section

• A fourth goal should be considered which would read; "The public
is informed about how their input influenced Departmental
decision-making."

This would spotlight the importance of accountability to the public
involvement process which, in large measure, will determine both the
credibility and effectiveness of the process.

2. "RESPONSIBILITIES" Section

• Paragraphs Two and Four - Departmental program managers'
responsibilities also should include "participating" in
appropriate levels of public involvement in their programs. These
paragraphs should explicitly state this expectation in addition to
the identifying, planning, budgeting and implementing
responsibilities already mentioned.
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Mr. Michael Gauldin
January 6, 1994
Page 2

• Paragraph Four - Program managers need to receive "basic public
involvement training", in addition to basic communication
training. The basic public involvement training EM has offered
over the past year, for example, emphasizes the responsibility of
the manager to integrate public involvement in overall program
planning. Early identification of public involvement needs in
initial program planning helps to make such efforts more
effective. All managers need to understand when and how to factor
public involvement into their program decision-making processes.

• Managers of Field Operations, similar to their Departmental
counterparts, also need to be held responsible for "assuring that
their staff receive necessary training and participate in
appropriate levels of public involvement." These additional
expectations should be explicitly stated.

3. Specific comments on the draft "GUIDANCE FOR IMPLEMENTATION" are as
follows:

• Policy Element # 3 - Cooperation "and teamwork" should be
rewarded. Teamwork with internal and external stakeholders forms
the basis for credible and effective public involvement processes
and should be recognized.

• Policy Element # 4 - The Department's communication "and public
involvement" efforts should be assessed for effectiveness
annually. Criteria for public involvement effectiveness will need
to be developed and, to assure that they are meaningful to the
public, the criteria should be reviewed by external stakeholders.

PNL commends the Department of Energy for taking the initiative to develop an
agency-wide policy on public involvement. We strongly endorse the
Department's commitment to build public understanding and trust by involving
the public in its decision-making processes and look forward to supporting the
Department with the implementation of its policy.

Sincerely,

64,4 
Jo eph D. Spencer, Senior Director
Environmental Restoration

& Waste Management

WRW:ds

In triplicate

cc: GM McClure, RL



Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility
12000 Jefferson Avenue
Newport News, Virginia 23606
(804) 249-7100

January 7, 1994

Ms. Betty Nolan
U. S. Department of Energy
Office of Public and Consumer Affairs
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Ms. Nolan:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Public Involvement Policy (subject
of Mr. Michael Gauldin's memorandum of December 1, 1993). Our comments follow:

• Much of the technology and science sponsored by DOE engenders fear in the lay public. If the
public is to be included in planning, and if its participation is to be constructive, then the public
needs to have a good understanding of risk concepts. Any focused effort by DOE to use public
involvement in project conception, mission, and siting should be accompanied by useful,
relevant explanation of potential hazards in terms that relate to common life experiences.
(Good examples of risk communication can be found in the work of Peter Sandman, Professor
of Environmental Journalism at Rutgers University.) This kind of approach should be used as
a starting point for DOE public involvement initiatives.

• While the creation of an effective public involvement policy is critical to the foundation of
DOE's new culture of participatory decision making, the actual implementation of this policy
should be cautious of superseding sound business management decisions with more visible
and favorable political choices. This delicate balancing of two strong forces can be achieved
only in an environment that cultivates and encourages "win-win" decisions and allows
responsible informed stakeholders to be effective team players.

We also request the summary information on the issue of advisory committee requirements
referenced in your memorandum (last paragraph).

Again, my thanks for the opportunity to participate.

Restfully,

ames E. Coleman
Associate Director for Administration

cc: Hermann A. Grunder w/encl.
Dennis W. Barnes w/encl.

vu:colemanatr94:Bany Nolan



Department of Energy

Albuquerque Field Office
Amarillo Area Office
P.O Box 30030

Amarillo. Texas 79120

January 12, 1994

MEMO TO: Ms. Betty Nolan, PA

FROM: Tom Williams, AAO

SUBJECT: Draft Public Involvement Policy

60

As a follow-up to my memo to you of Friday, January 7, 1994, I
am forwarding to you additional comments provided to us by the

Metal Trades Council of Amarillo (MTC), on the draft policy
document on "Public Involvement." The MTC represents the
"Trades" employees at the plant and we hope you give duo

consideration to their views.

If we can provide you with additional information, I can be
reached at (806) 477-3121. My FAX number is (806) 477-5895.

Enclosures
cc: Leroy Apodaca

Pas -1t- brand fax transmittal memo # of Pages P7671
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THE METAL TRADES COUNCIL
of

Amarillo, Texas and Vicinity
A.F. of L. - C.1.0

AMARILLO, TEXAS

January 8, 1994

Ms. Betty Nolan
Office of Public and Consumer Affairs
U. S. Department of Energy
Washington, D. C. 20585

Subject: Policy on Public Involvement (DRAFT ISSUE)

Dear Ms. Nolan:

After reviewing the above referenced document, the Metal Trades
Council has a few concerns and ideas we would like to share.

Policy: We have no problem with the public being involved in
giving their views on certain issues, but when an overwhelming
majority of the public express a viewpoint and a very small
minority is allowed to hold up a process, this is a concern to us
and we feel the DOE should look at this type situation more
closely.

Definition: We feel no one is more affected by the Department's
decisions and activities than the employees of the Plant. An as
far as involvement in decision making goes, the most logical group
to be involved is the plant employees as we know more about every
operation at Pantex than any outside group or individual.

scales Our only concern hero is number III. Our concern is the
word "empowered". How would the public be empowered and to what
extent? It has been suggested by some of the outside "stakeholder
groups" that they be involved in decisions that directly relate to
how we do our jobs, mainly dismantlement and production operations.
We certainly hope they never receive the power to get involved to
that degree.

61
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In closing I would reference the Openness Press Conference Fact
Sheets, December 7, 1993. This document refers to the
declassification of Plutonium Inventory at a number of sites within
the complex. At the end of each section the question is asked "Who
are the key Stakeholders?" The answers given are:

1. The general public
2. Environmentalists
3. Freedom of Information Act requesters
4. Health Researchers
5. Regulators
6. Environmental, Safety and Health interests

It is our opinion that the employees at the DOE sites are being
left out of a very important loop by not being recognized as a
separate stakeholder group when it comes to decision making input.

Thank you for your cooperation and attention to these concerns and
ideas.

Sincerely,

OWIAMO

Ronnie Payne, President Chief/Steward
Metal Trades Council of Amarillo, Texas

And Vicinity, AFL-CIO
2915 S. Birmingham
Amarillo, Texas 79103

cc: Tom Williams, DOE/AAO
MTC File



Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory an
University of California Berkeley, California 94720 VG

Office for Planning & Development
(510) 486-4361

January 5, 1994

Betty Nolan
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue
Office of Public and Consumer Affairs
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Nolan:

We have reviewed the Draft Public Involvement Policy and fmd the policy to be
satisfactory. We have no comments.

Sincerely,

77v,44 /7?

Michael Chartock
Acting Head

cc: P. Oddone
R. Edwards
S. Fennessey



01.'07,94 13113

Date: :Tannery 7, 1994

TO: Cetheri e Volk

From: Den Nil

e P.01
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DEPARTMENT Op

ENIT.RGY

SUbject: Comment on USDOE Draft Public Involvement Policy

Michael Grainey,
State and Tribal
review USDOE's Dr
OTGWG members for

he state of Oregon's representative on the
overnment working group (SIGNO), asked Me tO
ft Public Information Policy, which was sent to
review.

I believe the drat policy, if adopted and followed, will result
in meaningful inv lvement for those who have a legitimate stake
in DOE programs.

There are, howev a few key elements Which I believe would
strengthen this d icument:

Reference should bile made to the Administration's commitment to
streamline and si lify the Freedom of Information Aot proUesPo
and to declassify istorical documents. Both of these are
reminders that th Administration supports an open process and
that DOE should as ist in both of these areas.

This document may
reducing the numb
worth mentioning.
I am not aware of
documents that bee
will only result i
documents at some
is no compelling r
first place.

If you have any qu
please call me at

let be the appropriate place to discuss
of documents that are classified, but it is
Although there may be such an effort underway,
ny uoncerted effort to reduce the number of
me classified as/after they are created. This
having to declassify these
uture date, when perhaps there
anon to classify them in the

stions about these comments,
03-378-4906.

tinrborit Roberts
Covornor

625 Marion fitrett NE
lik n, OR 07110
(503) 1704040
l'AX (503) 373-7E106
1•011.Vrce I 800.221-8035
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ROUTING AND TRANSMITTAL SLIP DATE January 5, 1994

1. Andy Lawrence, EH-221
INITIALS

41_

DATE

115

2. Randy Kaltreider, EH-22
/*J 1 ((,(

3. Betty Nolan, PA-2

ACTION APP CONCURRENCE
x !COMMENT I I FOR

ROVAL 
YOUR INFORMATION 'SIGNATURE

SUBJECT: DRAFT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

EH-22 has reviewed the subject document.

The draft policy appears to be comprehensive and inclusive
addressing the Secretary's new culture of openness.

Upon finalization of the draft, a graphic depiction of the lines
of internal DOE coordination would be a useful adjunct to
understanding the various responsibilities and lines of authority
for the DOE levels described.

FROM:

OYIrl'e
Lea A. Ekman, EH-221

ROOM # - BLDG.
3G-089, Forrestal 
PHONE #
6-0298



[540] From: David Parotti 12/22/93 1:27PM (1014 bytes: 17 1n)
To: Bobbie Smith
Subject: Public Involvement Policy
  Message contents  

Bobbie:

65

EM-42 did not raise any issues with the specific Public Involvement
Policy implementation guidelines or responsibilities. !M-42 does,
however, si nificant effort

policy is presently written, t places undue =sis on "changing the
old culture."

DOE, under both Watkins and now O'Leary, has made significant
strides in initiating and encouraging public involvment.

The policy should acknowledge this and provide the basis for
improving the ongoing incoroprotation of stakeholder concerns.

Dave



INFORMAL NOTE

December 22, 1993

To: M. Lathrop, EM-40

From: Bobbie Smith, EM-433

Subject: Comments on Draft Public Involvement Policy

As requested, the Office of Program Support (EM-43) has reviewed the Draft
Public Involvement Policy developed by the Department of Energy's (DOE) Office
of Public and Consumer Affairs. In general, we believe this policy is not
inconsistent with the Office of Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management's (EM) public participation policy, the Office of Environmental
Safety and Health's (EH) public participation guidance, and the public
participation requirements embodied in the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency
Plan (NCP).

