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REPLY TO THE ATIENTDN OF: 

Mr. Jack R. Craig 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

HRE-8J 

RE: Revised Community Relations 
P1 an 

Dear Mr. Craig: 

The United States Environmental 

review of the revised Community 

U.S. EPA hereby disapproves the 

attached comments. 

Protection Agency 

Relations Plan. 

3 

(U.S. EPA) has completed i t s  

revised Plan pending incorporation of the 

Please contact me a t  (312/FTS) 886-0992 i f  you have any questions. 

Remedial Project Manager 

Enclosure 

cc: Graham Mitchell, OEPA-SWDO 
Pat Whitfield, U.S. DOE-HDQ 
Dennis Carr, WMCO 

e 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THE FEMP COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN 

Sect ion 1.1 : The Community Relations Plan ( C R P )  i s  not only t o  gu ide  
community relat ions ac t iv i t i e s  b u t  also t o  establish and encourage 
communication between the surrounding communi t i e s  and the governmental 
agencies managing the Superfund project. 
involve residents and local o f f i c i a l s  i n  the investigation and clean up 
process. 

The goal of the CRP i s  a l so  t o  

Section 1.2.2: A 1992 schedule of community roundtables and s i t e  tours should 
be included. 

Section 2.6; S ta te  where the Administrative Record i s  available for  public 
review. 

Sect ion 3.4. paae 8. D .araaraph 2: This paragraph should have a heading 
I' Information". 

Section 4.0: 
consistency throughout the document. 

Tab1 e 4-2: 
be specified more clear ly ,  rather than "as needed". 

"CERCLA/SARA" should be replaced w i t h  "Superfund" for  

Fact' Sheets ? Workshops, Press Re1 eases ? and Pub1 i c Notices shoul d 

Appendix B. paa _ e  2; The  following addresses should read: 

James Saric 

U.S. EPA - Region V (HRE-8J) . Fax (312) 353-4788 
77 W .  Jackson BLVD. 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Remedial Project Manager (312) 886-0992 

Cheryl Allen 

U.S. EPA - Region V (P-19J) 
77 W .  Jackson BLVD. 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Superfund Community Relations Coordinator (312) 353-6196 
Fax (312) 353-1155 
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TECHNICAL REVIEU COmENTS 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT (FEMP) 
REVISED COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN (CRP) 

General C o m n t s  

1. 

2. 

,3 .  

4 .  

5 .  

The foreword and introduction state that the original CRP was prepared 
in 1990 and that community assessments were held in 1986 and 1989. The 
foreword a1 so mentions an "updated revision." The term "updated 
revision'' is confusing. If the original CRP was based on 1986 and 1989 
interviews and if this CRP is a revision to the 1990 document, then this 
CRP should be referred to as the "final CRP" throughout. 

CRPs should generally be written to a lay audience. This document, 
however, appears to have been written to a technical audience. The 
average person within the site community should be able to read the CRP 
with ease and get a good understanding of the site history, community 
concerns and i nvol vement , and pl anned comnuni ty re1 at i ons act i vi ti es . 
This document should be rewritten for a lay audience. 

Various agencies are mentioned throughout the text. 
agency is not clear and should be clarified. 

At first use of an acronym, the acronym should be defined. 
appear in parentheses immediately following the definition (for example, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)) . Throughout the document, 
some acronyms are used and then defined in subsequent sections; others 
are used without any definition. A global search should be conducted to 
find and correct these problems. 

The role of each 

It should 

Throughout the document, when the acronym "FEMP" is used, the word "the" 
generally should not precede it. For example, Section 1.0, paragraph 2, 
line 2, says "...studies at the FEMP." This line should read 
'I. . .studies at FEMP. 'I 

Specific C o m n t s  

6. The date on the title page should be changed from January 1992 to April 
1992. 

-.. 
7. The foreword states that this document "represents an updated revision 

to the August 1990 CRP . . . . ' I  

be rewritten or the document retitled, as discussed in general comment 
No. 1 above. 

This is confusing. This sentence needs to 

8. 

9. 

Lists of tables and figures should be added to the table of contents. 

Section 1.1, paragraph 4, states that community assessments were held, 
but it does not say exactly who was consulted or interviewed (such as 
local officials and residents) and who conducted the assessments. .Also, 
"community assessment" should be defined (see Section 3, 

& 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

page 6).  
assessment? These matters should be made clear .  

