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FERNALD CiTiZENS T ASK ForcE

A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

AGENDA

November 12, 1994

Time and Place

The next regularly scheduled meeting of the Task Force will be

on Saturday, November 12, 1994, from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., at the |
Joint Information Center, 6025 Dixie Highway, Fairfield, Ohio. We

dbemaer - will begm the meeting promptly at 8:30.
Jagkie Embry
Ex Officio:
J. Phillip Hamric Subjects
Graham Mitchell :
Jim Saric :
8:00 Continental breakfast (optional) -
8:30 Call to order
Approval of minutes
Chair’s remarks
Status of action items and initiatives
8:45 Consortium for Environmental Risk Evaluation project
(Pam Dunn)
8:55 Review new information
9:15 Grazing issues and future use options
10:00 " Break
10:15 Future use discussion
(continued opportunity for public participation)
11:15 Discussion of Interim Report
12:15 New Business
12:30 Adjourn
Documents
The documents and other materials relevant to the meeting’s
subjects are being developed by the Task Force staff. They will be
distributed at the meeting.
Chair’s Announcements
Other Meetings of Interest (calendars enclosed) . 000001 j
P. O. Box 544" ' - Ross, Ohio 45061 513-648-6478
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Chair: A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD
John S. Applegate
Members:
James Bierer .
Marvin Clawson MEMORANDUM
Lisa Crawford
Pam Dunn
Dr. Constance Fox
Guy Guckenberger TO: John S. Applegate
Darry! Huff
Jerry Monahan
Tom B. Rentschler FROM: Pam Dunn
Robert Tabor .
Warren E. Strunk
Thomas Wagner DATE: November 10, 1994
Dr. Gene Willeke
Alternates: - o
ﬁfmr RE: Report on CERE Workshop 10/18 and 19th
Jackie Embry
Ex Officio:
J. Phillip Hamric
Graham Mitchell
Jim Saric . .
The purpose of this workshop was to obtain external input on the
Consortium for Environmental Risk Evaluation (CERE) Risk Evaluation
process. The CERE is a Tulane/Xavier Universities program for DOE to
provide an independent evaluation of risks, costs, and public concerns for
remediation, waste management and decontamination and decommissioning
associated with compliance agreements and to assess how well the weapons
complex risks and costs are understood. The information developed from this
program will be used by DOE’s Office of EM and Office of Integrated Risk
Management (EM-6) as background for a June 1995 Report to Congress on
risk and costs associated with cleaning up the weapons complex. (This report
to Congress is required under Public Law 103-126, enacted on 10/28/93.) The
six sites being studied are: Fernald Environmental Management Project,
. Hanford Site, Idaho National Engineering Lab, Oak Ridge Reservation, Rocky
Flats Plant, and Savannah River Site.
: Numerous issues were discussed during the workshop concerning the
CERE Process/Program. The following are issues which require additional
attention. (Note: This summary is not inclusive of all issues discussed, but
rather areas which warrant further review and/or monitoring.)
'COMMUNICATION
At this juncture in the program there has been limited interaction
between CERE and the SSABs, the community, and state and federal
regulators. Currently CERE has been relying on comments contained within
DOE documents. While this is one avenue for reviewing publi¢ and regulator
concerns, these documents are activity specific and not representative of views
PO Box 534 e Ross, Ohio 45061 000004 513643 :78
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and concerns pertaining to the site as a whole. Direct interaction with the
above listed parties could provide additional insight into the particularities of
each site and avoid a report which could potentially be in conflict with
recommendations from the SSABs and the local focus associated with each
site.

There also appears to be a difference in opinion and interpretation of
the ranking method and terminology used within the program. This is not
only true for the participants at the workshop, but between the site teams and
program coordinators. A standard definition and /or explanation of this needs
to be identified and implemented by everyone involved with this program to
provide consistency in the report. This would also assist in clarifying
difference in interpretation of terminology between the site teams and
representative of each site, e.g. the South Plume was classified as historic,
whereas we felt it to be continual.

/

PROCESS Qualitative Risk Evaluation (QRE) Approach and Methodology

Part of the QRE procedure is a "screening down" process which will
sort from 1000’s of problem areas down to 100s. While this is intended to
give a status of each site and not attempt to prioritize, it-does resemble a
hazard ranking system. The necessity of this procedure and the fate of the
problem areas not included should be stated in the reports, so as to address
this possibility. Again in the comparison of issues at each site care should be
taken to reiterate that this is not an attempt to rank the sites, but to illustrate
the "big picture.” : -

There should also be included within the context of this report the basis
for excluding certain risk (e.g., transportation, disposal) at this phase of the
project. N

GENERAL

® It would be helpful in reviewing this program if a list of objectives
relevant to each phase of the program were provided.

® There exists the potential for misuse of this report, e.g., ranking of sites:
use in determining/establishing budgets. While this may not be the intent

000005
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of this report, it is a real possibility and should be addressed so that it is
not misused by people who may wish to do so.

® Various entities involved with this program have previously been
associated with DOE, EPA, and other government agencies. While it is
difficult to find qualified organizations relevant to this program without
prior association to these agencies this should be addressed in the report.
This is not intended to imply that this diminishes the independence factor
this report was to provide, but rather to enhance the issue of an
independent evaluation by confronting this issue in the beginning phase of
the program. ' ’

®  The rationale for referring to the sites as installations, the term installation
is associated with military activities rather than an Em/ERWM site.

® In conclusion it must be noted that the representatives from the CERE
program appear willing to listen and hopefully respond to the concerns
and criticism resulting from this workshop. It is a positive step that this
workshop was held and external input was sought. However, given the
complexity of the issues involved, and the limited time given to provide
this report, this interaction between the program personnel and the
workshop participants is essential.

C:PA:(FCTF):94-1051
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E Consortium for Environmental Risk Evaluation

R =« Tulane/Xavier Program for the U.S. Department of Energy

E

Tulane/Xavier CERE Program

Qualitative Risk Evaluation Fact Sheet

The Tulane/Xavier Consortium for Environmental Risk Evaluation (CERE) is a partnership of universities and
corporations established 1o conduct a comprehensive, technicallv sound. independently managed. and credible review
and evaluation of existing risks. costs. and public concerns for remediation. waste management. and decontamination
and decommissioning associated with compliance agreements linked to cleanup of the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) weapons complex. Information developed in the CERE program will be used by the DOE Office of
Environmental Management (EM)/Office of Integrated Risk Managemen: (EM-6) as background for a June 1995
report 1o Congress describing the risks and cosis associated with cleaning up the weapons complex. (This report
to Congress is required under Public Law 103-126, enacted on October 28, 1993.) Managed by Tulane Universitv,
in partnership with Xavier University, the CERE program is funded by EM and directed by Dr. James L. Regens.

Background

Weapons Complex Contamination and Cleanup
" The federal government's nuclear weapons research,
development, testing, and production activities during
the past 30 years have resuited in radioactive,
hazardous, and mixed-waste contamination of
groundwater, soil, sediments, and surface water.
Factors contributing to this contamination problem
include manufacturing processes that are inherently
waste-producing; the historical emphasis on national
security (that is, weapons production) at the expense of
health and environmental considerations; ignorance of
and lack of attention to the consequences of
environmental contamination; and self-regulation, free
of independent oversight or meaningful public scrutiny.
Affected Department of Energy (DOE)--or predecessor
~ agency--sites and facilities encompass more than 3,300
square miles in 34 states and territories.

As DOE makes the transition from weapons design
and production to environmental remediation and
restoration. the department must develop reliable
means of defining and understanding health and
environmental risks so remediation and restoration
activities and expenditures can be appropriately
directed. At present, the comprehensiveness, relia-

bility, and even relevance of some weapons complex
risk assessments and remediation cost estimates are in
question. This situation is exacerbated by a credi-
bility gap that exists both because segments of the
public reject risk and'cost assessments conducted by
the organization that created the problem and because
of insufficient meaningful involvement of interested
and affected parties. -

EM Program

The DOE Office of Environmental Management (EM)
1s responsible for identifying and reducing health and
environmental risks and managing wastes. The largest
environmental management endeavor in the world, EM
must address a complex interplay of risks, costs, and
public concerns, while meeting the requirements of
various federal, state, and local health and
environmental laws, regulations, and compliance
agreements. DOE currently retains oversight for its
own worker health and safety programs, but has com-
mitted to meeting Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) guidelines.

In 1994, DOE established the Office of Integrated Risk
Management (EM-6). The mission of this office is to
develop policy options and a supporting framework for

, Msk-based environmental management decisions, to
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integrate risk-related activities in EM, and to facilitate
EM's coordination with other DOE departments
concerning risk--all with meaningful involvement of
stakeholders.

DOE's assessment and cleanup activities for each site
are to be conducted according to a procedural
framework established in compliance agreements
(Federal Facility Agreements) among DOE, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the state.
Intended to ensure that sources of contamination are
thoroughly investigated and that timely remedial action
is undertaken, these agreements are structured to
identify relevant criteria. laws, and standards; establish
cleanup milestones; and facilitate effective public
participation in the cleanup process.

Public Policy Considerations

In planning and performing the cleanup of the weapons
complex. EM must consider.-a number of important
factors. including health and environmental risks:;
future uses of contaminated sites; cleanup costs;
availability of effective cleanup technologies;
compliance with national. state, and local laws,
regulations and agreements; and other issues of
concern to the public, such as economic redevelopment
and ethical responsibilities to future generations.

The challenge of balancing these factors is complicated
by a general lack of agreement as well as a lack of
scientific consensus concerning some of the basic
terms of the discussion, particularly how great the risks
and costs of cleanup are or could be. The CERE
program's independent evaluation of risks, costs, and
public concemns for remediation. waste management,
and decontamination and decommissioning associated
with compliance agreements is designed to assess how
well the weapons complex risks and costs are
understood.

Tulane/Xavier CERE Program
Overview

Program Purpose

The purpose of the CERE program is to provide DOE
with: (1) an independent, credible evaluation--
developed with the meaningful involvement of external
experts/interested and affected parties--of immediate
threats and long-term risks to the public, workers, and
the environment caused by remediation, waste-
management, and decontamination and decommis-
sioning associated with compliance agreements at wea-
pons complex sites and facilities; (2) documentation,

development, and evaluation of the cost estimates for
EM-Managed activities; and (3) a review of the public
concerns related to nisks associated with those
activities.