However, the policy is simplistic and provides few details on how these
objectives will be met and the roles and responsibilities for ensuring public
participation is embraced by all DOE program participants as an integral
component of their jobs. Moreover, thispolicy is filled with "feel-good"
jargon that may not be well-received by the various stakeholder communities.

More specifically:

• The terms "public involvement," "public participation," and "public
outreach' seem to be used interchangeably within the Department.
Unfortunately, these three terms have different connotations in the
stakeholder community. In addition, there a difference between
involving and communicating. It may be more palatable to DOE's
stakeholders to use the term "public participation" consistently in all
DOE documentation. "Participation" implies a more active, two-way
approach.

• Under Core Values, it may be more helpful to provide value statements
rather than a list of words. The words are filled with good intentions,
but do not mean much out of the context of real milestones and
activities. How is Headquarters and the Field supposed to apply these
core values?

• DOE should not continue to punish itself for the secrecy of the past.
It may be too negative to use terms such as "clear break with the past"
and 'a pew culture of openness and service." DOE, and the EM program
particularly, .:: k •tirsui • H. o 

o
.

several years. n ac sur a 
sE s programs in heir

proactive approach to stakeholder involvement.

66



• The policy is filled with buzz words that are trendy and show that the
Department can talk the talk (e.g., access points, benchmark for
excellence, empowerment). As a strictly internal document this approach
may be appropriate. However, to outside stakeholder groups these terms
lack substance and may appear to be too boilerplate or cookbook.

cc:
Y. Misenbaker, EM-43
G. Turi, EM-43
S. Meador, EM-433



Mel Carnahan, Governor • David A. Shorr, Director

T OF NATURAL RESOURCES

December 28, 1993

Betty Nolan, EM-14
Department of Energy
FORS-1H-D31
Washington, DC 20585

 DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
P.O. Box 176 Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176

SUBJECT: Draft Public Involvment Policy

Dear Ms. Nolan:

With reference to the FAX copy of the subject draft, this office
fully supports the goals and apparent intent of the proposed
policy. As the final document is developed and specific
refinements are established, we welcome the opportunity to review
and participate in addressing the issues.

We recognize that your office has not had enough time to develop
lists of other stakeholders that may want to provide input. For
future documents, we would like to suggest several individuals
and organized groups here in Missouri that have provided comments
and shown interest in various governmental activities,
specifically in the area of environmental management.

If you need additional information or have questions, please feel
free to contact me at (314) 751-3176.

Sincerely,

HAZARDOUS WASTE PROGRAM

ficrinAl
Robert Geller, Chief
Federal Facilities Section

RG:lea
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December 29, 1993

Mr. Gary MOM
Amarillo Ares Mice
US ,DepattmentofEnergy
P.O. Box 30030
Amarillo, Texas 79120

Fax 477-5395

Dea Geny,

Thank you ibr ktvhing me to comment on the 'Pubic InvoIventm Pellet **Department is
considering Implememi45 won its many program °petitions mid phalli** activities. I have teed
the DitiAFT policy and oak unforumately, fmd little in it that I am abie to agree with_

The Department is already mingling on public htvolvamed. More not going to help. It is a
most unwise to think tha involving*. pal& is going to valve the or even public rela-
tions prablems liming our nation and the DoE. You have a tough recontiguring the nuclear
weapons ampler and the many other areas in which you as But basing said that, it
is time to get on with the roam

DoE has come a long way. That fact is noted and appreciated by
aamme the record. It is no laser necessary to apologtm for your
Commiasion and the Energy R and Developmect Ad:Mahn:20)n. Jr we all had a choice in
not doles the last war, you can bet the vote would be overwhelming.

Gary, your public involvement (infamation tins far) pr w= has
there are other areal that do not come up to your standard.
tive that the "public" have a man; ffiencily keling about DoE. It is
probably shouldn't even if it dom. I would much rather have the
technical skills, managetnent elfeedvesesa, ies1 scsocrices of a
done.

heated enough to
Estagy

accellent. No doubt
is, however, no
goangwbappenaridn And

respected for its
plan far getting the job

If I have been spoiled by my amocksion with the Albuquerque Field tree Ind am truly not
aw ofarethe "tear DoE, than you may temper my reaction -slightly. ease remember: Getting
the job done right is a whole lot more important than trying to make ell of us fed good about how
you went about it Eras are pluyiag to the audience that lbth they Limn be involved" betbre the
tight things are done you will eonspietaly airs the hop majority of stiles who pay the bills
and keep this cousin, going.

In dosing, if you want some public involvement in the proposed Polio', on Public Involvement—I
will be happy to •become involved.
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the Peace Farm
HCR 2 Box 25

Panhandle. Texas 79068
806-335-1715

January 6, 1994

Tom Williams
Program Manager
Department of Energy
Amarillo Area Office
P.O. 30030
Amarillo, Texas 79120

Dear Tom,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the "Public Involvement Policy." I apologize for
not having time to do this more formally, but I'm enclosing some informal thoughts, both on
the draft policy and on the memorandum on guidance on implementation. I will fax a copy
directly to Ms. Nolan, at the number indicated in your letter.

DRAFT: Policy on Public Involvement

In the paragraph on definition, I suggest changing the word "Americans" to U.S.
citizens/residents.

In the section on core values, I'm unable to come up with a single word, but I think there should
be some commitment to providing context for decisions. Because of the DOE's history of
secrecy and classification, I believe this is more important for DOE than it might be for some
other government agencies.

In addition to site-based public involvement, the policy should include the same broad-based
review of DOE materials designed for use in schools and other educational programs or
institutions.

DRAFT: Guidance for implementation

2. -- Because site managers are seen by those in the affected communities as being their most
direct access to DOE, headquarters and field offices will be responsible for seeing that plant
managers are fully included in communications, and have at the earliest moment the information
they need to respond to inquiries or initiate public comment. When site managers are put in the
position of appearing "outside the loop," of having no information or misinformation, the
credibility of DOE as a whole is damaged.

5. -- Although documents are available in public reading rooms, photocopy costs are high and
hours of availability limited. The DOE should consider making technical and other appropriate



page 2--comments on "Policy on Public Involvement"

documents available on a loan basis. As documents become available on computer disks, these
should also be available in the public reading rooms, with capability for printout whenever
possible, if printout costs are lower than photocopy costs.

-- All regulatory permits or permit amendments should be available in the public reading
rooms at the same time they are submitted to the state and/or federal regulators.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review these drafts.

Sincerely,

Mavis Belisle
Director
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W. H. O'Brien

December 29, 1993

TO: Thomas F. Williams and Ms. Betty Nolan

SUBJECT: Public involvement policy

We all welcome a policy that seeks to booster relations between DOE and

the public. I believe it is important to differentiate between public relations and
effective communications. It is my feeling that the success of your public

involvement policy will not rest with this policy, but will depend on good sound

overall public policy in DOE on the issues the public is interested in tracking.

I have noticed that often weak policy decisions are accompanied with strong

public relations efforts. Some recent examples are:

• The flawed decision to do an EA instead of the EIS required under NEPA on

the storage of pits at Pantex. This was followed with a full scale public
relations campaign to garner public support. True public support would be
earned if the Department explained their problem to the public, told them

why they were needing to continue dismantlement, and then sought a legal
means for accomplishing this objective.

• The PEIS will decide the reconfiguration of the weapons plants. It will be

impossible to make a sound decision until broader public policy issues have

been decided, such as the determination as to whether excess plutonium is
waste or a resource. A public relations effort will not overcome this fact.

• High risks operations should be identified as such. Efforts to persuade the
public that certain operations are not high risk should be avoided.
Operations should be grouped into different categories according to the
level of risk so full disclosure will allow all parties full knowledge of their
exposure.

Communications are a two way street. Input can only have a meaningful



W.H. O'Brien
Page 2
December 29, 1993

impact with output. We would welcome honest appraisals from DOE of where you
are and where you want to go with these various projects. Subjecting your
operations to outside regulators would be a positive step. We will look forward to
working with DOE in a new trusting relationship.

Yours truly,

W.H. O'Brien

BOX 9618 AMARILLO, TEXAS 79105 PHONE 806 372 3877 FAX 372 7207



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

December 1, 1993

MEMORANDUM TO MANAGERS: DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES
DOE LABORATORIES

FROM: Michael Gauldin 6A(44>"%)."
Director, Public and Consumer Affairs

Subject: Draft Public Involvement Policy

•

I I 4,k 14za

• r . g

Attached is a draft policy requiring that public involvement be a routine
component in program operations and planning activities. The draft was
developed and revised over several months by a crosscutting management team
which included field representatives.

You are asked to share this draft policy with your internal management team
and external stakeholders and return comments to us by Friday, January 7,
1994. If you can consolidate and prioritize your comments, it would be
helpful. Comments and any questions you have concerning the draft should be
directed to Betty, Nolan at 202/586-5373 (fax: 202/586-0539).

Also, General Counsel has.isked us to remind you that, as you pursue specific
public involvement activities, you may trigger legal requirements. If you
have any questions or concerns, you 'should seek advice of counsel, either on-
site or at headquarters. Additionally, the whole issue of advisory committee
requirements is under review here at headquarters, and summary information is
available.

te1/4-

Attachment

cc: Heads of Headquarters Elements
Chief of Staff
Deputy Chief of Staff
Executive Assistant to the Deputy Secretary

cry
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Military Production Network
A national alliance of organizations working to address

issues of nuclear weapons production and waste clean-up

FROM: Stephen Schwartz, Washington, D.C. Representative

TO: Betty Nolan

FAX #: 586-0539

DATE: January 5

Number of pages, including this sheet: 1

MESSAGE:

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review the draft
policy on public involvement.

While we applaud the Secretary's recent and continuing openness
initiatives, we continue to have concerns over the focus of these
efforts--principally on the problems of the past. We are
hopeful, however, that with the implementation of the public
involvement policy the focus can begin to shift to the more
important arena of current and future DOE programs and decisions.

The draft policy itself is a fine document which clearly and
succinctly lays out the need for a new way of doing business.
Indeed, much of the rhetoric closely matches what we have been
saying for years.

At this point we have three basic concerns:

1•) WHO -- How will officials, especially regional officials and
contractor employees, be held accountable for implementing the
new policy. And what measures will be taken if employees do not
follow the policy? Rewarding "cooperation" and "risk-taking" is
a good and necessary step, but how will a lack of cooperation be
dealt with and to whom can a stakeholder turn when the inevitable
personnel or procedural roadblocks are encountered?

