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Do the following categories adequately provide for the types of benefits that you would like
to see in a community benefit agreement?

facility implements measures at its facility to avoid contributing to stressors
facility implements measures at its facility to minimize contributions to stressors
facility implements measures in the community to reduce stressors to which the
facility will contribute
facility implements measures in the community to reduce stressors to which the
facility will not contribute 
facility implements measures to provide a net environmental benefit

 
While these categories provide a basic framework, they need significant strengthening to
ensure meaningful protection of environmental justice areas. Here's my detailed feedback:
<br>Fundamental Gaps in Current Categories: <br> <br>Community Empowerment &
Governance <br> <br> <br>Add requirements for community oversight committees with
decision-making power <br>Require regular community audits of compliance <br>Mandate
transparent reporting accessible to community members <br>Include funding for
independent community-based monitoring <br>Require binding dispute resolution
processes <br> <br> <br>Long-term Accountability <br> <br> <br>Need specific,
measurable targets for each category <br>Require regular reassessment of benefits (e.g.,
every 3-5 years) <br>Include penalties for non-compliance <br>Add requirements for
third-party verification <br>Include succession clauses if facility ownership changes <br>
<br> <br>Economic Justice Components <br> <br> <br>Add local hiring requirements
with specific targets <br>Include job training programs for affected communities
<br>Require living wage commitments <br>Include local business contracting
requirements <br>Add community ownership or profit-sharing options <br> <br>
<br>Health Protection Enhancements <br> <br> <br>Require health monitoring programs
<br>Include emergency response protocols <br>Add funding for community health services
<br>Require regular health impact assessments <br>Include specific protection for
vulnerable populations (children, elderly, etc.) <br> <br>Suggested Additional Categories:
<br> <br>"Preventative Planning and Early Warning" <br> <br> <br>Required emergency
response plans <br>Early warning systems for pollution events <br>Community
notification protocols <br>Prevention-focused maintenance requirements <br>Regular
technology upgrades for pollution control <br> <br> <br>"Community Capacity Building"
<br> <br> <br>Technical training for community members <br>Environmental monitoring
education <br>Grant writing assistance <br>Legal support funding <br>Professional
development opportunities <br> <br> <br>"Environmental Enhancement" <br> <br>
<br>Green infrastructure requirements <br>Habitat restoration projects <br>Urban forestry



programs <br>Clean energy investments <br>Water quality improvements <br> <br>
<br>"Quality of Life Protection" <br> <br> <br>Noise reduction requirements <br>Traffic
management plans <br>Odor control measures <br>Visual impact mitigation <br>Public
space improvements <br> <br>Strengthening Existing Categories: <br>For "facility
implements measures at its facility to avoid contributing to stressors": <br> <br>Add
requirement for best available technology <br>Include preventative maintenance schedules
<br>Require regular technology assessments <br>Add specific emission reduction targets
<br>Include worker safety requirements <br> <br>For "facility implements measures at its
facility to minimize contributions to stressors": <br> <br>Add quantifiable reduction targets
<br>Include timeline requirements <br>Require regular effectiveness assessments <br>Add
adaptive management provisions <br>Include contingency measures <br> <br>For "facility
implements measures in the community to reduce stressors": <br> <br>Add
community-directed funding requirements <br>Include multiple benefit requirements
<br>Require long-term maintenance commitments <br>Add performance metrics
<br>Include community oversight provisions <br> <br>For "net environmental benefit":
<br> <br>Define specific metrics for "net benefit" <br>Require benefits to exceed impacts
by meaningful margin <br>Include temporal considerations <br>Add geographical
considerations <br>Require regular reassessment <br> <br>Implementation
Recommendations: <br> <br>Legal Framework <br> <br> <br>Make agreements legally
binding <br>Include enforcement mechanisms <br>Add clear violation consequences
<br>Include renewal requirements <br>Add modification procedures <br> <br>
<br>Monitoring and Verification <br> <br> <br>Require independent monitoring
<br>Include community-based monitoring <br>Add regular public reporting <br>Include
verification protocols <br>Require transparency in data sharing <br> <br> <br>Financial
Assurance <br> <br> <br>Require adequate funding mechanisms <br>Include long-term
maintenance funding <br>Add community project funding <br>Include emergency
response funding <br>Require financial guarantees <br> <br>These enhancements would
create a more robust framework that better protects environmental justice communities
while ensuring meaningful, lasting benefits. The key is moving beyond voluntary measures
to create binding, enforceable commitments with clear community oversight and control.
<br>The framework should explicitly prioritize prevention over mitigation, and ensure that
benefits are permanent, measurable, and controlled by the affected community. This
approach would better fulfill the law's intent to protect environmental justice areas while
creating meaningful community benefits.
 