Program Focus
The CERE program will focus on three areas:

The CERE program will systematically compile and
summarize available information pertaining to risks at
six major DOE nuclear weapons complex sites, using
existing quantitative and qualitative risk assessments
and related data and analyses. In addition. the CERE
program will identify information gaps and important
uncertainties.

In making judgements concerning immediate threats
and long-term risks to community health. to the health
of site workers, and to the integrity of ecological
systems at or near the sites, the CERE program will
evaluate the nature, quality, and extent of information
used and will assess the significance of information
gaps and uncertainties.

While the major emphasis will be on risk issues
addressed in existing compliance agreements, the
CERE program qualitative risk evaluation will not
overlook risk issues that are potentially important to
future DOE EM program management for the sites.
Accidental releases related to EM-managed activities
also will be noted.

Specific elements of the CERE program qualitative
risk evaluation include:

*  Off-site contamination and associated current
and/or long-term risk for human and/or
ecological receptors.

* On-site contamination that is currently
moving off site and the potential for
increasing exposures to humans and/or
ecological receptors.

* On-site conditions--either of immobile
contamination orof uncontaminatedareas--for
which risk considerations will necessarily
peed to be integrated with future-use
considerations, remedial options, and
community concerns.

*  Workerrisks from current and potential future
exposures related to EM-managed activities.

CERE
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In evaluating existing information regarding potential
site-related risks, the CERE program will consider
numerous factors. including the extent of
contamination. mobility, toxicity, bioavailability, and
exposure potential. The CERE program will identify
the implications of its qualitative risk evaluation
findings with regard to future data requirements.
analysis, and potential revision of risk assessment
procedures.

The CERE program will not conduct new quantitative
risk assessments or collect new site characterization
data.

Cost Estimation

The CERE program will assist DOE in the
documentation. development. and evaluation of
remediation cost estimates associated with EM-
managed activities to support the Baseline
Environmental Management Report (BEMR).

Public Concerns

The CERE program will identify the concerns of
stakeholders, including minornity and disadvantaged
groups, to provide an independent review of concerns
about risks associated with EM-managed activities at
six major DOE sites.

Qualitative Risk Evaluation Scope

The CERE program will work with both DOE staff
and external experts/interested and affected parties to
ensure that the qualitative risk evaluation is credible

and independent. The CERE program--which does not -

duplicate the tasks outlined in the notice of program
interest (NOPI) published in the Federal Register on
April 6, 1994 (59 FR 8462)--will proceed in two
phases:

Phase [: June 1994-May 1995
Review and evaluate immediate threats and long-term
risks at six DOE sites:

Fernald. Ohio
Richland, Washington
Idaho Falls, Idaho

Oak Ridge, Tennessee
Jefferson County, Colorado
Aiken, South Carolina

Fernald Eavironmental Management Program
Hanford Site

Idaho National Eogineering Laboratory
Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Rocky Flats Plant

Savannah River Site

These sites were selected because of the high
likelihood that site-specific information will have
significant value for DOE's environmental restoration
and waste management activities. Each of these sites
has a compliance agreement, offers readily available
data regarding nisk. and is on the National Priorities
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List (NPL). In addition. together these six sites re-
ceive a substantial percentage of the total EM budget.

Phase II; Beginning June 1995
Review and evaluate remaining sites, while performing
follow-up analyses of Phase I sites.

External Involvement in

the Qualitative Risk Evaluation

External involvement in the CERE qualitative risk
evaluation will be accomplished primarily through a
series of workshops, attended by national and local
experts in risk assessment in general and in nisk
assessment as it pertains to each of the six sites. Site
experts will include state and EPA regulators, along
with others who are recognized by interested and
affected parties as knowledgeable and credible. The
CERE risk team will contact DOE public involvement
personnel, members of Tribes. site-specific advisory
boards (SSABs), labor unions, and other advisory and
interest groups to ask for suggestions about whom to
invite to the workshops.

As the CERE study progresses, the risk evaluation
team will continue to confer with the external experts
and others who have expressed an interest in
participating in the study. The nisk evaluation team
also will continue to interact with and update groups
such as SSABs, Tribes, labor unions. and others on the
CERE risk evaluation process and on how the input of
external experts has been used.

ERE Risk Worksh
Workshop 1: October 18-19, 1994 Phoenix
Focus: Assessment of the feasibility and appropriateness of the

CERE qualitative risk evaluation methodology.

Workshop 2: November 29-30. 1994 Sait Lake City
Focus: Discussion of prelimmary study results and mformation
gaps.

Workshop 3: February 15-16, 1995 Washmgton. D.C.
Focus: Review of draft CERE risk report fmdings.

External Invoivement vs. Public Concerns Review

External invoivement in the risk aspect of the CERE
program will be coordinated with but distinct from the
involvement of interested and affected parties in the
analysis of public concerns. External involvement in
the qualitative risk analysis, under the direction of
Tulane University, will feed the information and views
of a relatively small number of external experts into
the risk analysis. The public concemns review, under
the direction of Xavier University, will cast a far wider
net in an effort to learn about the concerns of the

CERE
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entire public. including previously under-represented
and disadvantaged groups.

Tulane/Xavier CERE Program
Organization

Tulane University, in partership with Xavier
University. is responsible to DOE for program
performance and results in each focus area. Tulane
University is providing the principal investigator
(program manager); oversight, coordination. and
integration of the qualitative risk evaluation and cost
estimation focus areas and site-specific results; and
quality-assurance/quality-control for the program.
Xavier is providing a co-principal investigator and
personnel who will ensure that the concems of
stakeholders. including minority and disadvantaged
groups. receive an independent review. Xavier is
organizing focused activities to identify and track
public concerns associated with the cleanup of major
DOE sites and facilities.

In addition, the Medical University of South Carolina,
acting in concert with Tulane University Medical
Center, is reviewing and evaluating existing
assessments and related information about worker
health risks associated with cleanup of major DOE
sites and facilities to identify occupational hazards and
exposures as part of the qualitative risk evaluation.
s

V21/9-21-94

Program Management

Dr. James L. Regens

Freepont-McMoRan Professor and Director
ENTERGY Spatial Analysis Research Laboratory
Schooi of Public Health and Tropical Medicine
Tulane University Medical Center

504 586-3824 fax 504 585-6954

Principal [avesti

Dr. Sally O'Connor

Director

Center for Environmental Programs
Xavier University

504 483-7508 fax 504 488-7977

CERE Consortium Members
In addition to Tulane, Xavier, and the Medical
University of South Carolina, the CERE consortium

. includes the University of Cincinnati: Creighton &

Creighton: Duke University; Decision Focus. Inc.: Erin
Engineering; the University of Florida: Front Range
Community College; Heritage College; ICF Kaiser:
[daho State University; Illinois Institute of Technology;
JK Research Associates; Labat-Anderson; ManTech
Environmental; the University of New Orleans:;
Sciences International; the University of South
Carolina at Columbia; Southern University; the
University of Tennessee; Walk. Haydel; and the Waste
Policy Institute.

0000610
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WHAT IS A SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER?

A Sole Source Aquifer (SSA), which
" has been designated by the U.S. EPA, is
an aquifer needed to supply 50 percent
or more of the drinking water for an
area and for which there are no reason-
ably available alternative sources should
the aquifer become contaminated.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF SSA
DESIGNATION?

¢ Heightened local public awareness of
the aquifer and the need to protect it

® EPA review of proposed federal finan-
cially-assisted projects that could
potentially contaminate the aquifer

e Eligibility to apply for possible federal
funding to develop innovative land use

management programs and other strate-

gies to protect groundwater in
particularly sensitive settings

THERE ARE FOUR STEPS IN THE
DESIGNATION PROCESS:

o OKI's preparation of a petition

e EPA's initial review/completeness
determination

o EPA's detailed review/technical
verification

e Final designation determination by
the EPA Regional Administration

One of the most extensive buried
valley aquifer networks in North
America, the Great Miami Buried Valley
Aquifer System, underlies portions of

13 Ohio counties. OKI is currently seeking

SSA designation for the southern portion

of the aquifer system in Butler, Clermont,

Hamilton and Warren Counties. The
northern portion of the aquifer, extending
as far north as Logan County, received
SSA designation in April 1988.

OKI's PROPOSED DESIGNATED/PROJECT REVIEW AREA

Key Facts About the Aquifer Network

in the OKI Planning Area:

83% of the population within the proposed
SSA area relies on groundwater.

Over 73 million gallons of water are
withdrawn from it daily.

The area's hydrogeology--highly perme-
able sand and gravel deposits within

confining borders of bedrock--makes the
aquifer extremely vulnerable to contami-

. nation,

Currently developed alternative water

‘sources are inadequate to replace the

amount of water supplied by the aquifer
system,

LEGEND .
H Proposed Area

.......... Drainage BRaczin Boundary

SCALE IN MILES ’
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CLEANUP SCENARIO TO MEET MCLS AND
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480000 482000 484000

478000

476000

1376000 1378000 1380000 1382000 1384000
: ? - — - — e
X TN o , =
Lt p it PO L [ | Ve
A / \ 2l v

\ e~
_________ e > Sy
.\\‘% !