2) HOW -- How does DOE plan to measure progress in implementing
this policy? What factors will you be assessing and how will we
know when "success"--on your terms--has been achieved? In TQM
lingo, what are your metrics?

3) WHEN -- What funding mechanisms are envisioned for FY95 and
beyond to help implement this proposal? In particular, what
additional resources will be allocated to FOI officers, both at
HQ and the regions, to ease the enormous case backlog? And when
can we expect to be able to access a DOE database to obtain draft
orders, budget documents, reports, speeches, etc...?

Answers to these questions will assist us in helping the DOE to
become a more trustworthy and accountable federal agency.

D.C. Office: 236 Massachusetts Ave., NE, Suite 500 • Washington. D.C. 20002 • phone: 202/544-8166 • fax: 202/ 547-3634
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
WASHINGTON, D.C.

OFFICE OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS

This FAX consists of the following / page(s), plus cover.

TO: awry NOLAN 

FROM: Greg Rudy, DP-3

DATE: DECEMBER 14, 1993

MESSAGE: perm HERE ARE MY SUGGESTED CHANGES. REAMING FOR THE CHANGE

IS PROVIDED IN THE MARGINS. YOUR CALL. LET ME REIN IF YOU

MEED TO DISCUSS. GREG

Please confirm receipt by telephone:
Verification (202) 586-8284
Secretary (202) 586-2177

FAX (202) 596-1567

•



Department of Energy
Waihington, DC 20585

December I, 1993

MEMORANDUM TO MANAGERS: DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES
DOE LABORATORIES

FROM: Michael Gauldin eAc#4. 1104)••

Director, Public and Consumer Affairs

Subject: Draft Public Involvement Policy

Attached is a draft policy requiring that public involvement be a routine
component in program operations and planning activities. The draft was
developed and revised over several months by a crosscutting management team
which included field representatives.

You are asked to share this draft policy with your internal management team
and external stakeholders and return comments to us by Friday, January 7,
1994.. If you can consolidate and prioritize your comments, it would be
helpful. Comments and any questions you .have concerning the draft should be
directed to Betty Nolan at 202/586-5373 (fax: 202/586-0539).

Also, General Counsel has asked us to remind you that, as you pursue specific
public involvement activities, you may .trigger legal requirements. If you
have any questions or concerns, you should seek advice of. counsel, either on-
site or at headquarters. Additionally, the whole issue of advisory committee
requirements is under review here at headquarters, and summary information is
available.

Attachment

cc: Heads of Headquarters Elements
Chief of Staff
Deputy Chief of Staff
Executive Assistant to the Deputy Secretary

ormito -1111 soy ma to• ,aCyClon pipe,



DATE

POLICY ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

DRAFT

POLICY: The policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) is that public
involvement must be a routine component in pro§ram operations and
planning activities, at headquarters and fn the field.

PURPOSE: Public involvement brings a full range of diverse stakeholder
viewpoints and values early into the Department's decision-making
process, enabling the Department to make better decisions and
buildiMputual understanding and trust between the Department and
the public it serves.

BACKGROUND: The Energy, Department is relatively new at encouraging public
involvement in its affairs. The Department grew largely out of
the highly regimented Cold War culture of two of its predecessor
agencies, the Atomic Energy Commission and the Energy Research and
Development Administration. The focus was on national defense
through,nuclear deterrence; the priority, on design and production
of nuclear weapons; and the emphasis on classified information and
legally-required secrecy.

Changing this 50 year old culture from a closed, command-oriented
hierarchy into an open, participatory culture that values
diversity and innovation requires special attention and leadership
from the top down. Such leadership and change are essential if
the Department is to succeed in meeting the economic and
environmental challenges of the next century.

z /9/sro0VG
DEFINITION: Public involvement provides a means foy Americans to influence

decisions made by their government. It requires routine,
substantive two-way communication • the Department of Energy
and other governmental entities, organized groups, individuals,
and the general public interested in and/or affected by the
Department's decisions and activities. This communication will
vary widely in nature and scope, from informal conversations
between individuals to scheduled meetings and workshops, to
legally-required public meetings and hearings and federal-state- .
local-Tribal  agreements. The Department will seek, CD itaX1

,_9respond to the views of its
sta elo .ers. •CAP4

GOALS: 1. Credible, effective public involvement processes are routinely
incorporated into the Department's daily program operations and
long-term planning activities, at headquarters and in our
laboratories, facilities, and field offices, with every employee
sharing responsibility to practice and improve public involvement.

in

II. A clearly defined, coherent internal decision-making process with
knowh access points for public involvement is routinely followed.

III. The public is informed about and MONftedmila participaq5in
Departmental decision-making.



CORE VALUES

Accountability
Fairness
Openness
Respect
Risk-taking
Sincerity

RESPONSIBILITIES:

Under this policy, public involvement will be a discrete. performance
element for senior departmental and program managers-d rectly•

f-FesPaasittls—f-ar---44--atfeztime—tme+enterttattea-.— 
(v1 J°C\-

To assure a consistent approach throughout the agency and with its
contractors and to avoid unreasonable demands on site personne or the
public's time, Program and Staff Offices will coordinate their ublic
involvement activities through the Office of Public and Consumer
Affairs, at headquarters and in the field. This coordination role in no
way limits or dilutes program managers' responsibility to plan, fund,
and support appropriate levels of public involvement in their programs.

The Principal Secretarial Officer and Senior Departmental Managers will
ensure that public involvement principles, values, and processes are
fully understood and practiced within their programs and that necessary
training and resources (human, information, systems, and financial) are,
provided.

DRAFT

Consistency
Honesty
Peer Review
Responsiveness
Scientific Credibility

Program Managers are responsible for identifying, planning budgeting
and implementing the appretw-i-ats-1.10 publi lnvolvemen
activities in their programs, and routinely coordinating activities
through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs. Program managers
will assure that their staff receive ' communication 4alaiSairg and,
AO,Wrw-iTImweigiymkhOmmed public involve t training.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, headquarters, will
establish a point of contact and mechanisms to coordinate public
involvement activities Department-wide, and to assure that initiatives,
as identified and implemented by secretarial officers and program
managers, are carried out in a consistent, equitable, integrated manner.
Public and Consumer Affairs will provide advice and support to program
offices in developing and implementing effective communications/public
involvement strategies and information materials for local communities,
stakeholders, employees, and the media.

Managers of Field Organizations are responsible for assuring that public
involvement activities at their respective facilities and, sites meet
local needs, are appropriately coordinated, and reflect Departmental
principles and values. Field managers will regularly advise -EL "DiALtt'

ers on public involvement issues/needs of regional or national
iMportance and recommend appropriate courses of action.

Atc-49-:4 a Ae/a^,0—;...)4



Field Public Affairs/External Relations Directors will work with field
managers to provide the same coordinating/integrating role for site
public involvement activities as the Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs provides department-wide.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: HEADS OF HEADQUARTERS ELEMENTS
MANAGERS, DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES

FROM: THE SECRETARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT: GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEPARTMENT'S PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT POLICY

It is the policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) that public involvement be
a routine component in program operations and planning activities, at
headquarters and in the field. This policy marks a clear break with past
practice by challenging the Department and its contractors to embrace a new
culture of openness and service-,10imommirs..4444, the business of the Department
will be open to the full view and input e those whom it serves.

While public involvement processes must be tailored to specific site,l aciat
program needs, the following broad guidance is provided to assist headquarters
and field 1:aaeagers in implementing this policy department-wide. Several
critical-policy elements and implementing actions are identified below. These
should be viewed as a beginning point. They illustrate the comprehensive
nature of public involvement as envisioned in this policy and the innovative
leadership required to implement it. Using the following elements as a guide,
you should t with your stakeholders to develop.,oublic involvement plans ,01-,.
and activities ap opriate to their needs, afifttems.. L._ 

PtIr"ece ck.
k4 ,x

) CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENTS 41 Nri

1. The Department recognizes that honesty, forthrightness in dealing
/

with external parties, and consistent, credible, quality
performance are the bases on which to build public understanding
and trust.

Implementing_ actions:

Officials representing the Department will be empowered and
accountable for.the honesty and accuracy of their public
statements and for assuring diligent follow-up and timely
results from the commitments they make.

Departmental officials will routinely and consistently
listen and respond to public input.

The new benchmark fcr excellence will be leadership/
performance.

Risk-taking will be rewarded.

Peer review will be encouraged.



DRAFT
2. Departmental program development, planning, and decision processes

must be clearly defined, with regular, well-known access points
for public input.

Imolempntino actions: 

Principal Secretarial Officer and other senior departmental
managers will ensure that other affected program officials,
site managers, and stakeholders are appropriately integrated
into their planning and decision-making processes.

Site managers, as those cid st to affected communities and
interested parties, will ' appropriate pre-
decisional access points for public input and facilitate
accommodation between local and national interests.

3. Headquarters, laboratories, facilities, and field offices will
operate as an integrated team in planning public involvement
activities, combining resources, sharing information, and
coordinating schedules.

-- Cooperation will be rewarded.

Site managers and local program officials will routinely
advise headquarters on local stakeholder needs/concerns and
on the appropriateness/adequacy of public information/
involvement efforts in their areas.

Celr'e)4-eal? s
Cke;tv by
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The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, working with
the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will develop
consistent formats and .elesmace procedures for public 4.'"-A4'1-11)

information.matax4444—

The Department must establish and support training/education
programs to meet evolving public involvement needs, both internal
and external.

Implementing actions: 

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs will assess on
an annual basis the effectiveness of the Department's
communications efforts and recommend improvements.

The Director of Public.  and Consumer Affairs and the
Assistant Secretary for Human Resources and Administration,
working with the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will
identify and coordinate communication/public involvement
training on a priority basis until all appropriate
headquarters and site personnel are trained.



5. The Department must foSter candid information exchanges directed
at reaching a common understanding of options and risks and
develqping consensus.

Implementing actions: 

Whether formal or informal, all public involvement
activities will be conducted in a spirit of openness,
respect for different perspectives, and a genuine quest for
information and ideas.

The Department will work to establish, announce, and manage
a data base of real-time information available to the public
through telephone and computer access points.



Deputy Chief of Staff
and Counselor

November 9, 199

To: Mike Gauldin

From: Dan Reicher

This is well done.

