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FINAL 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN 

SUPPORT SERVICES 

FORMER NEBRASKA ORDNANCE PLANT 

MEAD, NEBRASKA 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Northwestern Division, Kansas City District 

(CENWK) developed this Public Involvement Plan (PIP) to facilitate communication between 

the community surrounding and within the area identified as the former Nebraska Ordnance 

Plant (NOP), state and federal regulators, and CENWK. The purpose of a PIP is to outline 

community relations activities that are to be conducted throughout the containment and 

remediation process at the site, as required by the National Contingency Plan. CENWK 

encourages community involvement at the former NOP, and will utilize the community activities 

discussed in this PIP to inform residents about site activities and provide opportunities to be 

involved with the process. 

1.1 SUMMARY OF PIP UPDATES 

The PIP for the former NOP was originally developed in 1997 and has been routinely updated 

over the course of the actions under way at the site. This version of the PIP revises and updates 

the previous PIP version developed for CENWK in 2010 by ECC Environmental Consultants 

(ECC) (USACE, 2010). The 2010 PIP was a revision and update to the PIP developed by URS 

Group, Inc. in 2008 (USACE, 2008). The 2008 PIP was a revision and update to the Site-Wide 

Community Relations Plan developed for CENWK in 1997 (USACE, 1997a). In 2009, CENWK 

requested assistance from the USACE’s Institute for Water Resources Conflict Resolution and 

Public Participation Center. The Institute for Water Resources subsequently contracted with 

CDM Federal Programs (CDM Smith) to conduct a situational assessment. The assessment 

consisted of the following: 

 

 Conducting interviews with local stakeholders to gauge their feelings about the site and 

USACE;  

 Interviewing USACE personnel to discuss their experiences with communication at the 

site; and  

 Using the results of the interviews to provide suggestions for improving communication.  

 

A Situational Assessment Report was prepared to detail the findings of this effort (USACE, 

2009c). The recommendations from the assessment were integrated into the 2010 PIP prepared 

by ECC. The 2009 Situational Assessment Report is provided in Appendix A.  
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This PIP includes information on the remaining operable unit (OU) at the former NOP (OU2) 

and the ordnance and explosives (OE) Areas. An OU is a term that refers to a discrete portion 

of a remedial response where action is undertaken in incremental steps to support a remedy that 

minimizes risks to human health or the environment. OU1 focused on soils contaminated by 

explosive compounds; OU2 primarily addresses groundwater; and OU3 addressed a former 

landfill located on site, as well as unidentified waste disposal areas not included in OU1 or OU2. 

The remedy is complete for OU1 and OU3; therefore, they are not included in this PIP. OU5 

consists of areas associated with University of Nebraska – Lincoln (UNL) activities that involved 

the disposal of various wastes and, as such, is not included in this PIP. The term OU4 is not 

currently assigned. 

 

The information in this PIP is mainly based on input received from the community through 

public meetings, open house events, community surveys, and community interviews. This PIP 

includes the results of interviews of local stakeholders including area residents and various 

agency representatives that were conducted as part of the Situational Assessment Report 

(USACE, 2009c) (see Appendix A). Information regarding the site history, environmental 

conditions, and remediation histories of OU1, OU2, OU3, and the OE Areas provided in Section 

2 is summarized from the OU1, OU2, and OU3 Records of Decision (RODs) (USACE, 1995; 

USACE, 1997b; USACE, 2013c), and other investigation and remediation documents.  

1.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN GUIDANCE 

This PIP is written in general accordance with the Superfund Community Involvement Handbook 

(EPA, 2005) and Public Participation in the Defense Environmental Restoration Program for 

Formerly Used Defense Sites (USACE, 2004), which provide appropriate guidance for public 

involvement activities associated with the former NOP.  
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 

A summary description of the site location; a history of the former NOP; a history of the 

environmental condition and remediation efforts at the former NOP to date; and descriptions of 

OU1, OU2, OU3 and the OE Areas are provided in this section. 

2.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The former NOP is located in Saunders County in eastern Nebraska (Figure 2.1). It is located 

south and east of the Village of Mead. The Village of Mead is approximately 35 miles northeast 

of Lincoln and 30 miles west of Omaha. Figure 2.2 presents a map of the site layout. 

 

The former NOP is approximately 17,250 acres in size. Currently over half of that acreage 

(10,200 acres) is owned by the UNL, which operates an Agricultural Research and Development 

Center (ARDC). ARDC includes facilities for research in the areas of dairy, cattle, swine, crops, 

agronomy, entomology, and environment. Other portions of the former NOP are owned by the 

U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) for use by the Nebraska National Guard and Army Reserves. 

Private ownership accounts for the remaining portions of the former NOP. The privately owned 

land is utilized for pastures and crops, as well as limited areas of light industry, which are 

located near the northern portion of the site. Adjacent land use is primarily agricultural. Figure 

2.3 provides a representation of the ownership of the former NOP property by acreage. 

 

The former NOP is nearly flat, but has a few gentle slopes. Surface water drainage in the eastern 

portion of the site is generally to the south-southeast, toward Johnson Creek, Clear Creek, and 

the Natural Resources District (NRD) Johnson Creek Reservoir. In the western portion of the 

site, surface water drains to the southwest toward Silver Creek.  

 

The majority of residences, farms, industries, and municipalities in eastern Nebraska derive 

their water supply from groundwater. The groundwater is located in the naturally occurring sand 

and gravel deposits below the ground surface, as well as in a sandstone formation located 30 

feet or more below the ground surface at the former NOP. The general trend of groundwater 

flow in the area is south-southeast, toward the Platte River Valley. Groundwater at the site is 

used for agricultural and domestic uses. Currently, 77 residential/water supply wells (WSWs) 

are sampled on a quarterly or semiannual basis to monitor drinking water quality. 

 

Groundwater within the Platte River valley west of Omaha has been developed by the 

Metropolitan Utilities District (MUD) to provide additional drinking-water supplies for residents 

of Omaha and the surrounding area. The Platte West Well Field, located approximately 2 miles 

northeast of the former NOP, consists of 42 production wells that pump water from the Platte 

River alluvial aquifer. Construction of the well field and associated potable water treatment 

facilities was completed in July 2008. As part of MUD’s Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 

(No. 199910085), which is administered by the USACE Omaha District, MUD is required to 

produce an annual report concerning the former NOP. The objective of the annual report is to 

evaluate available physical and chemical hydrogeologic data, and employ groundwater modeling 

to assess the impact of the operations of the well field on the aquifer and, more specifically, on 
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the contaminant plumes and remediation efforts at the former NOP. Annual reports developed 

by MUD are available to the general public at the MUD website: URL- 

www.mudomaha.com/plattewest. 

2.2 SITE HISTORY 

The former NOP was primarily used for agriculture until the early 1940s. To provide support 

to the war effort during World War II, the U.S. Government purchased the land in 1942 and 

constructed the former NOP as a load, assembly, and pack facility for explosive weapons. The 

former NOP consisted of an administration area, bomb load lines, a bomb booster assembly 

plant, an ammonium nitrate production plant, burning grounds, a proving range, a demolition 

area, landfills, a sewage and wastewater treatment plant, and several acres of storage igloos and 

magazines. During the period 1945 to 1949, the former NOP was reportedly “decontaminated” 

and used for storage and disposal of bulk explosives and munitions by open burning/open 

detonation, and for production of ammonium nitrate-grade fertilizer. The site was reactivated 

during the Korean Conflict in the 1950s for full-scale military service. The former NOP was 

placed on standby status in 1956 and declared excess to Army needs in 1959. Since the 1960s, 

private individuals, government agencies, and corporations (including the UNL, the Nebraska 

Army National Guard, the U.S. Air Force, the U.S. Army Reserve, and the U.S. Department 

of Commerce) have conducted operations at the former NOP. As a result of past activities and 

operations, contaminants were released into the environment, resulting in contamination of site 

soil and groundwater. 

 

In August 1990, the former NOP was placed on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) National Priorities List under Section 105 of the Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). The National Priorities List is EPA’s 

list of most serious hazardous waste sites identified for possible long-term remedial response. In 

September 1991, EPA Region 7, the Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality (NDEQ), 

and the Department of the Army entered into a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), previously 

known as the Interagency Agreement, under Section 120 of CERCLA for investigation and 

remediation actions for the former NOP (EPA, 1991). USACE is the lead agency responsible 

for the cleanup at the former NOP. CENWK is the representative of the Army responsible for 

administering the FFA. EPA and NDEQ are the regulatory agencies responsible for ensuring 

that response actions at the site comply with CERCLA and the FFA. 

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AND REMEDIATION HISTORY 

Because the former NOP is a large site with different types of contamination in different 

locations, investigation and cleanup activities are organized into categories termed OUs. The 

OUs were organized in the following manner to help expedite investigation and cleanup 

activities: 

 OU1 included the upper 4 feet of soils contaminated with explosive compounds. 

 OU2 includes contaminated groundwater, explosives-contaminated soils not remediated 

as part of OU1 at depths greater than 4 feet below the ground surface, which might act 
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as a source of explosives contamination to groundwater, and soils contaminated with 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 

 OU3 included a former on site landfill and former waste disposal areas not previously 

identified. 

 OU4 is not currently assigned at the site. 

 OU5 consists of areas associated with UNL activities at the ARDC and portions of the 

ARDC/former NOP that the university used for disposal of various wastes. 

 

The OE Areas are not included in any of the OUs and include potential sources of explosives 

contamination and unexploded ordnance. 

 

In 1983, an Archives Search Report was produced as one of the first environmental restoration 

efforts at former NOP. This report assessed the potential for contamination from military 

operations previously conducted at the site. The report determined that the four load lines, the 

bomb booster assembly area and the burning/proving grounds would have the greatest potential 

for contamination from munitions production, testing, and disposal (USACE, 1983). Since the 

Archives Search Report was produced, numerous studies and investigations have been conducted 

at the former NOP. Project documents, studies, and reports related to these investigations are 

available in the Information Repository located at the Mead Public Library. The recent site 

studies and decision documents are listed below.  

 

OU1: 

 Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report (USACE, 1992) 

 Final ROD OU1 (USACE, 1995) 

OU2: 

 Monitoring Well Network Optimization Data Summary Report (USACE, 2013b)  

 Final 2012 Annual Summary Report (USACE, 2013d) 

 Final Quarterly Summary Report, First Quarter 2013 (USACE, 2013e) 

 Final 2012 Containment Evaluation (USACE, 2013g) 

 Final Second Quarter 2013 Quarterly Summary Report (USACE, 2013h) 

 Final 2012 Groundwater Model Update (USACE, 2013i) 

 Final 2011 Containment Evaluation (USACE, 2012b) 

 Groundwater Monitoring Program Optimization Investigation Report (USACE 2012c) 

 Final 2011 Annual Summary Report (USACE, 2012d) 

 Final Interim Remedial Action Completion Report (USACE, 2011a)  

 Final 2010 Groundwater Model Update (USACE, 2011b)  

 Final 2010 Containment Evaluation (USACE, 2011c)  

 Final Five-Year Review Report (USACE, 2009b)  

 Containment Evaluation Work Plan (USACE, 2009d)  

 Final ROD OU2 (USACE, 1996c)  

http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Portals/29/docs/environmental/mead/Documents/Signed_Final_IRACR.pdf
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Portals/29/docs/environmental/mead/Documents/Final_2010ModelUpdate.pdf
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Portals/29/docs/environmental/mead/Documents/Final_2010_CE.pdf
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Portals/29/docs/environmental/mead/Documents/5-YrReview_Final_0509.pdf
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Portals/29/docs/environmental/mead/Documents/Containment_Evaluation_Work_Plan_April_2009.pdf
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OU3: 

 Final ROD OU3 (USACE, 2013c)  

 Final Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report OU3 (USACE, 2012a)  

 Final Proposed Plan OU3 (USACE, 2012f)  

 Final Action Memorandum (USACE, 2007b)  

 

The following sections summarize the environmental conditions and remediation efforts for soil 

and groundwater contamination at each OU. 

2.3.1 Operable Unit 1 

In 1991 and 1992, CENWK conducted a Remedial Investigation (RI) and supplemental RI at 

OU1 to evaluate the extent (area and depth) of explosives-contaminated soil at the former NOP 

(USACE, 1991a and 1992). Explosive compounds were detected in soil at all four load lines, 

the Bomb Booster Assembly Area, and the Burning/Proving Grounds. No significant explosives 

contamination was identified in the Administration Area. No live ordnance was found at the 

former NOP. 

 

Results from the OU1 RI and Supplemental RI indicated that explosives contamination in soil 

was primarily limited to soils in and under drainage ditches and sumps at the load lines and 

bomb booster assembly area. The majority of the explosives contamination was detected in 

shallow soil; however, at some locations explosive compounds were detected at depths of 

approximately 30 feet below ground surface. The explosive contaminants most often detected 

were 2,4,6-trinitrotoluene, hexahydro-l,3,5-trinitro-1,3,5-triazine (RDX), and 1,3,5-trinitro-

benzene (USACE, 1992). In 1999, a remedial action was completed for explosives-contaminated 

soils at OU1 consisting of excavation and on-site thermal treatment of contaminated soils 

(USACE, 1998). 

2.3.2 Operable Unit 2 

Beginning in 1989, CENWK initiated groundwater sampling at WSWs and monitoring wells on 

a regular basis. Explosives compounds and trichloroethene (TCE) were identified in the 

groundwater samples. Some TCE concentrations exceeded the maximum contaminant level 

(MCL) standard of 5 micrograms per liter (µg/L) established by EPA. As a result, two ARDC 

WSWs were removed from service and point-of-use granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment 

systems were installed at two residences southeast of the former NOP and at the ARDC 

Agronomy Building. Currently, six residential wells receive alternative water supplies based on 

both current and historical detections of RDX above 2 µg/L and/or TCE exceeding 5 µg/L in 

their residential WSWs. Two residences are provided with bottled water, and three residences 

and a commercial structure (former vineyard) have wells equipped with GAC treatment units. 

A soil gas survey conducted by CENWK in 1989 and 1990 determined that certain portions of 

the former NOP contained TCE and other VOCs that were potentially contributing to 

groundwater contamination at the site. In 1992, an RI was performed to evaluate the nature and 

extent of contamination in groundwater and soil at the site that were attributable to past DoD 

activities. Results from groundwater, soil, and soil gas sampling identified four groundwater 
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contaminant plumes with separate source locations for each plume. Two plumes consist 

primarily of explosives-contaminated groundwater (mainly RDX) and two plumes consist 

primarily of TCE-contaminated groundwater (Figure 2.2). In three of the plumes, areas of 

comingled TCE- and explosive-contaminated groundwater exist. One plume extends past the 

southern boundary of the former NOP and one plume extends beyond the eastern boundary of 

the former NOP (Figure 2.2).  

 

To contain contaminated groundwater at the former NOP before the ROD was finalized, a 

groundwater Containment Removal Action (CRA) was developed with the following objectives: 

 Hydraulic containment of groundwater contamination to minimize expansion and stop 

downgradient movement of the two TCE plumes; 

 Protection of unimpacted downgradient groundwater users; 

 Treatment and discharge of extracted groundwater to meet applicable standards; and 

 Periodic monitoring of the effectiveness of the containment system. 

Because all of the proposed remedial alternatives for OU2, except the no action alternative, 

included the element of hydraulic containment, the groundwater CRA was consistent with the 

final remedy presented in the ROD. The final ROD was signed in April 1997 and formalized 

the selection of the cleanup method (USACE, 1997b). The objectives of the remedy specified in 

the OU2 ROD are as follows: 

 Minimize the potential for ingestion of contaminated groundwater or reduce 

concentrations to acceptable health-based levels; 

 Minimize the potential for dermal exposure to contaminated groundwater or reduce 

concentrations to acceptable health-based levels; and  

 Minimize the potential for inhalation of chemicals released during the use of 

contaminated groundwater or reduce concentrations to acceptable health-based levels. 

The remedy in the OU2 ROD included restoring the aquifer through hydraulic containment and 

focused extraction and treatment of explosives- and TCE-contaminated groundwater. The goal 

of the hydraulic containment is to prevent groundwater outside the area of containment from 

becoming contaminated with TCE and/or RDX in excess of the Final Target Groundwater 

Cleanup Goals specified in the ROD. The goal of focused extraction and treatment is to rapidly 

remove groundwater contamination and shorten the restoration time in areas of relatively high 

TCE and/or RDX concentrations, when compared to using only hydraulic containment (USACE, 

2009d). The major components of the selected remedy for OU2, as presented in the ROD, and 

the remedy components that have been implemented to date (August 2013) are as follows: 

 Hydraulically contain contaminated groundwater exceeding the Final Target 

Groundwater Cleanup Goals. As part of the Phase I hydraulic containment system 

design, 11 extraction wells (EWs) were installed near the southern boundary of the 

former NOP to contain TCE- and RDX-contaminated groundwater. EW-l and EW-8 

were installed in October 1998. Nine additional EWs were installed in 2001: EW-2, EW-

3, EW-4, EW-5, EW-6, EW-7, EW-9, EW-10 and EW-11.  
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Groundwater modeling and containment evaluations are conducted annually to evaluate 

the effectiveness of the hydraulic containment component of the remedy. Based on these 

results, select EWs have been abandoned and/or turned off (inactivated) as needed to 

efficiently treat and contain the contaminant plumes. Groundwater is currently being 

extracted and contained by six active EWs (EW-1, EW-4, EW-7, EW-9, EW-12, and 

EW-17) and three active focused EWs (FEW-11, FEW-14, and FEW-15).  Model 

simulations predicted that the Load Line (LL) 1 TCE plume would migrate southeast of 

EW-13, requiring the installation of a new well EW-17. Operating EW-17 at the design 

pumping rate of 325 gallons per minute creates a capture zone that encompasses EW-13. 

Therefore, EW-13 was abandoned in August 2013. All operational, hydraulic, and 

chemical data collected in support of the 2012 Containment Evaluation report indicates 

that the hydraulic containment component of the remedy is meeting the requirements of 

the ROD and is containing TCE- and RDX-contaminated groundwater with 

concentrations above the Final Target Groundwater Cleanup Goals of 5 µg/L and 2 µg/L, 

respectively (USACE, 2013g). 

Perimeter monitoring wells and residential wells within a 1-mile radius of the plume 

boundaries are regularly sampled as part of the yearly groundwater monitoring program 

(GMP). In 2012, a total of 71 perimeter monitoring wells were sampled. One perimeter 

monitoring well (MW-116) contained a single detection of TCE above the Final Target 

Groundwater Cleanup Goal; however, TCE results from the subsequent quarterly 

sampling events were below the detection limit. In 2012, TCE also was detected above 

the Final Target Groundwater Cleanup Goal in WSW-51A. This WSW has been added 

to the alternate water supply program and bottled water is being provided to the resident 

at their request. In 2012, 33 compliance monitoring wells located downgradient of the 

defined groundwater plume were sampled. None of the compliance monitoring wells had 

detections exceeding the Final Target Groundwater Cleanup Goals, which verifies 

hydraulic containment of the plume, as required by the ROD. Based on results from the 

2012 Containment Evaluation Report, the system is successfully containing the plume.  

 Focused extraction of groundwater in areas with relatively high concentrations of TCE 

and explosive compounds. Three focused EWs (FEW-11, FEW-14, and FEW-15) are 

installed in areas with relatively high concentrations of TCE and explosive compounds. 

TCE-contaminated groundwater extracted from FEW-11 is pre-treated through the 

advanced oxidation process (AOP) treatment system using a mixture of ozone and 

hydrogen peroxide at the AOP Groundwater Treatment Plant before being released to 

the Main Groundwater Treatment Plant for further treatment. FEW-14 is installed 

upgradient of EW-4 and side gradient to EW-5 in the LL3 RDX contaminant plume to 

better capture the plume and extract contaminated groundwater for treatment. 

Groundwater from FEW-14 is pumped to the former NOP Main Groundwater Treatment 

Plant and treated using GAC filtration to remove RDX and minor levels of VOCs. FEW-

15 is installed in the TCE contaminant plume immediately downgradient of the Atlas 

Missile Area. Groundwater from FEW-15 is pumped 3 miles to the LL4 Groundwater 

Treatment Plant to remove TCE using an air stripper and vapor phase GAC. Treated 
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water from LL4 is pumped to the Main Groundwater Treatment Plant for final treatment 

(polishing) and is discharged. 

As part of the focused extraction component of the remedy, two experimental or pilot 

groundwater circulation wells (GCWs) were constructed and commenced operation in 

2000. GCW-1 was placed north of LL4 near monitoring well MW-40 downgradient of 

the Atlas Missile Area to treat TCE-contaminated groundwater through in-well air 

stripping technology. Currently, GCW-1 remains operational with an average flow rate 

of approximately 23 gallons per minute. GCW-2 was placed immediately downgradient 

of LL2 (near MW-4 and MW-5) and treated RDX-contaminated groundwater using an 

in-well ultraviolet photolysis process. However, GCW-2 was removed from service in 

2008 because the concentrations at the influent were below 10 µg/L, the system required 

constant maintenance, and the well location was prone to flooding (USACE, 2009a). 

 

Groundwater modeling is routinely completed in conjunction with annual reporting to 

assess opportunities for optimization, including focused extraction alternatives. These 

elements are consistent with the ROD requirements and the GMP. 

 Treat all extracted groundwater using granular activated carbon adsorption, advanced 

oxidation process, and air stripping. Granular activated carbon adsorption and AOP 

may be applied individually or in combination, while air stripping must be applied in 

combination with one of the other technologies to effectively treat explosive 

compounds. Groundwater is treated successfully using the three treatment technologies 

(GAC adsorption, AOP, and air stripping) prescribed in the OU2 ROD. The former NOP 

Main Groundwater Treatment Plant treats influent groundwater pumped from EW-1R, 

EW-4, EW-7, EW-9, EW-12, and EW-17; from FEW-11 (following AOP treatment); 

FEW-14; and from FEW-15 (following treatment by the LL4 air stripper). Based on the 

2012 Annual Report (USACE, 2013d), influent concentrations of TCE to the Main 

Groundwater Treatment Plant have remained less than 1 µg/L. For RDX, influent 

concentrations have remained less than 5 µg/L. Since startup in February 2002 through 

December 2012, over 376 pounds of TCE and 248 pounds of RDX have been removed 

from extracted groundwater at the Main Groundwater Treatment Plant (USACE, 2013a). 

 

The LL1 Groundwater Treatment Plant successfully treats groundwater pumped from 

EW-12 using air stripping because the influent groundwater is contaminated with only 

TCE. The LL1 plant treated 138,057,000 gallons of water during 2012. Influent 

concentrations of TCE ranged between 85 µg/L and 130 µg/L in 2012. Concentrations 

of RDX ranged between 0.056J (estimated) µg/L to 0.088J µg/L in 2012. The amount 

of TCE removed from treated groundwater during 2012 was 118.5 pounds. Effluent 

concentrations for both treated water and air have remained below the applicable 

discharge levels throughout the LL1 Groundwater Treatment Plant operational lifetime. 

 

The AOP Groundwater Treatment Plant successfully pre-treats groundwater from FEW-

11 using a mixture of ozone and hydrogen peroxide. In 2012, the AOP Groundwater 

Treatment Plant treated 223,868,000 gallons. Influent concentrations of TCE ranged 

from 1,600 µg/L to 2,000 µg/L. Influent concentrations of RDX ranged from 2.9 µg/L 
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to 4.1 µg/L. The effluent from the AOP Groundwater Treatment Plant is conveyed to 

the Main Groundwater Treatment Plant where the remaining RDX and TCE 

concentrations are removed using GAC prior to discharge. The AOP Groundwater 

Treatment Plant effluent concentrations for TCE were below the MCL. The amount of 

TCE removed during 2012 was 3,459 pounds. Effluent RDX concentrations ranged 2.4 

µg/L and 3.3 µg/L and were further treated at the Main Groundwater Treatment Plant.   

 

The LL4 Groundwater Treatment Plant treats groundwater from FEW-15 using air 

stripping. The LL4 GTP treated 252,216,200 gallons of water during 2012. All of this 

treated water was discharged directly to Wahoo Creek. In 2012, influent TCE 

concentrations to the LL4 Groundwater Treatment Plant ranged from 370 µg/L to 450 

µg/L. No explosive compounds were detected in any influent samples collected in 2012. 

Effluent concentrations for TCE were well below the MCL. In addition, effluent air 

standards samples were collected and monitored to ensure the amount of TCE emitted 

from the vapor phase GAC system per year remains below the NDEQ permitted threshold 

of 5 tons per year for the entire site (includes LL1 air emissions). No air emission 

exceedances occurred in 2012. 

 

In 2012, GCW-1 operated with an average extraction rate of approximately 23 gallons 

per minute and treated approximately 6,745,243 gallons of groundwater. An estimated 

26 pounds of TCE were treated through in-well air stripping in GCW-1 during 2012. 

Since startup in 2000, GCW-1 has treated approximately 125,195,386 gallons of 

groundwater, removing approximately 1,100 pounds of TCE. 

 Dispose of the treated groundwater by beneficially reusing it or through surface 

discharge. Based on the 2012 Annual Report, treated groundwater discharges into 

Wahoo Creek at 1,580 gallons per minute (monthly average), and into Clear Creek at 

650 gallons per minute (monthly average). Water is also being beneficially reused by the 

ARDC for irrigation purposes and by local residents to maintain the level in a privately 

owned pond and for irrigation. The enforceable effluent discharge limitations established 

by NDEQ (NDEQ, 1998) are provided in the Main Groundwater Treatment Plant 

Operation and Maintenance Manual (USACE, 2013a). 

