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Dear Dr. Lippman and Colleagues:

Thank you for the Science Advisory Board Commentary Resulting from a Workshop on the
Diffuson and Adoption of Innovationsin Environmental Protection, EPA-SAB-EEC-COM- 01-001.
My gaff and | enjoyed participating in the meeting and found the Commentary useful in providing
broader ingghtsinto this dynamic fied of innovation diffuson.

We have coordinated our review of the Commentary with the other two EPA Offices - the
Office of Water and the Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics -thet participated in the workshop.
In addition to our comments, they will provide comments to you aso.

We found many of your suggestions in the Commentary intriguing. Theidea of cregting a
diffuson process modd, for example, is something we have discussed interndly for some time.
Dr. Sm Sitkin's advice to "give atention to the characteristics of the organizations, we are trying to
affect and ask 'how fertile is the ground for innovation?" is particularly germane. Based on a
recommendation from EPA ' s Reinvention Action Council last June, we created a partnership with the
Massachusetts Department of Environmenta Protection to explore with other states
possible interest in adopting the Massachusetts Environmental Results Program, a sector-wide, salf
certification adternative to case-by-case facility permitting. Some questions that we face asthis early
phase of the diffusion processis unfolding, include those raised in your Commentary: "Who will be the
likely early adopters, who will be the laggards? Who are the targets of the diffusion effort and what are
the characterigtics of their organizations and behavior that will bear upon their decision to adopt an
innovation?'
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Measuring the success of diffusion efforts is complicated. We agree with your suggestion that "a
program to eva uate the success of particular diffusion efforts be designed not only to collect useful
information for those efforts but aso to provide larger ingghts and systemetic learning on EPA's efforts
to diffuse innovations generdly.” We agree with the wisdom "design in" evduation rather than "adding it
on' later.

In our Project XL effort, we have addressed evaluation issues in severd ways - conducting an
on-going andysis of XL project innovations (see our November 2000 Report Project XL: Directory
of Regulatory, Palicy, and Technology Innovations, Volume 1); examining stakeholder involvement
(see our October 2000 Report Project XL: Stakeholder Involvement Evaluation); and preparing
annua Progress Reports on each XL project. We recognize that our evauation efforts are limited and
that we need to address some of the larger questions your COMMENTARY raises. "Were measures
of expected behaviorad or process changes resulting from the innovation tracked and used for
evauation and assessment of success? Were modds employed examining relationships among
activities, environmental outcomes, and indicators'measures? Were data assembled on why the
innovation was or was not adopted?’

In an effort to more systemdicaly examine innovative gpproaches, my office is exploring the
development of aframework for analyzing innovations. This framework is envisoned as a practitioner's
tool to facilitate the process of capturing, identifying and examining the broader potentia of innovative
ideas. We have found that the effectiveness of a program or innovation is often assessed in terms of its
chain of results. outputs and/or products, impacts that flow from these outputs, and effects reaching
beyond the pilot scale. We think that such aframework could help to us develop the type of interim
guidance your Commentary suggests: "If models for...measurement and evauation are not readily
available, EPA would benefit from devel oping some case studies evauating the diffusion of innovations
and providing the results as interim guidance.”

Again, thank you and the highly qudified Subcommittee that was assembled to assst EPA in
this exciting endeavor. We look forward to interacting with you and some of your colleagues again in
the future.

Sincerdly,

IS/

Jay Benforado
Acting Associate Adminisirator

CC: Betsy Shaw, OEPI
Louise Wise, OW
Tom Murray, OPPT
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OFFICE OF
PREVENTION, PESTICIDES AND
TOXIC SUBSTANCES

Dr. Morton Lippman, Interim Chair
Science Advisory Board

Executive Director

US Environmentd Protection Agency
Arid RiosBuilding

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Dr. Lippman:

Thank you for the November 22, 2000, Science Advisory Board (SAB) commentary
resulting from a workshop on the Diffuson and Adoption of Innovationsin Environmenta
Protection EPA-SAB-EEC-COM-01-001. The Administrator asked that the Office of
Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances (OPPTS) respond to you directly.