Printed with soy ink on recycled paper
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Department of Energy

A
Washington, DC 20585

December 1, 1993

MEMORANDUM TO MANAGERS: DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES
DOE LABORATORIES

FROM: Michael Gauldin (411/411)..
Director, Public nd Consumer Affairs

Subject: Draft Public Involvement Policy

Attached is a draft policy requiring that public involvement be a routine
component in program operations and planning activities. The draft was
developed and revised over several months by a crosscutting management team
which included field representatives.

You are asked to share this draft policy with your internal management team
and external stakeholders and return comments to us by Friday, January 7,
1994. If you can consolidate and prioritize your comments, it would be
helpful. Comments and any questions you have concerning the draft should be
directed to Betty, Nolan at 202/586-5373 (fax: 202/586-0539).

Also, General Counsel has asked us to remind you that, as you pursue specific
public involvement activities, you may trigger legal requirements. If you
have any questions or concerns, you should seek advice of counsel, either on-
site or at headquarters. Additionally, the whole issue of advisory committee
requirements is under review here at headquarters, and summary information is
available.

Attachment

cc: Heads of Headquarters Elements
Chief of Staff
Deputy Chief of Staff
Executive Assistant to the Deputy Secretary

® Printed with soy ink on recycled paper
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POST OFFICE BOX 1 • OAK RIDGE, TENNESSEE 37831- 0001

February 9, 1994

Mr. Frank Juan
Public Information Office
U . S . Department of Energy
Oak Ridge Field Office
P. 0. Box 2001
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8502

Dear Mr. Juan:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Public Involvement Policy
issued by DOE headquarters. The fact that DOE recognizes the need to improve its
public involvement program is a positive step toward developing public trust and
confidence in decisions made by the agency. I do, however, have several comments
to make about the draft.

Understanding that this document represents a broad policy rather than a detailed
plan, I get the impression that state and local governments are considered to be
merely two of the many "stakeholders" with which the DOE must deal. The
Tennessee Oversight and Federal Facilities Agreements established a relationship
between the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, the Local
Oversight Committee, and the DOE that is more formal than just a "policy" between
the DOE and the general public. A more explicit statement that distinguishes public
input from intergovernmental contractual agreements is appropriate. In fact,
because of the confusion among the public (and DOE employees as well), as to what
constitutes a "stakeholder," it may be best to simply avoid the use of the term in
your national policy document.

Second, because elected and appointed officials are legal representatives of the
public, it is more accurate to state, "Public involvement provides a means for
Americans to more directly influence decisions made by their government." Citizens
have, and continue to have, the means to influence government decisions by
exercising their right to vote. If I were a DOE employee, I would not understand
what you meant by your definition of "public involvement."

Finally, the DOE should receive training on public involvement from experts in that
field, rather than relying on public relations contractors . Since the DOE is
"relatively new at encouraging public involvement in its affairs," moving forward at
full spped without adequate training for management and staff could actually worsen
the agency's image with the public. Many DOE and contractor personnel have little
or no experience in dealing with the general public.



- 2-

Again, thank you for contacting me, and I look forward to seeing the final document.

Sincerely,

4444044a /1/1404‘,d--

Edmund A. Nephew
Mayor

jb
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DATE:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

February 7, 1994

EM-5

Draft Public Involvement Policy

To. B. Nolan, PA-2

Attached are the Office of Waste Management's comments on the draft policy
requiring that public involvement be a routine component in program operations
and planning. The comments focus on the policy's consistency with the Office
of Environmental Management's public participation guidance and implementation
plans.

If you have any questions, please call Denise Lenz, EM-5, at 6-5689.

Cynthia C. Kelly
Director
Office of Public Accountability

Attachment

cc: D. Blaney, EM-33
K. Donovan, EM-333



OFFICE OF WASTE MANAGEMENT
COMMENTS ON 12/1/93 DRAFT

DOE POLICY ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

General Comments: 

The format of the policy is very bureaucratic; suggest that the headers be
less abrupt (i.e., Policy Statement, Purpose of the Policy, Definition of
Public Involvement, etc.)

An editorial review would improve the consistency of both the policy and
the implementing guidance, as they currently reflect many different
writing styles and sentence structures.

Purpose Section: 

The primary purpose of public involvement is working with the public to
reach consensus on how to solve problems in a more publicly acceptable
way. This idea, which goes beyond "building mutual understanding and
trust' should be incorporated into the statement of why we are pursuing
public involvement.

Background Section: 

The second sentence should be deleted. The third sentence should be
changed to read "The focus of DOE's efforts during the Cold War was on
national defense through nuclear deterrence; the priority, on design ..
" Insert this after the sentence "This focus resulted in an operating
culture that allowed for limited public interaction only."

The second paragraph could be improved by deleting "from a closed,
command-oriented hierarchy".

In addition, in the last sentence delete "such leadership and change are
essential: and insert "This new culture is essential if ...". Although
leadership and change are essential, the change in culture is what can
help the Department succeed in meeting its challenges.

Definition Section: 

Suggest rewording the lead-in sentence to "Public involvement is
participation by interested members of the public in the activities and
decision processes of the.Department, and provides a means for members of
the public to influence these decisions."

The last sentence should be reworded as follows: "The Department will
actively seek and consider public input, and will incorporate or otherwise
respond to the views of its stakeholders in making its decisions." It
would also be helpful to add a sentence regarding the need to build



relationships with the stakeholders and to strive to reach consensus
regarding DOE decisions. This provides a better feeling of ongoing
relationships and partnerships rather than the input-output feeling of the
"seek and respond" phrase.

Goals:

Need to add a lead in sentence and reword the goals to clarify the
meaning:

The goals of the Department's public involvement policy are:

a) To assure ,that credible and effective public involvement processes
are a part of the Department's daily operations and long-term planning
activities;

b) To assure DOE has a clearly defined and coherent internal
decision-making process with access points for public involvement; and

c) To assure that the public is informed about Departmental issues and
decision-making processes and is thus empowered to participate at
formative stages of specific projects.

Core Values Section: 

Add the following sentence to open the section: "In order to develop a
successful public involvement program for its activities and programs, the
Department should consider and incorporate the following values:". Also
need to add a short statement to each core value to clarify the meaning
and intent of each value. Examples would also be very useful, especially
in regard to Risk-taking, a phrase that could be interpreted to mean
taking risks with health and safety.

Responsibilities Section: 

It would be helpful to clarify what is meant by each of the responsible
groups. For example, who are the Principal Secretarial Officers and
Senior Departmental Officers? Does this include what the Office of Waste
Management refers to as Office Directors?

In the second paragraph, it is stated that "...Program and Staff Offices
will coordinate their public involvement activities through the Office of
Public and Consumer Affairs, at headquarters and in the field." What does
this coordination, consist .of? It would be helpful if this could be
further defined to let the Program and Staff Offices know what they are
expected to do. Is this advisory only or will the Office of Public and
Consumer Affairs be actively involved? This must be ln efficient and
streamlined process, as many public involvement activities must be
undertaken promptly in order to be responsive to an issue or concern.
Perhaps this could be clarified in the guidance.



It seems that we may need to add another responsibilities section
regarding the responsibilities of Deputy Assistant Secretaries and Office
Directors to oversee their program managers and ensure that they are
including public involvement in their projects as early as possible.
These managers are also responsible for providing resources to support
public involvement activities. It would be highly unusual for Principal
Secretarial Officers and Senior Departmental Managers to have direct
interaction with Program Managers; the managers in between these two
levels also have responsibilities.

Within the Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, delete "to"
immediately prior to "...assure that initiatives, as identified...".

IMPLEMENTATION MEMORANDUM

Paragraph 1, suggest rewording to: "It is the policy of the Department of
Energy (DOE) that public involvement should be a routine component in
program operations and planning activities, both at Headquarters and in
the field. The business of the Department is to be open to the full view
and input of those whom it serves, consistent with other laws. This
policy marks a departure with past practices; in doing so, it challenges
the Department and its contractors to perform to a new standard of service
and openness."

The last sentence in the second paragraph should be revised to reflect
that public involvement plans and activities should be appropriate to the
needs of both the program and the stakeholders. It is not appropriate to
involve the stakeholders in everything, nor are they interested in being
involved in everything. DOE must be very clear in defining what it needs
from the public involvement process in terms of recommendations,
alternatives and priorities, etc.; the process must serve DOE as well as
the public.

The introduction to the Implementation memorandum should contain a
paragraph that discusses very directly the different Departmental elements
(Waste Management, Defense Programs, Nuclear Energy, etc.) and reinforces
the need for these elements to work cooperatively in public involvement
efforts both at the sites and at headquarters. The memorandum now states
the coordinating role of Public and Consumer Affairs, but does not clearly
state that the reason for coordination is the need to be consistent and
accurate in public involvement efforts, and to afford the public an
opportunity to focus their involvement efforts as they see appropriate.

Critical Policy Element #1,

Suggest rewording first bullet under Implementing Actions to clarify what
officials will be empowered to do. Possible rewrite could be: "Officials
representing the Department will be open, honest, and accurate in their
public statements, and will assure diligent follow-up and timely results
from the commitments they make."



Second bullet: Change to read "...routinely solicit public input,
consider it in making their decisions, and provide timely responses to the
public. Responsiveness to public input is critical in building
credibility."

Third bullet: This is not an action, either delete or incorporate into
the introductory paragraphs.

Critical Policy Element #2 

Replace "well known access points" with "clearly identified access
points".

Second bullet under Implementing Actions: insert "...will consult with
Project Managers to identify appropriate pre-decisional...". Also, need
to clarify what is intended by "facilitate accommodation between local and
national interests".

Critical Policy Element #3 

First bullet begs for some clarification or expansion-cooperation should
be given in any organization and should not necessarily be "rewarded". If
these bullets are to be Implementing Actions (header is missing), it may
be better to state this as an action "A system will be developed to
evaluate and recognize examples of innovative, efficient or cooperative
team efforts in public involvement activities." Specific guidance will be
necessary to make this work.

Critical Policy Element #4

It would be more logical to switch the sequence of the Implementing Action
bullets to first list training, then evaluation.

Critical Policy Element #5

This is the first time developing consensus has been mentioned in the
policy or the implementation memorandum. This should be a greater
emphasis in the policy. Effective public involvement activities will seek
to build consensus and understand public values, not just exchange
information.