 Provide a potable water supply to local groundwater users whose water supply contains 

RDX exceeding the health advisory level of 2 µg/L and/or TCE exceeding the MCL 

value of 5 µg/L. Six residential wells are included in the program based on current and/or 

historical detections of RDX greater than 2 µg/L and/or TCE greater than 5 µg/L in their 

residential WSWs. For these properties, two residences are provided with bottled water, 

and three residences and a commercial structure (former vineyard) have wells equipped 

with GAC treatment units. Except for these six locations, no site-related contaminants 

have been detected above action levels in the residential WSWs located within a 1-mile 

radius of the contaminant plume boundaries. 

In an effort to determine whether any new residences or water users are present in the 

area and may be impacted by contamination, the following activities are performed 

semiannually: 
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o A survey of the state of Nebraska Well Registry Database for any new potable 

water wells in the vicinity of the former NOP;  

o A review of real estate transactions in the area; and 

o Visual inspections of the local area to determine if any new potable water wells 

have been installed. 

In addition to the state of Nebraska Well Registry Database surveys, a physical inspection 

of the former NOP is routinely performed by the operators of the Main Groundwater 

Treatment Plant and by CENWK contractor personnel during routine monitoring well 

and WSW sampling events. The physical inspection is intended to identify new 

construction sites or activities that may indicate the installation of new potable water 

wells within or downgradient of the groundwater plumes. Based on chemical sampling 

results and visual inspections of the local area, no residents are known to be consuming 

drinking water that contains contaminants exceeding the OU2 Final Target Groundwater 

Cleanup Goals. 

 

 Monitor the groundwater elevations and water quality. Groundwater level information 

and groundwater quality information is collected as part of the remedial system(s) 

operation and maintenance under the site-wide GMP. Under the 2012 GMP, 77 

residential/WSWs and 329 groundwater monitoring wells were sampled and analyzed 

either quarterly, semiannually, or annually. This includes perimeter monitoring wells 

and residential wells within a 1-mile radius of the plume boundaries. The water level 

data was used to assess the presence and magnitude of vertical gradients at the site. 

Results indicated that the EW system captures the contaminated groundwater in a vertical 

direction as well as the horizontal direction. The groundwater chemical analyses from 

perimeter groundwater monitoring wells and compliance wells demonstrate that RDX 

and TCE are below the Final Target Groundwater Cleanup Goals, verifying hydraulic 

containment of the plume. 

 Excavate and treat explosives-contaminated soil, which could act as a source of 

explosives contamination of groundwater, and which does not meet the OU1 excavation 

criteria. Soils that could potentially act as a source of explosives contamination to 

groundwater were excavated and incinerated on site during implementation of the OU1 

remedial action, which was completed in 1997 (USACE, 1998). No further action for 

explosives-contaminated soil is required for OU1 and OU2. 

Optimization of the OU2 groundwater containment and remediation system will continue 

throughout the life of the remediation effort. Optimization efforts may include: 

 Installing new EWs or focused EWs to improve the efficiency and/or timeliness of the 

remediation effort; 

 Decommissioning of EWs or focused EWs that are no longer beneficial to the 

remediation effort; 

 Modifying groundwater removal rates and schedules to improve the efficiency and/or 

timeliness of the remediation effort; 
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 Modifying the treatment system to include improvements in treatment technologies or to 

decommission portions of the system as remediation is achieved; and 

 Adding to or eliminating wells from the GMP to more effectively monitor site conditions. 

2.3.3 Operable Unit 3 

Other potential waste sites not addressed in OU1 or OU2 are collectively referred to as OU3. 

CENWK completed an RI of OU3 that included numerous field investigations conducted over 

two work phases. Over 2,000 individual soil, water, sediment, and surface wipe samples were 

collected from 20 separate investigation areas consisting of former waste disposal areas, burning 

grounds, proving grounds, demolition grounds, bomb production buildings, igloo storage areas, 

several underground storage tanks, an ammonium nitrate plant, and surface water bodies. Field 

sampling was performed as part of Phase I (January through March, 1995), and Phase II (May 

and July, 1996) investigations. The results of the Phase I Investigation were presented in a Draft 

Final Preliminary Data Package Report (USACE, 1996a), and were used in determining that 

additional sampling was required (Phase II study) to meet the OU3 data quality objectives. The 

results from both the Phase I and Phase II studies were presented in the RI Report (USACE, 

1996d).  

 

Based on the findings of the RI and Baseline Risk Assessment, antimony was determined to be 

the major chemical necessitating cleanup for OU3. Three areas were identified for removal of 

antimony-contaminated soils: the LL2 Paint Operations Area, LL4 Paint Operations Area, and 

the Potential Landfill Area. The December 2000 Feasibility Study (FS) (USACE, 2000) 

identified all the essential elements of the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis process, 

including Removal Action Objectives, Screening Criteria, and Removal Action Alternatives for 

cleaning up contaminants at OU3. Based on an evaluation of the various alternatives presented 

in the FS, excavation with off-site disposal was recommended as the preferred remedial 

alternative. In February 2007, an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis Addendum to the OU3 

FS was issued, which formalized conversion of the FS to an Engineering Evaluation/Cost 

Analysis (USACE, 2007a). The OU3 Action Memorandum was finalized in December 2007 

(USACE, 2007b). The Action Memorandum presented the selected non-time critical removal 

action for the OU3 areas. The selected removal action was excavation and off-site disposal of 

soils. The OU3 removal action was conducted in 2007/2008. A supplemental RI was performed 

at OU3 in September 2010. In April 2013, a ROD was executed and signed for OU3 stating that 

No Further Action is required for this site. OU3 is now closed. 
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2.3.4 Ordnance and Explosives Areas 

The OE Areas include potential sources of explosives contamination and unexploded ordnance 

located at the former NOP. Previous investigations related to OE at the former NOP include the 

following: 

 Archives search by the U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency (now the 

Army Environmental Command) in 1983; 

 Preliminary assessment of ordnance contamination in 1991 (USACE, 1991b); 

 OU3 site visit in 1994; 

 Investigation of the suspected chemical warfare materiel burial at Site 8 in 1994; 

 Geophysical investigation in 1995; 

 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis in 1996 (USACE, 1996b); 

 Removal action for Site 5 in 1997; 

 Removal and destruction of two partially expended bomblets from the western shore of 

the NRD Johnson Creek Reservoir in 1999; 

 OE Recurring Review site visit in 2001 (USACE, 2002);  

 OE Recurring Review site visit in 2007; and 

 Final Military Munitions Response Program Site Inspection Report NOP in 2012 

(USACE, 2012e).  

The 2012 Site Inspection presented recommendations for further actions for each of the 

inspection areas within the munitions response site, including the Landfill Burial Site, Potential 

Landfill Area, and Demolition Grounds (USACE, 2012). The recommendations for further 

actions at these sites are as follows:  

 Landfill Burial Site Inspection Area - Although chemical agent identification set kits 

were potentially buried at the Landfill Burial Site investigation area, there is no formal 

documentation of disposal. EPA and UNL are in the process of implementing an 

alternative remedy (landfill cap installation) to complete closure of UNL’s Agricultural 

Research and Development Center Landfill, corresponding with the Landfill Burial Site 

investigation area. Additionally, a deed notice restricts land use to a wildlife habitat. 

Therefore, no further military munitions response program action was recommended for 

the Landfill Burial Site area in the 2012 Site Inspection report. 

 Potential Landfill Area Munitions Response Site – The size of the munitions response 

site is approximately 3 acres. Potential munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) and 

MEC items have been identified in the surface portion of the Potential Landfill Area and 

the portion that is now below water. Because deed restrictions limit land use to wildlife 

habitat only, there is no immediate threat to human health or the environment. The 2012 

Site Inspection report stated that a removal action was not warranted based on these 

conditions.  
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 Demolition Grounds Munitions Response Site – The size of the munitions response site 

is approximately 1,911 acres. Because a removal action has already been conducted in 

the Culvert Area portion of the Demolition Grounds and access to the Creek Area 

investigation area is limited, there is no indication of an imminent threat to human health 

or the environment, and a removal action is not warranted. Historical sampling results 

for the Demolition Grounds indicate that the soil pathway is complete because metals 

concentrations exceeded background screening levels and explosives, which are not 

naturally occurring, were detected in soils. The 2012 Site Inspection report recommended 

further investigation of the Demolition Grounds with regard to munitions constituents. 
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3.0 COMMUNITY BACKGROUND 

Section 3.0 provides a description of the former NOP area community, a history of community 

involvement, key community concerns, and CENWK concerns. 

3.1 COMMUNITY DESCRIPTION 

The former NOP is situated in the Todd Valley and Platte River Valley in Saunders County, 

Nebraska. Saunders County covers 760 square miles and has 15 incorporated communities: 

Ashland, Cedar Bluffs, Ceresco, Colon, Ithaca, Leshara, Malmo, Mead, Memphis, Morse 

Bluff, Prague, Valparaiso, Wahoo, Weston, and Yutan. The county consists mostly of arable 

land in row crop production, and grains such as corn, soybeans, sorghum, and winter wheat are 

the principal crops. Raising cattle and swine is another main source of income. Farming is the 

primary employment in Saunders County (16.2 percent) followed by local government (12.8 

percent) and construction (11.4 percent). Saunders County also has some light industry. The 

population of Saunders County’s was estimated at 20,780 in 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013). 

 

The Saunders County Courthouse, located in Wahoo (the County Seat) was constructed in 1904 

and is listed on the 1990 National Register of Historic Places. It features a marble stairway and 

murals depicting county pioneers. The residents of Saunders County have erected a torpedo 

memorial on the courthouse lawn to the USS Wahoo, the decorated World War II submarine. 

The Eternal Flame Memorial erected in 1969 is also located on the courthouse lawn. Historical 

information provided by the County Clerk's office indicates that the establishment of the 

Ordnance Plant at Mead during World War II brought a flurry of new activity to the area. At 

its peak production, nearly 5,000 people were employed by the plant. 

 

The incorporated towns in Saunders County closest to the former NOP are Wahoo, Mead, 

Memphis, Ithaca, Yutan, and Ashland. These towns are briefly described below. 

 Wahoo, the county seat of Saunders County, is home to approximately 4,500 residents 

and is located approximately 5 miles west of the former NOP (www.city-

data/city/Wahoo-Nebraska.html). Wahoo is governed by a mayor-council with six 

council members and the mayor elected to a four-year term. The Wahoo Newspaper has 

been covering the Saunders County area since 1886. Wahoo is home to the Saunders 

County Historical Society, which has preserved many artifacts and buildings from the 

area's early settlers. Wahoo is the also the location of the annual Saunders County Fair. 

 Mead is an agricultural community of approximately 563 residents situated one-half mile 

north of the former NOP (www.city-data/city/Mead-Nebraska.html). The village is 

governed by a Village Board consisting of the Board Chairman and four trustees. 

 Memphis is a rural community of approximately 115 residents situated approximately 

two miles south of the former NOP (www.city-data/city/Memphis-Nebraska.html). Most 

of the residents who work are either farmers or they are commuters to Lincoln or Omaha. 

The village is governed by a Village Board and Board Chairman. 
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 Ithaca is a community of approximately 147 residents situated approximately two miles 

west of the former NOP (www.city-data/city/Ithaca-Nebraska.html). The village is 

governed by a five member Village Board and a Board Chairman. 

 Yutan is located approximately 3 miles northeast of the former NOP and has a population 

of approximately 1,187 residents (www.city-data/city/Yutan-Nebraska.html). Yutan is 

governed by a Village Board and Board Chairman.  

 Ashland was the site of the first pioneer settlement in Saunders County. It was also the 

first county seat until 1873. A Mayor and City Council govern this town of approximately 

2,600 (www.city-data/city/Ashland-Nebraska.html). In the past, Ashland was largely an 

agricultural town; today, however, most residents commute to Lincoln, Omaha, or the 

nearby state park for work. The longest-running business in the community is the Ashland 

Gazette, which was first published in 1879. The main attractions in this town are the 

Mahoney State Park, the Strategic Air and Space Museum, and the Wildlife Safari Park. 

3.2 HISTORY OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Public interest in the former NOP has existed for many years. Initially, the Lower Platte North 

NRD attempted to bring the site to the attention of DoD. Later, NRD contacted U.S. 

Representative Douglas Bereuter about possible hazardous contamination at the site. CENWK 

was commissioned to do a confirmation study in 1987. This activity resulted in relatively steady 

press coverage for the next five months. 

 

A public meeting was held at the ARDC in Mead in July 1989 to discuss the progress of the 

ongoing study at the site and to give the community a chance to voice their concerns and offer 

comments. In June 1990, CENWK's Colonel John H. Atkinson held another public meeting in 

Mead to offer an update of the Site Investigation. Though no definitive results were available at 

that time, Atkinson was leaving the service and wanted to give the community an update before 

the transition occurred. 

3.2.1 Community Relations Plans and Public Involvement Plans 

The first Community Relations Plan for the former NOP was approved by EPA and NDEQ in 

May 1992 (USACE, 1992). This document listed contacts and interested parties throughout 

government and the local community and identified issues of concern. It also established 

communication pathways to ensure timely dissemination of pertinent information. A second 

Community Relations Plan for the former NOP became a draft final document in January 1997 

(USACE, 1997a). The second Community Relations Plan was updated as a PIP in 2008 

(USACE, 2008). Seven interviews and 26 surveys were completed as part of the 2008 PIP.  

 

To proactively assess and improve the existing level of communication, CENWK requested 

assistance from the Corps’ Institute for Water Resources Conflict Resolution and Public 

Participation Center in 2009. In response, the Institute contracted CDM Smith to conduct an 

independent and impartial assessment of the communication issues related to the site. CDM 

Smith, as part of the process, interviewed 43 site stakeholders and five past project managers or 

other CENWK personnel who had worked on the site between 2003 and 2009. CDM Smith 
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compiled the information and provided recommendations in a Situational Assessment Report 

(USACE, 2009c). The Situational Assessment Report has been provided in electronic form in 

Appendix A and is also located on CENWK’s website: URL –  

 
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Portals/29/docs/environmental/mead/Documents/MeadSAReport.pdf.  

 

The PIP was updated in 2010 to update the 2008 PIP to better reflect current site conditions and 

to incorporate information from the Situational Assessment Report. This PIP updates the 2010 

PIP. 

3.2.2 Technical Review Committee, Restoration Advisory Board, and Open House 

Events 

In 1993, a Technical Review Committee was established to ensure that the cleanup of the former 

NOP would be carried out in the best interests of the communities involved. The committee 

reviewed and commented on all official plans and documents, and advised the appropriate 

agencies before a final decision was made by CENWK. The Technical Review Committee was 

converted to a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) in 1997 to improve public participation by 

involving community members in the restoration decision making process. The first RAB 

meeting for the former NOP was held in January 1997. The RAB was co-chaired by a member 

of the local community and the CENWK project manager. For many years the RAB meetings 

were well attended and relationships among members were congenial; however, in later years 

the meetings had lower attendance as many people chose not to attend because of disputes and 

disagreements that arose. The last formal RAB meeting was held in October 2007. CENWK 

advised the community that RAB meetings would be held only under the condition that the 

meetings were facilitated and formal operating procedures adopted. The community RAB 

members declined CENWK’s offer of a facilitated meeting. Transcripts of RAB meetings are 

maintained on the project website and in the information repository in the Mead Public Library 

since June 2005. 

 

Since the last RAB meeting in October 2007, open house events have been held quarterly on the 

third Wednesday of January, April, July, and October to provide local landowners and other 

interested parties with up-to-date information regarding site activities. CENWK and 

subcontractor project staff, representing several disciplines including geology, hydrogeology, 

and chemistry, are available during these meetings to answer questions and provide technical 

support. Dates and locations of open house events are published in local newspapers, posted at 

gathering places (grocery stores and gas stations), posted on the former NOP website, included 

in the quarterly newsletter, and mailed to interested parties on CENWK's mailing list. At each 

open house there is a sign-in sheet documenting attendance. CENWK's mailing list is updated 

from the sign-in sheets. The RAB was formally adjourned on June 24, 2013 (USACE, 2013f). 

3.2.3 Public Comment Period 

Public comment periods are required at certain steps of the CERCLA process. Legal notices of 

the public comment periods and corresponding public meetings are advertised in local 

newspapers and other local media. Technical representatives from CENWK and other agencies 
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attend the meetings to address questions and concerns regarding the site restoration activities. A 

public comment period was held on the OU3 Proposed Plan in January 2013, and on the ROD 

in April 2013. The ROD for OU3 is final; therefore, no additional public comments are needed 

at this time.  

3.3 KEY COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

For the Situational Assessment Report interviews were conducted with 43 site stakeholders, 

including local area residents and five agency representatives, and with five CENWK personnel 

who had worked at the site between 2003 and 2009. CDM Smith used these interviews to 

determine and gauge community concerns and to provide suggestions to CENWK for improving 

communication at the former NOP. The following text is a summary of the results of the 

Situational Assessment Report. An electronic copy of the full Situational Assessment Report can 

be found in Appendix A of this PIP. 

3.3.1 Summary of Interview Process for Stakeholders 

To start the interview process, letters were sent to all names on the former NOP site mailing list 

(approximately 130 names) explaining the reason the interviews were to be conducted, 

presenting the basics of the process that would be used, and alerting the reader that they might 

receive a phone call about the interviews. If a telephone number was not available with the 

address, a self-addressed stamped envelope was included to obtain contact information. After 

the mailing, multiple attempts were made to contact individuals and schedule interviews with 

those who agreed to participate. Additionally, a handout was prepared and distributed at the 

January 2009 open house to announce the upcoming interviews and solicit volunteers for the 

upcoming interviews. No one in attendance at the session signed up to be interviewed. 

 

During this effort 100 individuals were called, contact was made with 52 and 43 interviews were 

conducted (USACE, 2009c). Interviews were not time limited. Forty-three interviews of 

stakeholders were conducted by CDM Smith by telephone between February 23 and March 25, 

2009. Interviews covered a set list of topics, but also allowed open discussion depending on the 

concerns of the interviewees and included: 

 General background.  

 Familiarity with the site.  

 General level of concern about the site in comparison to other issues in their life.  

 History of interactions with the Corps or their contractors.  

 Concerns (if any) regarding the site.  

 Opinion on the work being done by the Corps at the site.  

 Satisfaction with the level of information they are currently receiving on the site.  

 Best way to get information to them about the site.  

 Satisfaction with current level of involvement.  

 Attendance at site meetings.  

 Suggestions for improving site meetings.  
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 Other thoughts or comments.  

After the interviews were completed, the findings were compiled for each topic area to assess 

trends and to protect the privacy of the interviewees. Care was taken to ensure that specific 

responses were not attributed to an individual. 

3.3.2 Summary of Stakeholder Interview Results 

Results of the Stakeholder interviews were summarized in the Situational Assessment Report 

(Appendix A). Table 3.1 summarizes interview responses, and the summary paragraphs from 

the Situational Assessment Report for each topic are provided below. Specific comments from 

the interviews can be found in the Situational Assessment Report present in Appendix A. 

 

General Background - Most of the area residents interviewed were individuals who had lived 

on their properties for most, if not all, of their lives. These people generally made part or all of 

their living off of agricultural pursuits on their land. Very often, the residents’ property had 

been in their family for many generations; if the interviewee did not live on the property, their 

parents still did. Many residents were senior citizens. Only seven of the interviewees lived 

elsewhere. Eight of the people interviewed were current or former community representatives 

of the RAB; five were agency representatives (non-CENWK). 

 

Familiarity with the Site - All of the people interviewed indicated that they had some familiarity 

with the site, and some considered themselves to be very familiar. 

 

General Level of Concern about the Site - Almost 60 percent of the people who responded had 

a moderate level of concern about the site. The remainder was evenly divided between having a 

low or high concern. 

 

Past Interactions with the Corps of Site Contractors - Most of the people who responded had 

interacted with CENWK or their contractors in one form or another, primarily through well 

sampling on their property or by attending public meetings. More than 80 percent of the people 

who responded reported the interactions as positive or neutral. Almost 60 percent of the people 

interviewed had WSWs that were sampled by CENWK contractors. About 17 percent of the 

interviewees said their interactions with CENWK had primarily been through attending meetings 

or other events.  

 

Concerns about the Site - When the topic of concerns was raised by CDM Smith, about 85 

percent of the people interviewed said that they had specific concerns. Many people had a variety 

of concerns. The most commonly expressed concerns were groundwater contamination, property 

values, and health effects. More than 50 percent of the people interviewed said that groundwater 

was their primary concern at the site. Among those people, the primary concern was the MUD 

wells. Almost 75 percent of the people interviewed said that they had multiple concerns 

regarding the site. Many people brought out their concerns in conversation without being 

questioned. If the interviewees were not talkative or were asked a question about their concerns 

and hesitated to respond, they were provided some example concerns that other residents had 

listed (i.e., groundwater contamination, soil contamination, property values, community 
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participation in the process and water supply). Human health issues were not mentioned by the 

interviewers as a potential concern, yet they were raised by 26 percent of the interviewees. 

Property values were also mentioned by 26 percent of those who had concerns.  

 

Opinion of Work being Conducted by the Corps - About 60 percent of the people interviewed 

expressed an opinion (positive, neutral, or negative) on the work being conducted by CENWK. 

Most of these people (53 percent) indicated they had a positive opinion of the work being 

conducted by CENWK. Less than 20 percent reported a negative opinion. Four people reported 

both positive and negative feelings. The remainder had no opinion. 

 

Satisfaction with Level of Information Received - Most of the people interviewed provided a 

response to the question of whether or not they felt they were satisfied with the level of 

information they were receiving. About 60 percent of the people interviewed indicated that they 

were satisfied with the level of information they were receiving. Some interviewees indicated 

that the situation had improved over previous years. The remainder of the interviewees indicated 

that they would like to receive additional information about the site or that the type of information 

received was not appropriate. No one interviewed said they would like to receive less 

information. 

 

Preferred Way to Get Information - Most people interviewed had opinions on the best way to 

get information about the site to residents and other stakeholders. The most often cited options 

were written materials (59 percent) and meetings (41 percent). About 25 percent of the people 

suggested using the Internet (either websites or emails). However, many people thought that 

option would not work for them. Many people said they preferred a mix of options.  

 Written Materials - Written materials were the most commonly cited communication tool 

in the interviews. Almost 60 percent of the respondents thought that letters and fact sheets 

were an excellent way to communicate. This was especially true for people who had 

mobility or hearing problems or who had conflicts with the meeting times. Several 

interviewees said that it is important that the materials are written so that they are easily 

understood by the target audience, and many people felt that CENWK materials were 

understandable. 

 Meetings - About 40 percent of the people interviewed cited RAB meetings as a useful 

tool in communicating information about the site. Several people indicated that they were 

aware of the RAB meetings but preferred to get their information in other ways because 

of difficulty getting to the meetings. 

 Internet or email - People were split on their endorsement of email as an effective 

communication method. About 25 percent of those interviewed were in favor of 

communicating via email. They were generally individuals who worked in office 

environments and relied on email in their daily duties. Those with the strongest dislike 

of email were generally retired, or worked in occupations that did not use email (e.g., 

homemaker or farmer). 

 Other – Various other methods of communication including radio and other media, the 

library, and presentations to local groups were cited as effective tools by about 25% of 

the people interviewed. 
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Interest in Maintaining Current Level of Involvement - Almost 90 percent of the people 

interviewed were interested in maintaining their current level of involvement with activities at 

the site. Many of these people had other demands on their time and did not feel that they could 

be more involved. Of the people who were not satisfied with their current involvement, most 

wanted to become more involved. 

 

Familiarity with Various Meetings - Almost 70 percent of the people interviewed had attended 

RAB or other meetings. 

 

Suggestions for Improving Meetings - Many people expressed the opinion that there should be 

RAB meetings and open houses. Comments on how to improve the meetings most often referred 

to meeting length and meeting format. Also addressed were meeting frequency, location, 

materials, documentation, and follow-up.  

 RAB Meeting Length - The majority suggested that the RAB meetings were much too 

long, and that this made them less attractive to the average audience member. People 

generally believed that meetings should not last more than two hours. One person 

suggested breaking the meeting into segments to allow people to leave after their area of 

interest was addressed. Several people suggested that they start earlier in the evening, 

perhaps at 6 p.m. 

 RAB Meeting Format - Many people expressed concern that the RAB meetings seemed 

to be dominated by specific people. They felt this was detrimental and that it discouraged 

people from attending. The majority expressed the opinion that everyone deserved a 

chance to speak, but that some form of meeting order and control had to be established. 

Suggestions included setting an agenda in advance and using a meeting facilitator to allow 

people to speak in an orderly manner. 

 Meeting Frequency, Location, Materials, Documentation, and Follow-Up – Several 

people expresses a desire for more (quarterly) RAB meetings. Comments were also 

expressed on meeting locations, meeting room size and CENWK responses to questions. 

 Open House Events – Responses were varied. 

Other Thoughts or Questions on the Site - An open-ended question was used to close the 

interviews to allow interviewees the opportunity to express concerns or raise issues on something 

that was important to them. Many people reiterated concerns that they had expressed at other 

points in the interview. Comments, grouped generally by topic, included: 

 MUD wells; 

 Location and migration potential of plume; 

 Communication; 

 Information provided; 

 Trust; and 

 CENWK staffing. 
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3.4 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS’ INTERVIEWS 

For the Situational Assessment Report, CDM Smith also interviewed five CENWK personnel 

who had worked on the former NOP project to gather information on site background, issues, 

and past outreach. CDM Smith felt this information was necessary to develop suggestions for 

future outreach activities at the site. Those interviewees said the most contentious issue at the 

site was the installation and pumping of the MUD wells, and that those wells seemed to be the 

driver for most disagreements between CENWK and the community RAB representatives. 