What, other than interviews, i s  entailed i n  a community 

Section 1.2 should be deleted or incorporated elsewhere. T h i s  section 
discusses community issues and concerns, as well as community relat ions 
ac t iv i t ies .  This section i s  (1) confusing, because i t  i s  o u t  of place 
(the information i n  t h i s  section belongs i n  Sections 3 and 4 ) ,  and ( 2 )  
redundant, because i t  discusses information tha t  i s  discussed elsewhere 
i n  the document. 
the deletion of Section 1.2. 

Subsequent sections should be renumbered t o  re f lec t  

In  Section 1, page 6 of 7,  the paragraph tha t  s t a r t s  w i t h  "Section 1.0, 
Overview" should be deleted, because th i s  reference i s  t o  a previous 
section. 

In Section 1, page 6 of 7,  l ine  2 of the paragraph tha t  s t a r t s  "Section 
4.0, RI/FS Community Relations Program . ..I' should say "suggested 
community relations techniques t o  be used i n  the comnunity relat ions 
program' instead of "techniques ut i l ized i n  the community relat ions 
program." The CRP should outline the suggested method for  conducting 
community relat ions activities, not  1 i s t  general ac t iv i t i e s  t h a t  are 
normal 1 y conducted in community re1 a t i  ons programs. 

I n  Section 1, page 6 of 7,  "Plan  Organization," under Appendices, the 
Appendix A items-should read "Location and Hours of FEMP Readinq Room 

- - -&.Adminis t ra t ive  Record Files," t o  be consistent w i t h  the wording i n  
--le of contents and i n  the appendix. 

14. Section 2 ,  page 5 of 17,  paragraph 2 ,  should s t a t e  who was responsible 

. 

-2. - 4 s v e p e n i n g  the reading rooms and why they were closed. This paragraph 
also s t a t e s  tha t  residents f i led  a c lass  action suit against National 
Lead of Ohio ( N L O ) .  Why the su i t  was f i l ed  i s  unclear and should be 
expl ai ned. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Section 2 ,  page 5 of 17, paragraph 3,  s t a t e s  tha t  public in te res t  was 
renewed in 1986. 
declined. This matter needs t o  be explained. 

However, the CRP never s t a t e s  tha t  public in te res t  had 

Section 2,  page 6 of 17, paragraph 2,  s ta tes  tha t  the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) i s 'la federal regul a t  i on designed 
t o  control the use and disposal of hazardous chemicals." This 
definit ion i s  inaccurate and needs t o  be rewritten. RCRA i s  a s ta tu te  
which, through i t s  implementing regulations, establishes a program t o  
ensure the proper management of hazardous waste from i t s  generation 
through i t s  ultimate disposal or destruction. 

Section 2 ,  page 7 of 17, paragraph 1, s ta tes  tha t  Senator John Glenn 
urged DOE t o  employ current plant workers for  " that  work." 
exact nature of the work i s  not  clear.  This matter needs t o  be 
cl ari  f i  ed. 

However, the 

I n  Section 2 ,  page 8 of 17, under the.description of Operable Unit 1, 
this u n i t  i s  called the ''waste p i t  area." 
storage areal' is  used t o  refer  t o  the u n T t  i n  the same paragraph. 

However, the term "waste 
The 
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19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

terminology should be 
reflect this change. 

Section 2 states that 

consistent. 

the comonents of each operable unit are 

Table 2-1 and Figure 2.3 should 

identified in Table 2-1; however, Table 2-1 is' entitled "FEMP Operable 
Units." To be accurate, this title should be changed to "FEMP Operable 
Unit Components." Also, Table 2-1 mentions the comprehensive site-wide 
operable unit; however, this unit is not mentioned in Section 2. 

In Section 2, page 11 of 17, 
match the descriptions in Table 2-1 and Figure 2.3. 
description is unclear. 

the description of operable unit 5 should 
The current 

Section 2, page 11 of 17, first full paragraph, line one, refers to the 
Amended Consent Agreement. 
is to the 1991 Amended Consent Agreement. 

The same paragraph states that a ''baseline risk assessment" is being 
conducted and then defines a "risk assessment." Readers of the CRP 
might question the difference between a baseline risk assessment and a 
general risk assessment. This difference should be clarified. 