Second bullet: Will this be one database? Suggest changing to "...manage
appropriate (or topical) databases of real-time information..."
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STANFORD UNIVERSITY

Stanford Linear Accelerator Center
Business Services Division, MS 80

Mr. Michael G, Gauldin, Director & Press Secretary
Public & Consumer Affairs 7A-145
U.S. Department of Energy
Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Avenue S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Subject: Draft Public Involvement Policy

Dear Michael:

2575 Sand Hill Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

(415) 926-2601 (phone)

(415) 926-4550 (fax)

January 3, 1994

Thank you very much for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft of the proposed
DOE Public Involvement Policy. We, at the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, (SLAC) see a
great deal of value in public involvement as a routine component in major program operations
and planning activities and feel that the Department's move from "a closed, command-oriented
hierarchy into an open, participatory culture" will, in the long-term, have many beneficial effects.
SLAC is a research center performing only non-classified research and has routinely sought
public involvement on major projects and ES&H activities. This has been extremely valuable
in maintaining community awareness and support for the programs carried out at the Laboratory.

In developing department-wide programs which will assure a consistent approach throughout the
agency, it is important to keep in mind that each laboratory and community is different and that
local needs may vary widely from site to site. Those closest to the community should have as
much flexibility as necessary in order to meet the local needs. In addition, as noted in the draft
policy, in implementing this policy it is important to avoid unreasonable demands on site
personnel or the public's time. Keeping this principle in mind, we would hope that the
implementation of the policy will not result in a requirement to hold a public meeting or seek
public comment for every planned minor Accelerator Improvement or General Plant Project or
for every NEPA document issued by the Laboratory. In our opinion, an appropriate level of
public involvement is one in which the publics' viewpoints are sought on all major projects and
periodically on the Laboratory's directions and programs. This periodic input could be obtained
at an annual "town hall" meeting held to discuss the Laboratory's upcoming programs and future
directions.



Michael G. Gauldin 2 January 3, 1994
U.S. Department of Energy

In summary, we think public involvement is a necessary and helpful element of the Department's
decision-making process and look forward to doing our part to further the Department's goals in
this area.

Sincerely,

Burton Richter
Director

BR:laj
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memorandum -1z
DATE:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

AO* I. 1994 ' ) v ) 3 .

OIEA

Comments on Draft Public Involvement Policy

Albuquerque Field Office

TO: Michael Gauldin, Director, Office of Public and Consumer
Affairs, PA-1, HQ

Attached are comments received from the Department of Energy
(DOE) Albuquerque Operations Office (AL) organizations and
stakeholders.

Following is a summary of the comments:

o In general, most who commented felt that this was a
major step in the right direction, but that the policy
could be more comprehensive.

o There were some negative reactions on the short amount
of time allowed for review and comment.

o Comments ranged from none to extensive.
o The largest number of comments came from activist

groups in northern New Mexico.
o One major comment was the limitation of citizen

involvement caused by the refusal of DOE to release
classified information, even under the openness policy.

o "Values" were listed as a major point of controversy
that needs to be addressed.

It is clear that this policy is perceived by DOE, contractor
and public stakeholders as important, if properly
implemented.

Please call David G. Jackson of the AL Office of
Intergovernmental and External Affairs at (505) 845-5699 if
you have any questions concerning this submission.

Bruce G. Twinin
Manager

Attachment
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79
Comments on DOE Draft Policy on Public Involvement

I believe this new DOE policy on public involvement is so sweeping in its changes, so radical in its
approach, that it amounts to nothing less than a fundamental paradigm shift for our society.
Furthermore, if it can be implemented, I believe this policy shift will affect the policies of all other
governmental agencies.

It is long overdue.

In my view this paradigm shift is a shift of fundamental attitudes. It is a shift from the fundamental
attitude of domination to an attitude of partnering. It is an attitude shift that will affect our entire
way of behaving. Shifting to an attitude of partnering will not be an easy shift. Nevertheless, I, as
one citizen, applaud DOE leadership's courage in putting forth such a bold, clear, policy intent.
Attitude changes always precede changes in behavior.

A word of caution. It may be too early to predict how resistance to this shift will manifest, but
manifest it will. Because this attitude shift is so radical, our citizens will likely become aware of its
full implications only gradually. In addition to resistance from what is typical for anything new,
resistance to this paradigm shift will come from individual citizens and citizen groups who are
unconsciously committed to attitudes of domination, be they religious, technical, social, whatever.
Such people often need secrecy or to have an enemy. We should allow for the discomfort that
inevitably accompanies any radical change. I hope that we as citizens, in and out of leadership
positions, can prepare for compassionate encounters of those whose entire ways of thinking or
feeling will feel threatened by this shift. We need schooling on being introspective. We need to
take personal responsibility for what needs transforming within ourselves first before seeing it in
others. In so doing, let us educate ourselves to look for the best in ourselves and each other, rather
than focusing on what is worst.

This is not to ignore what is wrong. There is much obvious and not so obvious wrong that needs
attention and transformation. That is a given. This awareness seems clearly behind the new policy.
There will doubtless be significant programmatic pain in implementing this policy. Let us,
however, he creative about implementing it and not succumb to recriminations, finger pointing,
scapegoating. Let us give this new policy an honest chance. Perhaps, as one of my colleagues has
suggested, we could declare a national day of mourning for past misdeeds as a way of getting
through the paralysis of guilt. This could be followed by a national resolve to be creative.

Those with hierarchical attitudes will likely be among the first to feel the press of this shift and feel
threatened. Also, those who value rational processes over feeling processes as the best, if not
only, way to make decisions will also feel threatened by this shift. Reverse domination of emotion
over reason is always a threat. It should not be either/or; but both. That is, reason balanced by
appropriate emotionality.

And so, it is a time for poets. Poet industrialists. Industrial poets. Poet scientists. Scientist poets.
Poets from all walks of life, professions, trades, and ways of being. Maya Angelou said it best.
She set the tone for this change in her prophetic inaugural poem, A rock, a river, and a tree. May
we citizens review it often. The government (read DOE) is now listening. After all, as another
colleague said, newly inspired, "We don't have to fight City Hall any more!"

Eugene Kovalenko
January 13, 1994
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POLICY ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT /1")"*-1— Z-Rlres"-/a)00(e.—

DR AFT
81

POLICY: The policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) is that public
involvement must be a routine component in program operations and
planning activities, at headquarters and in the field.

PURPOSE: Public involvement brings a full range of diverse stakeholder,
viewpoints and values early into the Department's decision-making
process, enabling the Department to make better decisions and
building mutual understanding and trust between the Department and
the public it serves.

BACKGROUND: The Energy Department is relatively new at encouraging public
involvement in its affairs. The Department grew largely out of
the highly regimented Cold War culture of two of its predecessor
agencies, the Atomic Energy Commission and the Energy Research and
Development Administration. The focus was on national defense
through nuclear deterrence; the priority, on design and production
of nuclear weapons; and the emphasis on classified information and
legally-required secrecy. yi .1r b 7710,0-2-7 4.kies: 4 spr-e_

DEFINITION:
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Changing this 50 year old culture from a closed, command-oriented 4:
hierarchy into an o n, participatory culture that values
diversity and inn ation requires special attention and leadership
from the top dow . Such leadership and change are essential if
the Department is to succeed in meeting the economic and
environmental challenges of the next century. 400'00044-orie..-e„.4

Public involvement provides a means for Americans to influence
decisions made by their government. It requires routine,
substantive two-way communication between the Department of Energy
and other governmental entities, organized groups, individuals,
and the general public interested in and/or affected by the
Department's decisions and activities. This communication will
vary widely in nature and scope, from informal conversations
between individuals to scheduled meetings and workshops, to
legally-required public meetings and hearings and federal-state-
local-Tribal agreements. The Department will actively seek,
incorporate, or otherwise respond to the views of its

_.stakeholders.

Credible, effective public involvement processes are routinely
incorporated into the Department's daily program operations and
long-term planning activities, at headquarters and in our
laboratories, facilities, and field officas, with every employee
sharing responsibility to practice and improve public involvement.

II. A clearly defined, coherent internal decision-making process with
known access points for public involvement is routinely followed

empowered to participate in

5014!:: 4 14
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Sincerity

C2s 72 RESPONSIBILITIES:
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DRAFT
Consistency
Honesty
Peer Review
Responsiveness
Scientific Credibility

i—d. 14.4t ;:ar- 4.k._
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Under this policy, public involvement will be a discrete Arformance 
Ale et.,

element for senior departmental and program managers directly
responsible for its effective implementation.

To assure a consistent approach throughout the agency and with its
contractors and to avoid unreasonable demands on site personnel or the

, / public's time, Program and Staff Offices will coordinate their public
ghnpmr involvement activities through the Office of Public and Consumer

im4,„ „le Affairs, at headquarters and in the field. This coordination role in no,
7----Away limits or dilutes program managers' responsibility to plan, fund,SP?, 4 /c.4.,,,,zand support appropriate levels of public involvement in their programs.

The Principal Secretarial Officer and Senior Departmental Managers will
ensure that public involvement principles, values, and processes are
fully understood and practiced within their programs and that necessary
training and resources (human, information, systems, and financial) are
provided. /ei

Program Managers are responsible for identi ying, planning, budgeting,
and implementing the appropriate level and cope of public involvement
activities in their programs, and rox_jelyQrs1iaatingaaiiitlgtis
through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs. Program managers
will assure that their staff receive basic communication training and,
where appropriate, advanced public involvement training.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, headquarters, will 1..t"tt(The
a point of contact and mechanisms to coordinate publ'

as identified and implemented by secretarial officers 
involvement. activities Department-wide, and to assure that

an•
managers, are carried out in a consistent, eq
Public and Consumer Affairs will provide

ler1?
tiatives,

rogram
rated manner.
to program

offices in developing and implementing of ective communications/public
involvement strategies and information materials for local communities,
stakeholders, employees, and the media.

Managers of Field Organizations are responsible for assuring that public

involvement activities at their respective facilities and, sites meet

local needs, are appropriately coordinated, and reflect Departmental

principles and values. Field managers will regularly advise
headquarters on public involvement issues/needs of regional or national
importance and recommend appropriate courses of action.
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Field Public Affairs/External Relations Oirectoes will work with field
managers to provide the same coordinating/integrating role for site
public involvement activities as the Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs provides department-wide.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: HEADS OF HEADQUARTERS ELEMENTS
MANAGERS, DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES

fi  FROM:

V

DATE

It is the policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) th public involvement
a routine component in program operations and planning ac vi ies,
headquarters_ and in the field. This policy marks a clear break with past
practice by challenging the Department and its contractors to embrace a new
culture of openness and service. Henceforth, the business of the Department
will beii3E!!!he nrrr'WeWind input of theee-whom-44--serves—

THE SECRETARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT: GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEPARTMENT'S pulaL C
INVOLVEMENT POLICY k4/

b

While public involvement processes must be tailored to specific site and
program needs, the following broad guidance is provided to assist headquarters
and field managers in implementing this policy department-wide. Several
critical policy elements and implementing actions are identified below. These
should be viewed as a beginning point. They illustrate the comprehensive
nature of public involvement as envisioned in this policy and the innovative
leadership required to implement it. Using the following elements as a guide,
you should consult with your stakeholders to develop public involvement plans
and activities appropriate to their needs and views.

CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENTS

I. The Department recognizes that honesty, forthrightness in dealing
with external parties, and consistent, credible, quality
performance are the bases on which to build public understanding
and trust.

Imol
(44,c4410&e.
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ementina actions: 

Officials representing the Department will be empowered and
accountable for.the honesty and accuracy of their public
statements and for assuring diligent follow-up and timely
results from the commitments they make.

Departmental officials will routinely and consistently
listen and respond to public input.

The new benchmark for excellence will
performance.

Risk-taking will be rewarded.

Peer review will be encouraged.

r



DRAFT
2. Departmental program development, planning, and decision processes

must be clearly defined, with regular, well-known access points
for public input.

Imolementino actions: 

0‘,JP‘f ir
e'ec44. .
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Principal Secretarial Officer and other senior departmental
managers wall ensure that other affected program officials,
site managers, and stakeholders are appropriately integrated
into their planning and decision-making processes.

Site managers, as those closest to affected communities and
interested parties, will advise on appropriate pre-
decisional access points for public input and facilitate
accommodation between local and national interests.

Headquarters, laboratories, facilities, and field offices will
operate as an integrated team in planning public involvement
activities, combining resources, sharing information, and
coordinating schedules.

-- Cooperation will be

/---.eS7JSc>

ntreciteC4,--

•

- Site managers and local program officials will routinely
advise headquarters on local stakeholder needs/concerns and
on the appropriateness/adequacy of public information/
involvement efforts in their areas.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, working with
the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will develop e.e.),..cm.

consistent formats and clearance procedures for public,(4021 &
information materials.

(et_

The Department must establish and support training/education
programs to meet evolving public involvement needs, both internal
and external.

ImoleMentino actions: 4,4nitr.74,,, ee
The Dire ,sr of Public and Consumer Affairs will assess on
an a .vuvr basis the effectiveness of the Department's
communications efforts and recommend improvements.
Go 4a..7 A; ,t s.../0g,. 4..

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs and the
Assistant Secretary for Human Resources and Administration,
working with the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will
identify and coordinate communication/public involvement
training on a priority basis until all appropriate
headquarters and site personnel are tr ned.

•744110.A.:r,
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5. The Department must foster candid information exchanges directed

at reaching a common understanding of options and risks and
developing consensus.

Imolementina actions: 

Whether formal or informal, all public involvement
activities will be conducted in a spirit of openness,
respect for different perspectives, and a genuine quest for
information and ideas.

The Department will wor to establish, announce, and manage
a data base of real-ti e information available to the public
through telephone and omputer access points.

rr --
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January 12th. 1994

Christina Armijo, A316
Los Alamos Area Office
USDOE
Los Alamos, NM 87545

Rt 4 Box 57E

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Dear Christina,

I have just seen the Draft Public Involvement Policy which is being circulated for
comment. Thank you for the opportunity to give input on this draft. My comments are:

1. If the public is to have a meaningful interaction on policy and other issues, it is vital that
more than all the relevant information is available. In some areas this will conflict with
national security issues and classification. I did not see this addressed in the document.
This particularly applies to members of the future SSAB.

2. In the guidance document, first paragraph, I would like the strategic plan to be particularly
called out in the second line.

3. In the last line of the same paragraph, and with security issues in mind, add "of Americans"
after "view"

4. Under Critical Policy Elements, item 1, first implementing action, add "completeness" after
"honesty". In dealing with the lay public who are often not trained in legal and technical
issues, one wants to ensure that this is not taken advantage of.

5. Under Critical Policy Elements, item 3 change "Cooperation will be rewarded" to
"Cooperation will be reoogn4ed". This gives the DOE and contractor management more
flexibility. The document is saying that acting as an integrated team is a new part of the job
and the use of the word "reward" implies raises for doing the job when I believe that raises
above cost of living should be for an exceptional job.

6. Under Critical Policy Elements, item 5, add "...and understanding values" after "information
and ideas" I think that this better expresses the attitudes that are being promoted in the
document.

As a general point, I do worry that the new policy is very broad and will come at a high cost. On
the other hand, I think that public involvement at the right level will potentially help the DOE
and laboratories like LANL with fresh outlooks, perspectives and community understanding
instead of suspicion

Sincerely,
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12 January 1994

To: Department of Energy, Los Alamos Area Office and Los Alamos
National Laboratory

From: Gloria Gilmore-House, Los Alamos citizen and member of the Working Group to
Address Los Alamos Community Health Concerns

RE: Comments on the Draft Public Involvement Policy for the Department of Energy

As a resident of Los Alamos county and a member of the Working Group to
Address Los Alamos Community Health Concerns, I admire the risk-taking aspect
demonstrated by this bold Public Involvement Policy drafted by DOE leadership.
From my point of view, DOE and LANL need to reassert themselves as leaders with
pride in their product, faith in their ethics, and the ability to share it with the
public. I remain skeptical, though, that they can change this much this fast.

One of my concerns is that changing a 50 year old culture from a closed, "no
questions asked without a need to know" mentality to "an open, participatory
culture that values diversity and innovation" will not happen quickly. An immense
amount of time and energy will be needed to change mind sets. It necessitates a
long-term commitment from everyone involved, DOE, LANL, and the public. How deep
is this commitment to change? Is it simply a fad or will it continue beyond the
present administration? If such an initiative begins and dies before it can take
root, the public will grow even more skeptical and cynical. Therefore, before I take
this initiative too seriously, I need a better understanding of how broad its support
is.

DOE wants public involvement but DOE/LANL needs to understand that the
burden of this transformation is on them. Why, for example, are risk-taking and
peer review the only core values singled out as benchmarks for performance
assessment in this document? Why aren't the other laudable values listed of
accountability, fairness, openness, respect, sincerity, consistency, honesty,
responsiveness, and scientific credibility also included as a measure of one's
performance? They need to be.

Why when diversity is valued as an asset does LANL disband all special
interest groups that had been created under the Work Force 2000? Diversity needs
to be nurtured until it's routinely accepted at LANL. and in our society in general.
Such groups can help achieve this. By summarily disbanding them, then asking for
the groups' input,. LANL is operating in its business as usual, command-oriented
hierarchy. Such actions don't support the words of the Public Involvement Policy.

I applaud your new commitment to making real-time information available to
the public. This is basic; Environmental Surveillance reports that require 18 months
from data to public suggests misplaced priorities.

With every best wish that this new policy can become a reality!

1201(

Gloria ',Gilmore- use
1440 45th Stree Los Alamos, NM





Pi . I

1

4

- 4

-1-

_T.) cE. 1.14 "9-0

(4.?
LC- v%/1.1,1/4-2

85

Oh. 114F--

04.4441._ I

4-6-L-4-±AC;Yu.sj__ ee4,

-4. 

04.

44, ,Lyw, 

  E

f%.1a

AAApffi'  rc„L. 



P3. 2_

`4444d o ia4-244
,L; v

,44.1-ex4,%44.4„.%,_

6,41

. e4,4 ia•do

A*A41/4 2140tic‘e ,4t- 041P_ a"64-4‘
/Qe.Coett.4. ";1&.* ,t4dftnar‘.0,9%-

-.4..4.14_ , ;t4 1.,,. ,;,44.

C•040.4/ 'As4, 0"0-1 -29•42_ "E

—(414- • 4v0-12, #2.‘4Z, a.A.Ass.414._ .V.1.444e

4.444.,eryN„ ,e-t4w.‘44- 0-v•-
v

fig.4-4-eloc.. ,,-G.4e-‘044-1

kt9NL 0144,2_ ot:41.zgem4.14.0

crk%, cc_ qiet.c.M tft.-1(
4.;:1;24.

4-e.""-t-991-A•NA)b ..14.geeer-a.- r."-to-r...0-4-41.-)

" ov.)4,\_" 

4.4A41-1,64=, A%-4446.1. 
„zit.

676-42* L4A-0At CS, tWiat—
, t4J-stJZk. 0,‘L 

/ ;± cAoL4:Zt AsiezL •

fi

44.1-.46,104.*"41.-



3

• 1)4, .-t.%.744 0-r— J-acie"- —44pC de.ew4.0

* /C)4 L2 4:NaJdt--

6* s(-4

AA,-of&YL,4, GuM. aer.c,

cr.gm de‘4,

44,44,>ill,-eAL tA„t,

Z.) 0 _ :1•1 11,1,1.44.44,

j I 4

4>t4?-44-24.1.7.._ et+-4_,,t4!!n_e_:DttrAe

VS,9/ed."•%4(2,

•



86
Comment on draft Public Involvement Policy
Received by LAAO verbally, 1/13/94

From: John F. Darke, Citizen, Los Alamos County

In terms of input with respect to public information, I cam currently
looking at in my capacity as a document researcher, a proposed D&D
plan for TA-21, Buildings 3&4. That document proposes to be
substantiated by many other contractor documents which I have
requested. I have had excellent cooperation with the Reading Room,
the Report Library (Oppenheimer) and OS-1. Repeat ... excellent,
prompt and timely response to my request for documents.

That cooperation notwithstanding, numerous primary references
proposed by way of substantiation by the TA-21 D&D plan have been
classified documents. The section 148 review has been timely;
however, certain documents remain classified and are unavailable.
The gist of my comment is that proposed plans submitted for public
comment should not rely upon "secret" references by way of
substantiation.

In winter of 85/86, had interface which overlapped TA-21. Area
Office attorney and staff were very helpful. I would welcome
cooperation with the DOE at this time to mitigate the problems which
are rapidly accruing due to the failure of the contractor to declassify
documents required for a hard look at the TA-21 D&D proposal,
dated 8/28/93 (DADEM13-93-004).
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Comment on draft Public Involvement Policy
Received by LAAO verbally, 1/12/94

From: Erwin Binder, NIS-8, LANL (667-2940)

"Based on witnessing false and deceptive statements made recently
by the Secretary of Energy, I have no confidence that the proposed
public involvement process will not be subverted by political
considerations."
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Comments on Draft Public Involvement Policy

Jay Edgeworth

The purpose statement should contain a statement how more
stakeholder involvement can reduce costs (e.g. stakeholder
involvement in the planning stages of an Environmental Restoration
project could reduce delays and legal issues later).