The MPCA is considering prioritizing the following categories (the same categories from
the previous question) based on their ability to offset environmental and public health
stressors in a community. Would you support this approach? 

facility implements measures at its facility to avoid contributing to stressors
facility implements measures at its facility to minimize contributions to stressors
facility implements measures in the community to reduce stressors to which the
facility will contribute



facility implements measures in the community to reduce stressors to which the
facility will not contribute 
facility implements measures to provide a net environmental benefit

 
While prioritization is important, the current framework needs significant strengthening to
effectively offset environmental and public health stressors. Here's my recommendations:
<br>Fundamental Issues with Current Prioritization: <br> <br>Prevention vs. Mitigation
Hierarchy <br>The current structure doesn't clearly establish that preventing new stressors
should take absolute priority over mitigating existing ones. I recommend: <br> <br>
<br>Make "avoid contributing to stressors" a mandatory baseline requirement <br>Only
allow "minimize contributions" when complete avoidance is technically impossible
<br>Require detailed justification when moving from avoidance to minimization
<br>Include specific thresholds that trigger mandatory avoidance measures <br> <br>
<br>Community Control and Decision-Making <br>The prioritization framework doesn't
adequately center community voice in determining priorities. Suggestions: <br> <br>
<br>Require community input in determining which measures take priority <br>Create
community oversight committees with authority to influence prioritization <br>Include
mechanisms for communities to adjust priorities based on changing conditions <br>Mandate
regular community reassessment of priorities <br> <br> <br>Cumulative Impact
Considerations <br>The current categories don't explicitly address how priorities might
shift based on existing cumulative burdens: <br> <br> <br>Higher standards should apply
in areas with existing high cumulative impacts <br>Stricter avoidance requirements in
overburdened communities <br>More aggressive reduction targets in areas with multiple
stressors <br>Enhanced monitoring requirements in high-impact areas <br>
<br>Alternative Prioritization Framework: <br>Tier 1: Mandatory Requirements (Must be
met before considering other measures) <br> <br>Complete avoidance of new stressors
where technically feasible <br>Implementation of best available control technology
<br>Emergency prevention and response systems <br>Community monitoring and
reporting systems <br> <br>Tier 2: High Priority Measures <br> <br>Reduction of existing
facility contributions to stressors <br>Direct mitigation of facility impacts
<br>Implementation of early warning systems <br>Worker and community safety measures
<br> <br>Tier 3: Supplementary Measures <br> <br>Community-wide stressor reduction
<br>Indirect impact mitigation <br>Quality of life improvements <br>Capacity building
programs <br> <br>Tier 4: Enhancement Measures <br> <br>Net environmental benefits
<br>Community development projects <br>Environmental improvement initiatives
<br>Long-term sustainability measures <br> <br>Implementation Recommendations: <br>
<br>Quantitative Framework <br> <br> <br>Develop specific metrics for each priority
level <br>Create scoring system for evaluating measures <br>Establish minimum
thresholds for each tier <br>Include regular performance assessment <br> <br>
<br>Community-Based Adjustments <br> <br> <br>Allow communities to modify
priorities based on local needs <br>Include mechanisms for emergency reprioritization
<br>Create flexible response systems <br>Enable adaptive management <br> <br>
<br>Accountability Measures <br> <br> <br>Regular progress reporting requirements