 

CENWK interviewees thought their work at the site had been good and that they were meeting 

their responsibilities in containing and monitoring the contaminant plumes. CENWK 

interviewees believed that pumping the MUD wells did not threaten the containment of the 

plumes. CENWK personnel also expressed their belief that the public did not understand that 

decisions and assumptions at environmental sites often have to be modified as new data are 

received, and that when such changes needed to be made at the site, they had sometimes been 

made to appear as if CENWK had made mistakes rather than made modifications necessitated 

by new data. 

 

CENWK personnel interviewed expressed their opinion that CENWK’s relationship with the 

community at large was good, but that there was not much independent information to back that 

up. They said that relatively little time or money had been invested in outreach, and that various 

outreach methods had been tried in the past, but not in a consistent or long-term manner. Prior 

to the MUD well issue, CENWK personnel interviewed felt the relationship between CENWK 

and the community RAB representatives had been good. However, CENWK interviewees felt 

that the current relationship was unworkable and said that efforts to improve that relationship 

(e.g., hiring a facilitator) have been rejected. They believed suspending the RAB meetings was 

a good idea. CENWK interviewees felt there was little hope for improving the situation given 

the fact that the current RAB representatives rejected the suggestion for hiring a meeting 

facilitator. 
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4.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES AND TECHNIQUES 

The following three subsections provide descriptions of public involvement goals, objectives and 

activities to meet these goals and objectives. 

4.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT GOALS 

Federal regulations require public involvement in the cleanup decision-making process. In 

addition to meeting regulatory requirements, the overall goals of this PIP include: 

 Meet the community’s needs for information, interaction, and communication; and  

 Build trust between all stakeholders. 

CENWK considers the PIP an integral part of the remedial activities at the former NOP. This 

PIP will be used to facilitate important communication links between CENWK, and all 

stakeholders, including local municipalities, the news media, local citizens, and property owners 

and their tenants, both nearby and adjacent to the former NOP. 

4.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Based on the input received during the community interviews and open house events, CENWK 

has developed site-specific public involvement objectives which focus on communication 

between CENWK and the community during the containment and remediation of the 

groundwater contaminant plumes, and other cleanup actions. The objectives are as follows: 

 Provide information to the community and interested parties through open house events, 

newsletters, fact sheets, information repository, and project website;  

 Interact and communicate with the community and interested parties during open house 

events, through outreach to local groups, and through the interaction between CENWK 

and local land owners; and 

 Build trust between all stakeholders by addressing community and interested party 

concerns in a thorough and timely manner. 

4.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 

CENWK will utilize the following activities to meet the goals and objectives of the public 

involvement program. General approaches, as well as specific suggestions that reflect the 

responses of the interviewees and the feedback provided in open house events, are provided 

below. While many of the activities are required by federal regulations, some of the activities 

are designed to provide the additional support necessary to achieve CENWK overall public 

involvement goals for the former NOP. 

 

Many interviewees noted several means in which the public wanted to receive information 

related to the former NOP clean-up activities. The majority of the interviewees wanted to obtain 

information through written materials and meetings. About one quarter of the interviewees 

suggested the internet through email or websites. It should be noted that many interviewees; 
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however, thought the internet would not meet their needs. Most people preferred a mix of 

methods. It is important to match the communication method with the need and the issue. 

Consequently, a variety of meeting and information formats will continue to be implemented 

related to the former NOP activities. 

 Send Newsletters – CENWK will continue to send newsletters on a semiannual basis, 

but more will be produced if needed. Newsletters will be used to announce open house 

events, and to inform interested parties about ongoing efforts of the groundwater 

containment and remediation of the former NOP. 

 Conduct Open House Events - CENWK will continue to hold open house events on a 

semiannual basis; however, more will be held if warranted by public interest or events.  

Open houses will be scheduled for Spring and Fall of each calendar year beginning in 

May 2014. Open house events will be held either on the former NOP or at nearby venues 

typically within the hours of 4 to 8 p.m. Project personnel will be available to answer 

individual questions, look up sampling results, or assist community members in finding 

other relevant information. Typically a variety of handouts and displays will be available. 

Brief informational presentations on site progress and events may be given at open house 

events. Open house events and any presentations will be announced in the newsletters, 

on the project website, through mailings to interested parties, posted at local gathering 

places, and through press releases to local newspapers. 

 Provide Information to Directly Affected Parties about Field Activities, Sampling, and 

Test Results - CENWK will continue to contact directly-affected parties and receive 

permission prior to conducting any field activities or sampling events. CENWK 

communicates during sampling events through direct communication with the affected 

parties or through door tags that let the affected parties know the status of sampling their 

well. Letters containing sampling results will be mailed to directly-affected parties before 

the next round of residential well and groundwater monitoring sampling is conducted or 

upon the validation of data collected under separate field investigations (i.e., direct-push 

sampling). 

 Provide Handouts and Fact Sheets - CENWK will continue to expand and update the 

current library of Fact Sheets on the former NOP. Fact Sheets are available at the Mead 

Public Library and the former NOP Web Site. New or updated Fact Sheets will be mailed 

to all interested parties on the CENWK mailing list. Handouts will be prepared for open 

house events as needed.  

Current Fact Sheets available include: 

 Historical Facts about the Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant Fact Sheet 

 Operable Unit 3 Proposed Plan Fact Sheet (October 2012) 

 Military Munitions Site Inspection at the Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant 

(January 2011) 

  Summary of the Detection in MW-116A During the 2011 First Quarter 

Sampling Event (July 2011) 

 Summary of the 2009 Containment Evaluation (October 2010) 

 New Treatment System at the Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant (April 2010) 
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 Summary of the 2008 Containment Evaluation Fact Sheet (January 2010) 

 Facts about the History of the Clean-Up Project (October 2008) 

 Monitoring Fact Sheet (October 2008) 

 Summary of the 2007 Containment Evaluation (October 2008) 

 Focused Extraction Begins in the Load Line 1 Plume Fact Sheet (June 2008) 

 Chemical Warfare Materiel Mustard Agent Fact Sheet (April 2007) 

 Evaluating and Choosing the Non-Time Critical Removal Action for Operable 

Unit (OU) 3 Fact Sheet (March 2007) 

 Ordnance and Explosives Recurring Review Fact Sheet (March 2007) 

 Advanced Oxidation Process Safety Fact Sheet (January 2007) 

 Evaluation of Surface Water Screening Levels for TCE and RDX Fact Sheet 

(January 2007) 

 Address Issues of Concern – CENWK will take an active role to ensure that stakeholder 

concerns are addressed in a timely manner using the most appropriate communication 

methods, such as quarterly project fact sheets and/or public meetings. CENWK will 

continue to have project personnel available at open house events to answer questions 

and address issues of concern. 

CERCLA requires, and the FFA dictates, that public meetings be held prior to public comment 

periods. Most recently, a public comment period was held on the OU3 Proposed Plan in January 

2013, and on the ROD in April 2013. The OU3 ROD has been signed; therefore, no additional 

public meetings as related to CERCLA requirements are currently planned. 

 Maintain the Information Repository - CENWK has established and maintains an 

Information Repository at the Mead Public Library which contains former NOP 

environmental plans, reports and other project-related information as stipulated in the 

FFA. The location of the Mead Public Library and its hours of operation are presented 

in Appendix C of this PIP. The Information Repository contains the Administrative 

Record, as required by CERCLA. In July 2006, a computer dedicated to the Mead project 

was made available at the Mead Public Library. The computer has electronic versions of 

the documents in the repository. Users can download documents onto their own 

electronic media (compact discs [CDs] or memory sticks). As technological capabilities 

allow, the Information Repository documents will be made available on the project 

website. To make it easier for the public to use the documents contained at the repository, 

an easy-to-understand index is available at the library. The index lists all the project 

documents available at the Information Repository. 

 Conduct Yearly Site Tours - CENWK will continue to conduct a yearly site tour for 

interested community members. These yearly site tours will occur in conjunction with 

the Spring open house event, and will be announced in the local newspapers, through 

posted flyers, and through semiannual newsletters/mailings to the project mailing list. 

The site tours will highlight the locations of the major activities being conducted at the 

time of the tour. Tour stops will include the Main Groundwater Treatment Plant, the 
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LL1 Groundwater Treatment Plant, the AOP and LL4 Groundwater Treatment Plants, 

and other remediation systems in operation at the time of the tour. 

 Maintain the Project Website - CENWK has developed and is maintaining a project 

website at URL – 
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/EnvironmentalProjects/NOP.aspx. 

The current project website contains the following information for the public's use: 

o Site Technical Information 

o Community Relations 

o Project History and Implementation 

o Contact Information 

o Fact Sheets 

o Frequently Asked Questions 

o Newsletters 

o Open House Event Information 

It was noted in the interviews that some of the community members do not have ready 

access to the internet; however, CENWK is committed to maintaining the project website 

for the interested public that can access project information in this manner. 

 Maintain Project Mailing List of Individuals and Organizations Interested in Receiving 

Information - CENWK has established and is maintaining a mailing list of local residents 

and officials and government regulators interested in the site restoration activities as 

stipulated in the FFA. This mailing list helps CENWK keep the community informed of 

site activities. Contacts on the mailing list will receive semiannual newsletters, copies of 

fact sheets as they are developed, and invitations to site events. The mailing list will be 

updated continually throughout the remediation process by adding people who request to 

be added and who attend the open house events; and by dropping individuals for whom 

mail is returned as undeliverable at least three times. Anyone who wishes to be added to 

the list should contact the CENWK Project Manager listed in Appendix B. 

 Maintain Communication with Federal, State and Local Government - CENWK is 

committed to continued communication with our partners, EPA and NDEQ, as required 

by the FFA. Communication and information exchange between such local agencies as 

the Lower Platte North NRD, the Lincoln Water System, and UNL officials is a key 

component of the overall success of the project. CENWK also maintains communication 

with other municipalities surrounding the site, such as Ashland, Wahoo, Memphis, 

Ithaca, Yutan, and Mead, through mailings, periodic emails, and telephone 

conversations. 

 Update PIP – This PIP is scheduled to be updated every three years or when needed due 

to changing conditions. 



Public Involvement Plan, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant–Mead, Nebraska 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—Kansas City District 

5-1 

5.0 REFERENCES 

Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality (NDEQ), 1998. Letter re: Former Nebraska 

Ordnance Plant Ground Water Remediation Discharge at Mead, Nebraska. October 5.  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Kansas City District, 1983. Archives Search Report 

for the Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Saunders County, Nebraska, Report No. 

AO17. Submitted to the U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency, Assessment 

Division, by Environmental Science and Engineering. July. 

USACE, 1991a. Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska, Remedial Investigation 

Operable Unit 1, Draft Report with Appendices A through D. 

USACE, 1991b. Preliminary Assessment of Ordnance Contamination at the Former Nebraska 

Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by TCT-St. Louis. April. 

USACE, 1992. Supplemental Remedial Investigation, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant 

Operable Unit 1, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by SEC Donohue. 

USACE, 1995. Final Record of Decision, Operable Unit 1, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant 

Site, Mead, Nebraska. November. 

USACE, 1996a. Phase I Preliminary Data Package, Operable Unit No.3 for Former Nebraska 

Ordnance Plant, Prepared by Woodward-Clyde. February. 

USACE, 1996b. Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, 

Saunders County, Nebraska. Prepared by Dames & Moore, Inc. July. 

USACE, 1996c. Final Record of Decision, Operable Unit 2, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant 

Site, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by Woodward-Clyde. October.  

USACE, 1996d. Remedial Investigation Report. Operable Unit No.3 for Former Nebraska 

Ordnance Plant, Prepared by Woodward-Clyde. December. 

USACE, 1997a. Site-Wide Community Relations Plan. Prepared by Woodward-Clyde. January. 

USACE, 1997b. EPA Superfund Record of Decision: Nebraska Ordnance Plant (Former), EPA 

ID: NE6211890011, OU 02, Mead, NE, EPA/ROD/R07-97/143. Prepared by 

Woodward-Clyde. April. 

USACE, 1997c. Remedial Investigation Report. Operable Unit No.3 for Former Nebraska 

Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by Woodward-Clyde. May. 

USACE, 1998. Remedial Action Report for the Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, OU 1 in 

Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by OHM Remediation Services Corp. September. 



Public Involvement Plan, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant–Mead, Nebraska 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—Kansas City District 

5-2 

USACE, 2000. Feasibility Study Report, Operable Unit No. 3, Former Nebraska Ordnance 

Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by URS Group, Inc. December. 

USACE, 2002. Ordnance and Explosives (OE) Recurring Review Report, Former Nebraska 

Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. December. 

USACE, 2004. Public Participation in the Defense Environmental Restoration Program for 

Formerly Used Defense Sites, EP 1110-3-8. April. 

USACE, 2007a. Feasibility Study Report with Engineering Evaluation and Cost Addendum for 

Non-Time Critical Removal Action, Operable Unit No. 3, Former Nebraska Ordnance 

Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by URS Group, Inc. December. 

USACE, 2007b. Final Action Memorandum, Non-Time Critical Removal, Operable Unit 3, 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. December. 

USACE, 2008. Public Involvement Plan for the Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, 

Nebraska. Prepared by URS. June. 

USACE, 2009a. GCW Evaluation Technical Memorandum, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater) 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by URS Group, Inc. 

February. 

USACE, 2009b. Final Five-Year Review Report, 1st Five-Year Review Report for Former 

Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), Mead, Nebraska. 

Prepared by URS Group, Inc. July. 

USACE, 2009c. Situational Assessment Report, Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. 

Prepared by CDM Federal Programs (CDM Smith). August. 

USACE, 2009d. Final Containment Evaluation Work Plan, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by URS Group, Inc. 

under Contract W9128F-04-D-0001, Task Order No. DHO1. June.  

USACE, 2010. Public Involvement Plan for the Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, 

Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. 

June.  

USACE, 2011a. Final Interim Remedial Action Completion Report, Operable Unit No. 2 

(Groundwater), Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC 

under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. July. 

USACE, 2011b. Final 2010 Groundwater Model Update, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract 

W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. August. 



Public Involvement Plan, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant–Mead, Nebraska 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—Kansas City District 

5-3 

USACE, 2011c. Final 2010 Containment Evaluation Annual Report, Operable Unit No. 2 

(Groundwater), Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC 

under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. October. 

USACE, 2012a. Final Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report, Operable Unit 3, Former 

Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by Geo Consultants, LLC. 

January. 

USACE, 2012b. Final 2011 Containment Evaluation, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract 

W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. June.  

USACE, 2012c. Final Groundwater Monitoring Program Optimization Investigation Report, 

Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, 

Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. 

June. 

USACE, 2012d. Final 2011 Annual Summary Report, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract 

W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. July.  

USACE, 2012e. Final Military Munitions Response Program Site Inspection Report Nebraska 

Ordnance Plant, Formerly Used Defense Site Property No. B07NE0037 Saunders 

County, Nebraska. Prepared by Shaw under Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0010. 

August.  

USACE, 2012f. Final Proposed Plan, Operable Unit 3, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, 

Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by Geo Consultants, LLC. October. 

USACE, 2013a. Final Revised Operation and Maintenance Manual Main Groundwater 

Treatment Plant, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), Former Nebraska Ordnance 

Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task 

Order 0002. February. 

USACE, 2013b. Final Monitoring Well Network Optimization Data Summary Report, Phase II, 

Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, 

Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. 

April. 

USACE, 2013c. Final Record of Decision, Operable Unit 3, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, 

Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by Geo Consultants, LLC. May.  

USACE, 2013d. Final 2012 Annual Summary Report, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract 

W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. May.  



Public Involvement Plan, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant–Mead, Nebraska 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—Kansas City District 

5-4 

USACE, 2013e. Final Quarterly Summary Report, First Quarter 2013 Sampling Events, 

Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, 

Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. 

May. 

USACE, 2013f. Adjournment of the former Nebraska Ordnance Plant (NOP) Superfund Site 

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). June. 

USACE, 2013g. Final 2012 Containment Evaluation, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract 

W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. September.  

USACE, 2013h. Final Quarterly Summary Report, Second Quarter 2013 Sampling Events, 

Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, 

Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. 

September. 

USACE, 2013i. Final 2012 Groundwater Model Update, Operable Unit No. 2 (Groundwater), 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant, Mead, Nebraska. Prepared by ECC under Contract 

W912DQ-08-D-0001, Task Order 0002. October. 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2013. http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/31/31155.html.  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 7, Department of the Army, and 

Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality, 1991. Interagency Agreement. 

EPA, 2005. Superfund Community Involvement Handbook, EPA 540-K-05-003. April. 



 

 

TABLE(S)



 

 

This page was intentionally left blank.



 

 

Table 3.1  

Summary of Responses to Interview Topics 

Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant 

Mead, Nebraska 

 

Topic Summary 

General background 84% local residents, 16% other 

Familiarity with site 100% were familiar, some said they were very familiar 

Level of concern 19% low, 59% moderate, 22% high 

Past interactions with Corps or 

contractors* 

60% positive, 23% neutral, 17% negative 

58% well owners, 17% attend meetings, 36% other 

Concerns about the site* 
52% groundwater, 74% multiple, 26% property values, 

26% health, 16% none 

Opinion of the work the Corps is doing* 53% positive, 26% negative, 21% mixed, 15% no opinion 

Satisfaction with amount of information 

provided 
61% satisfied, 39% want more 

Preferred source of information* 
59% written materials, 41% meetings, 24% email, 24% 

other 

Satisfaction with current level of 

involvement 
88% satisfied, 12% would like to be more involved 

Familiarity with meetings 68% have attended, 32% have not 

*Interviewees could provide more than one response to this topic 

 

% = percent 
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Executive Summary 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Kansas City District has been 
implementing remediation of a contaminant plume beneath the former Nebraska 
Ordnance Plant (NOP) Site (the site), in Mead, Nebraska since 2002. This remediation is 
expected to continue for decades. It is the Corps’ desire to meet its cleanup obligations at 
the site and the communication needs of the stakeholders.  

To identify ways to improve communications, the Kansas City District requested 
assistance from the Corps’ Institute for Water Resources (IWR) Conflict Resolution and 
Public Participation Center. IWR subsequently contracted with CDM Federal Programs 
(CDM) to conduct a situational assessment. The first phase of the assessment consisted 
of conducting interviews with as many local stakeholders as possible to gauge their 
feelings about the site and the Corps. The second phase was to use the results of those 
interviews to provide suggestions for improving communication at the site. To complete 
the second phase, CDM also interviewed Corps personnel to discuss their experiences 
with communication at the site.  

CDM interviewed 43 local stakeholders including area residents and various agency 
representatives. The results of those interviews (see Section 3, below) indicated a fairly 
high level of satisfaction with the work being conducted by the Corps, although several 
issues were raised that were worrisome to the interviewees. Most residents had lived on 
their properties for much, if not all, of their lives and had made part or all of their living 
in agriculture. Properties had often been in families for many generations. Many of the 
residents were senior citizens, and only seven interviewees lived outside of the area. All 
interviewees indicated they had at least some familiarity with the site, and most 
considered themselves to be very familiar. Many of the interviewees were current or 
former Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) members.  

Almost 60 percent of respondents said they had a moderate level of concern about the 
site. The remainder was evenly divided between a low or high level of concern. The 
most common concerns expressed were groundwater contamination, property values, 
and health effects. As at almost all environmental sites, people were most concerned 
about how the contamination or site activities would affect them or their property.  

Most respondents had interacted with the Corps or their contractors in one form or 
another, primarily through well sampling or by attendance at public meetings. More 
than 80 percent reported those interactions had been positive or neutral. About 60 
percent of those interviewed had an opinion on the work being conducted by the Corps. 
Most (53 percent) said it was positive. Less than 20 percent had a negative opinion.  

Most people (about 60 percent) said they were satisfied with the information they were 
receiving about the site, and some indicated the situation had improved. The remainder 
said they would like more or different information. The most-often cited options for 
getting information were written materials (59 percent) and meetings (41 percent). 
Opinions were divided on using the Internet (either Web sites or e-mails). Many people 
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wanted a mix of information options. Almost 90 percent of interviewees were interested 
in maintaining their current level of involvement. Many said they had other demands on 
their time and didn’t feel they could be more involved.  

Almost 70 percent of the people interviewed had attended RAB or other meetings. Many 
of those people felt strongly that such meetings were important. However, the majority 
were unhappy with the way the RAB meetings were run. Suggestions for improving the 
RAB meetings focused primarily on length and format. Also cited were meeting 
frequency, location, materials, documentation, and follow-up. 

CDM also conducted separate interviews with some Corps personnel to gather 
information on site background, issues, and past outreach (see Section 4, below). This 
information was necessary to develop suggestions for future outreach activities at the 
site. Those interviewees said the most contentious issue at the site was the installation 
and pumping of the Metropolitan Utilities District (M.U.D.) wells, and that those wells 
seemed to be the driver for most disagreements between the Corps and the community 
RAB representatives.  

The Corps interviewees thought their work at the site had been good and that they were 
meeting their responsibilities in containing and monitoring the contaminant plume. 
Corps interviewees believed that pumping the M.U.D. wells did not threaten the 
containment of the plume. Corps personnel also felt that the public did not understand 
that decisions and assumptions at environmental sites often have to be modified as new 
data are received. They felt that when such changes needed to be made at the site, they 
had sometimes been made to look like mistakes made by the Corps, rather modification 
necessitated by new data.  

The Corps personnel interviewed believed that the Corps’ relationship with the 
community at large was good, but that there was not much independent information to 
back that up. They said that relatively little time or money had been invested in 
outreach, and that various outreach methods had been tried in the past but not in a 
consistent or long-term manner. Prior to the M.U.D. well issue, Corps personnel 
interviewed felt the relationship between the Corps and the community RAB 
representatives had been good. However, Corps interviewees felt that the current 
relationship was unworkable and said that efforts to improve that relationship (e.g., 
hiring a facilitator) have been rejected. They believed suspending the RAB meetings was 
a good idea. Corps interviewees felt there was little hope for improving the situation 
given the response received to date from the RAB.  

Based on the results of the interviews with the stakeholders and the Corps personnel, it 
appears that the Corps is meeting its obligations for communication at the site. The 
Corps has held public meetings, distributes newsletters, maintains a Web site, provides 
a contact person for questions, maintains an information repository, and sponsors the 
RAB (although the RAB is currently indefinitely suspended). In general, the opinion of 
the Corps in the community seems to be relatively good.  

Although the Corps is making a good effort to communicate with the public, there is 
room for improvement. These improvements are especially important given what may 

ES-2  A 
   



Executive Summary 

turn out to be irreconcilable differences between the Corps and the community 
representatives of the RAB. To focus the suggested improvement activities, CDM 
developed three communication goals (see Section 5, below) for the site: meet the 
stakeholder’s needs for communication and interaction, increase trust, and reevaluate 
the viability of the RAB.  

Nine specific steps were developed (see Section 5.4, below) to assist in meeting these 
communication goals. The following steps have been ranked on the basis of ease of 
implementation and priority and can be used alone or in combination to improve 
communication at the site: 

1. Understand the audience 
2. Understand issues and answers in advance 
3. Involve the team in communication 
4. Ask and answer questions 
5. Continue to have public meetings 
6. Improve existing outreach materials 
7. Reach out to new groups 
8. Develop new outreach tools 
9. Resolve the issues related to the RAB  

Each of the steps above is important; most of them include activities the Corps is already 
doing (to one degree or another). For each step, details are provided for improvements 
that can be made within the framework of the Corps’ existing outreach program. Many 
improvements are very simple and require little extra time or effort, just tweaks in 
behavior or thinking. Others require more effort, but can have a significant payoff (e.g., 
development of new outreach tools). Finally, some improvements (e.g., reaching out to 
new groups) are extras that could build valuable relationships, but require more of a 
commitment of time or resources.  

Improving communications at an environmental site can seem like a luxury when basic 
communication needs are being met, especially with the limited resources available to 
the Corps and the other demands placed on its personnel. Indeed, if the RAB was 
functioning as envisioned in the RAB guidance issued jointly by the Department of 
Defense (DOD) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), many of these 
suggestions could be considered extras rather than necessities. However, given its 
current relationship with the RAB the Corps could make a prudent investment in the 
long-term success of the project by committing the resources necessary to implement at 
least some of the steps identified in this report.  
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Section 1 Introduction 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Kansas City District has been 
conducting investigation and cleanup activities at the former Nebraska Ordnance Plant 
(NOP) Site (the site), in Mead, Nebraska since 1991. Since that time, the Corps has 
worked to maintain a cooperative relationship with the wide variety of stakeholders at 
the site. To proactively assess and improve the existing level of communication between 
the Corps and the stakeholders, the Kansas City District recently requested assistance 
from the Corps’ Institute for Water Resources (IWR) Conflict Resolution and Public 
Participation Center. The IWR Center provides assistance to Corps’ field offices in areas 
of conflict resolution and public participation.  

In response, IWR contracted CDM Federal Programs (CDM) in January 2009 to conduct 
an independent and impartial assessment of communication issues related to the site. 
CDM was to assess current conditions and suggest appropriate follow-up measures in 
response to conflicts the Corps has been experiencing at the site. This situational 
assessment is to be the first phase of a longer process. The second phase of the project 
will entail carrying out the situational assessment’s recommendations. 

