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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The public involvement process for the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project and the Newark Bay Study began with a series of community interviews conducted by the partner agencies of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); New Jersey Department of Transportation – Office of Marine Resources (NJDOT-OMR); and New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP). These interviews focused on the major project elements of clean up, restoration and natural resources as they relate to both bodies of water, and also covered various communications and public outreach issues. 

It is important to note that this public involvement process builds off of the previous efforts at the Diamond Alkali Superfund site in Newark, and that the Lower Passaic Project is an expansion of the original six-mile site, to include the 17-mile stretch of the lower Passaic (from the Dundee Dam) to Newark Bay.
Public input received during the interviews will form the basis for a program of public involvement for the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project and the Newark Bay Study, and is an integral component to the development of the Community Involvement Plan.  Over 50 individuals were interviewed at a variety of locations from Monmouth to Bergen Counties, and a variety of “common threads” emerged from the interviews, highlighting issues of concern such as: human health, fish advisories, environmental justice, watershed protection, sustainable development, and river access. 
Some of these threads were geographically specific. For instance, stakeholders from the more northern reaches of the river (Bloomfield, Clifton) evidenced concern about overdevelopment, watershed protection, and flooding. Stakeholders from the more southern reaches and nearer to Newark Bay voiced concerns about environmental justice, fish advisories, and the Diamond Alkali site. 
However, nearly all those interviewed were concerned about lack of public access to the river, the need to show the Passaic as a living river that presents unique recreational opportunities, and the need for educational outreach to local schools about the ecology of both Newark Bay and the lower Passaic River. Participants were also concerned that this study would be “one more study without end”, and indicated the need for some type of interim restorative action before the study is concluded.
Overall, public input strongly recommended a robust program of public involvement that intersects with existing programs and activities sponsored by watershed workgroups, municipal committees, and environmental, community, faith based, and business organizations. With the public input process, a dialogue between the community and the partner agencies has begun. The partner agencies are committed to the evolution and expansion of that dialogue throughout the life of the Passaic River Restoration Project and Newark Bay Study and in the decision-making process.
INTRODUCTION
Implementation of the public involvement process for the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project and the Newark Bay Study began in December 2004 with a series of community interviews that continued through February 2005.  The interviews were conducted by David Kluesner, Community Involvement Coordinator for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), with contractual assistance from Malcolm Pirnie, Inc.  In addition, representatives from the partner agencies: New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT); U.S Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), as well as technical project managers from USEPA often participated in the interview process.  The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), one of the partner agencies, participated in the interview process as well, giving their input as a stakeholder agency.
While some stakeholders were more focused on either Passaic River or Newark Bay, most had an interest and concern about both, and interview questions and discussions more often than not involved both bodies of water.  Because of their proximity and interrelationship, both the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project and Newark Bay Study were addressed in the community interview process and will be the subject of one comprehensive Community Involvement Plan.
All totaled, over 50 individuals were interviewed across a diversity of interests and geography at several different locations from Keyport to Clifton, New Jersey to New York City. Many of the stakeholders are members of organizations with an interest in the environment, local economy, environmental justice, fishing and recreation, and land preservation and sustainable development. Many “common threads” regarding the Passaic River and Newark Bay were found among the stakeholders’ concerns and interests, and are reflected in this summary according to subject matter.  In addition, suggestions and contacts for communicating with the public gathered during the interviews are reflected.
Purpose of Community Interviews
Community interviews are conducted as part of the Superfund process, and it is recommended that they take place as early in the site investigation and cleanup process as possible. The interviews are conducted to ensure that those individuals and communities impacted by a Superfund site are involved in the decision-making process throughout the life of the project. The interviews also assist in identifying key stakeholders, areas of public concern, and communication tools suited to particular community and stakeholder sensitivities. While the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project is not solely a Superfund project, all of the partner agencies have made community involvement a high priority in the joint Superfund-Water Resources Development Act project.  

Prior to conducting the interviews for Lower Passaic River Restoration Project/Newark Bay Study, the partner agencies developed an initial list of stakeholders to interview from review of historical records on the Diamond Alkali site and other project-related sources of stakeholder  information.   
The interviewee list grew to include organizations and individuals recommended by initial contactees. By networking with various groups, individuals, and media, a broad spectrum of stakeholders emerged, representing a variety of constituencies and interests. Their engagement in the interview process not only ensured a diversity of viewpoints and concerns, but also grew into a communications network that assisted in publicizing the interview process itself, drawing in over 25 participants to a community interview drop-in session held on the morning of an impending blizzard.  The interview process is integral to successful communication and dialogue with the public throughout the Superfund process, and is a dynamic structure that must be revisited as the process develops and both the project and the public evolves and changes. 