CELL SIZE: 2000'x 2000

QU5 SOIL - 1,616,000 Yd* _
OFF SITE SOIL = 0 Yd®

COST = 3400 million

FEMP PROPERTY BOUNDARY

SCALE
e —
1200 600 Q 1200 FEET
X-31

000021




‘455%2

1377000

EXCAVATION PROFILE TO MEET MCLs

AND 104 FOR RESIDENT FARMER 62 62

1378000 137900202 1380200 13810090 1382000 1383000 1384000
| |

484000 —

483000 —

482002 —

481000 —

4800020 —

479000 —

478000 —

77208 —

— +84002

— 483000

— 482002

— 481000

— 48000¢

— 47900¢

— 47800€

4080

000022
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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE 6 262

Roster of Members and Staff

.  MEMBERS B I |

John Applegate

Room 415
College of Law

513-556-0114
513-556-1236 (fax)
513-281-7160 (h)

James Bierer

407 Marcia Avenue
Hamilton, OH 45013
513-896-1488 (h)
513-863-1251 (o)

Marvin Clawson
586 Charlberth Drive

Hamilton, OH 45013
513-867-9900
Lisa Crawford
10206 Crosby Road
Harrison, OH 45030

'513-738-1688 (h)
513-738-8055 (fax)

Pam Dunn ,
7781 New Haven Road
Harrison, OH 45030
'513-738-2293 (h)

Dr. Constance Fox

58 E. Hollister
Cincinnati, OH 45219
513-721-1737 (0)
513-287-7465 (fax)
513-281-5016 (h)

University of Cincinnati

Cincinnati, OH 45221-0040

Guy Guckenberger
138 E. Court St.
Room 603
Cincinnati, OH 45202
513-632-8222
513-632-5797 (fax)
513-421-9010 (h) .

Darryl Huff

1755 Indian Woods Lane
Okeana, OH 45053
513-756-9311

Jerry Monahan

Secretary /Treasurer

Greater Cincinnati Building

and Construction Trades Council
1550 Chase Avenue

Cincinnati, OH 45223
513-541-0328 (o)

513-541-2133 (fax)

Tom Rentschler

1030 New London Road
Hamilton, OH 45013
513-863-8633 (h)

Robert Tabor

214 Citation Circle
Harrison, OH 45030
513-367-1177 (h)
513-738-8421 (o)
513-269-0460 (beeper)
513-738-8900 (fax)

November 12, 1994
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Roster of Members and Staff
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MEMBERS

Warren E. Strunk
9129 New Haven Road
Harrison, OH 45030
513-861-6767 (o)
513-367-6556 (h) -

Thomas Wagner

1086 W. Galbraith Road
Cincinnati, OH 45231
513-522-3618 (h)
513-556-2041 (o)

Dr. Gene Willeke

Miami University

Institute of Environmental Sciences
102 Boyd Hall

Oxford, OH 45056

513-529-5811 (o)

513-529-5814 (fax)

513-523-3321 (h)

Russ Beckner (alternate)
4210 Morgan Ross Road
Hamilton, OH 45013
513-738-1335 (h)

Jackie Embry (alternate)
644 Linn Street

Suite 301B

Cincinnati, OH 45203
513-352-2471 (o)
513-352-3933 (fax)

Jim Saric (ex officio)
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA Region V
HRE-8]

77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604
312-886-0992 (o)
312-353-4788 (fax)

Graham Mitchell (ex officio)

Project Coordinator

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Southwest District Office

401 East Fifth Street

Dayton, OH 45402-2911

513-285-6018 (o)

513-285-6249 (fax)

513-777-0212 (h; local Cinci) ,

J. Phillip Hamric (ex officio)
Manager

Ohio Field Office _

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 3020

Miamisburg, OH 45343-3020
513-1-865-3977 (o)
513-1-865-3426 (fax)

November 12, 1994
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Roster of Members ;md Staff

SUPPORT STAFF

Douglas J. Sarno
Phoenix Environmental Corporation
5991 Marilyn Drive :
~ Alexandria, VA 22310
703-971-0030 (o)
703-971-0006 (fax)

Sarah Snyder

. FERMCO
Mail Stop 82-3
25 Merchant Street
Cincinnati, OH 45246
513-868-0255 (h)
513-648-6318 (o)
513-589-2269 (beeper)
513-648-6903 (fax)

Judy Armstrong
FERMCO

Mail Stop 82-3

25 Merchant Street
Cincinnati, OH 45246
513-887-8162 (h)
513-648-6510 (o)
513-648-6903 (fax)

INTERNS

Chris Varner

356 Probasco
 Cincinnati, OH 45220

513-221-4504 (h)

513-648-6412 (o)

Tina Krueger

787 Ludlow Avenue
Cincinnati, OH 45220
513-751-3184 (h)
513-648-6532 (0)

Dave Stickney

590 Terrace Avenue |
Cincinnati, OH 45220
513-751-7623 (h)
513-648-6435 (0)

November 12, 1994
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Appendix A
SUMMARY OF 1994 COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT RESULTS AND
COMMUNITY LEADER/GENERAL PUBLIC INTERVIEW FORMS

Overview of Approach 1
While the community assessment was not designed to be a 2
scientifically valid social survey, the goal was to sp€ha statistically 3
significant sample of the population living withj@the’5- and 20-mile 4
radius of the Fernald facility, in addition to gefichiglg community 5
leaders. A discussion of the considerationg”and:me?) pdology follows. 6
ratiogs and 7

Methodology P
During the community assegstt ntepviews were conducted with 9
selected community leadefs; et 10
representatives from local ckg pf commerce, government 1
X F , members of the Fernald 12
Citizens Task Fgf des of We local media and area Bk
professionals.¢M C Ny ighder interviews were person- 14
to-person; howgve vere dywphone. Community leaders were 15
24, 28 y
pibne interviews were conducted with residents 17
) a 20-mile radius of the Fernald facility. 18
¢ were conducted to reach a broader cross- 19
& pub These respondents were asked 26 of the 20
ndegin the community leaders’ questionnaire. 21
erq_in the two geographical areas (referred to as general public. 22
dents) were interviewed by telephone from 5 p.m. to 10 p.m. 23
the week of May 2 through 5, 1994. Cincinnati Bell Lists, a 24
ubsidiary of Cincinnati Bell Telephone, provided randomly chosen 25
hone numbers of residential customers from the area within a 5-mile 26
radius and the area between a 5-mile radius and a 20-mile radius of 27
the Fernald facility. Zip code maps were used to minimize overlap 28
between the areas. Business and unlisted numbers were excluded. 29
For the telephone interviews, it was determined that the number of 30
interviews conducted should provide a statistically significant sample 31
of the entire population within the 5- and 20-mile radius of the 32
Fernald facility. The initial sample size for each of the geographical 33
areas was determined to be 166 respondents. The initial sample size 34
of 166 interviewees identified for each area was based on the , 35
Fernald Environmental Management Project A-1
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results
1 following assumptions: 1) the results were assumed to be a normally
2 distributed bell curve; 2) the desired level of confidence in the result
3 was 99 percent; 3) an average score of "5" for values was anticipated;
4 4) a standard deviation of "2.5" was anticipated; and 5) the ac
5 mean was desired to be within + 0.5 of the calculated mean g
6 sample.
7 After two days of telephone interviews, the minim
8 were adjusted to 150 interviewees for the 5-mile radisg
9 ) . -
10
11 days was scored. "Knowledge" and "intg
12 used to score the interviews. fe leAvas scored
13 ly, interest was
14
15 x{isticgh analysis
16 & i ervn fee was assumed
17 to have some level of knowk n3d site. Choices were
18 not presented to respondents g¢€d questions; rather,
19 i ¥$¢ As a result, responses to the
20 ably; some responses were not
21 pmmunity Relations Plan.
22 ) ‘questions, community leaders identified
23 nseg/Or categdMes of responses. For some of these
24 le responses were counted separately if they
25 ndor unrelated thoughts.
26 fen-ended questlons provided an idea of the range of
27 Hor statistical interpretation of the open-ended questions,
28 es would need to be presented in another survey, which
29 JO6w respondents to either choose or rank items presented in a
30
31 Following completion of 55 telephone interviews in the 5-mile radius
32 and 98 telephone interviews in the 20-mile radius, the sample size was
33 evaluated to determine if the initially determined sample sizes for both
34 areas were valid or needed to be adjusted. After the telephone
35 interviews were completed, the sample size was calculated again to
36 -assure attainment of the-minimum number -of interviews.
A-2 - 1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

i

At the conclusion of the week of telephone interviews, 221 interviews
were completed for the S-mile radius and 144 interviews were
completed for the 20-mile radius. The results of the completed
interviews provide a 99 percent confidence, with a peqrgi
3.8 percent for the 5-mile radius, and 4.2 perce
radius sample.

o
Pt
=
=}
-
.o
&9
o
-
[}
-
AL bW N -

Preferred Information Sources

A\ forms of communication Directly from Fernald sources
. | c | (86%)
Il"éene:al Public Newspapers (71 %) Newspapers (22%)
Rgspondcms Television (45%) Television (20%)
(5- rmle area) /A
General ?%:%/ Newspapers (75%) Television (37%)
Responden Television (61%) Newspapers (29%)
(20-mile area) ,
Principle Information Sources 19
Most community leaders provided more than one category of principle 20
information sources. Overall, forms of personal communication (i.e., 21
one-on-one conversations, meetings, word of mouth, direct references 22
Fernald Environmental Management Project A-3
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Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Resuits

S\OOO\IO\UI&NN—

Pt it pmat
W N —

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

to organizations or Fernald employees, etc.) are the community
leaders’ most frequently identified principle information source, and
mass media is mentioned most frequently as the principle information
source of general public respondents. However, 52 percent of tj
community leaders also identified the media as a principle i
source. Nineteen percent of those who identify media as y
principle information source comment negatively about Medi:
accuracy or objectivity. In contrast, general public g8
indicate more substantial reliance on media as info

"word of mouth."

Preferred Information Sources
Community leaders (86 percep

52 percent would contact F
personal contact by name.

g ‘_ral public respondents in both
enit)prefer to receive information

ay€rage; 32 percent have no opinion. Sixty percent of the
mpdnity leaders prefer that community meetings be held on
Mnesday; Tuesday is the second choice. The most popular starting
times are 7 p.m. or 7:30 p.m.