1.1 Background 
The site occupies approximately 17,250 acres located one-half mile south of Mead in 
Saunders County, Nebraska. During World War II and the Korean War, bombs, shells, 
and rockets were assembled at the site. The NOP included four bomb load lines, a Bomb 
Booster Assembly plant, an ammonium nitrate plant, two explosive burning areas, a 
proving range, a landfill, a wastewater treatment plant, analytical laboratories, and 
storage and administration facilities. Most of the raw materials used to manufacture the 
weapons were produced at other locations and shipped to the NOP facility for assembly. 
Routine plant operations included washout of explosive materials prior to bomb loading 
and assembly, and bomb washing following assembly. Wash water was discharged to 
sumps and open ditches.  

From 1942 to 1956, the NOP produced munitions at four bomb-loading lines, stored 
munitions and produced ammonium nitrates. The property also contained burn areas, 
an Atlas missile facility, and a sewage treatment plant. During the 1950s and early 1960s, 
the US Air Force operated an Atlas Missile Launch facility. Construction and 
maintenance activities at the site resulted in the release of trichloroethylene (TCE), an 
industrial solvent, into the groundwater near Load Lines 1 and 4.  

Most of the property is now owned by the University of Nebraska, Nebraska National 
Guard and private entities. The Corps has identified soil contaminated with 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and munitions and on-site and off-site groundwater 
contaminated with explosives and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed the property on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) in 1990 and signed an interagency agreement in 1991.  

A  1-1 



 Section 1 
Introduction 

Because the site is very large, with different types of contamination in different 
locations, investigation and cleanup activities were organized in categories called 
“operable units.” Three operable units (OUs) were organized to help expedite 
investigation and cleanup activities. 

 OU1 – Soils. OU1, which includes soils contaminated with explosive 
compounds, was completed in 1999 with the excavation of soils and treatment 
through an on-site incinerator.  

 OU2 – Groundwater. OU2 consists of a groundwater extraction and treatment 
system that hydraulically contains 11 square miles of contaminated 
groundwater, preventing its further migration to the south and east. The system 
consists of a network of 13 extraction wells, 3 water treatment plants, and almost 
400 groundwater monitoring wells, private water supply wells, and surface 
water locations sampled on a regular basis. Alternate water supply is provided 
to residents whose domestic wells are contaminated from military activities at 
the site. Three additional groundwater extraction wells are currently being 
constructed under separate contract.  

 OU3 – Miscellaneous Sites, Ordnance and Explosives. OU3 includes a former 
on-site landfill and former unidentified waste disposal areas not previously 
identified. Contaminants evaluated include metals, explosives, volatiles and 
semi-volatiles. Ordnance and explosives, previously managed as a separate 
project, will be merged into the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) process. 

In 1997, the Corps converted the property’s technical review committee to a Restoration 
Advisory Board (RAB). The RAB is co-chaired by a member of the local community and 
the Corps project manager. For many years, the RAB meetings were well-attended and 
relationships among members were congenial. However, in recent years the meetings 
have had lower attendance as many people choose not to attend because of the ongoing 
disputes and disagreements that have arisen. Trust between the Corps and the various 
other members of the RAB has deteriorated. The last formal RAB meeting was held in 
October 2007, although the Corps has continued to hold other quarterly meetings that 
are open to the public. The Corps has informed the community that RAB meetings will 
be held only under the condition that the meeting is facilitated and formal operating 
procedures are adopted. Some RAB members claim that the imposition of these 
requirements is “illegal.” 
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1.2 Report Structure 
This report is formatted to include specific information requested by the Corps, as 
follows: 

 Executive Summary. Synopsizes the information provided in the report. 

 Section 1. Introduction. Provides project background and an outline of the 
report’s structure.  

 Section 2. Scope of Work. Details the activities conducted as part of the 
situational assessment. 

 Section 3. Results of Interviews with Stakeholders. Summarizes the scope of 
relevant issues and concerns that were identified. Neutrally describes the range 
of perspectives and concerns related to these issues. 

 Section 4. Results of Interviews with the Corps. Summarizes what Corps 
personnel said are the main issues at the site. Discusses the outreach and 
communication efforts that were made by the Corps at the site.  

 Section 5. Suggestions for Improving Communication. Summarizes the 
interviews, sets goals for improving communication, and lists steps for attaining 
those goals.  
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Section 2 Scope of Work 

As stated in Section 1, CDM was brought in to conduct an independent and impartial 
assessment of communication issues related to the site. This work was intended to assess 
current conditions (Phase 1) and suggest appropriate follow-up measures in response to 
conflicts the Corps has been experiencing at the site (Phase 2). The site-specific 
information was to be gathered primarily through interviews with local stakeholders 
and past Corps project managers. This section describes the process undertaken to 
conduct those interviews and complete the situational assessment. 

2.1 Phase 1 - Assessing the Current Situation 
2.1.1 Identification and Notification of Interviewees 
The intent of the interviews was to gather information from 30 to 40 site stakeholders. 
These stakeholders could include local residents, property owners whose wells were 
sampled by the Corps, RAB members, and people who had knowledge of the site, either 
due to their physical location, job, or particular interests. The Corps provided CDM with 
a site mailing list as a basis for contacting potential interviewees. That mailing list 
contained approximately 130 names. The Corps also took advantage of its January 2009 
public availability session to announce the upcoming interviews and solicit volunteer 
interviewees (see Appendix A). No one at that meeting signed up to be interviewed.  

As a first step to the interviews, a letter signed by the site project manager was mailed to 
everyone on the mailing list. The letter explained the reason for conducting the 
interviews and the basics of the process that would be used (see Appendix B). The letter 
alerted people that they might be receiving a phone call about the interviews in the next 
few weeks.  

For individuals who had a mailing address, but no recorded phone number, a separate 
insert was included in the letter that requested interested individuals to send the Corps 
their contact information in an enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. The six 
people who responded to that request were included in the interview process. An e-mail 
interview request was sent to people who had only an e-mail address, but there were no 
responses.  

2.1.2 The Interview Process 
After the letters were mailed, multiple attempts were made to contact the individuals. 
Once potential interviewees were reached by telephone and agreed to participate, they 
were asked if the interview could be conducted at that time, or if another time would be 
more convenient. Two people were added to the list at the recommendation of a 
neighbor. 

During the interview, the interviewee was guided through various topic areas. Notes 
from each interview were compiled separately to use as a basis for the summarization 
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process. Interviewees were assured that the names of the people who participated in the 
process would not be linked to their responses. For that reason, neither the individual 
interview write-ups nor the names of the people interviewed are provided.  

Interviewees were allowed to talk as long as they wished. With a few exceptions, most 
interviews generally lasted about 10 to 15 minutes. The interviews were conducted 
between February 23 and March 25, 2009. During that time frame, 100 individuals were 
called, contact was made with 52 people, and 43 interviews were conducted.  

A prepared list of discussion topics was used to allow a broad range of topics to be 
covered and to facilitate summarization of the results of multiple interviews. However, 
interviewees were allowed to take the conversation in whatever direction they chose. 
Most people covered all the discussion topics, but a few interviews were very short and 
consisted of people giving a brief statement.  

The initial topics of conversation that were covered with the interviewees were:  

 General background. How long they have lived in Saunders County? Do they 
live near the site? Do they have kids at home? 

 Familiarity with the site. Had they or any of their family members worked 
there? What did they know about the site? 

 General level of concern about the site in comparison to other issues in their 
life. For instance, three examples might be: high (worry about it daily), medium 
(worry about it occasionally), or low (almost never think about it).  

 History of interactions with the Corps or their contractors. Have the 
interviewees’ wells been sampled? Have they attended meetings? Have they had 
other types of interactions? How did they feel about those interactions? 

 Concerns (if any) regarding the site. Examples could include contamination (soil 
and groundwater), property values, community participation in the process, 
water supply, etc.  

 Opinion on the work being done by the Corps at the site. Do they have an 
opinion? Could they say if it was positive, neutral, negative, or other?   

  Satisfaction with the level of information they are currently receiving on the 
site. Are they getting the information they need? Too much? Not enough?   

 Best way to get information to them about the site. Do they prefer one method 
or a variety? Is there a resource they trust more than others?  

 Satisfaction with current level of involvement. Do they wish they could get 
more involved? Are they happy with their current level of involvement with 
what’s going on at the site?  
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 Attendance at site meetings. Have they attended site meetings? If so, which ones 
and how many? 

 Suggestions for improving site meetings. Is there anything that could be done 
to make the site meetings more useful or appealing?  

 Other thoughts or comments. Do they have any additional thoughts on 
improving communication in general at the site? 

After the interviews were completed, the findings were compiled for each topic area (see 
Section 3) to assess trends and to protect the privacy of the interviewees. Care was taken 
to ensure that specific responses were not attributed to an individual.  

2.2 Phase 2 - Understanding Past Actions at the Site and 
Developing Recommendations for 
Improvement 

After discussing the results of the community interviews with the Corps, it became 
apparent that interviews with current and former site personnel would be useful to 
provide the background information on what had or had not been done at the site in 
terms of outreach. That information was necessary to develop relevant 
recommendations for future outreach work at the site. Those recommendations would 
rely on an understanding of the community’s concerns and issues and a knowledge of 
what had previously been done by the Corps at the site. Those interviews are 
summarized in Section 4. 

2.2.1 Interview with Past Project Managers 
The Corps provided a list of five past project managers or other personnel who had 
worked at the site between 2003 and 2009. The following are the initial topics of 
conversation covered in those interviews:  

 Background. When did you work at the site? What activities were ongoing? 
Were there any non-NOP issues in the area that you feel affected the NOP?  

 Major issues. What do you think were the major issues with the public during 
your tenure and now?  

 Outreach activities. What outreach activities were in place when you became 
project manager? What are your thoughts on how well they worked? Which do 
you think were the most successful? 

 Changes to outreach. Did you drop any existing outreach activities or try new 
ones? What were the results? Which were the most successful? 

 Relationship with other RAB members. What was your relationship with the 
other RAB members (community members and agency members)? Did you try 
anything to improve the relationship? 
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 RAB meetings. Please describe the RAB meetings. How often were they held? 
How long were they? How well attended were they? Were all groups 
represented? Were there specific groups with issues? What was the format? What 
was the general tone, and did it change over time? 

 RAB continuation. Do you think the Corps should continue the RAB? If yes, do 
you have any suggestions for future managers in facilitating those meetings? If 
no, do you think there is a more effective way to get information to the public 
(i.e., in a meeting or other format)?  

 Relationship with the community. What was your relationship with the 
community as a whole?   

 Wish list. Is there anything you wish you could have achieved?  

The findings for the interviews with Corps personnel are provided in Section 4.  

2.2.2 Development of Goals and Steps for Improvement 
Based on the results of the interviews with stakeholders and past project managers, a 
series of three communication goals and nine steps for attaining those goals were 
developed for the Corps to improve communications at the site. Those 
recommendations are provided in Section 5.  

 

 

 

 



 

Section 3 Results of Stakeholder Interviews 

This section summarizes the scope of relevant issues and concerns that were identified 
as a result of the stakeholder interviews.  

3.1 Results for Individual Topic Areas 
The results of the interviews with 43 residents and other site stakeholders are 
summarized in this section by individual topic areas described in Section 2. Comments 
that help provide a more detailed response are also provided. No interviewee names 
have been attributed to specific comments. To further protect privacy, most personal 
information has been removed from the comments. The exception is for comments 
provided to the first two questions (general background and familiarity with the site) as 
those comments provide a sense of the respondent’s history with the area and the site 
and do not espouse particular opinions about the site.  

 For ease of reading, an attempt has been made to sort the comments into similar 
categories (e.g., positive or negative). However, comments may also overlap a category. 
A summary of the results is shown in Table 3-1. Because this information was derived 
from conversations with interviewees, rather than from detailed written surveys, the 
numeric summaries are somewhat subjective and do not represent precise 
measurements.  

Table 3-1. Summary of Responses to Interview Topics 

Topic Summary 

General background 84% local residents, 16% other 

Familiarity with site 100% were familiar, some said they were very familiar 

Level of concern 19% low, 59% medium, 22% high  
Past interactions with 
Corps or contractors 

60% positive, 23% neutral, 17% negative   
58% wells sampled, 17% attend meetings, 36% other 

Concerns about the site* 52% groundwater, 74% multiple, 26% property values, 26% health, 
16% none  

Opinion of the work the 
Corps is doing 53% positive, 26% negative, 21% mixed, 15% none 

Satisfaction with amount 
of information provided 61% happy, 39% want more 

Preferred source of 
information* 59% written materials, 41% meetings, 24% e-mail, 24% other 

Satisfaction with current 
level of involvement 88% happy, 12% would like to be more involved 

Familiarity with meetings 68% have attended, 32% have not 

*Interviewees could provide more than one response to this topic 
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3.1.1 General Background 
Most of the area residents interviewed were individuals who had lived 
on their properties for most, if not all, of their lives. These people 
generally made part or all of their living off of agricultural pursuits on 
their land. Very often, the residents’ property had been in their family 
for many generations; if the interviewee did not live on the property, 
their parents still did. Many residents were senior citizens. Only seven 
of the interviewees lived elsewhere. Eight of the people interviewed 
were current or former community representatives of the RAB; five were agency 
representatives (non-Corps). Individual comments are provided below.  

Locals
Other

3.1.1.1 Local Residents 
 I’ve lived on this property all my life. It was owned by my great, great 

grandfather. I raised my children here.  
 I have farmed and lived in Saunders County forever. I was only gone while I was 

in the service. I’m lucky to live where I was raised.  
 I live in Saunders County. I’ve lived here all my life. I put a well in this house in 

1975 and had 2 children.  
 I’ve lived here all my life, and I’m 82 years old. 
 I’ve lived my whole live in Saunders County. I live in town now because I’m 

afraid to live on the farm. My parents live on the farm. I keep telling them to 
move into town, to move away, but they don’t want to. I worry about them.  

 I have lived in Saunders County for 52 years.  
 I’ve lived in Saunders County all my life – about 45 to 50 years.  
 I live near the site and have been here for 40-some years.  
 I’ve lived in Saunders County near the site for about 35 years.  
 I’ve lived here 30 years. 
 I live here part time. My Ma had property there. After she died, I just visit on 

weekends, etc. We’ve lived here for 30 years.  
 I’ve lived in Saunders County for 30 years.  
 I’ve lived here most of my life (about 30 years). My Grampa worked at the NOP 

70-80 years ago.  
 I’ve lived in Saunders County since 1980. I have children at home.  
 I’ve lived here since 1983.  
 I have lived in the town of Mead for more than 24 years.  
 I have farm that has contamination under it for 20 years.  
 My relatives have lived in the area since the 1870s, and I’ve lived here 15 years.  
 I’ve lived in Saunders County for 12 to14 years. I live near the site and have kids. 
 I’ve lived in Saunders County for 12 years. I am near the site - my kids are in 

college now.  
 I’ve lived here for 10 years. 
 I’ve lived in Saunders County for 5 years. 
 I have lived here about 1 year. 
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3.1.1.2 Other Stakeholders 
 I don’t live in the area, but I’m familiar with everything that goes on. I’ve been 

working on the project for about 5 years.  
 I work in Omaha. 
 I live in Omaha, but I’m concerned about potential contamination of M.U.D. 

wells, and I attend many meetings. 
 I live in another county. I’m an environmental specialist. I work on the site. 
 In our district, we assist when we can and work directly with the Corps.  
 I don’t live in Saunders County. I did my thesis project out there and have 

remained interested. I went through all the literature.  
 

3.1.2 Familiarity with the Site 
All of the people interviewed indicated that they had some familiarity with the site, and 
most considered themselves to be very familiar. Specific comments beyond this are 
provided below.  

 I feel quite well informed. I am regularly asked to explain things to my 
neighbors.  

 Very familiar. They’re trying to protect groundwater, as mandated by law. With 
a 100-year cleanup plan, I wonder if we’re really getting anywhere.  

 I’m very familiar. My background is in geology, and I was a consultant.  
 Very familiar. I don’t work on the site, but visit regularly. I get Corps reports. I 

capture and file data. Sometimes we scan newspaper articles. 
 Pretty familiar. My family has been in the area for a long time.  
 The site is right across the street from my house.  
 I keep up on everything. I read all of the minutes. I attend meetings when I can. 
 Pretty good level of knowledge. Working on the site  
 I read stories and have attended many RAB meetings.  
 I’m fairly familiar. I served on NRD [Nebraska Resource District] board and did 

appraisal work for the Corps. 
 Yes, fairly familiar. I go to open houses, and the Corps sends materials to review. 
 Very familiar. I was the co-chairman for 4 to 5 years on site info via RAB.  
 Yes, I was on the City Council.  
 Yes, I’m within 1.5 miles of some really bad contaminants. 
 Yes. I’m a scientist. 
 I’ve been to a couple RAB meetings and have done some research on the internet. 
 I try to keep up. I’m a RAB member, but don’t attend all of the meetings.  
 I am fairly familiar, and I am a RAB member. 

 
3.1.3 General Level of Concern about the Site 
Almost 60 percent of the people who responded had a moderate 
level of concern about the site. The remainder was evenly divided 
between having a low or high concern. Specific comments beyond 
identifying their level of concern are presented below.  

Low
Medium
High
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3.1.3.1 Low 
 I was not formerly concerned. My well tested clean, but I do worry about it more 

now because what if the groundwater testing comes back and it’s not good?  
 I don’t worry about it, at least not until it gets to Mom’s house. The government 

has been slow to admit that there’s a problem. When they started doing this stuff 
about 50 years ago, they had no idea it was dangerous. 
 

3.1.3.2 Moderate 
 Medium to Low. I know that it’s a contaminated site. I think the Corps is trying 

to do their best. I see quarterly reports from whatever they find. 
 On a scale of 1-10, my level of concern is 5. 
 I try not to think about it, but my boy lives across the road, and I worry about 

him. They test his well regularly and so far the reports have been good. No 
complaints so far about the way the Corps does its work. 

 Medium, but I am not a resident. If I were a resident, it would be “high.”  
 Medium. I worry about the water. I worry about things moving onto our 

property. I worry about our kids.  
 Medium to High. There is a good deal of concern in the District. I would say my 

top five concerns might not be representative of the residents’ top five concerns. 
 Medium. Our property is within the one-mile buffer, and I’m a bit concerned 

with the M.U.D. wells now. I would really like to build a new house, but I’m 
hesitant to do that until I know what’s going on for sure.  

 I used to be way more concerned when I had children at home. I worry for 
people that have children. I’m concerned that today’s children will get cancer or 
tumors. I’m worried that there are also nitrates and DDT 
[dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane ] in the soil, from the site and from farmers. I 
am not personally concerned, but I’m concerned for others.  

 Medium. My son owns property that is in the line.  
 Medium-High. I’d be more worried if I lived in the plume.  
 Medium-High. I drive by the treatment plant daily, so I think about it every day.  
 Medium-High. I don’t really “worry” about it, but I think about it every day. I 

mean, I see it every day, so of course, I think about it.  
 Medium-High. My concern is bigger than just myself as an individual.  

 
3.1.3.3 High 

 High. Every time that I take a drink, I worry. Even when I shower, I worry. The 
Corps is making mistakes that are dangerous to the citizens. 

 High. I worry. One plume comes down near me. But, I trust the Corps, and I 
think that they are doing everything they can do. 

 
3.1.4 Past Interactions with the Corps or Site 
Contractors Wells

Most of the people who responded had interacted with the Corps or 
their contractors in one form or another, primarily through well 
sampling on their property or by attending public meetings. More than 

Mtgs
Other
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80 percent of the people who responded reported the interactions as positive or neutral.  

3.1.4.1 Well Sampling 
Almost 60 percent of the people interviewed had wells that were 
sampled by the Corps’ contractors. Their specific comments are 
provided below.  

 The Corps regularly samples my well. Once a month in 
summer and 2 to 3 times in winter. They always call or send a letter first. I was at 
home for one of the first visits, but they seem to know what they’re doing and 
now I just let them come whenever they want and do their work.  

Positve
Neutral
Negative

 The Corps comes out twice a year to sample. It’s a very positive experience.  
 The Corps has called to see if they could sample water, and I let them. It was no 

big deal. They seemed to respect my property and didn’t disturb anything.  
 The Corps started sampling my wells several years ago and they’ve done it twice 

a year since. It’s been a positive experience. I’m very glad that they check it. 
Otherwise, I would really wonder what was going on.  

 The Corps is always very polite. Testing is good for the residents. I always get 
the results within a month, and I appreciate that.  

 My water is sampled, and it’s a positive interaction. The contractors are 
available, polite, and ask good questions.  

 I recently had people come out to check water. I haven’t received any results yet. 
The neighbors really helped us get the well samples going.  

 Yes, I’ve had positive interactions with Corps. When they sample our well, they 
always call and come by at a convenient time. It’s been very positive.  

 My wells are sampled quarterly. I just say “hello.” I don’t really interact with 
them. They always call and are polite. My interactions have been pretty positive.  

 I had my water sampled in January, but I haven’t received any results yet. I 
received drinking water in the past, but now it’s getting treated.  

 NRD samples irrigation wells, and the Corps sampled the house well.  
 They’ve sampled wells, and I felt neutral about the interactions.  
 Yes, they’ve sampled. I feel neutral.  
 Our wells are sampled.  
 We have monitoring wells on our property.  
 They take samples from my son’s property. The interaction is okay.  

 
3.1.4.2 Meetings 
About 17 percent of the interviewees said their interactions with the Corps had 
primarily been through attending meetings or other events. Their specific comments are 
provided below.  

 My experience is limited to correspondence and meetings. The Corps seems open 
and honest, but you have to ask the right questions to get your answers and the 
average Joe might not have access to the lingo. People want to know “What is my 
water sample like compared to others?” But they don’t know what “turbidity” is, 
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etc. I don’t believe the Corps is hiding, but their engineers need to make a sincere 
effort to exchange information with community members without having to dig.  

 I’ve gone to open houses, talked on the phone, and gone on bus tours. All have 
been very positive.  
 

3.1.4.3 Other 
 I’ve only had paperwork contact.  
 I am not impressed. They didn’t seem to accomplish anything, but maybe I just 

don’t understand what is going on.  
 The Corps gives me sampling reports and data as a courtesy.  
 Yes, but not recently. It was fine.  
 Yes, positive.  
 Yes, it’s been great. The people are very nice.  
 My interactions with the Corps have been very, very positive. 

 
3.1.5 Concerns about the Site 
When the topic of concerns was raised by CDM, about 85 
percent of the people interviewed said that they had 
specific concerns. Many people had a variety of concerns. 
The most commonly expressed concerns were 
groundwater contamination, property values, and health 
effects. Specific comments regarding those concerns are 
found below. When one comment covers a number of 
concerns, it was placed in the “multiple concerns” category, 
but the individual concerns listed in the comment were tallied.  
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3.1.5.1 Groundwater  
More than 50 percent of the people interviewed said that groundwater was their 
primary concern at the site. Among those people, the primary concern was the M.U.D. 
wells.  

 I didn’t really have concerns as long as contaminants didn’t get into my 
groundwater. But now there are more pumps and more cleaning, so I am 
concerned.  

 I am concerned that the plume will be pulled towards my property and that 
OPPD [Omaha Public Power District] is taking water to process sewage instead 
of growing food. I am concerned those big corporations have run small farmers 
out of business, and that petrochemicals will further destroy groundwater.  

 I am mainly concerned with groundwater. I know the Corps is trying to keep up 
with things, but I tell my boy to drink bottled water and not take risks even 
though the reports have been good.  

 The aquifer may change directions. I don’t know that they will get all the work 
on the plume done before it moves further south because of the natural flow.  

 I got involved because I am concerned about the potential movement of the 
plume since they installed the new M.U.D. wells. Those wells are supplying the 
city where I live, and I want to know they are taking the issue seriously.  
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 My biggest concern is water and the long-term clean up. I don’t think the public 
understands what that really means. They don’t understand environmental 
remediation. If there’s garbage on the ground, you pick it up, and it’s done. They 
wonder “Why hasn’t the Corps picked everything up and called it done?” It’s a 
very different issue. The Corps has to work harder to educate the public on this.  

 My primary concern is groundwater quality and quantity.  
 All of the above, but mostly that groundwater could be contaminated.  
 My top worry is that someday they’ll pull my well out with all of this water 

they’re pumping for M.U.D. I’m not too far away from the M.U.D. wells.  
 Groundwater is the thing that concerns me most. I don’t think they have the 

contaminants clearly contained. M.U.D. really complicates matters, and it’s a 
tremendous amount of money. It bothers me to see so much money being spent 
when I can’t see much progress.  

 I am primarily concerned about groundwater. I’m concerned that M.U.D. tap 
water can come from the Platte, the Missouri, or these fields and citizens have no 
idea where it is coming from at any given time. M.U.D. already got their plant. 
It’s not like they asked the public what we wanted.  

 My biggest concern is that M.U.D. is going to contaminate more of the 
groundwater. Our water now is excellent. M.U.D. pumping is very concerning.  

 The Corps will not sample my wells. I water vegetables, and I wonder if they are 
being contaminated. I’ve asked for samples. I just don’t think it’s that 
complicated. If your house is within a few hundred feet of the plume, they 
should give you water. They don’t know all the answers. Water is cheap. They 
spend billions on other things. We’re in the plume.  