The input obtained during this process will form the “blueprint” for a draft Community Involvement Plan for the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project and Newark Bay Study. The information will also be analyzed for “common threads” or issues that consistently emerged as areas of concern during the interviews. These “common threads’ will be highlighted in the Community Involvement Plan, and specific outreach tools and activities will be identified to address these particular issues and concerns.  

Structure of the Community Interview Report
The Community Interview Report is divided into two main sections: Areas of Interest and Concern and Public Participation and Communication. Areas identified as “common threads” indicate that this particular subject and viewpoint was heard many times from different stakeholders. On occasion, a quote from the interviews will be present, but will not be attributed to a particular source.
Appended to the main structure is a list of interviewed stakeholders along with interview locations, and the interview questions.

AREAS OF INTEREST AND CONCERN
Human Health and Quality of Life

Common Thread – Dispelling Myths 

EPA and partner agencies need to clearly state what the contaminants are in the Passaic River and in Newark Bay. There are many myths about what is and is not in the river. There needs to be a clear and concise explanation as to the nature of the contaminants and what their specific threat is to human health and the environment.

Many people think the river is completely dead and need to see that the Passaic River is alive and worth saving; others think that just putting a hand in the water will make you sick.

Those who use the Passaic River for recreation (boating, diving) need to know what their risks are.

How clean is clean? The public needs to know what cleanup standards will be used for both the Passaic River and Newark Bay.

There is a real concern in the immigrant community that municipal water is unsafe to drink. This myth must be dispelled and the real health risk of eating contaminated fish/shellfish needs to be brought front and center.

Common Thread – Fish & Shellfish Advisories and Public Health Concerns
Strong concerns were voiced about lack of knowledge and understanding of fish/shellfish advisories on both the Passaic and Newark Bay. These concerns are magnified with regard to immigrant and minority communities. Fishing/crabbing is part of many immigrant cultures, there is little understanding among these populations that the fish and crabs are unhealthy to eat. 

We heard from a number of folks about their concern over lack of signs in the Passaic River regarding fish advisories.
There is serious lack of trust of government in immigrant communities. Outreach into these areas must be conducted with great sensitivity and by networking with local organizations that are trusted. 
Information about health risks from eating locally caught fish and shellfish must be communicated strongly with a sense of urgency or the message will not be taken seriously.

When communicating health risks from fish/shellfish, a reasonable dietary alternative must be given or the communication will fall on deaf ears.

Common Thread – Environmental Justice

There is need for Spanish translation of outreach materials, but with many dialects of Spanish (Mexican, Dominican, Cuban, etc.), this must be handled delicately.  
EPA and partner agencies need to reach into the immigrant community via local meetings sponsored by community groups – important that a Spanish-speaking person gives the presentation and answers questions.

Conduct outreach among homeless populations – give out fish advisory information at homeless shelters and via faith-based organizations.

Many immigrants and minorities see the fishing advisories as a “scam” by developers and state agencies to rid the riverfront of poor people in an effort toward gentrification.

EPA must help to clear up confusion about disparities in shellfish advisories between New York and New Jersey.  EPA should work with both states to eliminate this disparity because this is a role that other organizations and institutions do not really have the power to achieve.

Need to frame environmental issues as “health issues” when dealing with immigrant/minority populations. 
Concerns voiced about homeless populations fishing/crabbing in areas of “container city” in Newark, near Minish Park, and near the Dundee Dam.

Open space issues are considered Environmental Justice issues in the Newark area, especially in the Ironbound, which shoulders a disproportionate share of polluting industries in Newark, and a history of residual contamination left in the wake of industries that have closed or left the area.
It was pointed out that unsafe construction and de-construction practices in the inner city take advantage of low income and minority communities.

The presence of so many homeless populations living in shipping containers in the “Container City” section of Newark poses a problem specific to these populations who may fish for sustenance from contaminated waters.
Common Thread – Diamond Alkali Site

Concerns that “Diamond Alkali site is nothing but a “tomb” for contaminants” – not really cleaned up.  There is also concern about the eventual reuse of the site – how clean is clean? What would the standards be for such reuse? 
Dioxin still a major threat to Newark Bay – how much of a contributor is what’s left of the Diamond Alkali site?