A4

1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A , Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

- Table A.2: Respondents’ Ratings ot Fernald Community Meetings

Respondent Group Attended A Percentage Who Gave Average Rating

Meeting in Above-average Ratizgs of Meetings’
Last Year of Meetings' Usecjuln.ss  Usefulness

Community Leaders 70%

General Public Respondents

(5-mile area) 8% 6.5
~ General Public Respondents . :

(20-mile area) Less than 2% / 6.8

Public Environmental Infoxg: 1
Feedback from the 1994 co sessment indicates the PEIC is 2.
ion, especially among general 3

public respong e community leaders have 4
used the PEIG the PEIC, 63 percent give 5
above-average its usefuipess. Less than 4 percent of the 6
general public rdgponNpfits Jveweed the PEIC. 7
frqm community leaders indicates lack of use of 8

itghle to its location or operating hours: 32 9

is convenient, and 22 percent said the hours 10

_______ .. 'Bgfwever, a majority of the community leaders did 11
sther question. Two percent of the community leaders 12

jeve the location is inconvenient suggest providing a means to 13

3JC information via computer network. 14

How does the public evaluate information from 15
Fernald? 16
Community leaders’ evaluations of the information they receive from 17
Fernald are mixed. Overall, community leaders who respond are 18
generally very positive; however, general public respondents’ 19
evaluations are not positive. 20
Assistance or Information Provided by Fernald Organizations 21
When asked if they had ever contacted any organizations involved in 22
the Fernald site cleanup, 58 percent of the community leaders. respond 23
Fernald Environmental Management Project A-5
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Appendix A ' Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

by identifying organizations they have contacted. Of those who
respond: 95 percent give DOE above-average ratings; 90 percent give
FERMCO/Fluor Daniel above-average ratings; 90 percent give U.S.
EPA above-average ratings; and 100 percent give Ohio EPA abgmg
average ratings. In addition, 72 percent of the community leade:
information they have received has changed their understapding
Fernald problems and issues. General public respondegs
asked to rate assistance or information provided by E¢h
organizations. '

WO~ AW —

10 Bias/Balance of Information from the Fernald;
11. Seventy-eight percent of the community '
they receive from Fernald is moderate

ge Aating of the
{tions was "7.4"
ic respondents

Respor}dent Group Retings of rernald Average Ratings of the
Management’s Efforts Respondents
to inform the Public

/ 86% above average

General Public
Respondents
(5-mile area)

General Public '
Respondents 79% below average 3.9
(20-mile area) .

70% below average 4.6

A6 - 1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

The lowest rating, by 4 percent of the community leaders, is "2." 1
Two percent giving low ratings believe there has been no information 2
about the types of jobs which will be needed during Fernald site 3
cleanup. With respect to openness, honesty and wibh gness to make 4
information available, more than half of the compfur leaders note 5
improvements in communication and complimgefit: 6
i { 7
8

9

10

for disseminating 12

0 percent also feel there are 13

percent suggest enhancing 14

e public through computer 15

bulletin board 16
Respondents’ C 1cpof Fernald Site Communications 17
i hitwadty leaders say the frequency of 18
ernald facility is about right; 32 percent 19

ggcent say communications are too frequent, 20

wnications are not frequent enough. General 21

€ not asked to evaluate the frequency of 22

‘ 23

ents Recezpt of Sufficient Information to Become Involved in 24

25

afAhe community leaders indicate they are receiving sufficient 26
nformation to become involved in the decision-making process at - 27
ernald. Of the 50 percent who said they are not receiving sufficient 28
/ information to become involved in the Fernald site decision-making 29
process, 12 percent offered specific comments. Two percent feel they 30
can make no impact in the decision-making process; 2 percent simply 31
do not envision themselves in the decision-making process, and 2 32
percent imply .information is not easily accessible to enable the general 33
public to become involved in the decision-making process. 34
Geéneral public respondents are not positive about Fernald 35
management’s efforts to involve the public in the decision-making 36
process. In the S-mile area, "3.9" is the average rating; 78 percent of 37
A-7

Fernald Environmental Management Project
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results
1 the ratings are below average. In the 20-mile area, "3.2" is the
2 average rating, and 88 percent of the ratings are below average.
3 Does the public want to be involved in Fernald’
4 decision-making process?
5 Respondents’ Involvement in Fernald-Related Activitids/]
6 Generally, community assessment results mdlcate th ‘
7 leaders interviewed are satisfied with their lev
8 Fernald-related activities. Although 10 per
9 becommg more involved, 28 percent indj
10 more involved in Fernald site activitigg/z .
11 interest include: radionuclide migratiodar 6us material
12 releases; the Public Water Supply, public'® ion activities,
13 particularly during remedial ge&jg iQn; cleanup
14 methods and experimental g#échn yireach;
15 economic impacts and futu
16 The 62 percent of communit Miot want to become
17 more involved & pAs some reasons: they are
18 already ve Jte activities and issues; they do
19 not feel e '
20 ¢
21
22
23
24 yprtant dimension of the 1994 community assessment was
25 fscertain community awareness.
A-8
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

Table A.4: Respondents’ Understanding of Fernald Problems, Issues and Solutions

Respondent Average Self Average Self Average Rating on Average Rating

Group Rating on Rating on Public of Public
Understanding of Understanding  Understandir:g of Understunding
Problems/Issues of Solutions Problems €8 of Solutions

Community
Leaders 6.9 6

General
Public
Respondents 4.8

- (5- and 20-
mile)

34

e

- Respondents’ O of Fernald Site Problems, 1

Issues, and S / 2

: Individually, . they have a high level of 3

understanding d msAnd proposed solutions. In 4

. o/general public respondents indicates they 5

- rstanding of Fernald problems, issues and 6

e 7
B 348! OpMigns of Public Understanding of Fernald Site

opfs, Isdwes phd Solutions

he ommunity leaders do not believe the public, in general, has a 10

1l

! 12

dtion. Competing interests was another reason given by 2 13

ercent of the community leaders, one of whom says, "It involves 14

omething that doesn’t affect families directly. There are too many 15

other issues. I don’t think it’s so much a public relations problem -- | 16

think it’s a 'people’ problem. It’s our problem because we don’t take. 17

the time." ; ' 18

Respondents’ Opinions of Public Understanding of Solutions 19

Overall, the community leaders and general public respondents do not 20

feel the public has a good understanding of solutions being considered 21

_or proposed for Fernald site cleanup. In fact, both sets of respondents 22

believe the public better understands Fernald site problems and issues, 23

as opposed to the solutions. One community leader says, "Except for 24

Fernald Environmental Management Project " A9
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Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

AN B W -

~3

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18.

19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

involved with Fernald?

people who are technically oriented or familiar with Fernald . . .

I don’t think-the average citizen of the Greater Cincinnati area
understands the degree of ’pollution’ of the facility, nor do I believe
they understand the technical abilities to clean it up. I just don
the general public has a perception of the scope of the proble
the technical complexities of the problem."

How does the public perceive the organiza

Respondents’ Awareness of Agencres/Organ'
Fernald Site Cleanup \
Generally, the community leaders are £ #h opfanizations

Inol ved in

62 percent; EPA, 38 percg 2 5%
Westinghouse),. 20 percent\F -peveaqt; ald Citizens

* Task Force, 10 percent. Otke 4 ns‘_‘o "genc1es mentioned

include: Agency for Toxic

tAhe DOE’s performance 20 percent give below-average
d 18 percent do not comment Seventy- four percent give

belbw- -average ratings; and 10 percent do not comment

A-10

I 994 C\'omniunity Relations Plan
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

.Figure A.1: Respondents’ Evaluations of Organizations’
Performance

Fernald Environmental Management Project A-11
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Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

- 35

1 Twenty-two percent of the community leaders did not comment on
2 EPA’s performance; however, 50 percent gave above-average ratings,
3 ‘and 28 percent did not comment at all. Fifty-two percent give
4 OEPA'’s performance above-average ratings; 24 percent give bejas
5 average ratings; and 24 percent do not respond. '
6 How does the public perceive the cleanu
7 Respondents’ Familiarity with Fernald Site Cl,
8 Activities
9 Sixty-eight percent of the community leag -wge familiar
10 with specific Fernald site activities. Qffe; ¥ segrfi most familiar
11 with projects and activities related to g ffer 450 percent), as
12 well as decontamination and dismantling t). Twenty-six
13 percent are familiar with projp
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22 orty-two percent believe cleanup
23 { 30 percent perceive cleanup is progressing.
24 yeanup has been stalled or delayed; 16 percent
25 LOr have no response; and four percent imply the
26 quired during cleanup is burdensome. In addition, two
27 gnent about costs and ensuring cleanup is adequate.
28 Plic respondents were not asked for opinions on Fernald
29 rogress
30 Is the public aware of Fernald community relations
31 programs and initiatives?
32 Respondents’ Awareness of the Fernald Citizens Task Force
33 Eighty-eight percent of the community leaders are aware of the
34 Fernald Citizens Task Force, and 36 percent have actually attended a
meeting. S BN
A-12 1994 Community Relations -Plan
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Appendix A ’ Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

Table A.5: Respondents’ Awareness of Fernald Programs and Initiatives

Respondent Group Fernald Citizens Task  Fernald Envoy Fernald Math/Science
Force Program L:teracy Programns

Community
Leaders 88%

General Public .
Respondents 33% t applicable
(5-mile and 20-mile
areas combined)

Of the 66 percent who h;

task force meeting, 6 1

percent do not like  the mees eld on Saturday mornings, and 2

3 percent do not like the mee eigg held at a location so far from 3

the Fernald facilj nt&f the community leaders 4

would like mefe 4 gk force. In comparison, 35 5

percent of the § lic réspqpdeifts in the 5-mile area and 30 6

percent in the -0 4 awareness. 7

””” /0f the Fernald Envoy Program

pmmunity leaders say they are aware of the 9

Eighteen percent evaluated the program’s 10

Que-average ratings. (Among the 18 percent 1

ggfam’s usefulness, almost half gave the highest 12

One interviewee felt that FERMCO should provide 13

re:iormation on the envoy program at community meetings. 14

nblic respondents were not asked about their awareness of 15

Id Envoy Program 16

espondents’ Awareness of the Fernald Math/Science Literacy , 17

Programs 18

Half of the community leaders are aware of Fernald’s math/science 19
literacy programs, and 28 percent give above-average ratings for the 20.

programs’ usefulness. Four percent indicate personal involvement 21
with Fernald facility math/science literacy programs. Although 22

several community leaders are aware of the programs, they do not 23

understand the programs’ purposes, goals, objectives and 24

achievements. Among the 30 percent of the community leaders who 25

evaluated Fernald’s Math/Science Literacy programs, "8.5" is the 26

Fernald Environmental Management Project A-13
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Table A.6:

Respondent
Group

Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

average rating. General public respondents were not asked about their
awareness of Fernald facility math/science literacy programs.