 M.U.D. is supposed to pump 52 million gallons per day. So, what are things 
going to be like here in another 5 or 10 years? I’m worried about lowering water 
tables. It is sand and gravel out here. I’m very concerned it will affect my land. If 
the water table is pulled lower, my centrifugal pump might not work. There are 
lots of these pumps in the area, and they only work because of a high water table. 
People west of us are on bottled water because of TCE and RDX 
[cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine]. I think pumping will move the plume.  

 I have city of Ashland water. So I’m worried about the water supply to residents.  
 
3.1.5.2 Multiple Concerns  
Almost 75 percent of the people interviewed said that they had multiple concerns 
regarding the site. Many people brought out their concerns in conversation without 
being questioned. If the interviewees were not talkative or were asked a question about 
their concerns and hesitated to respond, they were provided some example concerns 
that other residents had listed (i.e., groundwater contamination, soil contamination, 
property values, community participation in the process and water supply). Human 
health issues were not mentioned by CDM as a potential concern, yet they were raised 
by 26 percent of the interviewees. Property values were also mentioned by 26 percent of 
those who had concerns. 
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 I am concerned about it all.  
 I have several concerns. If it gets worse, I’d be in a bad spot due to my location. 

The Corps is doing all they can, and I believe they are doing a good job.  
 I’m worried about all of that stuff and especially water supply. I read in reports 

that everything is ok. But then I see numbers out of range, and I don’t know 
exactly what that means.  

 All of those things are of a bit of concern to me. It seems like a vocal minority of 
people want to stir up animosity. Some of it is true, and some of it isn’t. I am not 
very concerned about these things. The most negative things are said by people 
who don’t understand what the hell is going on. Every day, people tell me crazy 
stories, but they believe those stories and there’s not a thing anyone can do to 
change their minds. It’s like a built-in prejudice. You cannot change their beliefs.  

 All of these things. My biggest concern is when M.U.D. starts really pumping. 
What will that do to groundwater and the plume? Property values are a huge 
concern. Water is brought in because of contamination, so it’s a large concern for 
people trying to sell. There’s a lot of cancer in the area, but I don’t think there’s 
been a study to show correlations between contaminants and cancer rates.  

 
Primarily Health 

 I am concerned about it all, but am very concerned about people’s health. There 
are 60 chemicals in the aquifer, and 23 of them can cause cancer. Water is bottled 
or in a filter, but I suspect that more areas are contaminated than we currently 
know about. There needs to be more testing.  

 Everything listed is of concern to me. A farmer farms our land for us. I’m 
especially concerned about the water. We have children at home. I also worry 
very much about our property values.  

 All of the things listed concern me. Our high rates of cancer concern me. I really 
wanted to raise my family on the farm, but I’m afraid, so we live in town. This is 
not the life I wanted for them. I can’t even sell the land because people are afraid 
to buy. Suppose the next guy gets sick and sues me? The Corps should relocate 
us and give us another farm. This only affects about six farmers. Most of our land 
is contaminated and completely devalued.  

 All of these things really concern me. My largest concern is health. I drink well 
water which concerns me the most. If M.U.D. is drawing off the aquifer, then of 
course it is going to change the dynamics. Exactly what does this do to the 
plume? As I learn more, I get more concerned. I haven’t had time to attend 
meetings; but I grow more concerned daily, as I speak with my neighbors.  

 I’m concerned with all of the above, but also I am concerned with cancer. 
Although one professor that I talked to said you’d have to drink 20 gallons per 
day for 50 years to get cancer. Our cancer rates are higher than the rest of the 
state. Maybe contamination isn’t even all in the water. How volatile is it? People 
are feeding the cattle, so what about feedlots? Are cows contaminated? Farmers 
could lose millions if so (or if the public becomes concerned about it).  

 I’m concerned about all of these things. I’m very concerned about contamination. 
When people run pivots on County Rd 5 and west, people get headaches. That’s 
a big concern. On Johnson Creek there are signs, “Don’t fish or let cows drink.”   
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Primarily Property Values 

 I am concerned about all of the above, especially that the lake that I live on has 
moved a lot. We’re drinking bottled water, so we’re ok; but, if the lake gets 
contaminated, it can’t be fixed. It’s a lifetime investment for us and our 
neighbors. If M.U.D. hadn’t been allowed, I would not be nearly as concerned.  

 If the contamination got to here, it would definitely drop our property values. 
Drinking water is also a huge concern to me.  

 I’m concerned with groundwater contamination, soil contamination, property 
values, community participation in the process, water supply. But primarily, I 
am concerned with the quality of the water and our property values.  
 

3.1.6 Opinion of Work being Conducted by the Corps 
About 60 percent of the people interviewed expressed an 
opinion (positive, neutral, or negative) on the work being 
conducted by the Corps. Most of these people (53 percent) 
indicated they had a positive opinion of the work being 
conducted by the Corps. Less than 20 percent reported a 
negative opinion. Four people reported both positive and 
negative feelings. The remainder had no opinion. Specific 
comments are provided below. 

Positive
Negative
Mix

3.1.6.1 Positive  
 I think Corps is doing a good job. They check wells on our land, so I think they 

are trying. I’m not one for giving advice on something I don’t know much about. 
I have faith that they will tell me if or when the water gets bad. Until then, I 
know the contamination is out there, and I’m concerned about it, but I’m not a 
scientist or an engineer and I don’t really know that much about it. I just have to 
trust that the Corps will take care of me.  

 The Corps has done a good job. They say what they’re going to do in advance 
and do what they say they’re going to do.  

 Very positive. I’ve been out there when they’re working. They’re professional, 
well-trained, and courteous.  

 Positive. We have monitoring wells on our property.  
 A few years ago, on a scale of 1 to 10, I would have given the Corps between a 2 

and 4. But, I’m more positive lately. I’m very happy about the 130 sampling 
wells, but why didn’t they do this in 2005? That EPA guy was good, but now he’s 
gone, and there is a new top guy in EPA, so we’ll have to re-educate him.  

 
3.1.6.2 Negative 

 Negative. The plume is supposed to be completely contained by 2011, but they 
haven’t met a date yet. If they were a private company, I would have fired them 
long ago. 

 Very negative. There are too many project managers in a short time. They tell 
people what they think we want to hear and provide lots of information, but it’s 
not the right information. There are at least three areas that are not contained. 
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The Corps says they are stressed by the meetings, but it’s our health and 
community that is being affected. They did not do enough sampling before 
starting clean up. They shouldn’t be spending money on these interviews when 
they can’t even clean up the site. PCE [perchloroethene] and RDX are being 
drained down Johnson Creek, and the RAB had to beg them to put up signs so 
kids wouldn’t play there. Signs are easy and inexpensive, yet it took them 
months to do that. They are always polite and say they hear our concerns, but 
they don’t follow up. They don’t even have maps.  

 There is nothing good to say about the Corps. We pay them to take care of us, 
and they deny things. M.U.D. has wells all over, and they don’t care that there’s 
pollution. Why did RAB members have to lead the way to get the public wells 
tested? I’m not confident that my water will remain okay. If M.U.D. draws down 
the water, pollution could enter my well. I understand that everyone needs water 
and the large aquifer is large; but, if the plume gets in the aquifer, it’s going to be 
really bad. Why do we get a new project manager every year? They say they’re 
looking into something, but they never come back with answers. Why haven’t 
they addressed the contamination in Johnson Creek? The ROD [record of 
decision] said they would, but they haven’t.  

 I am disgusted at the way things are going. It seems the Corps tries to hide 
things. They don’t tell us things. It’s Lincoln/Omaha water supply, so it’s 
ultimately a big problem. They are wasting a ton of water. They pump it out, but 
they don’t put it back into the ground. It discharges to the stream.  
 

3.1.6.3 Both 
 Both. Communication with the public is fine, but direct involvement is not good. 

The monitoring wells are an example. They put in the first set of wells, and we 
should have gotten a payment back, but we didn’t get it for a long time. Finally I 
met with people that were higher in command and this Kansas City officer took 
care of it for me because she had the power to make it happen. They were 
communicating with me when they wanted an easement, but then they never 
follow through. They’re very bureaucratic. Nothing is timely.  

 Positive and negative. I am upset about the lack of RAB meetings, and there 
seems to be a constant changing of personnel at the Corps. Every new person has 
to come to up to speed. It’s positive that they are giving out information on the 
site. Where is the plume moving? A little knowledge is good. It’s good to be 
tested often. I would like the lake to be tested.  

 Both. The Corps has tried to keep in touch, but they need to be consistent and 
contact residents and interested citizens with meeting notices. Engineers just 
want to get the job done. They identify and address the problem and think they 
are done. They have to educate residents because the people are concerned or 
scared. The farmer with the sick wife doesn’t know if it is related to the site. If he 
is made to feel foolish at a public meeting, he won’t ask again, but his concerns 
don’t go away. We just want to be reassured that issues affecting our homes and 
our families are being taken seriously and addressed adequately. 
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3.1.7 Satisfaction with Level of Information Received 

Y es
N o

Most of the people interviewed provided a response to the question of 
whether or not they felt they were satisfied with the level of information 
they were receiving. The specific responses to that question (other than 
yes or no) are provided below.  

3.1.7.1 Yes 
About 60 percent of the people interviewed indicated that they were 
satisfied with the level of information they were receiving. Some interviewees indicated 
that the situation had improved over previous years.  
 

 Yes. The current level of information is good. Citizens have chosen not to be 
more involved. People ask me what is going on. It is hard when you have 
children and other obligations to get to meetings. People choose not to go to 
meetings. It’s not that the Corps hasn’t tried to inform people.  

 Yes. The letters are adequate and sample reports are sent in timely manner.  
 Yes. It’s my own fault if I don’t know more. I toured the site on a bus and I really 

liked that. Lisa always makes sure that I’m informed.  
 We quite often get reports on tests and results, which make me feel the Corps is 

trying to keep on top of things.  
 Yes. I believe the Corps is doing as much as they can right now.  
 Yes, I am getting enough information. If something comes up, I want to know as 

quickly as possible.  
 Yes, but I’ve taken a more proactive stance than some.  
 Yes. I am getting enough information. More information just confuses things.  
 Yes. I am satisfied. It’s our own fault if we don’t know. The Corps provides the 

information.  
 Three years ago I wanted more information. Now, the Corps is going out of their 

way to keep the public informed.  
 Communication has gotten better in the last year or two. I’ve received more 

notices about things that are going on.  
 
3.1.7.2 No 
The remainder of the interviewees indicated that they would like to receive additional 
information about the site or that the type of information received was not appropriate. 
No one interviewed said they would like to receive less information. 
   

 No. I would like more information. We do not have enough info about the site. 
The last map that I’ve seen is from October 2007. We need to see updated maps 
regularly. Also, the fact sheets are not accurate.  

 I’m not getting any information now. Public Information meetings are worthless 
to me because I am not a scientist, and I don’t research this. I don’t know what 
questions to ask, so I rely upon RAB members. When I go to Public Info 
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meetings, I go in, I look at the map, and I don’t know what to ask. I want to see 
questions asked and then answered in order to make an informed decision.  

 I would like more information. My perception from my neighbors is that it is 
being withheld. But I can’t really say from my personal experience. I haven’t 
received a thing from any agency. I’m surprised that when a well is so close to 
me, I haven’t received more information. My neighbors can’t sell their property, 
because they had to disclose a problem. Property values are a big concern. I 
would really like to understand what is happening with the M.U.D. wells and 
how this will affect the plume. It seems like the results can vary depending on 
who is paying for the study. Citizens don’t have money like M.U.D. The Corps 
doesn’t provide the answers. From an objective viewpoint, what is really 
happening?  

 I would like more information. I don’t feel the Corps is giving us the whole story. 
They need to be more honest. I think that they’re withholding information. For 
example, how far and how quickly the contamination has spread, and the affect 
the M.U.D. wells have.  

 No. I would like more information, but I don’t know if I can absorb much more. 
My kids are involved in activities. I let people on RAB fight for me, but I would 
love more reading material via snail mail or e-mail. 

 No. I would like more information. It seems like there’s been a breakdown in 
communication between the Corps and the citizens. 

 No. It’s not the amount of information that needs to be changed, it’s the delivery. 
RAB members brought up some concerns I was not aware of (I like RAB for these 
questions). The Corps needs to be honest and provide more explanation.  

 There’s lots of info, but it’s not the right info. What is the Corps going to do to get 
the site contained? Why does it take so long to get the sample results posted?  
 

3.1.8 Preferred Way to Get Information  
Most people interviewed had opinions on the best way 
to get information about the site to residents and other 
stakeholders. The most often cited options were written 
materials (59 percent) and meetings (41 percent). About 
25 percent of the people suggested using the Internet 
(either Web sites or e-mails). However, many people 
thought that option would not work for them. Many 
people said they preferred a mix of options. Specific 
comments received on this topic are presented below.  
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3.1.8.1 Written Materials 
Written materials were the most commonly cited communication tool in the interviews. 
Almost 60 percent of the respondents thought that letters and fact sheets were an 
excellent way to communicate. This was especially true for people who had mobility or 
hearing problems or who had conflicts with the meeting times. Several interviewees said 
that it is important that the materials are written so that they are easily understood by 
the target audience, and many people felt that the Corps is doing that.  
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Letters 
 Letters are good. I can never make it to meetings. I can’t think of a better way to 

communicate with folks.  
 Letters are best. I trust the Corps to get in touch with me if there’s any problem 

or something I should be aware of.  
 Mail is good or the local newspaper.  
 Send us letters and sample results.  
 I like hardcopy letters.  
 I think letters are great. 
 I appreciate the letters we receive.  
 I like conventionally mailed letters.  
 Call or write us if there is something we need to know. Seniors are often hard of 

hearing, so letters are best, with follow-up phone calls if needed.  
 

Fact Sheets or Newsletters 
 A one-page fact sheet at least quarterly would be good. It should say what went 

on that quarter and what they hope to accomplish next.  
 I suggest more direct mailings like newsletters and fact sheets. I think it would be 

helpful to have a pamphlet on historical things. People focus on today and may 
not realize how we got here.  

 Fact sheets are great. They are very different than receiving a packet of info. If 
people are sent “raw” well monitoring data (as requested by a small group), it’s 
just not useful to most. If you present what the data means today, what it has 
meant over time, and what it means in relation to other results (as with a fact 
sheet) it becomes valuable information.  

 Mailing updates is very helpful. A newsletter is good. Ask residents for specific 
questions and tell them you will answer them in the next newsletter.  

 Fact sheets have to be reader friendly and in a format that people enjoy reading.  
 

Both 
 Letters and fact sheets sent to my home are the best way to communicate.  
 Fact sheets and letters are very helpful.  
 Give us the updated news in letters and in a newsletter.  
 Communicate directly with residents via letters, newsletters, flyers, emails. Make 

sure they are in plain language. Most people don’t understand cleanup lingo. 
When they see a note like, “This element is out of range,” they freak. Write a 
special letter to those folks explaining why there was a spike. 

 
Other 

 I read things published in the newspaper, and I visit in coffee shops. These are 
good ways to communicate  

 Send a book or pamphlet of information to everyone potentially affected. There 
are not that many people, so it wouldn’t be that expensive. 
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3.1.8.2 Meetings 
About 40 percent of the people interviewed cited RAB meetings as a useful tool in 
communicating information about the site. Several people indicated that they were 
aware of the RAB meetings but preferred to get their information in other ways because 
of difficulty getting to the meetings.  
 
Like Meetings 

 The RAB meetings are a good idea. But, let me tell you what it’s like. There are 
some people that get the farmers all riled up. The Corps can’t present the facts 
clearly because of the wild claims.  

 I think we should have a RAB meeting.  
 I really want RAB.  
 Continue to have meetings.  
 Some people want more info, and these people should come to the meetings.  
 We want RAB meetings. The Corps wanted to bring in a mediator who they 

picked. We should choose a mediator together. For years, the Corps ran the 
meetings and they like to be in control. But, when they were in control, we didn’t 
get the wells in place. We really need both sides. People need to listen. It’s give 
and take. The Corps needs to learn how to give a bit more.  

 Of all the different types of communication, RAB meetings are by far the most 
effective. I can hear different sides and form an opinion.  

 The meetings have been attended by many elderly people. 
 The Corps must participate in RAB meetings.  
 I’m retired and not as active as I used to be. Meetings are a really good way to 

communicate.  
 For me, talking and listening is better than reading.  

 
Don’t Like Meetings 

 RAB meetings are not a wise use of my time. But, I’m not a landowner, so my 
opinion should be taken with a grain of salt. I would like RAB more if I were the 
landowner or if I were more personally affected.  

 I went to RAB meetings for 5 or 6 years. I think it’s a bunch of mumbo jumbo 
that’s above my head. They use terms that I’m not familiar with.  

 Meetings happen locally and are hard to attend. I’ve been in and out of the 
hospital and it’s just too hard to attend meetings. 

 I just haven’t had time to attend the meetings.  
 I haven’t gone to any public meetings. Between kids and work, we have just 

never been able to go. 
 Many people are too busy to go to the meetings.  

 
3.1.8.3 Internet or E-mail 
People were split on their endorsement of e-mail as an effective communication method. 
About 25 percent of those interviewed were in favor of communicating via e-mail. They 
were generally individuals who worked in office environments and relied on e-mail in 
their daily duties. Those with the strongest dislike of e-mail were generally retired, or 
worked in occupations that did not use e-mail (e.g., homemaker or farmer). 
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Like Internet or E-mail 
 E-mail is a good way to communicate with 50 percent of the folks.  
 E-mail works very well for me.  
 E-mails are really best for me.  
 I love e-mails that I can check at midnight with links to websites and meeting 

notifications that I can drag and drop into my calendar. That said, I’m probably 
an anomaly because internet access isn’t great out by Mead, and the older 
residents may not use the internet like I do.  

 When something happens, the Corps lets me know by e-mail.  
 I feel like I can e-mail the Corps. I feel good about the level of communication. I 

have not used their Web site, but I know it’s there.  
 The Corps’ Web site is pretty good and should be maintained.  

 
Do Not Like Internet or E-mail 

 Not e-mail.  
 I do not use e-mail.  
 I do not do online stuff. My husband tried to but the computer blew up or 

something. Ugh, I hate computers.  
 I don’t use the Corps’ Web site. Dial up is too hard and slow.  
 Do not send e-mails. I don’t even have Internet access.  
 I hate e-mail. We don’t even have e-mail at home.  
 E-mail is not good for me. I just don’t check it. 
 Internet access is readily available, but lots of people around here don’t have 

computers or won’t pay $30 a month. Information on the internet is good. But 
you can’t just put everything out there because people misunderstand things.  

 You could send documents electronically, but, many of these people are farmers 
that only use the computer for specific business functions such as buying seed.  

 The Internet is not really helpful to me. The Corps needs to put timely and 
factual information on the Web site.  

 

3.1.8.4 Other 
Various other methods of communication were cited as effective tools by about 25 
percent of the people interviewed.  
 

 Advertise on radio and put info in several libraries (maybe schools), not just the 
Mead Library (limited hours). Make presentations at schools, FFA [Future 
Farmers of America], and 4-H [Head, Heart, Hands and Health] and include 
them in updates and meeting notices.  

 Everything should be available at the library. Also, people listen to their 
neighbors. Get young people talking and start educating them. They may 
become the neighbors that people are listening to.  

 People that are more closely involved provide me with info, and we discuss it.  
 The variety of media is good. Try to get to everyone one way or another. If 

people don’t know about this, it’s their own choice. There’s always someone 
working out here, and you could ask them anything.  
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 Field trips are very interesting and helpful.  
 I’ve attended both kinds of meetings, but I really like tours. 
 I like phone calls. 

 
3.1.9 Interest in Maintaining Current Level of Involvement 
Almost 90 percent of the people interviewed were interested in 
maintaining their current level of involvement with activities at the site. 
Many of these people had other demands on their time and didn’t feel 
that they could be more involved. Of the people who were not happy 
with their current involvement, most wanted to become more involved.  

hap p y
o t her

3.1.9.1 Maintain Current Level  
 I’m involved enough. It’s my own fault that I don’t keep up. I go to meetings, I 

get results from my wells, and I call them when I have concerns.  
 I have the perfect level of involvement. I only really care about my property.  
 It’s really a government operation. I’m as involved as I can be.  
 I really don’t think the Corps can do any more than they’re already doing. 
 Happy with current level. The Corps tells me when things are going on.  
 I’m happy with my current level of involvement. If I’m going to be more 

involved, I need to have the time to do a good job.  
 I don’t really see how the Corps could let citizens be more involved.  
 Further involvement wouldn’t really help. Many people aren’t involved because 

it doesn’t affect them. The squeaky wheel gets the grease, and there aren’t 
enough of us to make a loud enough squeak.  

 I don’t understand how I could be more involved.  
 I think it’s our own fault if we don’t get more involved. There are plenty of 

opportunities to get involved.  
 Happy. It would be up to me to get more involved.  
 Happy. I feel especially concerned and obligated to represent the people.  
 I’m happy with my current level. I don’t have time to be more involved.  
 Happy. I try not to take sides.  

 
3.1.9.2 Get More or Less Involved  

 I would like to be more involved. Please send letters and/or call.  
 I’d like to be more involved, but it’s not the fault of the Corps. I just can’t attend 

most meetings. I keep up by looking at materials put out by the Corps and 
others. I try to get a balanced picture.  

 I would like to be on RAB. I feel fairly involved. I don’t know if Corps has even 
verified who’s on the RAB currently.  

 I feel badly for not going to more meetings, but I can’t blame the Corps for that. I 
don’t always read what they send me. They try to keep me informed, but I can’t 
even pronounce the words they use.  

 I’d rather not be involved at all. But I feel like I have to be because the Corps is 
not doing their job. If they were, I could focus on other things.  
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3.1.10   Familiarity with Various Meetings  

A t t end

D o  N ot
A t t end

Almost 70 percent of the people interviewed had attended RAB or 
other meetings. Specific comments about meeting attendance are 
presented below. 

Attend Meetings 
 I liked the meetings and would like more.  
 The meetings are informative. There are many meetings at convenient times, in 

convenient locations with charts and overheads. It’s helpful.  
 I have attended lots of meetings.  

 
Do Not Attend Meetings 

 I’d like to go to meetings, but I have other things going on.  
 I haven’t attended RAB or Open House because of demands in raising children 

and working odd shifts.  
 No, I never attend meetings.  
 None. It’s my own fault that I haven’t been to meetings.  
 No, but it’s my fault. The meetings have been inconvenient for me.  

 
3.1.11  Suggestions for Improving Meetings 
Many people felt strongly that there should be RAB meetings and Public Availability 
Sessions. Comments on how to improve the meetings most often referred to meeting 
length and meeting format. Also addressed were meeting frequency, location, materials, 
documentation, and follow-up. A summary of those responses is provided below .  

3.1.11.1 RAB Meeting Length 
The majority suggested that the RAB meetings were much too long, and that this made 
them less attractive to the average audience member. People generally believed that 
meetings should not last more than two hours. One person suggested breaking the 
meeting into segments to allow people to leave after their area of interest was addressed. 
Several people suggested that they start earlier in the evening, perhaps at 6 p.m. Specific 
comments regarding meeting length are presented below. 
  

 They’re too long, and there’s too much for the Corps to respond to.  
 The Corps should limit the length of the meetings to two hours max.  
 Start the meetings at 6 p.m. Have meetings more often so that we can address all 

the concerns within a two-hour limit.  
 RAB gives good questions, and I would like to see the meetings continue. But, 

until there is more control, I don’t know if it is possible. They need to limit the 
meetings to two hours.  

 Those meetings start at 6 or 7 p.m. and some of them go to midnight. That’s 
crazy. The Corps makes a presentation, and then they get berated. The general 
public doesn’t want to attend these meetings any more.  
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 I don’t know how to make meetings shorter. The RAB’s explanations are often 
really drawn out, but this is not what residents do for a living. We have to rely 
on experts to look at the data for us and give us their opinions.  

 I like public gatherings where knowledgeable people ask questions so I can just 
listen. The Corps needs to answer questions. Maybe meetings could be broken 
into segments or held in close proximity on different days. 

 Most meetings are too long.  
 I’ve been to two meetings that lasted four hours. That’s way too long. The Corps 

needs to isolate topics and organize in advance to ensure time is not wasted. 
More frequent meetings might help. They should rotate between RAB and Corps, 
if both are open to questions and will work together.  

 The number of meetings that people will go to is limited. If you’re on the board, 
it’s interesting. If not, you might not want to listen to it all. At the four-hour 
meetings, control was lost and mud was thrown. The Corps needs to publish an 
agenda, set a two- hour meeting limit, and limit the time individuals can speak. 
Coordinate with RAB ahead of time to address questions on the agenda.  

 The meetings need a small, clearly defined subject. Try to anticipate questions. 
For example, there could be a meeting exclusively on the study. Then the Corps 
should be able to answer, “Exactly how many water supply wells did you test?” 
The key people should come to the meeting and be able to answer all questions 
in lay terms, or the Corps’ presenter should understand the info well enough to 
be able to answer all questions. A mother just wants to know if her kids are okay.  

 The Corps should consider scheduling a shorter meeting about one specific issue. 
For example they might just discuss the results of test samples, the procedure, 
the amount of testing completed, etc. Follow-up via letter or e-mail would be ok.  
 

3.1.11.2 RAB Meeting Format  
Many people expressed concerned that the RAB meetings seemed to be dominated by 
specific people. They felt this was detrimental and that it discouraged people from 
attending. The majority felt everyone deserved a chance to speak, but that some form of 
meeting order and control had to be established. Suggestions included setting an agenda 
in advance and using a meeting facilitator to allow people to speak in an orderly 
manner. Specific comments heard on this issue are provided below. 
 