Thank you for alowing us to focus your committeg s attention on a program that is of
Agency-wide interest--the practice of pollution prevention as expressed through the multimedia
Persagtent, Bioaccumulative and Toxic (PBT) Initiative. This program isimportant to this
Agency. It provides an effective framework that facilitates cross-program and multimedia
planning and action. The program aso provides a centra focal point for industry and other
stakeholders who struggle daily with environmental decisions centered on these priority PBT
chemicads. The advice that you offer in your commentary will benefit us greatly aswe
implement this program. We are particularly intrigued with the idea of developing adiffuson
drategy, and would seek your counsdl on how best to accomplish thistask. Initiativeisa
gateway to new innovations, especidly pollution prevention opportunities and an opportunity to
do business more effectively and efficiently.

| would aso like to commend you on your recent workshop. The workshop, based on
your commentary and the feedback that | received from my staff who attended and presented
materid, was most useful. It was aworthwhile learning experience, and provided useful
guidance for moving our program forward.
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Thank you again for convening this workshop. We look forward to further discussions
with your committee. Should you have any questions, please fed freeto cal Tom Murray of our
Pollution Prevention Division a 202-260-1876.

Sincerdly,
IS/

Stephen L. Johnson
Principa Deputy Assstant Adminigtrator

cc: Dr. Hillary Inyang, Chair
Environmental Engineering Committee, SAB

Dr. Roger Kasperson, Chair
Subcommittee on the Diffuson and Adoption of Innovations, SAB
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OFFICE OF
WATER

Dr. Morton Lippmann
Interim Chair
Science Advisory Board

Dear Dr. Lippmann:

Thank you for the Science Advisory Board Commentary Resulting from a Workshop on
the Diffuson and Adoption of Innovationsin Environmenta Protection (EPA-SAG-EEC-COM-01-
001). The Commentary is avauable contribution to EPA’s efforts to diffuse innovationsin
environmenta protection. It offers important suggestions that can be applied within the Agency.
Thefollowing are specific highlights that sseem mogt relevarnt.

Theideaof adiffuson plan offers EPA the opportunity to potentially ensure adoption of
idess and innovations, thus improving environmenta compliance. Specificdly, the Commentary
suggests that in addition to analyss of godss, barriers, incentives and resources, adiffuson plan
would include targeting socid networks as a key mechaniam for diffuson. Thisisbased on
studies showing that “most individuals evaluate an innovation on the basis of the experience of
peers who have adopted it and not on the basis of scientific research by experts.” A diffusion plan
would go beyond advertising and financia incentives, to identifying early adopters (the specific
persons, organizations or entities who are most ready to adopt an innovation) and supporting their
efforts to diffuse innovations throughout their networks.

An especidly important point made in the Commentary and the Appendix A: Summary
Minutes of Public Workshop was the idea that often more than one innovation is lumped together,
making diffuson more difficult. For instance, the ideas of watershed protection and, to alesser
degree, the use of socid sciences in environmentd protection, are known. However, the detalls
of how and why may not be as well known or adopted. These details may include the sub-
innovations of the larger innovation, such as adaptive management, inter-jurisdictiona
cooperaion, and community cultural assessments. The suggestion that we “unravel” and plan for
eech of amultiple of diffusonsis very hdpful.

The suggestion that EPA develop guidance on diffusion plansiswel taken. In order for
the Agency to take the next step in adopting a diffusion gpproach, managers and staff will need to
grapple with new ideas and decide how best to adopt them. 1t would be a valuable exercise to



compare and contrast our norma communication and marketing efforts with diffuson principles.

Such an anaysiswould be afirst step in cultivating early adopters and could produce the best of both
worlds with which to meet the various needs of the Agency regarding information dissemination and
diffuson of innovations.

Theideaof “policy entrepreneurs’ provides an gppeding labe for innovative agency saff and
may serve to motivate saff to be credtive in accomplishing their gods. The Commentary suggests
that EPA should use awards to encourage diffusion of innovations. In thislight, EPA might choose
to strengthen its award system to recognize the work of policy entrepreneurs.

Since environmenta problems are human problems, it would be helpful if the Agency
employed the expertise of scientists who study people, socid process and the human-environmental
relaionship. Regardless of our ability to create innovations, the Commentary remarks that
“ultimately, the perspectives of innovation developers do not matter much; the perspectives of
potentia adopters matter agreat ded.” This reminds us that while we understand the problems and
have a number of solutions, it is more important to work with the people living with and trying to
solve the problems so that they will create and/or adopt the best solutions.

Thank you again for the commentary.
Sincerdy,
[ Signed /

Diane C. Regas
Acting Assstant Administrator