What are the public’s impressions of the Fernald
tacility?

The 1994 assessment included three questions to obtai
about interviewees’ personal feelings about the Fe

First Thoughts Most Negative Sfate-nent  Most Positive Statement
about Fernald about Fernald about Fernald

(5-mile area)

Community Government
Leaders Mismanagement
26%)
General Public Contamination Jobs and Economic
Respondents (55%) Benefits

(24%)

General Public
Resporndents
(20-mile area)

Contaminagién. ing Nothing
: (28%)

8

9

10

11

12

13 Jresponses are associated with environmental contamination

14 ght of the responses), radiation (12 percent of the responses),

15 1d B¢rnald production (12 percent of the responses). Ten percent of

16 esponses are related to health, safety and risk issues, and 6

17 percent of the responses are associated with cleanup.

18 In the S-mile area, 55 percent of general public respondents’ -

19 statements relate to contamination. Associated with contamination
A-14

- 1994 Community Relations Plan
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Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

include: "Radiation/Nuclear Materials,” 23 percent;
"Pollution/Contamination,” 13 percent; "Toxic/Hazardous/Nuclear
Waste,"” 10 percent; "Uranium,"” 7 percent; "Chemicals,” 2 percent.

identify contamination as a first impression. AfSsqgfated responses
include: "Radiation/Nuclear Materials," 24”percen
“Toxic/Hazardous/Nuclear Waste," 18 pefc
"Pollution/Contamination," 11 percent;
"Chemicals," 3 percent

When asked for the most g€
Fernald facility, the commNaity:

iEnt in the 5-mile area and 32 percent in the 20-
eir g8cond most frequent responses relate to health
e¢nt in the 5-mile area and 20 percent in the 20-mile
heir third most frequent responses relate to mismanagement
ity (7 percent in the 5-mile area and 10 percent in the 20-

espondents’ Most Positive Statements about the Fernald Site

'Community leaders’ most frequent, positive comments about Fernald

relate to improvements in public involvement (24 percent of the
responses). The second most frequent responses relate to management
improvements and changes from past practices. Community leaders
mention attempts to "rectify past mistakes” and "work hard to solve
problems.” Their third most common statements (18 percent of the
responses) relate to cleanup progress. Other positive statements
include satisfaction with Fernald employees (10 percent of the
responses); jobs/economic benefits (8 percent of the responses);

w N

O 00 - O\ h &~

20
21
22
23
24
25
26

.27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
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§ummary of 1994 Community Assessment Results
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14
15
16

17

18
19

facility closure (8 percent of the responses); and national security (6
percent of the responses).

In comparison, 24 percent of general public respondents in the $ani
area (11 percent in the 20-mile area) most frequently identify

However, in the 20-mile area, 28 percent of the gener:
respondents (23 percent in the 5-mile area) say "noth!
about Fernald. Other positive attributes c1ted are cl AD
in the 5-mile area and 12 percent in the 20-mi
no longer operational (5§ percent in both are

area).

Visits to the Fernald Facility
Ninety- -two percent of the comgy umty leader. are not

- percent have
blic respondents
20-mile area have

actually visited. More th
in the 5-mile area and less
visited the Fernaid facility.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28 (54 percent) of community leaders believe cleanup is
29 ; management’s current top priority. However, less than half
30 : of e general public respondents and employees believe management
31 is focusing on cleanup, which they believe should be the top priority.
32 Although 52 percent of the community leaders, 46 percent of all the
33 general public respondents, and 46 percent of employees agree
34 cleanup should be Fernald management’s priority, only the community
35 leaders, as a whole, percelve cleanup to actually be management’s
36 current priority. ’
1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

Preliminary internal communication audit results indicate 32 percent of 1
employees perceive Fernald management’s current priority to be 2
making a profit, rather than cleanup, which is the employees second 3
most common response (30 percent). 4

Though perhaps assumed or implied, most copfmugdty leaders, general 5
b Q0 6

7

8

9

10

management’s top priority. 11
perceived current priority : engfal public respondents (18 12
percent). Among employd&s; 8 Pefceptperceive safety to be the 13
current priority and 19 perceX:belie€e it should be management’s 14
number one prio \ 15
Fernald Environmental Management Project A-17
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Figure A.2: Public Perceptions of Fernald Management’s Top Priority

A-18 1994 Community Relations’ Plan
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_ Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

What specific concerns were identified by the public? 1

Community Concerns and Comments, by Order of Importance
As community leaders and general public respondegts, i

specific concerns about Fernald, in order of impgttapt
common themes developed, and many respongdt
than one concern. Following are the respgddent:
listed by order of importance, as specified by

~N NN

Table A.7: Top 3 Community Concerhs

Respondent Group First-ranked S:cond-runiked Third-ranked

Concern Conrern Concern
~

Community Leaders Groundwater and use of the Public and worker
a\] facility safety and health
(14%)
and

Budget and Costs

(14%)
General Public Environmental, Public involvement,
Respondents economic and public information
(5-mile area) mental impacts of and communication
Fernald facility (7%)

operations on the
community

#| Fernald site cleanup | (10%)

progress

12%)

Public and worker Fernald site cleanup | Groundwater and
safety and health progress surface water
(13%) 8%) contamination
(7%)

L Groundwater and Surface Water Contamination is ranked 8
FIRST among community leaders (top concern of 20 percent),
fourth among general public respondents in the 5-mile area (3 10
percent), and third in the 20-mile area (7 percent). 11

Fernald Environmental Management Project : , : A-19
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Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

1 Community leaders’ concerns include: off-site migration of
2 the contaminated groundwater (South Groundwater
3 Contamination Plume); uncertainties and problems associated
4 with the Public Water Supply; potential for irreversible
5 to the Great Miami River and the facility’s impact on#he:;
6 Great Miami Aquifer.
7 ° Future Use of the Fernald Site is the second s
8 identified concern among community leaders'%g
9 16 percent). Community leaders’ concefny ncluded wh
10 facility will become and how clean |
11 property will be used for on-site
12 AV
13
14
15 ®
16
17
18
19 °
20 &%
ate and expensive cost of cleanup,
22 ed about availability of funds to
23 cleanup. General public respondents do
24
25 . Mng ge is ranked fourth among
26 umty leaders (top concern of 10 percent). The
27 glving concerns or comments specifically mentioned
28 jade: what is being done to decrease the dangers of on-site
29 Aizardous materials; waste disposal is overregulated; that
30 underground storage tanks are handled appropriately; and the
31 waste pits, in general. General public respondents do not
32 state related concerns.
33 ] Fernald Site Management is ranked fifth among community
34 leaders (zop concern of 6 percent). Community leaders’
35 concerns included: oversight of contractors and a need for
36 - strong DOE presence; truthfulness -of the prime contractor;
A-20 B o 1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

and changes in contractor leadership. General public 1

respondents do not state related concerns. 2

® Operable Unit 4 Silos 1 and 2 (K-65 Silos) jalso ranked fifth 3

among community leaders (fop concern  percent). Among 4

concerns was the potential for a tornagh i 5

6

7

L 8

9

.......... 10

s ™

pile area (6 percent). Issues 12

mentxoned by comm Qers include: real versus 13

ents, inability to sell 14

uity of life. 15

pras is ranked sixth among 16

oyt ghcern of 2 percent), tied for FIRST 17

. al p 11c respondents in the 5-mile radius (12 18
- gked second in the 20-mile area (8 percent). 19
e Aercent of the community leaders state a 20
- veh related to Fernald site cleanup progress, the 21
-ag/with several others, is related to the need for 22

¢ that cleanup work is actually being done. 23

ortation is also tied for sixth among community leaders 24

lop concern of 2 percent). Examples of the transportation- 25

related concerns reported include: potential for accidents, 26

adequacy of safety when transporting hazardous or radioactive 27

waste and materials; public uncertainty as to whether potential 28

for danger will increase during waste removal. General public 29

respondents do not state related concerns. 30

®  Air Emissions is ranked seventh among community leaders (no 31

top concerns identified). Concerns include: the type of 32

monitoring to be performed during demolition of Silos 1 and 2 33

(K-65 Silos) and Plant 7. General public respondents do not 34

state related concerns. ‘ '35

Fernald Environmental Management Project ‘ A-21
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10

12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29
30

31
32
33

® Public Involvement, Public Information and Communication is
ranked eighth among community leaders (no zop concerns
identified), third among general public respondents in the 5-
mile area (7 percent), and fifth in the 20-mile area (2 p

communication improvements and how the co
recognized as a "stakeholder” which, through

continued public involvement opporp#
making process. Several commup#

Fernald site decision-making p) e o 2 personal
priority.

yAnore than one community leader
itizens Task Force. Four percent of the
eaders complain about the type and amount of

cdncern and say the task force is becoming a watchdog
seeking credibility and creating worse red tape.

#’the public believe Fernald affects personal health
“property values?

Results of the 1994 community assessment indicate the community still
has some Fernald-related concerns regarding health and property
(Figure A.3).