 RAB meetings are rancorous at times. Most people are concerned about the 
effects of M.U.D. wells. A small group is extremely concerned, but I suspect most 
people are neutral. Activists dig deeper and have found things the Corps has 
missed, but they sometimes exaggerate. Also, they interrupt continually. The 
Corps needs to do something. A facilitator might be needed.  

 It’s great to get information, and I appreciate the questions, but it’s too radical. 
Someone always takes over the agenda. RAB members have small children, so it 
makes sense that they are more concerned, but the Corps has to get control. The 
activists won’t even let the Corps answer a question. I don’t know what they 
want. A high cancer rate is a valid concern, but what do they want the Corps to 
do? The attorney says “Don’t interrupt!” but she interrupts the Corps all the 
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time. RAB members say that there is not enough communication, but when the 
Corps has meetings, it is all RAB communication.  

 The Corps needs to participate in legally convened meetings, like the RAB. The 
RAB adopted operating procedures according to law, and the Corps doesn’t have 
a right to vote on them. RAB members are trying to ask direct questions. We 
don’t need a facilitator. We aren’t monsters, just very concerned citizens.  

 The lawyer monopolizes the meetings and is a hindrance to people who want to 
learn. People leave early because of her. We should be able to have an organized 
meeting. Give everyone a chance to be on the agenda for a defined period. At the 
last meeting, EPA explained why the Corps wasn’t coming and tried to ask the 
lawyer how to work together, but RAB attacked him. No one came to RAB 
meetings for years. Then the M.U.D. well field came and everyone is freaking 
out.  

 Sometimes it’s like RAB meetings are a bitch session. The Corps could counter 
this by posting the agenda locally at least 24 hours prior and then sticking to it. 
Open Meeting laws specify how this can happen. Citizens get X minutes to 
speak, and when the time’s up, it’s up. The meetings are a crazy free-for-all. 

 Local agitators keep people until midnight and bring a lot of theatrics to the 
meeting. Give them a specific window of time to address concerns.  

 The meetings are horribly unorganized. The Corps should post agenda items and 
time for discussion. Time limits would be excellent. No one can absorb that much 
in one sitting. Maybe break meetings into two parts: new info first, then a break, 
and then a rehash of some of the older info. I wish the Corps and the RAB could 
work things out.  

 People towards the river bottom don’t like anything, and they harass the Corps. 
When the Corps makes them mad, they don’t want to cooperate. That group 
with the lawyer created problems. I don’t like to choose sides.  

 The Corps has been asked some very touchy questions by the lawyer. She is too 
radical. They need someone that is more middle ground.  

 I don’t go any more because the RAB controls the meetings. The Corps needs to 
get a moderator, because RAB members are outspoken, strong willed, and 
unruly (in an area that’s full of abnormally polite people). A moderator might be 
able to stop the catfights.  

 
3.1.11.3 Meeting Frequency, Location, Materials, Documentation, and Follow-
Up 

 They need to have quarterly RAB meetings.  
 Semi-annual meetings are not enough. It has to be at least quarterly.  
 Have more meetings.  
 We haven’t had a RAB meeting in 2 years. The RAB meetings are long and 

drawn out, but you hear some information that you wouldn’t otherwise hear. 
More frequent meetings with time limits would be good. Now, they’re feuding 
about a mediator. I don’t care. I just want a RAB meeting.  

 There will always be a small component who doesn’t like anything the Corps is 
doing. The Corps could try more meetings to report incremental milestones 
(such as a meeting covering the potential impact to water supply wells). 
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 The Corps needs to inform people of the meetings well in advance (maybe a 
month). Meeting rooms are often not large enough to hold everyone.  

 The Corps needs to be more efficient and come back with answers. If there are 
unanswered questions and the meeting is over, they should write down the 
questions and answer via phone or mail.  

 The Corps needs to have RAB meetings quarterly or more often. It’s a violation 
of their Interagency Agreement with EPA if they don’t. RAB meetings are the 
law. Give citizens all the information. Include handouts. Put minutes from all 
internal meetings at Nebraska DEQ [Department of Environmental Quality]. Use 
the most current maps.  

 Meetings in Ashland are better than meetings in Mead.  
 

3.1.11.4 Public Availability Sessions 
 The Public Availability meetings are good, but they don’t have good attendance.  
 I think it’s good to keep holding the Public Availability Sessions.  
 The Corps’ information meetings are not helpful.  

 
3.1.12  Other Thoughts or Questions on the Site 
This was an open ended question that was used to close the interviews. It was a last 
chance for people to provide information on something that was important to them. 
Many people reiterated concerns that they had expressed at other points in the 
interview. Comments have been grouped loosely by topic and include the following:  

 M.U.D. wells 
 Location and migration of plume 
 Communication  
 Information provided 
 Trust 
 Corps staffing 

 
Several people also asked that the Corps answer specific questions and concerns; those 
questions and concerns are presented below. 
 
3.1.12.1 M.U.D. Wells 

 It seems that there are different rules for different parties. For example, a farmer 
can only put in 2 to 3 wells in a square mile, but M.U.D. can put in 200 to 300 
wells in the same area. M.U.D. starts pumping water to Omaha and drops the 
groundwater level. The community has been fighting with M.U.D. since 1986. 
When M.U.D. pumps water, the contaminant plume moves toward my property.  

 Many people have a big concern with the M.U.D. well field. Over 60 municipal 
wells were sunk in 2006 and pumping began in 2008. Farmers are very concerned 
with what will happen as the aquifer declines. Will the plume be kept in 
containment? Will the farmers have enough water? There are cones of depression 
as far as 2 miles away that could influence the plume. Now that M.U.D. is 
pumping, maybe the lush wet meadows will be more dependent on rainfall. Will 
the plume be pulled into domestic wells? The plans are to pump 15-20 million 
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 The Corps is adding more monitoring wells. They added some up north which is 
good. But I’m concerned that the M.U.D. is going to pull the plume down onto 
our land. I think the M.U.D. wells will change things. 

 The Corps doesn’t have anything to do with the M.U.D. wells going in. When 
M.U.D. went in, there were concerns that it would deplete the groundwater and/ 
or draw the plume onto people’s property. But M.U.D. has to pump water. There 
are 400,000 people that need water.  

 
3.1.12.2 Location and Migration Potential of Plume 

 The site is not contained, and the community is very concerned that the 
contamination is moving toward the well fields.  

 The Corps needs to stop the plumes from going further. I don’t see how M.U.D. 
is going to help. There is a cone-shaped depression where people irrigate, and 
contaminants can concentrate. What about fertilizers? A filter here and there 
doesn’t help if the water is just getting contaminated elsewhere.  

 I am tickled that they are finally checking 130 wells. We’ll be surprised if the 
plume doesn’t move. They gave houses east of the wells bottled water in 1992 
and then filters. But Load Line 1 got farther south than they realized, and the 
heavy contamination clogged up the filters. The contamination has spread, and 
people are concerned. TCE and RDX are serious, especially if people don’t know 
they are there. There is a lot of cancer in the area. It’s hard to tell who will get it. 
We’re so concerned that it’s sneaking through somewhere.  

 We’ve asked the Corps to put in a rural pipeline and give everyone water if their 
wells are contaminated. Residents have tried to work with the Corps, but our 
farms just aren’t a priority. The contamination has been creeping up. It’s out of 
control and that doesn’t make me feel safe about our water. I’ve tried to talk to 
them, but they don’t hear our concern. They’re set on doing what they want to 
do. But we want more help.  

 Build a tertiary treatment plant. It would be expensive, but would guarantee 
clean water. Citizens shouldn’t just hire attorneys. They should read what’s 
already out there. They should bring specific concerns to the meeting and ask 
good questions. Also, they need to realize property values are tanking all over 
right now. It’s not just their property because of this site.  
 

3.1.12.3 Communication 
 The Corps has been fairly good at communicating. The distraction during 

meetings is not their fault. The Corps was trying to deliver information, but they 
are verbally attacked.  

 People are cordial and answer all my questions.  
 The Corps has been upfront with us. Once RAB started, they were constantly 

being attacked. The county, NRD, and the Corps worked closely together on the 
dirt cleanup, and used to have meetings prior to RAB meetings in Lincoln. RAB 
doesn’t represent all citizens. Get the information out to the people. Continue to 
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 The Corps is doing the best job that they can.  
 The Corps has to ease people’s fears. In the beginning, farmers didn’t want 

government guys ruining their property values. Now they can test within a mile, 
and it’s a lot better. I’m not sure carbon filters were necessary, but they did it to 
ease public concern. Overall, they are doing the best job they can.  

 Many community members are veterans. When the Corps comes in with officers, 
it’s imposing. That colonel should come back in civilian clothes and find out 
what the community has to say. Get feedback. The community is full of fear and 
frustration because they wonder if the Corps is being honest, is doing everything 
it can, and is concerned. Most community members respect authority and are not 
going to question the Corps, but they are afraid they are not being taken care of. 

 Part of the Corps’s problem is they haven’t worked with an environmental 
attorney representing citizens. Test people’s water. Don’t muzzle the public. 
Citizens may not be experts, but they’re reasonably intelligent. If you explain 
things, you’ll go a long way in working more effectively with the public. The 
Corps tones down the information. It’s really very dangerous.  

 The Corps should reach out to the next generation. Not only will some of them 
take over the farm, but they are potential employees. It could be a PR move and 
potentially a recruitment of the best and brightest for the Corps.  

 The Corps is doing everything that they can, but there are hot spots now that are 
much hotter than they had been. They need to mail out a monthly or quarterly 
flyer, try to get on better terms with RAB. Let us know what is really happening 
and how they know they have a handle on it.  

 People are scared, and they don’t understand the science. Some of the ag people 
have a better handle on it, and they have worked with the Corps and have gotten 
a significant benefit. That’s great for them.  

 The Corps brings in professors and people with degrees, but it seems like their 
common sense is in left field. They can’t talk to normal people. 

 
3.1.12.4 Information Provided 

 The volume of information is overwhelming. The site history doesn’t matter to 
me. The only thing that matters is where is the contamination? Where is it 
moving and how are you going to deal with what is happening?  

 The military doesn’t know how to talk to the public. There’s no cross-reference 
on their maps, so they are hard to read. They need to do a better job of letting 
people know where the plume is. I haven’t seen a good diagram of RDX. I can’t 
tell where it is from my place. I don’t see roads or land ownership, so I don’t see 
how it relates to anything on the ground.  

 There is a creek on site with signs that say “Don’t eat fish, don’t swim.” But a 
mile up from my place and a mile down, there’re no signs. Did the fish get 
better? This was a natural spring, and I used to fish there all the time. So why are 
there signs there now after they’ve been pumping for 2 years? Why didn’t I get a 
letter or why wasn’t there some sort of notice in the paper that said “the creek is 
contaminated and here’s why things changed?”  
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 As long as the Corps presents information in a way that the community can 
understand, most of the community is great to work with. They are just 
concerned for their families and want to know how it will affect them. There are 
always people that want to find a problem with everything and slow things 
down. The Corps might want to ask “How do we win your confidence back?” 
Maybe they need to re-educate people. They could explain why they started the 
work, what they’ve accomplished, mistakes made, why people should have 
confidence, and what they are tasked to do by the ROD. They could ask what 
more people would like to see from the Corps.  

 There’s a lack of providing information. The Corps needs to answer questions 
directly. Don’t give us open-ended answers.  

 Sometimes the information is over people’s heads. Last time they did a decent 
job of presenting information. People don’t want to appear stupid, so they won’t 
ask questions. I don’t know if it’s a Nebraska trait or a farmer trait, but that’s 
how people are.  

 I don’t think the Corps really knows what all they’re dealing with, and so they 
don’t put out information. There are other problems too that are maybe 
compounding this problem.  

 As long as they’re testing, we’d like to know what’s going on. Tell us where you 
are in the clean-up process and give us regularly updated maps.  

 The Corps says they’ll get back to us, but they don’t get back to us or they come 
back with incomplete answers. The people closest to the plume really need 
information. Maybe go visit them. It’s hard to attend meetings, and you can’t get 
that much information by reading a fact sheet.  

 I would like to see a diagram of how close the contamination is. I want to see a 
map of the area and see how close this is to my property. What does that mean 
for me? Even though my well is not contaminated, could it be later? If so, is it just 
a matter of a new well, or will we have to replace septic too? And, if my property 
is contaminated, who is financially responsible for cleanup?  

 Two years ago, I saw a plot map of the plume. I’d like to see another. I’d like to 
see maps that track the plume over time. I wish that the Corps would tell us 
when it’s even close because, with M.U.D. and irrigation, it seems very likely the 
plume will move. Farmers will do almost anything for a maximum yield.  

 
3.1.12.5 Trust 

 No one wants to drink water that’s contaminated. I trust the Corps to do their 
job. They’ve done a good job, and I am thankful for their presence.  

 When the Corps says “The M.U.D. wells aren’t going to affect the plume” it 
seems dishonest. They should say, “We don’t know.” They’ve lost the confidence 
of a lot of people because they just “go by the book” without relying upon the 
expertise of residents who have lived there for many years. Engineers think they 
are smart because they went to college, but they need to listen to residents more, 
they need to communicate more effectively.  

 Some people have the impression that the Corps just spends time trying to cover 
up things. I don’t know if that is true. Are they reluctant to share information 
that might be preliminary? Or do they just not know what is going on?  
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 Four years ago, they told residents that the plume was contained, but then it 
came out that it was not. They told us that the water goes through a filter plant 
and is safe to drink, but then they started giving people bottled water. They just 
tell people what they think the people want to hear. They need to start being 
truthful and see if they can build back trust.  

 The Corps talks about how the plume is contained, but they keep finding more 
areas. Why didn’t they find them the first time? They just found more 
contaminants in a garbage dump. Wouldn’t you expect that some might have 
wound up in the dump if people are potentially taking contaminated soils there?  

 The Corps needs to explain that the ROD says that the only thing they are tasked 
with doing is “containing the plume within a set area.” While EPA would like 
them to address the contaminant source, the Corps is not tasked with doing that.  

 There is one group that just doesn’t trust the Corps. It’s not a personal thing.  
 People don’t believe the Corps. Their credibility issues stem from some of them 

being rude, cutting people off at meetings, and not answering questions. They 
did not find contamination that went beyond the wells. They need to be up front 
and talk in language that people understand. When they don’t answer a question 
immediately, it freaks people out, and they snowball it in their heads to be much 
worse than it is.  

 In order to win back trust, the Corps needs to release information diplomatically 
to RAB and the public. Stop trying to control things. Don’t say “if you talk out of 
turn, you don’t get recognized.” If they don’t know the answer, they should say 
“we’ll get back to you.” They should act like they care about what RAB thinks.  

 I work 60 hour weeks. I trust the Corps to keep me informed. As long as the 
water is okay, let’s call it good.  
 

3.1.12.6 Staffing 
 Every few years, there is a new project manager, and all the people working on 

the project change. There needs to be more stability. The new managers need 
time to come up-to-speed, and then they’re gone.  

 The Corps needs a good project manager. This is their 8th or 9th one in 11 years. 
Every one of them has to get up to speed, and they start from scratch, so they 
accomplish nothing by the time they leave.  

 I would like to trust this new project manager. I can see why she is doing 
outreach, but the Corps needs to show with their actions that they are truly 
concerned for the citizens.  
 

3.1.12.7 Specific Questions for the Corps 
 Why are they testing more now, and why are they more concerned now than 

they were 50 years ago? The same thing has always been going on. There are 
drillers all over the university property right now. What are they doing?  

 Is it safe to eat the ducks that land in the private lakes on property near the site?  
 Last summer all the fish in our private pond died. Why? Can you test the water?  
 Will owners be compensated for a loss in quantity/quality of pond water?  
 In July 2007, M.U.D. well #MW06-030B was found to have 24DNT [2, 4-

dinitrotoluene] in it. How will the Corps address this?  
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 In a letter dated 12/21/2007, the Corps demanded that RAB hold non-public 
meetings. Why can’t the Corps participate in public meetings?  

 Johnson Creek has untreated water, which is a violation of the ROD. Why hasn’t 
the Corps done anything about this?  

 Why is Load Line 1 out of containment still? RAB told the Corps 3 years ago that 
it wasn’t going to work, but it still hasn’t been addressed. Load line 3 and Load 
Line 4 are out of containment also.  

 How much is the Corps paying CDM to do these interviews? Why has this 
money not been spent on boreholes?  

 Why can’t the Corps inject something into the soil and neutralize the 
contaminants? The fertilizer that many farmers use is also a source of 
contaminants, so why don’t they put activated charcoal filters on all the sprinkler 
heads and at least prevent more contamination and/or potential reactions with 
the existing contaminants? If the water is depleted or contaminated, then the 
Corps needs to work with the appropriate parties to treat it and use it.  
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Section 4 Results of Agency Interviews 

The stakeholder interviews yielded many suggestions and opportunities for improving 
communication at the site. However, to develop suggestions for the Corps, CDM needed 
to interview past project personnel to determine what had been done previously to 
communicate and interact with the public. The Corps provided a list of five Corps 
personnel who had worked at the site. CDM was able to interview three of those people, 
and the results of those interviews are summarized below. The period of time covered 
by these interviews was roughly 2003 to 2009.  

4.1 Background  
The interviewees indicated that activities at the site for the period in question have 
remained fairly stable (i.e., containment and monitoring of the contaminant plume). The 
Corps’ contractors operate a pump and treat system at the site and sample drinking 
water from about 100 wells at various residential and other properties in the area. Both 
the pump and treat systems and the number of homes being monitored have expanded 
over time.  

No Corps personnel are stationed on the site, and site activities are run from the Kansas 
City District Office. Contact between local citizens and the Corps is limited primarily to 
face-to-face contact at RAB meetings and public availability sessions or written contact 
via sample results letters and (recently) fact sheets. The Corps’ contractors interface with 
a large number of local residents at least once or twice a year when they sample local 
well water.  

4.2 Major Issues 
The Corps personnel interviewed said that the most contentious issue at the site was the 
installation and pumping of the M.U.D. wells. Specifically, the issue was how pumping 
of those wells might impact the availability of water in the local area. Corps interviewees 
said some people had tried unsuccessfully to stop the installation of the M.U.D. wells 
during the planning and permitting stages in the 1990s by raising water quantity issues. 
Now, that energy was being directed at trying to stop the pumping of those wells by 
raising water quality issues. The Corps interviewees said that they did not believe that 
the pumping of the M.U.D. wells was a threat to the containment of the contaminant 
plume.  

The Corps interviewees believe that they have been diligent in meeting the Corps’ 
responsibilities in containing the plume. They feel that, as at any environmental site, 
information is revealed over time as more data are gathered. Because of this, it is not 
unusual for environmental models and assumptions to be adjusted to meet project goals 
(e.g., protection of human health and the environment). They feel that several 
community representatives of the RAB look for opportunities to provoke controversy 
because of the unhappiness with the M.U.D. wells and the water quantity issue. This 

A  4-1 



Section 4 
Results of Agency Interviews 

atmosphere makes it difficult for the Corps to share information with the RAB in a give 
and take manner as was envisioned in the RAB guidance issued jointly by the by the 
Department of Defense (DOD) and EPA (DOD/EPA, 1994).  

For instance, the Corps, its contractors, and the regulatory agencies originally believed 
the contaminant plume was one large, evenly shaped plume (based on sampling results 
in the investigation and design phase). However, an additional monitoring well 
designed to intercept any movement of the plume beyond its expected boundary 
provided results that indicated that the plume had already extended well beyond that 
point. The Corps verified that finding with subsequent samples, installed additional 
wells, and updated its monitoring network to accommodate the new understanding of 
the plume. The Corps also presented its findings at several RAB meetings, stating that its 
original understanding of the plume was mistaken. This took several quarters to 
accomplish. The Corps personnel interviewed feel such an example shows that the 
scientific process works at the site. However, some members of the RAB contend that 
the Corps should have known where the plume was and that it took too long to react to 
the additional information once it was received. These RAB members have called the 
Corps incompetent and cite this instance as an example of how pumping of the M.U.D. 
wells could impact the plume, despite the Corps’ belief to the contrary.  

4.3 Outreach Activities 
In 2003, outreach activities originally were limited to participation in RAB meetings. 
Until 2007, RAB meetings were held quarterly and preparation for them was time 
intensive. In 2007, the Corps suspended the RAB meetings due to ongoing conflicts over 
meeting format. 

The Corps’ budget for outreach has been relatively small, with no specific person 
assigned to provide outreach for the site. Because the Corps’ internal public 
participation people cover the entire district, they do not have significant amounts of 
time to spend on any given site. A Web site was introduced in 2004 or 2005, but it was 
not advertised or updated on a regular basis. Fact sheets were occasionally produced 
and distributed as handouts at meetings. These fact sheets were not mailed to local 
citizens until about 2008. Public availability sessions were added a few years ago as an 
enhancement to the RAB meetings. Public availability sessions were held in the same 
location as RAB meetings in the hours immediately preceding the meeting. These 
sessions gave community members an opportunity for people to come in and discuss 
any questions or concerns they might have with project staff. However, attendance was 
sparse, as the meetings were not widely advertised to the public.  

Meetings were announced in the newsletters for several years; however, meetings have 
not been advertised in the local newspapers until very recently. The most recent open 
house meeting was advertised with a display ad in the Ashland and Wahoo 
newspapers. The Corps now issues press releases prior to the meetings. Each press 
release goes to all the surrounding newspapers, television, and radio stations and is 
posted on the former NOP site Web site.  
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The Corps interviewees said that they wished more opportunities for outreach had been 
available. They said the Corps should advertise meetings in local newspapers, develop 
messages, follow-up on questions asked, mail fact sheets, and interview citizens.  

4.4 Relationship with Other Members of the RAB 
The interviewees reported that the relationship of the Corps with the other RAB 
members (both community and agency members) was originally very good. Meetings 
were held on a regular basis, and information was exchanged without much 
disagreement or concern. However, in the early 2000s, that relationship began to change. 
Concerns about the M.U.D. wells began to escalate among certain RAB members, and it 
became apparent that the water quantity issues were not going to stop the installation of 
the wells. An environmental attorney was hired to assist several of the community RAB 
members, and the meetings began to get longer and more contentious. Many of the 
original RAB members left the board.  

Corps interviewees reported that many RAB meeting attendees and other RAB members 
expressed support of the Corps in private; however, the tone of the meetings kept them 
from stepping forward at the RAB meetings. The Corps personnel interviewed felt that 
certain members of the RAB took over the agenda of the RAB meetings, preventing 
average citizens from getting a chance to speak. The Corps’ requests for a meeting 
facilitator were rejected as being illegal by certain community RAB representatives.  

At least one project manager wanted to dissolve the RAB as early as 2004, but the Corps 
decided to continue with the meetings. In 2007, after a 4-hour RAB meeting, the Corps 
decided to temporarily suspend the meetings. Several community representatives of the 
RAB continued to hold meetings without the Corps in 2008. The Corps indicated that 
these were not official meetings, as there was no Corps participation. Thus, the Corps is 
not allowed to provide financial assistance for such meetings. The Corps attempted to 
restart the RAB meetings in February 2009 but was not successful (see Section 5.3.3).  

The Corps interviewees said they did not believe the relationship with the community 
RAB representatives could be improved substantially, at least without some form of 
mediation. When asked if they thought that disbanding the current RAB and starting 
again in a year or so might make an improvement, they were not sure. Corps 
interviewees suspected the same people would probably apply for positions on the new 
RAB, and the process would repeat itself.  
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Section 5 Summary and Recommendations 
for Improving Communication 

This section provides recommendations for improving communication at the site, 
including identification of communication goals and steps to achieve those goals. As 
requested, this section evaluates the feasibility of using the services of a neutral, third-
party to facilitate one or more of the RAB meetings to assist members in developing 
operating procedures and/or ground rules and designing a workable meeting format. 
This section also evaluates any other options or activities that might help to resolve the 
issues identified during the interviews.  

5.1 Summary of Community Interview Results 
In general, people living on or near the site have lived in the area for a very long time. 
Most residents have a connection to the land, either through agriculture or their 
ancestry. Many of the interviewees are older and may have age-related difficulties with 
communication that need to be addressed (e.g., difficulty hearing, difficulty driving at 
night, and a basic unfamiliarity with and distrust of computers and the Internet.) All of 
the people interviewed considered themselves to be familiar with the site. The majority 
of the interviewees said they had a moderate level of concern about the site. Most were 
interested in maintaining their current level of involvement with activities at the site. A 
small group of people are very involved in activities at the site.  

Many common issues were raised by interviewees about how they view the site and the 
Corps. These issues are grouped below by the following categories: concerns about the 
site, need for information, opinion of the Corps, and interest in meetings. Understanding 
these commonalities is important and necessary to planning effective communication. 

5.1.1 Site Concerns  
 Most people interviewed identified one or more site-related concerns, with 

groundwater contamination and plume movement being the most common.  

 People are very concerned about the effects of the M.U.D. wells (impacts to 
plume movement or reduced water for farmers).  

 Other concerns were cancer, contamination in Johnson Creek, and impacts on 
property values.  

 

5.1.2 Need for Information  
 Most interviewees said they were satisfied with the level of information they 

were receiving, and some indicated the situation had improved.  
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 For people who said more information is necessary, their main request was for 
the Corps to clearly explain where contamination is in relation to their property 
and what test results meant to them. They wanted regular updates on plume 
location and movement. 