<br>Independent verification of outcomes <br>Community oversight of implementation
<br>Consequences for non-compliance <br> <br> <br>Long-term Considerations <br>
<br> <br>Evaluate effectiveness over time <br>Consider future climate impacts
<br>Address changing community needs <br>Include succession planning <br>
<br>Specific Enhancement Recommendations: <br> <br>For Avoidance Measures: <br>
<br> <br>Require consideration of alternative technologies <br>Include future projection
analysis <br>Mandate prevention-focused maintenance <br>Require regular technology
updates <br> <br> <br>For Minimization Measures: <br> <br> <br>Set specific reduction
targets <br>Include timeline requirements <br>Require effectiveness monitoring
<br>Include adaptation strategies <br> <br> <br>For Community Measures: <br> <br>
<br>Prioritize direct community benefits <br>Include multiple benefit requirements
<br>Require long-term maintenance <br>Include community oversight <br> <br> <br>For
Net Benefit Measures: <br> <br> <br>Define specific benefit metrics <br>Require benefits
to exceed impacts <br>Include temporal considerations <br>Add geographical requirements
<br> <br>This enhanced prioritization framework would better serve environmental justice
communities by: <br> <br>Ensuring prevention takes precedence over mitigation
<br>Giving communities more control over priorities <br>Addressing cumulative impacts
more effectively <br>Creating clearer accountability measures <br>Providing more
comprehensive protection <br> <br>The key is to move beyond a simple hierarchy to create
a more nuanced, community-centered approach that ensures meaningful protection while
allowing for local adaptation and control.
 

Who should represent communities in a community benefit agreement? 
 
Current Framework Gaps: <br> <br>Community Selection Process Needs Enhancement
<br> <br> <br>While Detroit's NAC model provides a starting point, it needs strengthening
for Minnesota's context <br>Nine members may not be sufficient for larger impacted areas
<br>The selection process should be more community-driven <br> <br>Recommended
Framework: <br> <br>Representation Structure <br> <br> <br>Create tiered
representation: <br> <br>Core Community Committee (resident-majority) <br>Technical
Advisory Group (experts/advocates) <br>Youth Representatives (ensure future generations'
voice) <br>Elder Representatives (historical knowledge) <br>Health Professionals from the
community <br>Local Business Representatives <br> <br> <br> <br> <br>Selection
Process Requirements <br> <br> <br>Minimum 51% of representatives must be current
residents <br>Prioritize representation from: <br> <br>Long-term residents (10+ years)
<br>Vulnerable populations (elderly, children, health-compromised) <br>Different
linguistic communities <br>Indigenous community members when near tribal lands
<br>Public housing residents <br>Renters and homeowners <br> <br> <br> <br>
<br>Support Mechanisms (Critical for Meaningful Participation) <br> <br> <br>Paid
positions (not voluntary) <br>Childcare provision <br>Transportation assistance
<br>Translation services <br>Technical training support <br>Meeting scheduling that
accommodates working schedules <br>Funding for independent technical expertise
<br>Administrative support <br> <br> <br>Accountability Measures <br> <br> <br>Term
limits to ensure fresh perspectives <br>Conflict of interest disclosures <br>Regular



community reporting requirements <br>Clear removal/replacement procedures
<br>Attendance requirements with flexibility for working members <br> <br>
<br>Capacity Building <br> <br> <br>Mandatory environmental justice training
<br>Technical expertise development <br>Legal rights education <br>Monitoring and
enforcement training <br>Data interpretation skills <br> <br> <br>Power Distribution <br>
<br> <br>Voting rights on key decisions <br>Veto power over certain aspects <br>Direct
access to MPCA leadership <br>Authority to call emergency meetings <br>Power to
request additional studies/information <br> <br>Specific Process Recommendations: <br>
<br>Selection Method <br> <br> <br>Open nomination process <br>Community voting
for at least 60% of positions <br>Transparent selection criteria <br>Public
interviews/presentations of candidates <br>Community ratification of final selection <br>
<br> <br>Operational Requirements <br> <br> <br>Regular meeting schedule <br>Public
meetings requirement <br>Documentation requirements <br>Communication protocols
<br>Decision-making processes <br> <br> <br>Resources and Support <br> <br>
<br>Independent budget <br>Access to technical experts <br>Legal support
<br>Communication support <br>Research capabilities <br> <br> <br>Integration with
Existing Structures <br> <br> <br>Clear relationship with tribal governments
<br>Connection to local government <br>Integration with existing community groups
<br>Coordination with health departments <br>Links to environmental monitoring systems
<br> <br>Key Principles to Add: <br> <br>Representation Justice <br> <br> <br>Ensure
historically excluded groups have voice <br>Balance power dynamics <br>Address
language barriers <br>Consider generational perspectives <br>Include disability access
<br> <br> <br>Process Justice <br> <br> <br>Transparent decision-making
<br>Accessible meetings <br>Funded participation <br>Clear grievance procedures
<br>Regular evaluation <br> <br> <br>Recognition Justice <br> <br> <br>Acknowledge
historical context <br>Respect cultural differences <br>Value local knowledge
<br>Consider traditional practices <br>Honor community expertise <br> <br>
<br>Distributive Justice <br> <br> <br>Fair distribution of benefits <br>Equitable burden
sharing <br>Resource allocation <br>Impact consideration <br>Benefit assessment <br>
<br>These enhancements would create a more robust and equitable representation
framework that ensures meaningful community participation in the CBA process while
addressing power imbalances and resource constraints that often limit effective community
engagement.
 