A-22
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Appendix A ' Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

Health Problems Believed to be Caused by Fernald Site Activities 1

Eighty-four percent of the community leaders report no personal or 2

family health problems which they attributed to Fernald. Nineteen 3

percent of the community leaders who do not attribyag their own or 4

their family’s health problems to Fernald facilityctiyfties qualify 5

their answers by saying they are unsure of i or they fear future 6

Figure A.3: Perceived Impacts of the Fernald alth and Property

i ealth problems. The community leaders who attribute personal or

%‘%,;% #family health problems to Fernald cite cases of cancer, skin disorders, 8
emotional distress and other health problems. Sixteen percent of ' 9

general public respondents in the 5-mile area attribute personal or 10

family members’ health problems to Fernald, compared to 7 percent 11

of those in the 20-mile area. 12

Others, Known by Respondents, Who Attribute Health Problems to the 13

Fernald Site 14

Sixty-eight percent of the community leaders say they know other 15

people, outside their own families, who attribute health problems to ’ 16

Fernald site activities. General public respondents were not asked if .o

Fernald Environmental Management Project A-23
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results
1 they know others, outside of their immediate family, who attribute
2 health problems to the Fernald site.
3 Respondents’ Perceptions of Fernald Site Impacts on Property A
4 Forty-six percent of the community leaders believe their propefty®r
5 family members’ property, have been impacted by the Fermild #cility,
6 primarily in the area of lower property values. Four cgd
7 leaders mention groundwater contamination as an exgf
8 Fernald has negatively impacted local property value
9 residents’ quality and cost of living
10 Although most community leaders assocn
11 Fernald facility, one considers a pote
12 has hindered a natural progression of
13 growth of Cincinnati is coming out to thi\g
14 had a negative impact to propa(
15 may not be negative. So
16 In comparison, 19 percent of pndents in the 5-mile
17 area believe their, or a family / efty has been impacted
18 by the Fernald gitese ent in the 20-mile area.
19 How cl ant the Fernald site?
20
21
22
23
24
25 spending more taxpayer money than needed to meet
26 phment cleanup regulations, 70 percent of the community
27 y "no." (Figure A.4) Of the community leaders (30
28 Ry who say the Fernald site should be cleaned to pristine
29 coffdition, several question the adequacy of government cleanup
30 standards. Some community leaders believe they must press for
31 pristine conditions to ensure minimal expectations for cleanup are
- 32 achieved. Others imply there is a moral obligation to return the land
33 to a condition similar to that which existed before construction of the
34 Fernald facility.
A-24 1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

Fifty-one percent of general public respondents in both the 5- and 20-

1

mile areas believe the Fernald facility should be cleaned to pristine 2

condition. : 3

Preliminary 1994 internal communication audit gg lgreveal 77 4

percent of employees believe the Fernald site gfiowd not be cleaned to 5

pristine condition, and cost is the most corpehon:redgon. Other 6

comments are that "pristine” may not bg e term 7

"clean” lacks clear definition. 8

Figure A.4: Should the Fernald Site Condition?

What are the public’s recommendations for disposal of 9

Fernald wastes? 10

Respondent Preferences for Waste Disposal 1

Among community leaders, opinions vary on the ultimate disposal 12

location for Fernald facility waste. (Figure A.S) Thirty-six percent 13

identify the following for disposal of some or all Fernald facility 14

Fernald Environmental Management Project . A-25
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

| 1 waste: fhe desert or a location in an arid climate; Nevada -- some
2 mentioned the Nevada Test Site by name; Utah, Arizona or New
3 Mexico; or the west, in general. Eighteen percent acknowledged or
4 suggested that some waste would remain at the Fernald facility. 2

5 Several mention that moving waste from Fernald to another |g€s

6 not fair or will only cause problems elsewhere. "Not in 1y

7 yard" are specific words mentxoned by 6 percent of the 4

8 leaders.

9
11 .
12

13
14

15

Figure A.5: Disposal of

A-26
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Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Resulits

What are the public’s recommendations for future use -

of the Fernald facility?

Comments/Recommendations for Future Use of th
When community leaders and employees were 2
do with the Fernald facility -- once cleanup wa%
decision were theirs alone -- most said they/wat
return to a natural setting, such as a wi 7.

Respondent Group

Option Receiving the
Highest Number of
Related Comments

Optior. Recriving
Second Fighest
Numi v of Related
Conunelirs

[ QR

ald Facility 3
hat they would 4
pleted -- if the 5
the facility to 6

: . 7

Option Receiving
Third Highest Number
of Related Conuncnts

Technology

Center/Museum
Community
Leaders (16% responses)
7(22% responses)
Open Space/Permanent | Nature/Wildlife
General Public Closure Preserve or Park
Respondents
(5-mile area) (15% responses) (9% responses)

Non-specific

(34% responses)

Open Space/Permanent
Closure

(22% responses)

Nature Wildlife
Preserve or Park

(4% responses)

Employees .

Nature/Wildlife
Preserve or Park

(29% responses)

Isolate and Secure the
Waste the Facility

(21% responses)

Industrial Use

(14% responses)

Fernald Environmental Management Project
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16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27

28 -

29
30
31
32
33
34
35

1) Nature/Wildlife Preserve or Park

Two percent of the community leaders make recommendations related
to converting the Fernald facility to a nature/wildlife preserve or park.
Some qualify their comments with the following recommendatigm

one were to be built. Though in favo
leader is concerned about liability issues.

In comparison, although gesral: i aats dpnot make

recommendations specific 3 ) pePoeqy in W”S-mile area want
the Fernald facility to becorke s i1
in the 20-mile area make si

ployees (25 percent) also
i a nature preserve (or park).

unity leaders are non-specific about
r the Fernald facility. Two percent do not know
b options for the Fernald facility, and 2 percent

eople probably do not want to go there. Ten percent of
ity leaders comments imply it is too early to make a

fhup levels and infrastructure pos51b111t1es and limitations.
Thirty-two percent of the general public respondents in the 5-mile area
and 34 percent in the 20-mile area do not know what should be done
with the Fernald facility once cleanup is completed.

1994 Community Relations Plan- -
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Appendix A Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

3) Technology Center/Museum 1
Sixteen community leaders’ responses are related to establishment of a 2
technology center or museum as a future use consideration for the 3
Fernald facility. Six percent expressed the need to dgcument the 4
Fernald facility’s history for future generations tg’leapht from mistakes S
of the past. In the 20-mile area, 2 percent of genep4l public 6
respondents want the Fernald facility to be»_ :thQnument. General 7
public respondents in the S-mile area mgke:go e} 8
recommendations. = @000 %y 9
4) _Industrial/Commercial Use 10
Fourteen percent of the compa 11
using Fernald property fog ydercial purposes. Four 12
percent specifically favor % vhCh would benefit the local 13
Qating the property to local 14

tyXor an industry or factory to 15

create jobs, if Jourteen percent of general 16
public respond arl 3 percent in the 20-mile area 17
favor developmignt .gr commercial facility. 18
3, A : 19
unity leaders’ suggestions are related to .20
example, 4 percent specify possibilities of 21

) fse or a park with a fishing lake. Nine percent 22

1bp¢ respondents in the 5-mile area and 4 percent in 23

ould like to see the site used for recreational use. 24

- Low¥gvel Radioactive Waste Repository : ' 25
ASix nt of the community leaders make comments related to the 26
fernald facility being used as a low-level radioactive waste repository. 27
eneral public respondents do not provide related comments. ' 28
7) Farm Land/Agricultural Use . ’ 29
Six percent of the community leaders provide comments related to - 30
using Fernald facility property for farm land or agricultural purposes. 31
One community leader suggests the property be used for cattle 32
grazing. Less than one percent of general public respondents made 33
related recommendations. 34
Fernald Environmental Management Project A-29
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Summary of 1994 Community Assessment Results

~N N bW N -

8) Sell Fernald Facility Property

Six percent of the community leaders suggest selling the Fernald
facility property. One community leader suggests selling it to the
highest bidder: another suggests seiling it to Ross Township; anghg
suggests selling the property to a business which can provide #0bsf
people in the area. General public respondents do not maj
recommendations.

9) Open Space/Permanent Closure

Six percent of the community leaders favor ei
as "open space” or using it for nothing at al

Four percent of the commdgi
residential development as 3

munity leaders suggest converting the Fernald
Aste recyclmg site. General public respondents

A-30 1994 Community Relations Plan
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1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

Respondent’s Name:

Interviewer’s Name:

Date of Interview:

Location of Interview:

y go you say that?

@ a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the highest, how would you rate the
general public’s understanding of the solutions being considered or
proposed to solve the environmental problems at Fernald?

5. What do you consider is the number one priority of Fernald
management?
Fernald Environmental Management Pfoject A-31
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Next, I'd like to know how you get information about Fernald.

6. On a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the highest, how would you rate the
job Fernald has done at keeping the public informed about cleanup
activities?

Why do you say that?

7. Do you receive information from any of the agencies or copf
involved in the cleanup of Fernald?
_ Yes
__ No

If yes, what type of information do you recei please skip to ™

questlon No. 9. : .

8. Are the communications you receive from
___ Too frequent
___Not frequent enough
____ About right

9. Anformation you receive from
Fernald? /
0 = biased/unbalanced
information)
10.

11.

(Prompt respondent if necessary, with the following sources:
newspapers, radio, television, Fernald publications, meetings, word of
mouth, speakers bureau, environmental organizations, regulatory -
agencies.)

12.  From what sources do you prefer to receive information about Fernald?

A-32 - : 1994 Community Relations Plan

000659




§262

1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

13.  Have you ever used the Fernald Public Environmental Information
Center?
___ Yes
___No

If yes, ask questions 14-16. If no, skip to que

14. Is the location of the Public Environmept
convenient?
__ Yes
___No

15. Are the hours for the
convenient?
___ Yes

Nl nformation Center

16. 0-Dging the highest, how useful would you
il Information Center?
17. {community meetings conducted by Fernald?

e RI/FS Community Meeting, roundtables, public

how many within the past 12 months? If no, skip to question ‘
18.  On a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the highest, how useful would you
rate the community meetings? .

19.  What issues about Fernald would you like discussed at a community
meeting?

Fernald Environmental Management Project , A-33
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1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

20.  What day(s) and time(s) are most convenient for you to attend
community meetings?

Preferred Day(s)

- Preferred Time(s)

Next, I'd like to inquire about your concerns regarding Ferna
21. Do you have any concerns about the Fernald site?
__ Yes

No

If yes, ask question No. 22; if no, skip t\qu

22.  Please identify the concerns yo
importance:

23.

24.  Would you R}
Fernaid?

No. 25; if no, skip to question No. 26.

25. portance, please identify the issues or activities you

would be most interested in being involved in at Fernald:

Now 1’d like to know a little about your personal experiences with Fernald.