If we are truly committed to openness and public involvement, DOE
personnel other than branch chiefs and above have to be involved.
Goal 1 refers to every employee sharing in public involvement, but
no responsibilities are listed for all employees, and no mention is
made of employee involvement in the Secretary's implementation
memo. By employee involvement I mean when the public meets a DOE
person, he/she will be considered by the public as a DOE
representative. No consideration will be given as to the DOE
person's qualifications to be a DOE representative; by virtue of
their employer all DOE employees are its representatives to the
public. Front-line personnel (facility reps, inspectors, etc.)
will have the most face-to-face contact with lab personnel as well
as interacting with representatives at their level from the public,
and state and local authorities. It is thus important they be
apprised of their responsibilities and be given the instructions
necessary to adequately carry out their roles in the new era of
openness. This means everyone (not just 'appropriate personnel')
should be given public involvement training (see guidance memo part
4 bullet 2).

In addition, the public involvement issue does not only occur
during work hours. DOE personnel at every level should always
consider themselves representatives of the U. S. government and
respond to questions raised by concerned individuals or groups.
This response is not necessarily to provide detailed information;
it may be to simply refer them to the appropriate public affairs
person.

In short, the draft seems only to address the roles of public
affairs officers and area managers and above. It is a mistake not
to empower all employees to respond to the public's concerns since
all employees will be dealing with the public on a daily basis,
whether or not they are officially representing the department at
that moment.
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E VALUES

Accountability
Fairness
Openness
Respect
Risk-taking
Sincerity

DRAFT 
89

Consistency
Honesty
Peer Review
Responsiveness
Scientific Credibility

RESPONSIBILITIES:

Under this policy, public involvement will be a discrete performance
element for senior departmental and program managers directly
responsible for its effective implementation.

To assure a consistent approach throughout the agency and with its
contractors and to avoid unreasonable demands on site personnel or the
public's time, Program and Staff Offices will coordinate their public
involvement activities through the Office of Public and Consumer
Affairs, at headquarters and in the field. This coordination role in no
way limits or dilutes program managers' responsibility to plan, fund,
and support appropriate levels of public involvement in their programs.

The Principal Secretarial Officer and Senior Departmental Managers will
ensure that public involvement principles, values, and processes are
fully understood and practiced within their programs and that necessary
training and resources (human, information, systems, and financial) are
provided.

Program Managers are responsible for identifying, planning, budgeting,
and implementing the appropriate level and scope of public involvement
activities in their programs, and routinely coordinating activities
through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs. Program managers
will assure that their staff receive basic communication training and,
where appropriate, advanced public involvement training.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, headquarters, will
establish a point of contact and mechanisms to coordinate public
involvement activities Department-wide, and to assure that initiatives,
as identified and implemented by secretarial officers and program
managers, are carried out in a consistent, equitable, integrated manner.
Public and Consumer Affairs will provide advice and support to program
offices in developing and implementing effective communications/public
involvement strategies and information materials for local communities,
stakeholders, employees, and the media.

Managers of Field Organizations are responsible for assuring that public
involvement activities at their respective facilities and sites meet
local needs, are appropriately coordinated, and reflect Departmental
principles and values. Field managers will regularly advise
headquarters on public involvement issues/needs of regional or national
importance and recommend appropriate courses of action.
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Comment on draft Public Involvement Policy
Received by LANL electronically, 1/3/94

From: Laboratory Director, Sig Hecker

"I think this is a very important policy. One comment that I have is that
where it says that the public is empowered to participate, we face the classic
problem of 1) who is the public? 2) Accountability is the flip side of
empowerment. How do we get the public to be accountable?"
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Comment received on Public Involvement Policy by LANL 1/5/94

From: LANL Public Affairs Director, Scott Duncan

"I have no problems with the draft policy as outlined. In theory it should
work. However, as a practical matter, I'm not too sure just how we
"empower" and "include" the public in the decision making process.
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Comments received verbally by LANL 1/11/93

From John Ussery, FAX 581-4551

"Two days is not enough time to comment. This seems to be noise from
DOE headquarters. Enough time must be allowed for the public to truly
respond."
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January 18, 1994

Christina Armijo, A316
Los Alamos Area Office
U.S. Department of Energy
Los Alamos, NM 87545

$Ubject: DUIT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY

ariegFpre

ANITA LOCKWOOt
CABINET SICRITAR'
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Dear Ms. Armijo:

Thank you for sending us a copy of the draft Public Involvement
Policy. on behalf of tne state of New Mexico's Radioactive Waste
Consultation Task Force (Section 74-4A-6 New Mexico Statutes
Annotated 1978), we offer the following comments and
recommendations on the policy.

w v ; • t +.11 • Div

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is commended for this
initiative to enhance public involvement in its planning activities
and program operations. We believe a comprehensive, effeotiVe
policy governing public information and participation will yield
significant benefits for all stakeholders, but particularly for the
DOE itself.

The decision by DOE to develop a Department-wide public involvement
policy comae at a critical time. The WIPP Project is currently in
the early stages of a major transition. This situation presents
DOE with an opportunity for application of the new public
involvement policy. The planning and conduct of- WIPP operations
and activities must proceed in a manner which provides all
stakeholders a chance for meaningful input early in the decision-
making process.
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Christina Armijo
DOE Public Involvement Policy
January 18, 1994

The timing of this policy initiative also relates to DOE's ongoing
efforts to clean up and reconfigure the nuclear weapons complex.
These efforts are difficult tasks in and of themselves. However,
in light of recent and continuing revelations of human radiation
experiments, complex cleanup and reconfiguration may become even a
more significant challenge.

DOE is encouraged to move expeditiously toward adoption and
implementation of a credible public involvement policy. Such a
policy will be a demonstrable first step toward earning the
public's trust and confidence. It will be useful in guiding the
process for public participation in development of the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement(s) on environmental restoration,
waste management, and reconfiguration of V.S. nuclear weapons
facilities.

In finalizing this first draft of a policy, DOE should carefully
review a recently released report of the Secretary of Energy
Advisory Board Task Force on Radioactive Wastes Management entitled
"Earning Public Trust and Confidence: Requisites for Managing
Radioactive Wastes," November 1993. In particular, the findings
and recommendations of the Task Force provide many valuable
insights which are directly relevant to the formulation of a DOE-
wide public involvement policy. DOE could be well-served if this
policy embodies the guiding principles outlined in the Task Force
report for interacting with external parties.

It is strongly recommended DOE pay particular attention to
implementation of the policy in the field. Often a well-thought-
out plan or policy conceived in good faith fails to achieve its
objective because of poor implementation. In a large and
geographically disperse organization such as DOE, even greater
attention to effective policy implementation is warranted.

In addition, we recommend DOE take the necessary steps to monitor
and evaluate the effectiveness of its Public Involvement Policy.
Various tools, including focus groups and time-series surveys, can
be used to determine whether the policy is effective in achieving
it■ stated objectives. This is an important element of the overall
policy development process.

Finally, we offer a constructive criticism of the solicitation of
stakeholder input on this draft Public Involvement Policy. A
notice from the DOE Los Alamos Area office about the policy was
postmarked January 6 and'received in this office on January 7,

1994. A copy of the draft policy was not included with the notice.

2



Christina Armijo
DOE Public Involvement Policy
January la, 1994

Notwithstanding these circumstances, comments were requested "NO
LATER THAN JANUARY 13." Providing less than five working days to
acquire a copy of the policy, review it, and develop substantive
comments sends the wrong massage to the public about DOE's
sincerity and commitment to meaningful stakeholder involvement. It
is especially the wrong message to be sending when the issue le
public participation. We urge DOE to take corrective action to
ensure DOE handles future solicitations more appropriately.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DOE's draft Pub110
Involvement Policy. Please contact Chris Wentz of my staff at 827-
5950 should you have any questions concerning these comments.

ANITA LOCXWOOD
Chairman
Radioactive waste Consultation Task Force

c: John McKean, Office of the Governor
Task Force Cabinet Secretaries
Patricia Trujillo-Oviedo, Stakeholder Involvement Office, LANL

3
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United States Government
94

Department of Energy

memorandum
DATE:

REDLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT.

JAN 14 1994
CAO:PAO:PEIS 94-0098

Review of Draft Public Involvement Policy

Carlsbad Area Office
Carlsbad, New Mexico 88221

71 Leroy Apodaca, OIEA-AL

The Carlsbad Area Office (CAO) performed an internal review of
the subject document and provided it to stakeholders in Carlsbad
and Hobbs for comment. As of this date no comments have been
received from the stakeholders and CAO did not have any changes
to suggest.

If you have any additional questions, please call me at
234-7313.

;:sle:P4/
Patty E:tti-Sallan
Intergovernmental & External
Affairs
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DATE: January 14, 1994

TO: Leroy E. Apodaca

FROM: Jane Malagon

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Public Involvement Policy

A review of the subject policy by Martin Marietta Specialty Components and the
Department of Energy Public Affairs Office has been completed. There ore just a
couple of comments for your consideration. (The underscore indicates the revision.)

Purpose: Public involvement brings a full range of diverse stakeholder viewpoints and
values into the Departmen'ts decision-making ecalv in the =crew enabling the
Department to make better decisbns and building mutual understanding and trust
between the Deportment and the public it serves.

GOALS: 111, The pubic is informed about and encouraged to participate in
Departmental decision-making. (Final decisions rest with the Department.)

If further information is needed, please feel free to contact me at (813)545-6771 or
Shirley Cheatham at (813) 541-8253.

cc: Gene Pressolr
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Leroy E. Apodaca, Director, OIEA, AL

Review of Draft Public Involvement Policy

The following is our review of the Draft Public Involvement Policy which you
distributed for comment December 17, 1993. The policy conveys a strong commitment
to involve the public in decision making at all levels of the Department.

COMMENTS

$pacitic:

The last sentence under the heading "DEFINITION" is a strong one. It might be more
effectively placed under the first heading "POLICY." The sentence reads: "The
Department will actively seek, incorporate, or otherwise respond to the views of its
stakeholders."

Cmat:

1. Implementation of the policy will require complementary training for senior
managers in the field, and public affairs management and staff.

a. Senior management, in addition to developing complementary new
values and assumptions, must learn to involve public affairs early at the
strategic planning level.

b. Public affairs professionals tend to come from media
relations/communication technician backgrounds. Public participation
requires that they learn new roles with a stronger emphasis in strategic
counseling to senior management. The transition is a substantive one
requiring development of new values, assumptions, and skills.