 Some people said the maps provided by the Corps were difficult to read and did 
not have features identified that made them useful for the lay person.  

 Several people said the information provided was too technical and did not 
address residents’ concerns.  

 Several people said the Information Repository hours are too short.  

 Most people said the best way to deliver information was through written 
materials sent to homes or handed out in meetings. However, other interviewees 
preferred attending meetings, especially those who wanted more details. A mix 
of communication methods is needed. Using Web sites or e-mails were options 
suggested by younger people. 

 
5.1.3 Opinion of the Corps 

 Most people rated their interactions with the Corp as positive or neutral, mainly 
through sampling on their property or attendance at meetings. The majority of 
those interviewed who expressed an opinion on the work being done said it was 
positive.  

 Many people believe the Corps will tell them if there are things to be concerned 
about. These people often had a relationship with the Corps based on regular 
contact via well sampling, newsletters, and the delivery of sampling results.  

 A smaller group said they believe the Corps is hiding information or is not 
seeking the information needed to answer questions about the contaminant 
plume. These interviewees believe the Corps fails to provide answers, provides 
conflicting answers, or otherwise falls short of providing the information needed. 
Most of these people interacted with the Corps primarily through RAB meetings. 

 Although the Corps’ site personnel were not involved in the M.U.D. decision, the 
anger directed at the permit granted to M.U.D. is affecting the relationship 
between the Corps and the community.  

 
5.1.4 Interest in Meetings 

 Many people felt strongly that RAB meetings should continue and said the RAB 
performed a useful service.  

 The majority said RAB meetings were too long, making them less attractive to 
the average person. These interviewees believed meetings should not last more 
than two hours, and several people suggested that the meetings start earlier. 
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 Many people felt strongly that a structured format is needed to prevent meetings 
from being dominated by one or more individuals (i.e., setting an agenda and 
using a neutral, third-party facilitator).  

 Several people said questions asked in RAB meetings were not answered by the 
Corps, and that the Corps needed to follow-up later with answers. A few RAB 
members felt that the Corps needed to provide all answers at the meetings 
because answering later allowed the Corps to “make up a good answer.” 

 Some people stated that people in the community were intimidated by experts 
brought in by the Corps or by the uniforms worn by Corps officers during 
meetings. 

 

5.2 Summary of Interviews with Past Project Managers 
 Corps personnel said that the most contentious issue at the site was the 

installation and pumping of the M.U.D. wells. Corps interviewees said that issue 
was the driver for most disagreements between the Corps and the community 
RAB members.  

 Personnel interviewed believed their work at the site had been of high quality 
and that they were meeting their responsibilities in containing and monitoring 
the contaminant plume.  

 The Corps personnel believed the pumping of the M.U.D. wells was not a threat 
to the containment of the contaminant plume.  

 They believe that the public did not understand the uncertainty associated with 
environmental sites. They said that some RAB members exploited that for their 
own purposes, making it impossible for the Corps to share information with the 
RAB in a non-adversarial environment.  

 Corps personnel said there has been relatively little time or money invested in 
outreach at the site. Various outreach methods had been tried but not in a 
consistent or long-term manner. 

 They said that prior to the M.U.D. issue, the relationship between the Corps and 
the community RAB members had been productive, but i However, the 
relationship is now unworkable, and efforts to improve it (e.g., hiring a 
facilitator) have been rejected by certain members of the RAB. 

 Corps personnel believed the decision to suspend the RAB meetings was a 
justified and that there was little hope for improving the situation given the 
interests of the most vocal members of the RAB.  

 The Corps interviewees believed the Corps’ relationship with the community at 
large was good.  
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5.3 Goals for Improving Communication 
Based on the results of the interviews with the stakeholders and the Corps personnel, it 
appears that the Corps is meeting its obligations for communication at the site. It has 
public meetings, newsletters, a Web site, a contact person for questions, an information 
repository, and a RAB (although the meetings are currently suspended). In general, the 
opinion of the Corps in the community seems to be positive.  

Although the Corps is making a good effort to communicate with the public, there is 
room for improvement. Improving communication with the public is especially 
important given what may turn out to be irreconcilable differences with the community 
members of the RAB. To focus the suggested activities, CDM developed three 
communication goals for the site:  

 Meet the stakeholders’ needs for interaction and communication 
 Increase trust 
 Reevaluate the viability of the RAB 

These goals address areas where there may be major opportunities for progress. The 
goals are attainable, but it will require the long-term commitment of the Corps, the RAB, 
and the other stakeholders to make them wholly successful. Improving communications 
at an environmental site can often seem like a luxury when basic needs are being met, 
especially with the limited resources available to the Corps and the other demands 
placed on their personnel. Indeed, if the RAB was functioning as envisioned, many of 
these suggestions could be considered extras rather than necessities. However, given the 
current situation, a commitment by the Corps of the resources necessary to implement at 
least some of the steps identified in this report seems a prudent investment in the long-
term success of the project.  

5.3.1 Meet the Stakeholders’ Needs for Interaction and 
Communication  
The most important communication goal at the site is to meet the stakeholders’ needs for 
interaction and communication. Keeping everyone informed and involved will help 
limit the spread of rumors and suspicion about what the Corps may or may not be 
doing. It is clear that the Corps has made significant efforts in engaging the stakeholders 
in the past and continues to do so. However, there is always room for improvement. 
Feedback from the local community indicates that there are areas where small efforts 
could potentially result in significant gains.  
 
The majority of the people interviewed said that their information needs were largely 
being met, and they were happy with their current level of involvement. This was 
especially true for agency stakeholders. The exception was several community 
representatives from the RAB who wanted more information and felt strongly that the 
Corps needed to once again hold regularly scheduled RAB meetings. This issue is 
addressed in Section 5.3.3. 
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Although most people interviewed said they were happy with the level of information 
they were receiving, it was clear from the overall comments that many residents needed 
more information. There were many questions asked or statements made repeatedly that 
indicated the Corps could benefit from adding additional information tools to its 
communication program. The newsletter that the Corps currently sends out was 
appreciated by many people; however, the newsletter has not been sent out often 
enough yet to be something that the audience looks to as a resource.  
 
Also, it is not possible for a newsletter format to meet the varying information needs of 
the many different site stakeholders. For example, some people wanted very specific 
information on where the contaminant plume was, while others wanted to know about 
any health concerns at Johnson Creek. Others wanted to know what concentrations of 
contaminants in groundwater would trigger an alternate drinking water source and the 
details of such a source (e.g., what would it be, who would provide it, how long would 
it continue?). The M.U.D. wells are also an issue of great interest to many people. 
 
The issues listed above could be addressed with a series of informational handouts 
based on information that has already been put together for past meetings or reports. 
These handouts (e.g., one-page flyers or tri-fold brochures) could be displayed at public 
meetings for people to pick up as desired. The handouts could also be mailed to homes, 
or given out by the Corps at public events or by their contractors during visits to local 
properties (e.g., during well sampling).  
  
In addition to handouts, the Corps should try other tools to increase public awareness of 
the work it is doing. These tools could include additional meetings; questions and 
answer (Q&A) ads in the newspaper; occasional presentations to community groups 
(e.g., garden club, Rotary, Elks, etc.); outreach to youth; and increased interaction with 
the media. To decide how to best provide information, the Corps should continue to 
take into account the needs of the particular target audience and their limitations.  
 
To effectively address most topics of interest the Corps will need to employ several 
delivery methods of varying levels of complexity. For example, if the Corps wanted to 
educate people on the movement of the plume, it might use the following outreach 
scenario for a public meeting: 
 

 Announce the public meeting in the Corps newsletter, provide a newspaper ad, 
mail a postcard, and/or issue a press release at least two weeks before the event. 

 Run a Q&A ad on the contaminant plume the week before the meeting and issue 
a press release announcing the meeting and the topic of discussion. 

 Give a brief PowerPoint presentation at the public meeting followed by an 
opportunity for questions. 

 Give people the opportunity to mingle (open house style) at various tables where 
they can talk to staff, pick up a variety of handouts, look at posted maps, pick up 
any kid-related materials, and post questions on flip charts. 

 Follow up after the meeting on questions that were asked (post them in the 
Corps newsletter and on the Web site, call, or write a letter). 
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This enhanced outreach method does not necessarily have to require a significantly 
larger amount of time or money, as the Corps already does much of what is outlined 
above, including announcing the meeting in the newsletter, issuing the press release, 
providing the open house mingling opportunities, and following up on questions asked. 
Increasing the number and quality of handouts is perhaps the biggest added 
expenditure, but these handouts can be created over a period of time and should not 
take more than a few days per handout (at most) to create. Increasing exposure by 
advertising the meetings and using press releases to get necessary information to the 
public requires minimal time and cost. Giving a presentation at the start of the meeting 
can give people something to talk about when they visit the tables, and it does not take 
more time or effort. Asking people who visit each table what their concerns are and 
writing them on a flip chart is a free and effective way to stimulate conversation and 
capture concerns.  
   
For people who do not attend meetings, outreach activities to educate them on the 
movement of the plume could include: mailing a map, letter, and/or handout; speaking 
to local groups; or talking face-to-face during sampling visits. These methods are 
relatively inexpensive and can be implemented slowly. The Corps should not overlook 
the opportunities for building goodwill and educating future citizens by engaging local 
youth. Not only is involving a younger audience a positive step for community 
involvement, but the exercise of writing about the site on a level that children can 
understand is useful in identifying the essential basics of the site. This is useful in 
communicating with adults who may not have the time or interest in the site to read 
detailed information, but who still would like to keep up to date on what is happening.  
 
All outreach techniques need to be implemented repeatedly over an extended period of 
time using a variety of techniques. Messages need to be stable, easy to understand, and 
must be repeated again and again. It is human nature to mistakenly believe that 
explaining something once, or even twice, is sufficient to ensure understanding. In 
reality, people have many distractions and time demands. As a result, they may not pay 
attention until they perceive the issue is relevant to them. This is why communication 
tools such as brochures, handouts, and maps are so useful. When someone finally comes 
around to wanting to learn more about the site or a particular issue, there is an 
information piece to put in their hand. Finally, the success of outreach techniques needs 
to be measured regularly by soliciting feedback as to whether or not the effort was 
successful. Suggestions for various outreach techniques that could be of use at the site 
are provided in Section 5.4. 
 
5.3.2 Increase Trust 
The second most important goal in improving communication at the site is to increase 
trust. At any contentious environmental site, there are varying levels of trust within the 
community about the work being done. This site is no different. By understanding and 
paying attention to these concerns, the Corps has an opportunity to increase the level of 
trust in what they do.  
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Many people interviewed said they trust the Corps. This was especially true of agency 
stakeholders who had a good understanding of the issues associated with the 
contamination and the CERCLA process. It was also true of community members who 
had developed a relationship with samplers or other Corps representatives. However, 
several people also spoke of a loss of confidence in the Corps or government in general. 
Some of this loss is due to issues beyond the Corps’ control (e.g., M.U.D. wells), but 
there were some problems that involve the Corps’ actions or the community’s 
perception of those actions. It was mentioned that the Corps had missed problems 
related to mustard gas and to the movement of the plume. If the Corps does not explain 
the details related to those examples, it allows others to create the perception that the 
Corps does not know what it is doing.  

In working to increase the community’s trust, it would be helpful to identify where the 
Corps could best focus its energy with the best opportunity for improvement. At the 
site, the audiences can be roughly divided into three groups based on their current level 
of trust in the Corps: high, low, and unsure (see Table 5-1, below). The third group is the 
one on which the Corps should focus the bulk of its efforts to improve trust. Providing 
people in this group with the information they need to make informed decisions for 
themselves will help to build a relationship of trust and credibility. Those efforts will 
further solidify trust with people who already believe in the Corps and may have a 
small positive impact on people who distrust the Corps.  
 
The most important thing the Corps can do at the site to increase trust is to increase its 
contact with the community, especially with the group that is unsure about how it feels 
about the Corps. Almost universally, trust increases as positive contact increases 
(especially personal contact). To do this, the Corps should continue its current outreach 
activities (e.g., face-to-face interactions with land owners, public availability meetings, 
and newsletters) and trying new communication methods. This may be difficult at a site 
where no local Corps personnel are present, but it can be achieved. 

The Corps needs to ensure that the community knows what the Corps is required to do 
under the ROD. Although other issues may be of legitimate concern to the community, if 
those issues are beyond the scope of what the Corps is required to address and the 
community may waste time and energy pursuing the Corps for something it cannot 
change. This misunderstanding builds bad feelings on both sides. The Corps should 
continue to provide information needed in a manner that shows it is competent, caring, 
and responsive. Potentially useful tools for more frequent and effective communication, 
as well as example messages for increasing trust, are provided in Section 5.4. 
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Table 5-1 Opportunities for Increasing Trust at the Former NOP Site 

Trust 
Level 

Group Characteristics Opportunities for Change 

High 

Believes the Corps and trusts it is meeting its 
obligations and ensuring that environmental problems 
are addressed. Trust is based on past positive 
interactions with the Corps and its contractors and on a 
general belief that the government is trying to do the 
right thing. 

No special efforts required. 
Communication needs are apparently 
being met and little improvement is 
needed or expected. 

Low Smallest group. This group is made up of people who, 
for one reason or another, do not trust the Corps.  

No special efforts required. Efforts to 
increase trust may be largely 
unsuccessful. Continue to maintain open 
lines of communication and provide 
information as requested. 

Unsure 

Largest group. Members are unsure about the Corps. 
They have legitimate concerns (e.g., property values, 
health effects, or water supply) but lack the information 
to decide. Some have attended one or two meetings, 
but do not have the time to be involved on a regular 
basis or are put off by the level of intensity at the RAB 
meetings.  

Focus additional communication efforts 
on this group. They want information 
specific to their needs, but don’t know 
what they want or how to ask for it. 
Without appropriate information, they are 
swayed by the vocal minority. This group 
needs more contact with and information 
from the Corps to feel comfortable (see 
Section 5.4). 

 
 
5.3.3 Reevaluate the Viability of the RAB 
The Corps’ current relationship with some or all of the community RAB representatives 
is so contentious that it is having a negative effect on the two main communication goals 
at the site: meeting the community’s needs for interaction and communication and 
increasing trust. Therefore, a reevaluation of the viability of the RAB by the Corps is 
included as a third communication goal at the site. 

Animosities between the government and citizens’ groups associated with 
environmental sites are common. Tensions seem to increase when site activities occur 
over a long period of time and when concerns include health effects or property values. 
Both of these conditions exist at this site. Over time, people who are less invested in the 
site tend to drop out of the process because of other demands on their time. Those who 
remain often feel very passionately about the site, much more so than the average 
citizen. This level of interest, coupled with a sense of frustration that the site work is 
progressing too slowly, can ignite conflict and distrust. Unfortunately, as can be seen at 
this site, the conflicts often become self perpetuating on all sides. 

A positive working relationship between all members of a RAB can result in great 
benefits for a site. Optimally, RABs serve to bring together people who reflect the 
diverse interests in the community, enabling early and continued flow of information 
between the affected community, site decision makers, and oversight agencies. RABs 
can also be useful reviewers of various outreach materials. The RAB guidance issued 
jointly by DOD and the EPA states that RABs are intended “to ensure that all stakeholders 
have a voice and can actively participate in a timely and thorough manner in the review of 
restoration documents. RAB community members will provide advice as individuals to the 
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decision-makers on restoration issues. It is a forum to be used for the expression and careful 
consideration of diverse points of view.”   

Unfortunately, the RAB at the site no longer functions as described above. Feedback 
from the community, several RAB members, and the former site project managers 
describe RAB meetings that have become increasingly contentious and unworkable. 
Corps personnel said they were increasingly being treated not as a partner in the RAB 
but as a target of personal attacks. This perception was supported by feedback from 
interviews with community members. The majority of community members who had an 
opinion about the RAB meetings overwhelmingly indicated that a lack of structure 
caused the meetings to be unproductive. These community members felt it was the 
Corps’ responsibility to take control of the meetings, although the Corps is only one of 
several RAB members. The Corps attempted to establish guidelines for meeting format 
(e.g., agendas, time limits, a facilitator, etc.), but was told by the community RAB 
representatives that it had no legal authority to set these guidelines.  

The Corps last held a RAB meeting in October 2007. Several unofficial meetings were 
held in 2008 without Corps participation. On February 10, 2009, the new site project 
manager sent a letter to the RAB community co-chair stating that the Corps would like 
to restart the RAB meetings using a format similar to that found at school board or other 
meetings. The letter suggested a meeting date in February or March (see Appendix C). 
The February 14, 2008 response indicated that the RAB believed that the Corps did not 
have the legal standing to set the meeting format and that rules of order had already 
been established for the RAB meetings in 2008. The community co-chair said the RAB 
would meet with the Corps only after the Corps agreed to abide by the RAB’s meeting 
format. On April 20, 2009, the Corps’ District Commander sent a letter to the RAB co-
chair and the other community RAB members informing them that the Corps and the 
RAB had reached an impasse in resolving their respective differences and that the Corps 
had determined that it was in the best interest of all parties to continue suspension of the 
RAB meetings until the issues were resolved.  

Many interviewees believed strongly that RAB meetings (in concept) are a good venue 
for presenting and discussing some of the more complicated site issues. However, the 
majority believe the current format is neither workable nor productive. It is likely to be 
difficult or impossible for the problems between the Corps and the community RAB 
representatives to be resolved without professional assistance. Suggestions for resolving 
the issues related to the RAB are presented in Section 5.4.9.  

5.4 Steps for Attaining Goals 
CDM believes that a variety of general steps for improving communication related to the 
site are available. Many of these steps are currently being taken to one degree or 
another, but could benefit from some additional improvements. These steps are 
summarized in Table 5-2 and discussed below. For each step, details are provided for 
improvements that can be made within the framework of the Corps’ existing outreach 
program. Many improvements are very simple and require little extra time or effort, just 
small changes in behavior or thinking. Others require more effort, but can have a 
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Table 5-2. Communication Improvements to Provide Information Needed and Build Trust 
Step Status Suggested Improvement Cost Priority 

Understand the 
audience     

(Section 5.4.1) 

Corps has a PIP.  
Audience definition is 

done informally. 

 Update PIP as needed to measure progress and make 
changes (informal). 

 Continue to define audience, its information needs, and 
its limitations. 

 Low 
 

 Low 

 High 
 

 High 

Understand 
issues and 
answers in 
advance       

(Section 5.4.2) 

Corps has not formally 
prepared any 

messages. Corps 
prepares for meetings 

by thinking of Q&As, but 
no role-playing. 

 Develop messages that address FAQs and known 
concerns so positive work is not overshadowed.  

 Continue to prepare for meetings. Try to role play. 
 Educate all team members for a consistent message. 

 Low 
 
 Med 
 Low 

 High 
 
 Med 
 High 

Involve the 
team in 

communication 
(Section 5.4.3) 

Corps contractors are 
building a good 
relationship with 

residents, but they 
could do more with little 

extra effort. Project 
team needs formal 

guidance on 
communicating 

effectively and on 
expectations.  

 Continue using contractors for face-to-face contact in the 
field. 

 Give team information kit (handouts, maps, newsletters, 
business card, etc.). 

 Ensure team gets messages and knows what questions 
to answer or refer. 

 Give team feedback on what property owners think of 
them (very positive). 

 Encourage contractors to provide suggestions on how 
the Corps can improve. 

 Low 
 

 Low 
 

 Low 
 

 Low 
 

 Low 
 

 High 
 

 High 
 

 High 
 

 High 
 

 High 
 

Ask and 
answer 

questions  
(Section 5.4.4) 

When asked, the Corps 
does a good job of 

answering questions. 
Corps does not actively 

solicit questions. 

 Encourage samplers to query residents 
 Use a question tracking system to ensure questions that 

needed additional follow-up are answered. 

 Low 
 Low 
 

 High 
 High 

 

Continue 
having public 

meetings 
(Section 5.4.5) 

Corps currently has 
public availability 
meetings that are 

attended by a small 
group. 

 Continue to have regularly scheduled meetings. 
 Continue to use a combined open house/traditional 

format, but reorder 
 Query people who come to tables about their concerns 

or issues and record on flip chart. 
 Advertise in the newsletter, local newspaper, and/or 

postcards 

 Low 
 Low 
 

 Low 
 
 Med 

 

 High 
 High 
 

 High 
 
 High 

 

Improve 
existing 
outreach 
materials 

(Section 5.4.6) 

Corps’ newsletters are 
well-received. Maps are 

difficult to read. 
Repository has short 

hours.  

 Continue to limit newsletters to brief updates. Avoid 
using technical jargon. 

 Use e-mail and regular mail to distribute newsletters. 
 Upgrade the Corps’ maps to make them easier to read 

and more useful. 
 Add another Information Repository that stays open 

longer than the library. 

 Low 
 

 Low 
 Med 
 

 Med 
 

 High 
 

 High 
 High 
 

 Med 
 

Reach out to 
new groups    

(Section 5.4.7) 

Corps has recently tried 
a presentation to a local 

group with success.  

 Develop relationships with local schools or youth groups.  
 Use Corps personnel to staff a booth at a local event 

(e.g., a fair). 
 Make a presentation to a local club or service 

organization. 

 Med 
 Med 
 

 Low 

 Med 
 Med 
 

 Med 

Develop 
additional 

outreach tools 
(Section 5.4.8) 

Corps relies primarily 
on newsletters, sample 

results letters, and 
meetings. 

 Develop handouts to explain issues of concern. 
 Add “Ask Kristine” box to newsletter 
 Run a series of Q&A advertisements. 
 Make folders for residents to store information.  
 Send postcards for updates and meeting notification.  
 Leave door tags at homes that have been sampled. 
 Write a column for the local newspaper. 
 Distribute informational magnets or bookmarks.  

 Med 
 Low 
 Med 
 Low 
 Low 
 Low 
 Med 
 Med 

 High 
 High 
 High 
 Med 
 Med 
 Med 
 Low 
 Low 

Resolve issues 
related to the 

RAB 
(Section 5.4.9) 

Corps has suspended 
RAB meetings 

indefinitely. 

 Continue to provide information when asked. 
 Consider using a focus group or professional mediator to 

improve the relationship between Corps and other RAB 
members 

 Low 
 Med 

 
 

 High 
 Med 
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significant payoff (e.g., development of new outreach tools). Finally, some 
improvements (e.g., reaching out to new groups) are extras that could build valuable 
relationships, but require more of a commitment. All of the steps have been ranked on 
the basis of ease of implementation and priority. 

The nine steps are:  

1. Understand the audience 
2. Understand issues and answers in advance 
3. Involve the team in communication 
4. Ask and answer questions 
5. Continue having public meetings 
6. Improve existing outreach materials 
7. Reach out to new groups 
8. Develop additional outreach tools 
9. Resolve the issues related to the RAB 

 
5.4.1 Understand the Audience 
The first step in ensuring that the information needs of the audience are being met is to 
understand the concerns, needs, and limitations of the various audiences. For example, 
information needs are usually different for older people (whose property is their greatest 
asset) than for parents of young children. Both groups will want to know where the 
contaminant plume is in relation to their property and if their water is safe to drink. 
However, older people may be more concerned about property values, while the 
younger group is concerned about potential health impacts to children. The older group 
may be more concerned about short-term impacts versus long-term trends. The older 
group may also prefer having written materials and face-to-face conversations with 
people who come to their homes to sample. The younger group may prefer receiving 
information by e-mail and having a Web site to check. The younger group may also be 
more likely to participate in meetings, despite having more time constraints.  

Although the Corps tries to make information accessible, it is difficult for people who 
already understand the site to put themselves in the shoes of those who do not. The best 
way for the Corps to measure the success of how well they are communicating with 
their audience is to ask the audience. This approach includes being as direct as asking 
“Did that answer your question?” or “Are there other questions you have or areas where you’d 
like more information?” It also includes less direct methods of determining whether 
information has been received as intended, such as asking the audience questions that 
they would know the answers for if they understood the information, such as “Can you 
tell me where the plume is in relation to your house?” If they do not know, they can be given 
the information they need. More importantly, the feedback will be useful in determining 
how well the message is being communicated and if the handouts or maps need to be 
modified.  
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Table 5-3. Example of How to Develop Audience Characteristics to Improve Communication* 

Opinion of 
Corps by Group Characteristics Communication 

Preference Concerns Communication 
Limitations 

Majority of local property owners (also see Other actively involved stakeholders) 
 Many trust the 

Corps is doing a 
good job. 

 Some are unsure 
of how they feel 
(especially if they 
have not dealt 
with the Corps 
personally).  

 Most believe the 
Corps will tell 
them if there is a 
problem. 

 

 Most are long-
time residents 
with an 
agricultural 
background. 

 They are often 
middle-aged or 
older, or they may 
be young people 
who have moved 
onto the family 
property. 

 Many have a good 
relationship with 
the Corps via well 
sampling. 

 Face-to-face 
contact  

 Meetings (or 
discussions with 
those who have 
attended) 

 Tours 
 Letters, 

newsletters, and 
news stories  

 Most do not use e-
mail 

 They value what 
their neighbor has 
to say 

 Groundwater availability 
 Groundwater 
contamination 

 Creek contamination 
 Property values 
 Health issues (especially 
younger residents) 

They live near the site, so 
they think about it daily 
and have a medium to 
high level of concern. 

 They may have 
hearing and 
mobility 
limitations. 

 They have limited 
interest in details 
unrelated to their 
property. 

 They may not 
read all the 
materials sent, but 
like maps or 
photos that tie into 
their property.  

Residents of nearby communities 
 Many are unsure 

of how they feel 
about the Corps.  