26.  What is the first thing you think of when you hear about Fernaid?

A-34 1994 Community Relations Plan
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1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

27.  What is the most positive thing you can say about Fernald?

28.  What is the most negative thing you-can say about Ferfia

29.  Have you visited the Fernald site before?
___ Yes '
___No

If yes, ask question No. 31; if ng,

30.  Would you be apprehensive about\isiting the Fernald site?
_ Yes '
____ No

If yes, why?

ealth problems have you or someone in your immediate family
pepenced? ‘
is is a personal question which some may choose not to answer.)

33. Do you know anyone, other than you or a member of your immediate
family, who believes he or she has experienced any heaith problems
because of Fernald?

___ Yes
___ No

Fernald Environmental Management Project A-35

000652



1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

34. Do you feel your property, or the property of anyone in your
immediate family, has been impacted by the Fernald site?
_ Yes
__ No

If yes, ask question No. 35; if no, skip to question No. 3

35.  Please describe the impacts to your property, or your &

at Fernald.

36. What agencies, companies, 0rga
involved in the cleanup of Fen

37.

38.

39.

40.  On a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the highest, how would you rate the
performance of the following organizations involved in the cleanup of
the Fernald site:

___ FERMCO
____ Department of Energy

A-36 : : 1994 Community Relations Plan
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1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

___ USEPA
___ Ohio EPA

41.  Are you aware of the Fernald Envoy Program?
__Yes
__No

If yes, ask question No. 42; if no, skig

42.  Onascale of 1 - 10, with 10 § !, how useful would you

rate the Envoy Program?

43.  Are you aware of Fgft W literacy program for K-12
students and teacher:

- Yes
110) skip to question 45.

~wfith 10 being the highest, how useful would you
¢ and math literacy program?

e to know your opinions on current and future cleanup
Fernald site. : :

at do you think should be the number one priority at Fernald?

46.  Are you familiar with any current cleanup projects/activities at Fernald?
__ Yes
____ No

If yes, ask questions No. 47 and 48; if no, skip to question No. 49.

Fernald Environmental Management Project . A-37
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1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

47.  Please identify the projects or activities to which you are familiar.

48.  Of the projects or activities at Fernald with which you are fam
have you received sufficient information to enable you to bgdom
involved in the decision-making process?
___ Yes
___No

49.  How do you feel about éleanup progress ajA

50. Do you think the Fernald site shoydd be cleane px{stine condition,

meet basic government cleanup
Yes
No

Why do you say jHat

51.

52.

53.  Are you aware that DOE has created a Fernald Citizens Task Force to
make recommendations on future use of the site and related cleanup
issues? :

Yes

___No

A-38 \ 1994 Community Relations Plan

000665




§262

1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

If yes, ask question No. 54; if no, skip to question No. 56.

54. Have you attended a Fernald Citizens Task Force megtis
__ Yes
No

55.  Would you be interested in attend;
meeting in the future?

Yes

No
___ Unsure

56.  Would you like more' khe Fernald Citizens Task

i Tiption at the end of this survey if respondent
fald community mailing list.

therg an 3¢ else you would recommend we talk to about the
nalg cleanup?

there any other comments about Fernald you would like to make? .
3 \
59.  Would you like to be on the Fernald community mailing list?

__ Yes

___ No

If yes, obtain full name, street, or post office box, city, state, zip code,
phone number and, if applicable, fax number).

Fernald Environmental Management Project A-39
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1994 Community Assessment Community Leader Interview Form

Name

Street address or P.O. box

City

Phone number

A-40 1994 Community Relations Plan
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1994 Community Assessment General Public Interview Form

Hello, I'm .. I am calling on behalf of
FERMCO, the environmental contractor for the U.S. Department of Energy at
Fernald. We’'re doing a phone survey about the Fernald site. If you have a
few minutes, 1'd like to ask some questions about your interest in and
knowledge about Fernald. :

Contacted respondent/date

No answer

Busy

Twenty-mile radius

1. Are you, or is anyone in your immediate family, an employee at the
Fernald plant?
_ Yes
__ No
Fernald Environmental Manageinent Project ' A4l
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Appendix A 1994 Community Assessment General Public Interview Form

If no, continue with survey. If yes, thank respondent, explain that this
survey is for individuals who are not employed, or who do not have family
employed, at the Fernald site.

What is the first thing you think of when you hear abouy,
What is the most positive thing you can say abg Refnald? “
What is the most negative thing you can sax

What do you consider is the n
management?

est, how would you rate the
the public about the

: wilving the public in the decision-
ake cleanup decisions at Fernald?

wf understanding of the environmental cleanup plans being -
considered or implemented at Fernald?

The general public’s understanding of the environmental
problems at Fernald?

The general public’s understanding of the environmental cleanup
plans being considered or implemented at Fernald?

A-42

1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A 1994 Community Assessment General Public Interview Form

8. From what sources have you received information about Fernald?

(Prompt respondent, if necessary, with the following sources:

newspapers, radio, television, Fernald publications, needjngs, word of
mouth, speakers bureau, environmental organizati
agencies.)

9. From what sources would you prefer to/% i {ion-&out
Fernald? NG

10.  Have you ever used the Public™k
Yes
No

“itizens Task Force to make

11.  Are you aware that DOE Ras £regted 3
se/0f the site and related cleanup issues?

recommendgtjons on

13. On a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the highest, how would you rate the
value of the community meetings?

Fernald Environmental Management Project “A43



Appendix A 1994 Community Assessment General Public Interview Form

14.  Have you ever visited the Fernald site?
Yes
No

15. Do you feel you or anyone in your immediate family have expéries
any health problems because of Fernald?
____ Yes
____No
16. Do you feel your property, or the property of agfone
immediate family, has been impacted by the }
Yes

No

your

17. Do you have any concerns about
___ Yes
___No

If yes, ask Question 184

18. Please identify/h
importance. <.

19. % eshy colserns about the site, who would you contact

20. - o ; should be the number one priority at Fernald?

21. Do youhisk the Fernald site should be cleaned to a pristine condition,
even if it means spending additional taxpayer money than needed to
meet basic government cleanup regulations?

___ Yes
__ No

Why do you say that?

A-44 _ | ; 1994 Community Relations Plan
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Appendix A 1994 Community Assessment General Public Interview Form

22.  If the decision were yours alone, what would you do with the Fernald
site once cleanup is complete?

23.  Where do you think wastes generated during cleanu
be disposed?

24.  On a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the highesp’’h
- performance of the following organizations¥g e
___ FERMCO
____ Department of Energy
USEPA
___ Onio EPA

25.  Are there any other comments abO\t . ald you would like to make?

'unjty mailing list?

reey, or post office box, city, state, zip code,
7 le, fax number)

State Zip code

Phone number Fax number

Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions.

Fernald Environmental Management Project
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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Interim Report: INTERNAL DRA.

I TASK FORCE BACKGROUND AND MISSION

The Fernald Citizens Task Force was established in August 1993 to provide the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) with stakeholder recommendations regarding remediation of the
Fernald Environmental Management Project. The Task Force is the facility’s Site-Specific
Advisory Board. It consists of fourteen stakeholders selected from comm i in the
vicinity of the Fernald facility. In addition, there are three ex officio m b representing
DOE, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Ohi A
Protection Agency (OEPA). Members were selected to represent
interests and backgrounds that are critical to the cleanup decisio
Force holds regular meetings on the second Saturday of eachht
are open to the public. The Task Force mission and chartef
(NOT INCLUDED IN THIS DRAFT) and proﬁles of e
(NOT INCLUDED IN THIS DRAFT)

The Task Force was chartered to develop reco " on the followmg issues:
future use(s) of the Fernald property; cleanygtexgls; ’ Nijes; and waste
management options. - '

Significance of This Report
This interim report ha

from the Fernald Citizens
four areas in which the

to ensure that 3 s-sectlon of public oplmon is heard in the Task Force process and
is reflected in its feggfimendations. A summary of comments received from the broader
public has been included as Appendxx D (NOT INCLUDED IN THIS DRAFT).

Though all recommendations presented in this report are consensus positions of the
Task Force, they are preliminary and subject to change as new information becomes available.

000675



FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Interim Report: INTERNAL DRAFT

Next Steps

The Task Force will continue to work on developing recommendations for the final
two areas of its mission (cleanup priorities and waste management options) and will devele: a
final report in July 1995. All public comment received regarding this report will be carefuily
considered in developing final recommendations and the final report. / *

Report Organization

the site. Specific recommendations of the Task Force a#€ 1
recommendatlons represent consensus posxtlons of the

~II. APPROACH

process and’ mlleston_e & o recom el dations on each of the issues. The process
outlined in the work plag wasfefloy€éd oping the recommendations identified in this
report. The Task Force ay 1s | ¢d in Appendix C (NOT INCLUDED IN THIS

s‘dltlined in the work plan, the Task Force has emphasized -
nto its work. Specific activities conducted to ensure public
ignt on the Task Force’s process and recommendations have

getting xoacf
understanding of«a

included:

° meetings with time set aside for public input and discussion
° A June 9, 1994 public workshop on the FutureSite exercise

t o Presentations at the February, June, and October DOE community meetings
° A Task Force mailing address and message line for public comment
° Disseminating information through community channels
o News releases _

B Advertisement of all meetings in local papers

000G76
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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Interim Report: INTERNAL DRA:

Early on, members of the Task Force realized that decisionmaking could not proceed
until some vision of the future use of the Fernald property was established. The work plan
and the entire Task Force approach was built upon this understanding. Therefore, the future
use of land and natural resources on and surrounding Fernald have been the first order of
business for the Task Force. The process began by identifying all possible uses for the
Fernald facility following cleanup and narrowing these options through a;;ph@ ion of known
financial and technical constraints and through development of criteria refatipg to the concerns
and needs important to members. These criteria were later refined nowstand as the
Consensus Values identified in Section III. These Consensus Valyes apé
Force as guiding principles in all decisionmaking.

Resources: excavation of the large quantities of contaminated soil
Al have a significant impact on the flora, fauna, sensitive habitats,
ands that comprise the Fernald site and surrounding properties.

Transpo and Off-Site Disposal Requirements: the Task Force is sensitive to
the impacts on and potential risks to communities along transportation routes and at
the ultimate disposal facility. :

Community Impacts and Benefits: disruption of adjacent lands and the long-term
economic, social, and aesthetic impacts on local communities and work force of the
Fernald cleanup are of significant importance.