Past outreach on Diamond Alkali was too technical and loaded with too many unfulfilled promises – credibility issues. 

The cleanup of the site took too long. Concerns that contaminants from the site are still in Newark Bay. 
Public participation at the site was unfocused and interminable. The entire project went on too long. 

Concerns that other Superfund sites (both federal and state) along the Passaic River and Newark Bay impact the contamination of both bodies of water. Are these impacts part of the studies? If so, how? If not, why?

Important that PRPs (potentially responsible parties) acknowledge past mistakes that led to pollution of the river and bay. This is essential to public buy-in and trust of EPA. Stay away from adversarial situations.

“The legacy of the Diamond Alkali site to Newark Bay and the river is unforgivable.”

Common Thread – Quality of Life Issues 

A resounding theme heard during the interviews is “river access” or lack thereof. This issue came up at nearly every interview. The lack of public access to the Passaic River is seen by many stakeholders as more than just a physical barrier to the community. The lack of access helps to isolate the river and keep it from being “real” to nearby residents.

The lack of access adds to the lack of usability – with the exception of some rowing associations, and the skimmer boat from PVSC (Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission), there is little traffic on the river. 

Acquisition of riverside land is essential to providing public access to the river and Newark Bay, along with needed green space and park land. Issue of development of Minish Park is frequently heard. Concerns that with redevelopment the river will be completely frozen out of the community.

Ironbound community in Newark has many serious quality of life issues that center on contamination in the community. It is becoming difficult to site new schools due to contamination from old industrial sites.
 “New home owners in Ironbound are told by developers not to plant vegetable gardens in the soils around their homes due to contamination.”  

Partner with community-based organizations that are highly active in land development and environmental issues
Quality of life issues echo among suburban constituencies as well as urban. In the northern reaches of the Passaic River, there is great concern about overdevelopment and impacts to greenways, parks and the watershed. Concerns that overdevelopment is a contributor to an already serious flooding problem in the areas of the Second and Third Rivers.
Overall feeling that partner agencies need to network closely with municipalities along the river. Many watershed and Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) projects in the area. Need a coordinated effort to avoid duplication and waste. Partner agencies must communicate to the public that “the left hand knows what the right hand is doing.”

Nearly all stakeholders voiced a concern about lack of green spaces and the need for more open space and parks. Would like to see this as part of the restoration goal, along with the development of a river walkway.

Common Thread – River Use (Boating)
Serious concerns that the river is underutilized. That the river is seen as “dead and beyond redemption.”

“It’s only the Passaic, so why bother?”

River access or lack thereof is a common denominator among nearly all stakeholder interviews, acting as a psychological as well as a physical barrier between the river and the people.

River is used by rowing clubs; most members come from local high schools. Events on the river center on these organizations. Strong feelings by all stakeholders that people need to see the river as a living thing that is worth saving. Using the river for recreation would help this impression greatly. 

The river is often the focus of cleanup campaigns hosted by the Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission. The skimmer boat that is used by PVSC is a major player in these events that rely on participation by local schools. PVSC has a major outreach program that targets schools in the area focusing on river education.

Recreational usage of the river is often hindered by floating debris, although this situation has improved over the past few years.

“Difficult demographics along the river, along with the different character of the Passaic River as it flows south, create a problem in river characterization. Why do people want access to the river?”

“Partner agencies need to remember that ‘one size fits all’ community outreach will not work here.”

Common Thread –Recreational/Sport Fishing

Overall concerns about eating locally caught fish and shellfish (see section on Fish & Shellfish Advisories and Public Health Concerns)
Concerns by sport fishing community that dredging will stir up contaminants in Newark Bay – would like to see European type dredge technology used.
Suggestions that EPA sample fish in the general area – check with Rutgers on use of sonic tracking of stripers to better understand migration patterns.

Must be agreement between state fishing advisories.

Common Thread – Economic Development
Strong opinions were voiced regarding the development of the waterfront and the return of businesses to depressed areas. Observation by many stakeholders that since most businesses do not face the river, the river becomes unimportant. Many expressed hope that remediation will bring a focus on the river that leads to revitalization and appreciation of the river and its role in the community.