It should be clarified that this reference 

Section 2, page 11 of 17, last paragraph, talks about EPA receiving 
comments from the state and the community. 
subject of these comments. As mentioned in general comment No. 2, the 
text should be revised so that a lay audience can understand it. 
text should clearly state that EPA will receive comments on the proposed 
plan, if that is what is intended. 

The text should clarify the 

The 

The first sentence on page 12 of 17, Section 2, needs to be simplified 
for a lay audience. 

Section 2, page 13 of 17, paragraph 2, discusses "non-time critical 
removal actions'' and "time-critical removal actions" and is thus very 
confusing. This paragraph needs to be rewritten for clarity. 

The last sentence on page 13 of 17, Section 2, states that a public 
comment period was held but does not state the nature of the comments 
received during the comment period nor how comments were addressed. 
This information should be provided. 

Section 2, page 14 of 17, discusses removal action 4. This discussion 
(bullet item number 2) contains language that is very technical. 
this language should not be used in a CRP. 
si mpl i f i ed . 

Again, 
This discussion should be 

This paragraph should also include an explanation o f  the activities 
conducted over the past two years. 
occurred since 1990. 

As it is written, no activity has 

Section 2, page 15 of 17, states that the administrative record (AR) is 
an official file of documents supporting decisions made and that it will 
- be maintained by DOE and made available to the Dublic in a timely 
manner. According to EPA guidance on compiling ARs, an AR should 



28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

contain information that 
selecting a remedy for a 

EPA either considered or relied upon in 
Superfund site. Therefore, documents contained 

in an AR-do not necessarily' support decisions made because the purpose 
of an AR is not to provide supporting documentation for decisions. 
paragraph needs to be revised to accurately reflect EPA policy. 

This 

Also, the text implies that the AR is not currently being maintained and 
that it is not currently available to the public. According to EPA 
guidance, ARs should be compiled and updated on an ongoing basis as 
relevant information becomes available. This section should be 
rewritten to be made consistent with EPA guidance. 
should state that the AR is available to the public and is being 
maintained by a specific party and is available to the public. 

The revised section 

Section 3, page 5 of 11, refers to the "Fernald Project Cleanup Report." 
It appears that this is an error and that the correct title is the 
"Fernald Project Update." No other reference is made in the document to 
the "Fernald Project Cleanup Report." 

In Section 3, page 6 of 11, the first bulleted item states that an open 
house was held and that technical remedial investigation and feasibility 
study (RI/FS) staff answered comnunity questions. The text should 
clarify exactly who held the open house and who answered questions. 

In Section 3, page 6 of 11, the fourth bulleted item states that a 
series of community roundtables was initiated to discuss issues with 
area residents. The text should clarify exactly who initiated and held 
these roundtables. 

Section 3, page 6 of 11, defines community assessment. This definition 
should appear earlier in the text. 

Section 3, page 8 of 11, paragraph 6, line 4, states, "Many interviewees 
attributed the negative impacts on property values to concern about 
potential health effects that nearby residents might suffer." This 
statement is confusing and should be rewritten more simply and 
concisely. 

Section 3, page 11 of 11, paragraph 4, refers to the "FMPC Update" 
the discussion about pub1 ications. 
"Fernald Project Update." 

in 
"FMPC Update" should be changed to 

In Section 4, three program objectives are listed. Suggestions for 
meeting the third objective are given in Section 4.4. However, no 
suggestions are clearly presented for meeting the other two objectives. 
Either sections should be added to address the other two objectives, or 
an explanation should be given for not including this information. 

In Appendix A, the location of the Public Environmental Information 
Center (PEIC) is listed as Harrison, Ohio. However, elsewhere in the 
document, the PEIC is listed as being in Ross, Ohio. 
needs to be corrected. 

This inconsistency 
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A1 i n  A 
The corre 

endix A, the address provided f o r  EPA Region 5 
s t r e e t  address and mai l  code should appear. 

telephone number provided should be checked f o r  accuracy. 

s incorrect .  
The 1-800 

36. I n  Appendix B, the address and mai l  codes f o r  the EPA contacts should be 
corrected. 
EPA community r e l a t i o n s  coordinator. 

The correct ion should also include the  name o f  the current  

Appendix B, page 2 of 3, l i s t s  several Ohio EPA contact  persons but does 
not i n c l  ude telephone numbers f o r  these contacts. 
should be provided. 

Tel ephone numbers 