What methods should be required for holding public meetings? What information is most
important to include in a public meeting notice? 
 
Here's my feedback on public meeting requirements and notices to ensure meaningful
community engagement: <br> <br>Public Meeting Methods - Required Elements: <br>
<br>1. Meeting Format Requirements <br>- Multiple format options: <br> * In-person as
primary format <br> * Hybrid options (in-person + virtual) always available <br> *
Multiple meeting times (day/evening/weekend) <br> * Recording and live-streaming
required <br> * Call-in options for those without internet <br> <br>2. Accessibility
Requirements <br>- Location considerations: <br> * Within walking distance of affected



community <br> * Near public transportation <br> * ADA accessible facilities <br> *
Familiar community spaces (libraries, community centers) <br> * Adequate space for
expected turnout <br> * Safe, well-lit areas <br> <br>3. Support Services (Mandatory)
<br>- Language: <br> * Professional interpreters for community languages <br> *
Real-time translation of presentations <br> * Translated materials available beforehand
<br>- Childcare: <br> * Licensed childcare providers <br> * Age-appropriate activities
<br> * Safe, separate space <br>- Food/Refreshments: <br> * Culturally appropriate
options <br> * Consideration of dietary restrictions <br> * Meals for longer meetings <br>-
Transportation: <br> * Transit passes or reimbursement <br> * Shuttle service from key
locations <br> * Parking reimbursement <br> <br>4. Meeting Structure <br>- Clear agenda
with time allocations <br>- Independent, trained facilitator required <br>- Multiple
comment formats: <br> * Verbal testimony <br> * Written comments <br> * Anonymous
submission options <br> * Small group discussions <br>- Technical experts available for
questions <br>- Comment period at beginning and end <br>- Break-out sessions for detailed
discussions <br> <br>Public Meeting Notice - Essential Information: <br> <br>1. Basic
Logistics (Must Include) <br>- Date, time, duration <br>- Primary location details: <br> *
Full address <br> * Room/space specifics <br> * Parking information <br> * Public transit
access <br>- Virtual access information <br>- Multiple meeting dates/times if applicable
<br> <br>2. Project Information <br>- Clear, non-technical project description <br>-
Facility location with map <br>- Type of permit being sought <br>- Expected
environmental impacts <br>- Specific pollutants/stressors involved <br>- Timeline of
project <br>- Changes from current operations (if existing facility) <br> <br>3.
Environmental Justice Context <br>- Clear explanation of why area qualifies as
environmental justice area <br>- Demographic data <br>- Current environmental stressors
<br>- Health context <br>- Historical context of area <br>- Cumulative impact
considerations <br> <br>4. Participation Information <br>- How to register (if required)
<br>- Comment submission methods <br>- Timeline for comments <br>- How comments
will be used <br>- Rights of community members <br>- Contact information for questions
<br> <br>5. Available Resources <br>- List of available accommodations <br>- How to
request accommodations <br>- Availability of: <br> * Childcare <br> * Transportation
assistance <br> * Language services <br> * Food/refreshments <br> * Technical assistance
<br> <br>6. Access to Information <br>- Where to find project documents <br>- Links to
online resources <br>- Contact information for: <br> * Facility representatives <br> *
MPCA staff <br> * Technical experts <br> * Community liaisons <br>- How to request
additional information <br> <br>7. Follow-up Process <br>- How meeting will be
documented <br>- Where to find meeting summary <br>- Next steps in process <br>-
Future meeting dates <br>- How to stay involved <br>- Appeal/complaint process <br>
<br>Distribution Requirements: <br> <br>1. Required Methods <br>- Multiple local
newspapers <br>- Non-English publications <br>- Community newsletters <br>- Social
media platforms <br>- Email lists <br>- Text message alerts <br>- Physical postings in
community spaces <br>- Direct mail to affected areas <br>- Door-to-door outreach in most
impacted areas <br> <br>2. Timing Requirements <br>- Minimum 30 days notice <br>-
Multiple notice periods <br>- Reminder notices <br>- Follow-up confirmations <br>-
Updates for any changes <br> <br>3. Documentation Requirements <br>- Proof of all
notification methods <br>- Language accessibility verification <br>- Distribution area maps