Another resounding theme is the subject of using project monies for community restoration and revitalization projects. Many stakeholders voiced their opinion that environmental studies are very expensive, and that the use of some project monies to finance local community projects would go a long way toward community support for remediation work, and increase agency credibility.

Development of a river walkway and parkland along the river would stimulate the economy.

City of Passaic has an Economic Development Zone – is beginning to see more interest by businesses in riverfront properties. Clean up could stimulate business along the river.

Concerns that if redevelopment happens too quickly before remediation, recontamination of properties will occur.  Important that the partner agencies learn how to dovetail remediation with development.
River restoration “will bring back the areas sense of history, and stimulate the local economy.”

Common Thread – Public Perception and Expectations

Nearly all stakeholders stated that government agencies have a credibility problem with the public, and also voiced the opinion that information provided by PRPs (potentially responsible parties) will be greeted with skepticism.

Partner agencies must clarify to the public who the players are, what are their jurisdictions and roles. Many people are confused by multiple government agencies involved – see it as “too many cooks in the broth”. Agency roles and interactions must be clearly defined.

Nearly all stakeholders voiced concerns that this will be “yet another, interminable study without end.”

Nearly all stakeholders communicated that some kind of interim action must be taken in the river or bay to demonstrate the intention to “get things done” and to show that the problems in the river are not insurmountable.
Concerns regarding the project timeline came up consistently. Stakeholders urged partner agencies to put out a realistic timeline for the site investigation and cleanup work, with project milestones clearly delineated. Also, need to be clear and honest if delays in the project arise.

Large segment of stakeholders evinced concern that “how much data is enough?” Feels partner agencies should do something now with data in hand. Sees constant quest for data as “self-serving science.”

Partner agencies must communicate realistic scenarios about cleanup actions and goals. “Is it truly realistic to believe that the Passaic will ever be fishable and swimmable?”

Public perception is that agencies drag their feet on these projects. Want to see something different from “the usual EPA project.”

Agencies must keep things moving or public interest and support will decline or never develop. Public is tired of unending studies, wants to see action.

Partner agencies must be fluent on local zoning and development issues and regulations.

Partner agencies must be up front about the mechanics of remediation – dredging will necessitate treatment – a treatment facility may be necessary – public must be made aware of this from the beginning – recruit the public in finding a suitable site.

There are concerns and mistrust regarding interim remediation measures that may involve consolidating contaminants in one area on a permanent basis, as well as additional concerns about process, cost, and the time required to implement interim consolidation measures. 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND COMMUNICATION
Common Thread - Public Education 
Most stakeholders indicated that partner agencies must develop a strong program of public education about the Passaic River and Newark Bay as part of community involvement. They suggested outreach to local schools and municipalities, partnering with existing environmental and educational programs, and holding special events to bring the public to the river itself. 

Partner agencies should work closely with the academic institutions in the area such as Montclair State University, Bloomfield College, Rutgers, Felician College to gain support and credibility for and assist with communicating the messages to the public on the project’s scientific findings and technical reports.
Network with local fishing clubs and organizations.

Partner agencies needs to reach out to the community in a way that provides some fun and “entertainment” – long drawn-out public meetings do not work – people become bored and drop out. 

Urgency in communicating the dangers of eating locally caught fish and shellfish. EPA should work closely with NJDEP, the Crab Project, Future City, Green Faith, and IACO in making this a priority.

Common Thread – Communication Tools and Methods

Partner agencies should develop an easy to read pamphlet or brochure about the Passaic River and Newark Bay – distribute via local schools, libraries, business, civic and environmental organizations.
Provide Spanish translation for outreach materials.  Public input on this issue indicates that translation into languages other than Spanish is not necessary, since other ethnic and immigrant groups seem to have a working knowledge of English. However, due to various dialects of Spanish among various Hispanic populations, it is necessary to find a “common ground” form of Spanish that is palatable and understandable to all Spanish-speakers.
Discuss the project in terms of installments; don’t let the project appear static.

Use the Internet to provide information and project updates – develop a list serve. Tap into the list serves of other organizations (NJDEP, Jersey Coast Anglers, etc.).

Provide project information and meeting announcements in newsletters and websites from organizations.  
Keep public meetings informal and to the point. Long drawn-out presentations lose people. Keep lots of time for Q&A.  And don’t just have meeting after meeting; provide information in different formats to keep relationships alive, and keep people coming back…otherwise fatigue will set in.
Create a Power Point slide show on the project that can be run on web sites. 

