Fairness in Sediment Remediation: Who bears the costs? Who reaps the benefits?
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What is sustainability’? Remediation is not a sustainable practice Why is sustainability evaluation important? Why now? How we decide what is sustainable depends on the questions

. . . k, and th d | [
» We remediate sediment, soil, groundwater to +National Research Council (NRC) has advised EPA to enhance role of Wwe asi, and the measures and scales we apply

Sustainability: “to create and maintain conditions, under which humans and nature address past, unsustainable practices stakeholder-focused sustainability in decision making (2014) To support sustainability in decision-making one must ask:*

o ) : s . . ~ Consideration of impacts of remediation
can exist in productive harmony, that permit fulfilling the social, economic, and other L R : " f : L
requirements of present and future generations.” Executive Order No. 13514, 2009 ~ Stakeholder communications *What attributes or conditions does the decision aim to sustain;

“*Executive Orders (2003-15), Executive Memo on Ecosystem Services ~ Objectives/criteria/indicators

All active remediation results in (desirable
and undesirable) environmental, economic

Social-Environmental ' Environmental-Economic

(air water, land, waste)

Sustainable remediation: et Exchommetd ™\ eyl & social impacts on the environment and (2015) have provided basis to advance sustainability in the context of <Who is affected by actions (risks and benefits):
the practice of demonstrating, in Localy & Gibaly _— "\ ] et o s community stakeholder impacts

terms of environmental, economic ) i i . .
and social indicators, that the benefit  Given the uncertainty inherent in remedial

of undertaking remediation is greater activities, sometimes we are addressing how

than fts impact, and that the optimum e IR to balance certain harm against
remediation solution is selected A
through the use of a balanced

decision-making process (Sustainable
Remediation Forum-United Kingdom)

< Superfund Task Force (2017) is focusing on redevelopment & community ’lmpaCtS/met_”CS _ _ _ _
revitalization and engaging stakeholders “*For what period of time will actions convey benefits;

“*Alternative land re-uses and remedial approaches will impact stakeholder ~Scope/context

groups differently o
~ Sustainability assessment provides a framework for assessing, communicating and «At what cost?

negotiating these trade-offs in a rigorous but accessible manner ~ Cost-benefit/cost-effectiveness

_ _ _ _ ~ Regulatory, environmental, economic and social tools assess alternative impacts _ _
achieve the maximum environmental benefit from complimentary viewpoints “*Who answers the first four questions?

Su RF@ m e om o 2002 EO?Z"‘E‘? | with the minimum undesirable impact? ~ Stakeholders/decision makers

University of Michigan :
Worker's
SUSTAINABLE REMEDIATION FORUM UK Sustainability Assessment Rights
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* The challenge is optimization — how does one

*Apitz (2018) Considering the Values Stakeholders Wish to Sustain in Decision Making. Integrated Environmental Assessment and Management. 14:670-671.

ASTM: Consensus-based Environmental Decision-making (CBED) Engaging stakeholders to solve their shared problems Priorities of stakeholder groups differ Approaches for determining stakeholder priorities

- Elicited approaches:

- Surveys, questionnaires, interviews Municipal -t

A stakeholder-focused process, to prioritize and select actions; optimizing environmental «It's all social - society (stakeholders)
decisions that may affect a community or communities : .
must decide on the values they wish to
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