<br>- Contact lists <br>- Response tracking <br>- Outreach effectiveness metrics <br>
<br>These enhanced requirements would ensure more effective community engagement
and meaningful participation in the public meeting process, particularly for environmental
justice communities.
 

What methods should be required for taking public comments and communicating back
what was heard? 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on MPCA's public comment procedures.
Given the concerns about transparency and accountability in how public feedback is
currently being handled, I'd like to propose several critical enhancements to ensure
meaningful community participation and clear incorporation of public input in
decision-making. <br> <br>First and foremost, MPCA needs to establish a robust,
multi-channel system for collecting public comments that goes beyond traditional written
submissions. While maintaining options for verbal testimony at meetings and written
comments, MPCA should implement an accessible online portal, establish a voice message
hotline, and create community-based collection points. Critically, all these channels must
accommodate multiple languages and provide anonymous submission options when needed.
Each comment should receive a unique tracking number, allowing community members to
follow their input through the process. <br> <br>The current lack of transparency about
how comments influence decisions is deeply concerning. I strongly recommend
implementing a public dashboard that shows real-time status of comments received, their
categorization, and most importantly, how they are being incorporated into decisions. This
dashboard should clearly document the weight given to different types of comments, with
particular attention to those from directly impacted residents and those raising health and
cumulative impact concerns. <br> <br>MPCA should be required to provide individual
responses to each commenter, explaining specifically how their input was considered and
what changes were made as a result. When comments aren't incorporated, MPCA must
provide clear, detailed justification for why. This response system should include specific
timelines for implementation of any changes and a clear appeals process if commenters
disagree with how their input was handled. <br> <br>To ensure accountability, I
recommend establishing an independent community oversight committee to audit comment
handling and review response adequacy. This committee should have the authority to
require additional action if responses are inadequate. Regular public meetings should be
held to discuss how comments are being incorporated, with MPCA staff required to explain
their decision-making process in person to the community. <br> <br>The current system
appears to lack clear enforcement mechanisms. I recommend implementing specific
penalties for inadequate response to public comments and requiring remediation measures
when community input isn't properly considered. Regular audits should verify that promised
changes are actually being implemented. <br> <br>To address immediate concerns about
current practices, MPCA should conduct a full audit of how feedback has been handled in
the rulemaking process thus far. This should include a public report detailing how
community input has influenced decisions to date and what changes will be made to
improve the process going forward. <br> <br>Most importantly, MPCA needs to shift its



fundamental approach to public comments from a procedural requirement to a vital source
of community expertise and lived experience. This means giving substantial weight to
community input, particularly from environmental justice areas, and creating clear
documentation of how this input shapes decisions. <br> <br>I strongly believe
implementing these changes would help rebuild trust between MPCA and affected
communities while ensuring that public participation becomes a meaningful part of the
decision-making process rather than just a bureaucratic exercise. The success of the
environmental justice law depends on genuine community engagement and transparent
incorporation of public input.
 