0006777



FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE : Interim Report: INTERNAL DRAFT

Cost: as a taxpayer-funded project, the total cost of cleanup is important. Moreover,
DOE budget projections indicate real limitations of available resources.

The constant weighing of the costs and benefits of available approaches against these
criteria was the basis for narrowing options and ultimately reaching consensus. The Task
Force did not use any formal quantitative models to conduct these analyses,an% no one
criteria was clearly ranked as more important than another. However a bér of tools were
developed to help in-creating overall understanding of the opportunitigs, corisgraints, costs, and
benefits. \

*i. "Tool Box" thh was
g ion in the Tool Box was

organized by different topics for easy reference. All,
isk/presented by the Fernald site

geared to providing the knowledge needed to understang
- and the various costs and benefits of different cleanup a s and levels of cleanup. Key
information in the Tool Box includes physigats Meristics of Fernald and
surrounding lands, current land and natura seg, inforwgal .-.' on risk and nsk
analysis, alternative cleanup levels, waste i )
alternative future use scenarios. Key to thesg

showing volume, cost, disposal cgll.g off-Site fransportation requirements for different
options. Also included were g or-co %d map], tha€identify the scope and depth of
excavation required for eaclf aljefnayjve; able $f contents for the Tool Box and example
resources are included ipZ/Apgk ' NNGAUDED IN THIS DRAFT).

oped for use by the Task Force was a three-

One of the most i
Wer. ite. This exercise allowed participants to visualize the

dimensional exeref¥

volume of COH i 0] reduiring» management in order to achieve alternative land uses
and residys ool was instrumental in developing the future use
alternatt es hj bree ultimately evaluated. An overview of FutureSite is

scenarios, " J ask afS0 used a magnetic white board which was developed to visualize
different land udg - ations and excavation impacts on the property. The board contains
a permanent map &£ e site and allows the use. of wipe-off markers to draw on different
scenarios for discussion and comparison. Other elements, such as scale-sized disposal cells,
can be placed on the board via magnets and moved around to evaluate alternative locations
and their impacts. The board can be modified for specific discussions with vinyl tape to
identify temporary items of importance to that discussion. Overall, these visual aids have
been instrumental in understanding the impacts of different alternatives on the issues that are
most important to the different members of the Task Force. - -
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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE ) Interim Report: INTERNAL DRA:

Each Task Force meeting is organized beforehand to focus on a specific set of issues
as laid out in the work plan. Following Task Force administrative business, members spend
time walking through the information that has been prepared that month. This information is
then placed directly in th: Tool Box for reference. The second half of the meeting is
generally used for open discussion of the members and decision making as well as public
input. Consensus is achieved by hearing direct motions from the group )arumous vote.

IIIl. FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE CONSE

AskForce has identified the
i€ Fernald facility.

the current situation. In an effort to promote this vig
following values to be applied throughout decisionmaky

° Accetable risks to the current and future residents and workers of the Fernald

. community, with a special emphasis on the ‘effects on children and future
generations.
° Input and involvement from the public at large.
5
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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE , : Interim Report: INTERNAL DRAFT

o Compatible with current and projected off-site uses. -

° Special emphasis on promoting history, research, and education.

° Demonstrating how a negative situation can be turned into a positive by not
' repeating the mistakes of the past which resulted in the curreat ¢gnditions at

Fernald.

ECONOMIC VALUES

° Emphasis should be placed on future uses that g
employment for area residents, but not necegsa
traditionally been present at the site.

° Future uses and ownership should be
‘ payments in lieu of taxes are provided.

° All selected uses resulting in waste being left on site must have the built-in
flexibility to provide for future changes in use and for more complete cleanup
should financial, technical, or demographic changes warrant.

° A long-term mechanism must be established to ensure citizen involvement in
the control, management, and future decisions at the site

000680
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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE ' Interim Report: INTERNAL DRA.

GENERAL USE VALUES

o . Any future use plan must recognize that a mixed use strategy may be the most
effective for the long-term use of the site.

evidence of the past use of the site and focus on ways that Ferhald can be a

o A Emphasis should be placed on reducing the physical barrier/ﬁ physical
better neighbor to the surrounding community

solid waste for any reason.

° All uses and cleanup plans for all wagt
explicitly recognize all political, safe

° Future uses of the site must

: .-. that ma€imizes reduction in contamination while
ediation activities on the local community. In keeping

with this oye al, ‘ snsensus Values, the Task Force has reached consensus
recomr?e:( fions i ey of seflifer protection and cleanup, allowable risk and cleanup
levels fgr soig, and futuye I1dnd uses. Spec1ﬁc recommendations -and a discussion of the Task

Aquifer Prote: -a"’ and Cleanup
Recommendation
° Past impacts of the F ernald site on the Great Miami Aquifer must be

remediated and any future impacts controlled so that groundwater quality meets
the proposed uranium standard for the Safe Drinking Water Act.

000C81
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Discussion

The Task Force took an in-depth look at the options for dealing with groundwater
contamination. We evaluated three distinct endpoints: cleaning to a 10 drinking water risk
(3 ppb), cleaning to the proposed maximum contaminant levels (MCLs, at 20 ppb), and not
cleaning’at all, but letting the aquifer flush itself over time. /P

Due to the prevailing groundwater flow, all contamination wouyld ultiately reach the
-Great Miami River where the volume of water would dilute the co nation't low levels.

] e Task Force was not willing to take such
Al result in higher costs than for a total and
be able to provide cleanup to MCLs within the

The“T gsi{ Force pte to réegmmend cleaning groundwater to MCLs (20 parts per
billion) a‘f%th&than to a 107 {isk level (3 parts per billion) for several reasons: 1) MCLs is
fully prot&tlve%ahm heglth and the environment, 2) cleaning the aquifer to 3 parts per
billion, is nokas tedhnj l #feasible, and 3) the 3 parts per billion and background
concentrations apfs per billion are very difficult to distinguish, given current sampling
and analysis n '

As a result, the Task Force came to the conclusion that Fernald’s impact on the Great
Miami Aquifer is a significant concern and the only viable course of action is to seek a
complete and rapid cleanup. As acceptable standards exist in the form of proposed MCLs and
these standards are both technologically and practically achievable, the Task Force
recommends seeking these levels in cleanup. - - - : -
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~ Allowable Risk and Cleanup Levels for Soils

Recommendations

° Residual risks posed by exposure to Fernald contamination under any use of

" land on and off the Fernald property shall never exceed 1 x }‘63” Other
recommendations of the Task Force may override this risk‘leyel only to make
cleanup more stringent. Additionally, the Task Force serves%ghe right to limit
land use even in cases where the concentrations achj
allow for less restrictive uses. '

° All contaminated soils and other waste so
property must be reduced to levels that y
into the aquifer at concentrations exceg

- Discussion

6 that should be
portant ways, all of wh1ch the

ty Béundary if a 10 residential scenario were
e g1l would be removed from off property alone.
aterlal ©mbined with the on-site volumes would cover
jte. If the soils were sent off site, approximately 430,000

The ~
occur from suchwidesp £ad excavation. This amount of excavation would rob many square
miles of surroundihgshomes and farmlands of vital top soil and mature trees and vegetation
and cause enormous disruption to lives and livelihoods during construction. Though
ultimately the lands would be restored, it would be generations before the ecosystems fully
recovered. The short-term risks to this generation due to resuspension of contamination and
construction accidents far outweigh the very small reductions in long-term risk that would be
achieved. Moreover, because the 5 ppm cleanup level for resident farmer at 10 is so close to
background levels of uranium of 3.7 ppm, it would be difficult to even distinguish where ‘this
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contamination occurs. Finally, a 10° level would be inconsistant with the allowable risk for
groundwater.

The Task Force looked carefully at the levels of contamination that are found off the
Fernald property. Several removal actions and the tilling action of farming on much of the
off property lands has resulted in eliminating much of the detectable con ayion. In all
cases, the contamination is well below the resident farmer requirements 10 (130 ppm),
and only marginally above the resident farmer requirements at 1 x 10¥ (15"apm). It is only
as we approach background (3.7 ppm) that uncertainty would drivehigh“vpl of soil
removal. Taking into consideration the existing low levels of con&ug;‘tio ound. off the
Fernald property and the desire to limit the disruption of off-sftéshomes and fawns, Task

levels for soil would actually have to be even more _ % the resident farmer scenario
at 1 x 10*. In taking this approach, the Tas );
redundant protection above the stated risk ¢

The cleanup levels required to protec{

former production and wastewateL.teg

look at equivalent land
minimum of residentiafl
at 1 x 10%.

risk level .,

Future Lazh\Qses

NOTE: ITALICS INDICATE ISSUES FOR WHICH CONSENSUS DECISIONS
HAVE NOT BEEN REACHED BY THE TASK FORCE AND WILL BE
DISCUSSED IN THE NOVEMBER MEETING. THIS INFORMATION IS
INCLUDED ONLY AS A PLACEHOLDER FOR PENDING ISSUES AND NOT
AS A RECOMMENDATION

10
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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE - Interim Report: INTERNAL DRA.
Recommendations
° All off-property land is to be considered available for the most stringent use
(resident farmer).
° New residential or agricultural use on the Fernald property is expressly
' prohibited.

° [Grazing decision]
° [Commercial use decision]
Discussion

environment.

In the opinion of the Task Force, g
agricultural uses, even quantitative measurd
a long-term disposal facility and the Task
between the long-term dxsposal of Iz i

. margm of safety or buffer
e surrounding communities lead
level of activity and exposure should not

e ultimate benefit from the cleanup of Fernald.
wses and determined that a combination of uses was most

location for such ] m’ within the site-borders. Our final report will identify specifically
how the site property should be organized according to dzﬂerent uses.

The Task Force has broadly identified the following uses as acceptable for the Fernald
property. The Task Force stresses that any on-property uses ultimately selected must be
consistent with the Consensus Values.

11
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Green Space

Recreational space to provide for non-intrusive outdoor activities and natural habitats for
local wildlife and to provide the maximum protection of the sensitive habitats and species,
particularly in the Paddys Run corridor.

12
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