Email/Internet are not good tools for communicating health issues among many low-income and minority communities

Email/Internet are effective in presenting and sharing technical reports, site documents, etc. to technically-oriented individuals and most organizations 

Make meeting presentations available prior to public forums. Announce the availability of the presentation to the public, so that they can become familiar with the issues before attending the meeting.

Make meeting presentations and materials available to public on CDs – give them out at meetings. 

Make the project website fun. Create maps where people can click on to get information about the river and the project. Create maps where people can see what contaminant levels were in the past, and what they are today. Create maps that are relevant to where people live.

Hold public meetings at night – or have double sessions – one in the afternoon, one in the evening.

In urban areas such as Passaic and Newark, many people hold down two jobs, making evening meetings inconvenient – hold meetings in these areas on a Saturday.
Develop a project newsletter.

Develop a “speaker’s bureau” – speak at local organizations such as Rotary Clubs, Lions, Kiwanis, Garden Clubs, League of Women Voters, etc.

Create a Community Advisory Group (CAG) – break CAG into two workgroups – one involved in remediation, one in restoration.

Need to generate “buzz” around the project. Hold a press event that has good visuals, interests the media and public.

Partner agencies should participate in boat shows, sports exhibitions, river festivals, cultural festivals.

Network with local sports and fishing writers. Use cable TV shows. Local papers more effective in getting word to communities than larger publications.

Conduct focus groups and workshops, such as decontamination technology workshops.

Work with health care providers and provide them materials to disseminate to their constituents regarding fish/shellfish consumption issues.

When delivering heath issue messages in immigrant communities, use people and pictures which “look like” them….

Use local individuals, leaders, community groups to stand with partner agencies and deliver the message about the project. 

 APPENDIX 1

Stakeholders List 
Following is a list of stakeholders interviewed from December 2004 to February 2005:

December 9, 2004, Toms River, Keyport, Sandy Hook, NJ

Tom Fote - Jersey Coast Anglers

Debbie Mans, Andy Wilner - NY/NJ Baykeeper

Jennifer Samson, Cindy Zipf - Clean Ocean Action

December 14, 2004 – Offices of Passaic River Coalition

Ella Filippone - Passaic River Coalition

December 14, 2004 – Ironbound Community Corporation Offices, Newark, NJ

Kirk Barrett - Passaic River Institute, Montclair State University

Bob DeVita - Passaic Valley Sewerage Commissioners

Steve Weisner - Greening Program, Greater Newark Conservancy

Bill Sheehan - Hackensack Riverkeeper

Carol Johnston - Ironbound Community Corp.

Jonathan Jaffe, Jaffe Communications, Inc.

December 15, 2004 – Natural Resources Defense Council Offices, NYC, NY

Brad Sewell, Larry Levine - Natural Resources Defense Council

Dennis Suszkowski, Jim Lodge - Hudson River Foundation

January 22, 2005 – Rutherford Public Library, Rutherford, NJ

Most stakeholders interviewed at this session are private citizens, only names and home towns are listed. This was advertised as an “Open Community Drop-In Session”. The day of the event a blizzard struck the NY/NJ metropolitan area. The session was ended at 2 p.m. due to inclement weather and the library’s imminent closure. 

Resident, Rutherford, NJ

Resident, Hoboken, NJ

Resident, Rutherford, NJ

Resident, Rutherford, NJ

Resident, Rutherford, NJ

Resident, Fort Hancock, NJ

Resident, Clifton, NJ

Resident, Lyndhurst, NJ

Resident, Montclair, NJ

Resident, Farwood, NJ

Resident, New Brunswick, NJ

Resident, Kearny, NJ

Debbie Mans, NY/NJ Baykeeper, Keyport, NJ

Michel Cuillerier, Sierra Club, West Orange, NJ

Paul Russo, WMA4, Bloomfield, NJ

Resident, Lyndhurst, NJ

Resident, Lyndhurst, NJ

Cathe Morrow, Hackensack River Keeper, Rutherford, NJ

Resident, Rutherford, NJ

Resident, Rutherford, NJ

January 27, 2005, NJDEP Offices, Trenton, NJ

Joe Seebode - NJDEP – SRWM

Michele Bakacs - NJDEP – DWM

Janine MacGregor - NJDEP-SRWM

Stephen Keyhayes - NJDEP – Brownfields

Judy Shaw - NJDEP-Community Relations

February 7, 2005 – Clifton Public Library, Clifton, NJ

Mary Shaughnessy - Bloomfield Third Riverbank Assoc.
Glenn Carter - Planning Director, City of Passaic, Enterprise Zone