2. Public participation impacts schedules and entails costs. Public participation
requires more interaction between management and stakeholders. It also
requires more public affairs support time, While the end result of public
participation is likely to be decisions which are more easily implemented due to
public acceptance, a resource investment is required to achieve the long-term
gain. Public participation is likely to impact schedules when the public does not



accept. planned actions. This means that public participation must be included
in schedules with sufficient time allowed for response to stakeholder input.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Gaeton Valance of
my staff at 845-5636.

Albert R. Chernoff
Project Manager
Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action
Project Office

cc:
F. Morgan, TAC



POLICY ON PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) is that public

involvement must be a routine component in program operations and

planning activities, at headquarters and in the field.

PURPOSE: Public involvement brings a full range of diverse stakeholder

viewpoints and values early into the Department's decision-making

process, enabling the Department to make better decisions and

building mutual understanding and trust between the Department and

the public it serves.

BACKGROUND: The Energy Department is relatively new at encouraging public

involvement in its affairs. The Department grew largely out of

the highly regimented Cold War culture of two of its predecessor

agencies, the Atomic Energy Commission and the Energy Research and

// Development Administration„/ The focus was on national defense;-)
through nuclear det9rrenceT)the priority/on design and production

f purlear w a onsi)and the emphasis on classified information and

,04r  legally-require secrecy.

6Ahanging this 50;-,-yearold culture from a closed, command-oriented

hierarchy into an open, participatory culture that values

diversity and innovation requires special attention and leadership

from the top down. Such leadership and change are essential if

the Department is to succeed in meeting the economic and

environmental challenges of the next century.

POLICY:

DATE
DRAFT
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DEFINITION: Public involvement provides a means for Americans to influence

sa\:vic4.(e,sc.fir decisions made by their government. It requires routine,

ag,s'substantive two-way communication between the Department of Energy

,m./-
Aof\P'\, '1 and other pygrnmental entities, organized groups, (iiidividuki

\cY2-) \,r\era 

s.,„, \'" and the4ejlttla_plOVITic interested in and/or affected by the

Department's decisions and activities„ This rnmmuniration will 

47c0A- vary widely in nature and scope, from Onformal conversations

s
IC OL,,_

.,,... , 
waif lixa? between individuafto scheduled meetings and workshops, to 
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44f-- 
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legally-required publiceetings and hearings and
agreements. The Department will actively seek, 4b‘or2)AX art- „_

\\bra pry incorporate, or otherwise respond to the views of its 
_,-)

stakeholders. 
't --iì 3

COINAW\ \.,"1\ C-A -

GOALS: I. Credible, effective public involvement processes are routinely

incorporated into the Department's daily program operations and

long-term planning activities, at headquarters and in our

laboratories, facilities, and field offices, with every employee

sharing responsibility to practice and improve public involvement.

II. A clearly defined, coherent internal decision-making process with

known access points for public involvement is routinely followed.

(N •

III. The public is informed about andmpowered to particlpate in 
v , _ 
e
,

Departmental decision-making _a-, wir.eAA -.,4 -1--V\s "'*--
s..
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DRAFT
CORE VALUES

Accountability Consistency
Fairness Honesty
Openness Peer Review
Respect Responsiveness

/:
-Risk-taking Scientific Credibility
Sincerity .
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Under this policy, public involvement will be a discrete performance
element for senior departmental and program managers directly
responsible for its effective implementation.

To assure a consistent approach throughout the agency and with its
contractors and to avoid unreasonable demands on site personnel or the
public's time, Program and Staff Offices will coordinate their public
involvement activities through the Office of Public and Consumer

y 
10 IA airs, at eadquarters and in the field. This coordination role in no.s,0141N,Aus‘s.way limits or dilutes program managers' responsibility to plan, fund,

i.
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-.401"7— and support appropriate levels of public involvement in their programs.

g)9S\
\!/ _ The Principal Secretarial Officer and Senior Departmental Managers will

..Gatv"Zr.f ,..0",j),./.. ensure that public involvement principles, values, and processes are

eA.4s. 
fully understood and practiced within their programs and that necessary
training and resources (human, information, systems, and financial) are
provided.

Program Managers are responsible for identifying, planning, budgeting,
and implementing the appropriate level and scope of public involvement
activities in their programs, and routinely coordinating activities
through the Office of Public and Consumer Affairs. Program managers
will assure that their staff receive basic communication training and,
where appropriate, advanced public involvement training.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, headquarters, will
establish a point of contact and mechanisms to coordinate public
involvement activities Department-wide, and to assure that initiatives,
as identified and implemented by secretarial officers and program
managers, are carried out in a consistent, equitable, integrated manner.
Public and Consumer Affairs will provide advice and support to program
offices in developing and implementing effective communications/public
involvement strategies and information materials for local communities,
stakeholders, employees, and the media.

Managers of Field Organizations are responsible for assuring that public

involvement activities at their respective facilities and sites meet
local needs, are appropriately coordinated, and reflect Departmental
principles and values. Field managers will regularly advise
headquarters on public involvement issues/needs of regional or national
importance and recommend appropriate courses of action.
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Field Public Affairs/External Relations Directors will work with field
managers to provide the same coordinating/integrating role for site
public involvement activities as the Director of Public and Consumer
Affairs provides department-wide.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: HEADS OF HEADQUARTERS ELEMENTS
MANAGERS, DOE OPERATIONS OFFICES

FROM: THE SECRETARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT: GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEPARTMENT'S PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT POLICY

It is the policy of the Department of Energy (DOE) that public involvement be
a routine component in program operations and planning activities, at
headquarters and in the field. This policy marks a clear break with past
practice by challenging the Department and its contractors to embrace a new
culture of openness and service. Henceforth, the business of the Department
will be open to the full view and input of those whom it serves.

While public involvement processes must be tailored to specific site and
program needs, the following broad guidance is provided to assist headquarters
and field managers in implementing this policy department-wide. Several
critical policy elements and implementing actions are identified below. These
should be viewed as a beginning point. They illustrate the comprehensive
nature of public involvement as envisioned in this policy and the innovative
leadership required to implement it. Using the following elements as a guide,
you should consult with your stakeholders to develop public involvement plans
and activities appropriate to their needs and views.

CRITICAL POLICY ELEMENTS

I. The Department recognizes that honesty, forthrightness in dealing
with external parties, and consistent, credible, quality
performance are the bases on which to build public understanding
and trust.

Implementing actions: 

Officials representing the Department will be empowered and
accountable for.the honesty and accuracy of their public
statements and for assuring diligent follow-up and timely
results from the commitments they make.

Departmental officials will routinely and consistently
listen and respond to public input.

The new benchmark for excellence will be leadership/
perfcrmance. is 31'0 '"It 04 Ca. crZ0VG fW 0\sfew4f vtlr

Risk-taking will be rewarded. ---P-sex- GC*v"'4 ?
p.

Peer review will be encouraged.
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2. Departmental program development, planning, and decision processes

must be clearly defined, with regular, well-known access points
for public input.

Implementina actions: 

Principal Secretarial Officer and other senior departmental
managers w',11 ensure that other affected program officials,
site managers, and stakeholders are appropriately integrated
into their planning and decision-making processes.

Site managers, as thOse closest to affected communities and
interested parties, will advise on appropriate pre-
decisional access points for public input and facilitate
accommodation between local and national interests.

3. Headquarters, laboratories, facilities, and field offices will
operate as an integrated team in planning public involvement
activities, combining resources, sharing information, and
coordinating schedules.

Cooperation will be rewarded.

Site managers and local program officials will routinely
advise headquarters on local stakeholder needs/concerns and
on the appropriateness/adequacy of public information/
involvement efforts in their areas.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs, working with
the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will develop
consistent formats and clearance procedures for public
information materials.

4. The Department must establish and support training/education
programs to meet evolving public involvement needs, both internal
and external.

Implementing actions: 

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs will assess on
an annual basis the effectiveness of the Department's
communications efforts and recommend improvements.

The Director of Public and Consumer Affairs and the
Assistant Secretary for Human Resources and Administration,
working with the Programmatic Assistant Secretaries, will
identify and coordiflate communication/public involvement
training on a priority basis until all appropriate
headquarters and site personnel are trained.
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5. The Department must foster candid information exchanges directed
at reaching a common understanding of options and risks and
developing consensus.

Implementing actions: 

Whether formal or informal, all public involvement
activities will be conducted in a spirit of openness,
respect for different perspectives, and a genuine quest for
information and ideas.

The Department will work to establish, announce, and manage
a data base of real-time information available to the public
through telephone and computer access points.
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POLICY: The policy of the Department of Energy E) is that public

involvement must be a routine compon 1(n program operations and
planning activities, at headquart s and'in the field.

PURPOSE: Public involvement beings a ull range of diverse stakeholder
viewpoints and values ear y into the Department's decision-making
process, enabling the •-partment to mak better decisions and
building mutual unde•standing and trust between the Department and

the public it sery s.

BACKGROUND: t is relatively encouraging public

involvement in its affairs. Th- i-partment !rew largely out of
\r0.the highly regimeoted Cold War o wo of its predecessor

agencies, the Atomic Energy Commission and the Energy Research and
. V 

  Development Administration. The focus was on national defense

through nuclear deterrence; the priority, on design and production

of nuclear weapons; .and th-aamiailasis on classified information and 
legallyIngquirecrecy— 

DEFINITION

GOALS:

ing this 50 year old culture from a closed, command-oriented 'n

ierarchy into an open, participatory culture that values
diversity and innovation requires special attention and leadership

rom the top down. Such leadership and change are essential if

Department is to succeed in meeting the economic and

envi ental challenges of the next century.

Public involvement provides aims- o influence

decisions made by their government. It requires routine,
substantive two-way communication between the Department of Energy

and other governmental entities, organized groups, individuals,

and the general public interested in and/or affected by the

Department's decisions and activities. This communication will

vary widely in nature and scope. from informal conversations

between individuals to scheduled meetings and workshops, to

legally-required public meetings and hearings and federal-state-

local-Tribal agreements. The Department will actively seek,

incorporate, or otherwise respond to the views of its
stakeholders.

I Credible, effective public involvement processes are routinely

incorporated into the Department's daily program operations and

long-term planning activities, at headquarters and in our
laboratories, facilities, and field offices, with every employee

sharing responsibility to practice and improve public involvement.

II. A clearly defined, coherent internal decision-making process with

known access points for public involvement is routinely followed.

III. The public is informed about and empowered to participate in

Departmental decision-making.