Mario Tucci - Passaic River Rowing Assoc.
Brian Intivola - Passaic River Rowing Assoc.
Mike Naughton - Passaic River Rowing Assoc.
Sondra Barguero - Immigration & American Citizenship Organization (IACO)

Anita Ghanooni - Immigration & American Citizenship Organization (IACO)

Cara Monkowski - WMA4 Watershed Ambassador

February 9, 2005 –Telephone interview

Rev. Fletcher Harper - Green Faith

February 11, 2005 – Telephone interview

Abby Fair - Association of New Jersey Environmental Commissioners

February 17, 2005 – USEPA offices, 290 Broadway, NY, NY

Michele McBean, Executive Director, Future City

APPENDIX 2
Community Interview Questions 
Lower Passaic River Restoration Project & Newark Bay Study
1. Are you aware of any environmental cleanup or restoration efforts on the Lower Passaic River and Newark Bay?


-
If yes, do you know of any federal or state agencies involved in these efforts and their roles and how they coordinate with each other?  For example:




- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) – Region II and HQ




- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 




- N.J. Department of Transportation (NJDOT)




- N.J. Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)


-
If aware of the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project:  Do you know about the natural resource damage assessment and its role in the project?


-
If aware of the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project:  Are you aware of the major activities and schedule associated with the project?


-
What areas of the Lower Passaic River and Newark Bay would benefit the most from restoration and cleanup?      

2. Are you familiar with the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site?  If yes, please summarize your knowledge.



-
In the past, have you received any information regarding the site?



-
Are there aspects of past public participation that worked well?


-
What were its weaknesses or which aspects of past public participation should be changed in the future?

3. IF APPLICABLE: Has your group/organization ever conducted research on the Passaic River?  If yes, please explain.


-
Have statistical data/findings been made available to any state or federal 




agencies?  If yes, please explain.  If no, could this information be made 




available in the future?
4. Do you have specific concerns, information or ideas regarding the Newark Bay Study or the Lower Passaic River restoration project?  If yes, please explain.


-
Is there a particular human health or environmental issue that is most important to you?  i.e., water quality, contaminated sediments, fish and shellfish consumption advisories, wetlands, degraded ecological habitats


-
Are you aware of future economic development plans along the Lower Passaic River or around Newark Bay?



-
How do you feel about?  





- environmental dredging?





- capping of contaminated sediments?





- monitored natural recovery?

5. How do you think federal and state agencies should inform the general public about environmental issues like the Newark Bay Study or the Lower Passaic River restoration project?


-
In your opinion, what strategies/tactics are effective to inform the general public?


-
What strategies/tactics seem ineffective or stand in the way of progress?


-
Are there local TV/radio talk shows EPA could use?  Are there any existing local government councils, civic, or property owners associations with which we can partner with in our outreach and involvement efforts?  If so, which do you recommend?


-
Do you want more information about the Newark Bay Study or Lower Passaic River project?  If yes, on what do you want the most information?    



-
Do you know where to get project documents?



-
Do you know who to contact to ask questions or provide comments?


-
What sources of information about the project do you/would you rely on the most?  Are EPA, the Corps, and New Jersey viewed as a credible, trustworthy source of information?


-
Which type of meeting format do you think is most productive – “formal” public meetings, or “informal” information sessions?


-
Are there interests or organizations or individuals whom you feel are most critical to include in the decision-making process?

6. In your opinion, does your local community understand the scientific information it is receiving about the Lower Passaic River restoration project?  


-
Does the local community have access to information sources (in particular, the Internet)?


-
Are you aware of communities along the Lower Passaic River or Newark Bay that speak a language other than English and for whom translation of materials may be needed?


-
Are you aware of homeless populations that live along and/or use the river?


-
What types of technical assistance is most needed to understand the various studies involved in the project?  

7. In your opinion, what role (if any) should the general public play in the cleanup and restoration process?

8. How do you typically receive information about your community (e.g. word of mouth, local newspapers, local radio stations, etc.)?

9. Do you have any suggestions for places to hold meetings?

10.  Is there anything else you would like to tell us regarding public participation for this project?  Do you have any questions or concerns?  
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