 Many have an 
agricultural 
connection 
(parent or 
childhood on 
farm). 

 Some worked in 
the area 
previously. 

 They are often 
younger than local 
property owners. 

 E-mail 
 Meetings 
 Newspaper 

stories and 
newsletters 

 Property values 
 Health issues 
 Water quality issues 

related to M.U.D. wells 

They are somewhat 
removed from site, so 
medium to low level of 
concern. 

 It’s harder for 
them to get to 
meetings or see 
news stories as 
they do not live in 
the area. 

Stakeholders with job duties that involve the site 
 They seem to 

have a good 
working 
relationship with 
the Corps. 

 Agency or other 
representatives 
who participate in 
or oversee site 
activities 

 Members of the 
press 

 Written materials 
 E-mail updates 
 Meetings 
 Tours 

 Corps’ compliance 
 Impacts of site on their 

group/agency 

They are generally well-
informed with a low to 
medium level of concern.  

 They may have 
many other duties 
and little time, but 
they want to be 
kept informed.  

Other actively involved stakeholders 
 Generally very 

distrustful of 
Corps 

 Many feel the 
Corps has not 
communicated 
openly with them. 

 Several local 
property owners  

 People from other 
communities, 
including a lawyer 
hired by several 
RAB members 

 

 RAB meetings 
 Site documents 

(information 
repository) 

 E-mail 
 Conversations 

with locals 
 Letters, 

newsletters, and 
news stories  

 Groundwater availability 
 Groundwater 

contamination 
 Creek contamination 
 Property values 
 Health issues  

They feel strongly about 
the site and have a very 
high level of concern. 

 An adversarial 
relationship with 
the Corps makes 
it difficult to 
communicate 
openly. 

 They may have 
very strong 
opinions about the 
site. 

*Gross generalizations based on interviews. Intended as a start for a more thorough characterization to be developed 
over time by the project team.  
 

5-12  A 
   



 Section 5 
Summary and Recommendations for Improving Communication 

Although the interviews did not focus in detail on audience characteristics, several 
general groups of stakeholders could be identified at the site. The characteristics of those 
groups are provided in Table 5-3. These characteristics are gross generalizations based 
on more than 40 interviews conducted for the assessment. They are intended to get the 
Corps to think about the various types of audiences related to the site and should be 
updated as the project progresses. 

The current Public Involvement Plan (PIP) for the site was updated in 2008. Care should 
be taken to treat the PIP as an evolving document that should be revisited on an 
informal basis as the project progresses. Updates should be made where necessary to 
reflect successes or roadblocks in communication. Updates do not have to be formal 
rewrites of the plan, but they should include evaluations of how well the outreach tools 
and ideas listed in the plan are working and if new tools need to be tried. These 
evaluations can be documented in memos to staff personnel that can also serve as 
documentation of success. The Corps should document and evaluate any of the outreach 
activities it implements. As time progresses, the Corps should ask internally “What was 
tried? How was the effort received? How much effort did it take? Should it be continued?”   

5.4.2 Understand Issues and Answers in Advance 
Being prepared to provide adequate information and to answer questions is important 
to building trust and obtaining acceptance from the public. This ongoing process entails 
identifying potential issues of concern on a regular basis and determining how those 
issues will be addressed. The purpose is not to present a public relations campaign, but 
to give serious thought to issues that are potentially important to the community and to 
develop a unified response. Providing contradictory answers to a question undermines 
credibility, an issue raised in the interviews.  

One of the most important venues to prepare for is a formal meeting. Because the Corps 
is often in the position of being the entity that answers site questions, preparation is 
critically important. The interview responses pointed out that some community 
members perceive that the Corps is withholding information or does not know what it is 
doing. In large part, these types of perceptions can be overcome by proper meeting 
preparation.  

The Corps reports that it currently prepares a list of probable questions and answers 
before public meetings to ensure that staff members are on the same page regarding the 
answer. This practice should be continued and the Corps should consider having actual 
role playing to allow people to practice giving an answer, not just letting them talk 
about it. The purpose of this exercise is to ensure that answers given to the public will be 
clear, concise, accurate, and “user friendly.” After the meetings, the Corps should also 
evaluate how well the preparation worked to ensure there are not issues of interest to 
the community that are being overlooked. Also, the project team should understand that 
they should not allow themselves to be put in the position of answering a question if 
they are unsure of the answer. Although some vocal members of the audience may 
suggest that the Corps is hiding something by not providing an immediate answer to a 
question, there is nothing wrong with requesting time to get back to the questioner with 

A  5-13 



Section 5 
Summary and Recommendations for Improving Communication 

a detailed answer. This is especially true at sites where there is a significant amount of 
analytical data or history to consider in the answer.  

At many CERCLA sites, the EPA often has a list of prepared messages (potential 
questions and answers) for key team members to understand. Having an agreed upon 
list of messages is very useful in communicating with the public, both verbally and in 
writing. Although the level of specificity will vary with the audience, the basic messages 
should not differ substantially from one group to the next. A list of suggested initial 
messages for use at the site is provided in Table 5-4. 

Although the installation of the M.U.D. wells was beyond the control of the Corps 
personnel associated with the site, almost everyone who was interviewed is concerned 
with the M.U.D. well field. A perception exists that the Corps could have prevented the 
well field from being installed or that the Corps does not care about or understand the 
potential effects of the well field on the contaminant plume. These issues need to be 
addressed by the Corps in a format that is easy to understand. Although the Corps may 
feel that this has been explained adequately in the past, feedback from the community 
indicates that the message has not been received. The negative perception of “The Corps 
allowed the M.U.D. wells to be installed and doesn’t care what happens to the plume” 
needs to be turned around to reflect the reality that the Corps’ main responsibility at the 
site is to ensure that the contaminant plume is contained and that the Corps takes that 
responsibility very seriously. Beyond that, the Corps has no control over the use of 
water outside the site. This theme will have to be repeated over and over in a very 
simple message. A specific handout addressing the main issues around the M.U.D. wells 
could be a very useful tool.  
 
5.4.3 Involve the Team in Communication 
Project team members are the “face” of the project in the community. Residents at the 
site report that their interactions with Corps contractors have been very positive, 
particularly where well sampling is concerned. The Corps should continue to take 
advantage of these positive interactions. Project team members should understand their 
specific roles and responsibilities when communicating with the public. These roles and 
responsibilities are unique to each site and are determined by the leaders of the project 
team. For instance, “Who is the designated point of communication for questions from the 
community, what is the policy for dealing with questions from the press, what types of feedback 
do management expect to get from the field team, and what are the main messages at the site?” 
For some team members, outreach responsibilities are limited to listening respectfully 
and referring questions to a designated individual. Other team members have a higher 
profile. At a minimum, everyone should know to whom they should refer questioners 
for answers, and they should have a basic understanding of the site (again, prepared 
messages are useful). 
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Table 5-4. Example Messages for Communicating at the Site 

Message Questions to be Addressed Purpose 

Examples of general messages for everyone 

The Corps is 
meeting its 
responsibilities. 

 What is the Corps mandated by the ROD to do at the 
site?  

 Who can people contact for issues beyond the control 
of the Corps? 

Focuses people on issues that the Corps 
has the power to change. Otherwise, the 
assumption is that the Corps can address 
every problem (e.g., M.U.D. wells). 

Environmental 
issues are well 
understood. 

 What caused the plume and what are its 
characteristics?  

 What is being done to remediate it? 
 How does the scientific process work? 

Informs and focuses the audience. 

The Corps is 
committed to 
communicating 
and values 
public input. 

 What is the Corps doing to ensure good 
communication (tools, actions, etc.)?  

 What steps will be taken as a result of the situational 
assessment?  

 Who is the point person for the Corps on 
communication?  

 What steps is the Corps making to reengage the 
RAB? 

Shows that the Corps is doing its best to 
reach out, that it listens to public input, and 
that it has made numerous attempts to 
work with the RAB. 

The Corps is 
committed to 
high-quality 
work. 

 What is done to ensure quality (5-year review, annual 
remedy performance report, biannual model 
updates)? 

 What is done to ensure that lessons are learned from 
any missteps?  

 What is done to ensure the plume extent and 
movement is well understood?  

 What impact will M.U.D. wells have on plume 
movement? 

Shows that the Corps is competent and is 
on top of the issues at the site. 

Human health 
and the 
environment 
are protected.  

 What are the primary contaminants, exposure 
pathways, health impacts, and significant 
concentrations?  

 What would be done if significant concentrations 
were found?  

 What is being done to ensure that drinking water is 
safe? 

Educates the public on potential concerns. 
Shows the community that the Corps will 
alert them to any health issues. 

The Corps is 
responsive to 
stakeholders. 

 What is the Corps doing to provide information 
requested on a timely basis? 

 What types of information are provided and when? 
 How are questions tracked to ensure follow-up?   

Shows that the Corps is not hiding 
information and is providing what is asked 
to the best of its ability, even if it takes 
longer than expected.  

Examples of messages specific to a limited audience or a single event 

The Corps 
cares about 
specific 
environmental 
concerns. 

 What is the Corps doing to address issues at 
Johnson Creek, or issues on specific properties (e.g., 
fish kills in ponds, safety of eating animals, etc.)?   

Answers concerns of specific property 
owners and builds trust. 

Residents are 
informed about 
all aspects of 
sampling 
events. 

 When will the next sampling event occur at a 
particular property?  

 When are analytical results provided to homeowners? 
 What do the sample results mean? 

Builds goodwill with specific property 
owners. 

Site meetings 
are for 
everyone. 

 When and where will the next meetings be held?   
 What’s the agenda?  
 Are there any special issues?  

Raises awareness and helps ensure a 
good turnout for events. 
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Field team members have a great opportunity to interact with people in an informal 
setting. They should be able to explain basic facts about the site to property owners, such 
as where the plume is in relation to the property or what various sample results mean. 
Field team members can also confirm that the property owner’s current mailing address 
and phone number are up to date and ask if the resident has been receiving the fact 
sheet, if they have a e-mail address, and if they have any questions or suggestions. Field 
team members serve as a useful barometer to measure the feelings in the community 
toward the project. By paying attention and reporting back, they can help track the 
success of specific outreach activities (e.g., a public meeting or a fact sheet). Field team 
members can also help identify potential issues or address rumors before they gain 
traction.  

It is important for project team members to maintain their awareness of the fact that the 
residents live on or near the site and are directly affected by decisions made by the 
Corps. Residents are concerned for their health, their families’ health, their ability to 
make a living, and the value of what is likely to be their biggest asset – their property. 
These concerns can result in a heightened level of anxiety that can erupt at seemingly 
unpredictable times. The Corps has tried to remain sensitive to the concerns of the 
community, and this practice should be continued. The majority of the community that 
agreed to be interviewed views the Corps in a positive light. Their concerns are 
generally related to anxiety and frustration about how the site affects them. Much of this 
anxiety (but not all) can be relieved by providing specific information about their 
individual situations.  

5.4.4 Ask and Answer Questions  
The Corps needs to continue its commitment to providing answers in a timely fashion. 
The Corps must be clear about how long it will take to provide the answer. When people 
are waiting for an answer, they assume the worst. If it will take longer than anticipated 
to get an answer, the Corps should get back to the questioner to let them know that they 
have not been forgotten. This courtesy is a simple gesture that can buy a lot of goodwill.  

The Corps is a highly structured organization. This can sometimes create delays that the 
general public does not understand. There are many layers of people involved in 
approvals and reviews. The project would benefit from having a protocol in place for 
recording and tracking questions asked and answered. This can be as simple as a 
spreadsheet that identifies the questioner, question, date asked, date answered, answer 
provided, and resolution. Someone needs to be accountable if there are delays. Just 
knowing the status of a question asked can be extremely useful.  

In addition to answering questions asked, the Corps and its contractors should make a 
point of asking people if they have questions. This outreach can be done during sampling 
events, at meetings, and in all interactions with the public. People often have questions 
but are afraid to ask (either because of embarrassment or because they don’t want to be a 
nuisance). As a result, they often assume the worst. They then communicate those fears 
to their neighbors who have their own fears, and as a result, the distrust of the Corps 
builds. It is much better to proactively ask questions and to address them, where 
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needed, with the appropriate information. During the course of these interviews, people 
often commented that they appreciated that the Corps was taking an interest in what the 
community thought. Asking questions is an excellent way to find out what types of 
information the community wants and how they would like to receive it. 

5.4.5 Continue Having Public Meetings 
Many people interviewed said they like to attend meetings, both open-house meetings 
and more traditional meetings where presentations are given and questions are 
answered. People who preferred the traditional meetings said that it was useful to have 
other people ask the questions so they could just listen. Although the RAB meetings are 
indefinitely suspended at present, the Corps should continue to have public meetings. 
The meetings should be at least semiannual and quarterly meetings are preferred. One 
of the topics the Corps should consider covering at an upcoming meeting is the outcome 
of the situational assessment and the changes that will be made as a result. The results 
could be presented at a table with a poster and handouts. 

The open-house meetings are good for many people. However, because many other 
people prefer to have a presentation, the Corps should consider combining the two 
meeting formats. Having a presentation at the start of the meeting followed by time to 
circulate among the various tables can give people something to talk about when they 
visit the tables. Asking people who visit each table what their concerns are and writing 
them on a flip chart is a good way to stimulate conversation and to capture concerns, 
and it is also free.  

The Corps should advertise the meetings beyond including a note in the newsletters. To 
increase attendance (at a relatively low cost), the Corps could place a meeting ad, send 
out a reminder post card to the mailing list, and/or send out an e-mail reminder. If the 
meetings are held on a regular basis (e.g., quarterly) such reminders might make it 
easier for people to plan to attend. Any postcards or ads should announce the topic of 
the meeting, which might attract community members to a meeting they might 
otherwise not attend. Because a press release is an excellent way to get widespread 
coverage, the Corps should continue to issue those releases in advance of meetings. The 
Corps should also consider a brief interview with the local newspaper on a particular 
topic. The meeting announcement could be distributed in the form of a special 
newsletter that highlights “Here’s what we heard you saying and here’s what we did to address 
it.” This will let people know that their input was valued and acted upon. Additionally, 
by issuing press releases, the Corps may see an increase in the number of positive stories 
about the site.  

5.4.6 Improve Existing Outreach Materials 
Most people said they approved of the information the Corps was sending out. 
Suggestions for improving existing materials focused on simple changes. Interviewees 
stressed the Corps should avoid using “technical talk and lingo.” To a large extent, the 
Corps does a good job at keeping its newsletters simple. However, the word “aquifer” 
may be too technical for some groups without explanation. To be effective, the Corps 
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should be able to tailor its findings for different audiences. Findings should be presented 
in an extremely simply manner (with figures and drawings) for people who have little 
experience with environmental work and a fairly low need or interest level. A more 
robust presentation should be available for people who want and need more detail. The 
Corps should make the information more accessible and should let more people know 
about the site tours (which were highly rated by the interviewees). 

5.4.6.1 Newsletters  
Most people interviewed said they were pleased with the newsletters and other specific 
letters provided by the Corps. Care should be taken to continue to keep technical 
language to a minimum in these documents. Because fact sheets are limited in length, 
information has to be fairly general. Thus, the Corps should not consider fact sheets to 
be a main source of detailed information, but more of an update on the project’s status. 
To provide more depth, the Corps should consider developing a stock of informational 
handouts (see Section 5.4.8). The Corps should give people the option of receiving the 
newsletters by e-mail, as well as in hard copy.  

5.4.6.2 Sample Results Letters 
When sample results are delivered, the Corps needs to provide an easy to understand 
explanation of “hits.” If someone’s well tests positive for a specific chemical, a written 
explanation (in layman’s terms) of what that means should be provided to the property 
owner. People will generally be most concerned about how the result will affect them 
and their family. They will also wonder if they should be worried, what the Corps will 
do to follow up, and when that might happen. The best way to provide this information 
might be to enclose a standard, one-page handout that specifically explains how to 
understand the information provided in the letter. 

5.4.6.3 Site Maps 
Feedback from the interviews indicates that many of the maps being used are not 
effective for the community. At a minimum, the average community member should be 
able to identify where their property is in relation to the contaminant plume. This means 
having clearly marked roads and landmarks on the maps and using accepted mapping 
protocols. For example, there should be legends on all maps and the Corps 
cartographers should adhere to standards for symbolization, such as those used by the 
United States Geological Survey (USGS). Several residents expressed an interest in 
seeing maps of the plume over time. Many residents indicated a desire to see maps and 
had obviously not seen such maps on the former NOP site Web site. 

For example, there are currently three maps on the site Web site that need modification: 

 Site Map. This map is very busy. Although the map may be useful for people 
who want or need a good deal of detail and have access to the raw data, it is too 
much for the average viewer. Consider creating separate maps: one showing 
TCE and RDX with the buffer zones, and another showing various types of wells. 
Even the different types of wells may be shown on different maps depending on 
the audience and the intention. Also, make sure to imbed the characters in the 
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legend in the PDF, so the symbols on the map match the symbols in the legend 
on every computer. (www.nwk.usace.army.mil/projects/mead/SiteTech/Mead-
Project-Base-Map.pdf).  

 Site Location Map. This map may be useful for some citizens, but is too general 
for residents. The map could be improved for residents by showing more known 
local features. (www.nwk.usace.army.mil/projects/mead/SiteTech/Mead-Project-Site-
Location-Map.pdf) 

 Current Hydraulic Containment Map. This map has no legend and the use of 
color is not intuitive. For example, the USGS standard color for showing 
township/range is red. The brighter colors on the map that draw in the viewer 
are not the areas of concern. If budget allows, consider sending plume maps to 
residents and/or having interactive maps on the Web site or on a CD. 
(www.nwk.usace.army.mil/projects/mead/SiteTech/Containment_Evaluation_Map.pdf) 

5.4.6.4 Information Repository 
Many people stated that the hours at the Mead Library are too short, making the 
documents stored there inaccessible. The Corps should consider adding another location 
that is more accessible. Also, the range of materials placed in the repository should be 
expanded to include materials (such as handouts) that are short, easy to read, and 
message-oriented.  

5.4.6.5 Tours 
Several people said they liked going on the site tour. The Corps currently holds site 
tours annually and advertises them in advance. The Corps should continue this practice, 
which provides an opportunity for the face-to-face contact that builds trust in the 
community. The primary improvement would be to make the tours more well-known. 
The tours could also be an opportunity to involve a local science teacher and some 
students.  

5.4.7 Reach Out to New Groups 
Although all of the residents have an interest in the site, many have too many other 
obligations to be able to attend all of the meetings or read all of the information they 
have received. Several people mentioned that they stay informed, sometimes 
exclusively, by talking with their friends and neighbors. Because of this, the Corps 
should consider making an effort to have a stronger presence in the community. People 
always feel more favorable about an institution when they have a chance to interact with 
specific individuals and see that they are rational, caring individuals. Significant benefits 
can be achieved by reaching out to groups of adults and youngsters who would not 
otherwise have participated in site events. Methods of reaching out to these people are 
described below. It is suggested that the Corps try at least one of these methods, if 
resources permit.  

A  5-19 

http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/projects/mead/SiteTech/Mead-Project-Site-Location-Map.pdf
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/projects/mead/SiteTech/Mead-Project-Site-Location-Map.pdf
http://www.nwk.usace.army.mil/projects/mead/SiteTech/Containment_Evaluation_Map.pdf


Section 5 
Summary and Recommendations for Improving Communication 

5.4.7.1 Have a Booth at an Annual Event 
The Corps should consider having a presence (e.g., a booth with handouts) at local 
events, such as fairs or rodeos. Such events are a great place to hand out brochures, 
shake hands, and talk about the site with people who would not normally attend a 
public meeting. Attending these events presents an opportunity for the Corps to develop 
relationships and become a recognizable, friendly face to more people in the community, 
which makes it more likely that people will come to the Corps with questions or 
concerns in the future. Most of the materials that would be needed for this event would 
be those that have already been prepared for meetings or sampling visits. Because Corps 
personnel are not stationed in the community, attending these events might be difficult, 
however an annual appearance at one event is manageable.  

5.4.7.2 Present a Talk at Local Clubs and Service Organizations 
The Corps should consider giving presentations to community groups in the area (e.g., 
Rotary, Elks, garden clubs, or homeowner groups). These presentations are a good way 
of identifying middle-ground people who may not already be involved in the process. 
These folks can help explain the facts to their neighbors. The materials that would be 
needed for these events would be those that have already been prepared for meetings or 
other visits. In addition, speaking to a friendly group can be a welcome break for the 
project team. The Corps recently had such an experience with a local group and has seen 
the goodwill that was built from an hour-long talk. Setting a goal of doing one or two 
such talks a year is achievable.  

5.4.7.3 Develop a Relationship with a School and/or Youth Group 
Because this site will be active for a long time, the Corps should consider involving 
younger people in the process. By getting kids to be aware of the site, the Corps would 
be educating them and their families. Local citizens have a strong, generational 
connection to their property. Raising awareness in kids could help the Corps’ image, 
improve communication, and be beneficial to the kids. The Corps should consider 
making an annual presentation at a school or group such as the FFA or 4-H. Team 
members could take a science class on a field trip to sample a tap (or sample one at the 
school). Kids could take turns wearing gloves and writing down the notes, and they 
could look at a printout of lab results. The Corps could have a contest to design an 
informational poster about the site. The Corps should use the site to ignite the kids’ 
interest in science and government. Such an annual event could build goodwill and 
would also be an enjoyable experience for the project team.  

5.4.8 Develop Additional Outreach Tools 
The best communications results are achieved by using a variety of tools to provide the 
same message in several formats. This practice of overlapping greatly increases the odds 
that the message will be heard, understood, and retained. Considering how deluged the 
average person is with responsibilities and information, chances are great that a large 
percentage of the audience may be entirely unaware of the first or even second attempts 
at communication. This section provides a brief description (with pictures) of some of 
the additional tools the Corps could consider using at the site.  
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These outreach tools include: 

 Informational handouts 
 “Ask Kristine” box 
 Q&A ads 
 Information packets 
 Postcards 
 Door tags 
 Columns 
 Refrigerator magnets and bookmarks 

None of these tools is particularly expensive, and most of the tools use information that 
has already been gathered for other purposes. If the Corps is interested, these tools can 
be implemented one at a time to see if there is a favorable response. 

5.4.8.1 Informational Handouts 
The Corps should consider having a series of targeted handouts to explain recurring 
issues that are too complicated to address in the newsletter. Handouts are great tools at 
meetings. In addition, the process of preparing handouts would help the Corps identify 
both the issues that are important to the community and what the Corps has done or is 
planning to do to address those issues. It is possible to create a series of handouts that 
will have a long shelf life and do much to improve relations in the community.  

Titles of these handouts could include:  

 The history of the former NOP.  
 What is the Corps’ role at the site?  
 Why and how does the Corps collect 

residential water samples? 
 Understanding the plume 
 Understanding site risk 
 Recurring activities at the NOP site 
 Frequently asked questions 

 
Preparation of these handouts would require only a moderate investment of time and 
money. Most of the material that would be needed for the handouts probably already 
exists. That material would just have to be edited down to fit the message and the 
audience. Copies should be made on an as-needed basis (to prevent a back-log of 
materials that might become dated) and should be very inexpensive. Obviously, with a 
moderate increase in the budget, it would be possible to have a series of very engaging 
and informative pieces.  

As part of the situational assessment, CDM reviewed several of the Corps’ current 
outreach fact sheets and newsletters (available on the Web site). For the most part, these 
materials are attractive, easy to read, and contain useful information about the site. For 
example, the October 2008 fact sheet containing various facts about the site is a nice, 
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user-friendly document. It has a good use of pictures, the text is conversational, and it is 
broken up into manageable sections. This fact sheet could easily be made into several 
one-page handouts that could have an extended shelf life in an information package. 
The more recent newsletters are also attractive and easy to follow and would be good 
sources of information for handouts.  

However, the October 2008 fact sheet “Summary of the 2007 Containment Evaluation” is 
an example of a handout that may be too technical and contain too much information for 
the public to digest in one sitting. This information could be split into at least two 
similarly sized handouts. One handout could cover the annual assessment (What is it? 
Why is it done? What has it caught in the past?). Another could cover the bi-annual review 
of the model (What is it? Why is it done? What has the most recent review showed us? What 
are we doing as a result of this review to ensure containment?).  

If the situation with the RAB improves, it is possible that RAB members would 
appreciate participating in this process and could provide useful feedback on the design 
and content of the handouts. The handouts could initially be mailed out with one of the 
newsletters. Additional copies could be made available at meetings or other events. 

5.4.8.2 “Ask Kristine” Box  
Another simple tool to consider is having an ”Ask Kristine” box on the fact sheet that 
provides answers to questions that have been e-mailed or mailed to the site project 
manager during the previous few months. Besides the obvious benefit of answering 
questions that concern residents, it gives the project manager a face in the community 
and represents one small step in building community relationships. Adding the box 
would require no additional cost.  

5.4.8.3 Q&A Ads 
The Corps could consider running a regular series of Q&A display ads in the local 
newspaper. The ads could run every two weeks or 
monthly for a trial period. Each ad could present and 
answer a single question about the site. Having regular 
ads would help establish a regular presence in the 
community and would provide a way for the Corps to 
answer questions. An annual compilation of the Q&A ads 
could also be made into a useful handout.  

The cost of creating the ad would be minimal and the cost 
of placing the ad would depend on which newspaper was 
used. Each ad should have a contact number on the 
bottom. At present, it is almost impossible for someone 
who does not have a Corps publication in their hands to know who to contact. There is 
no listing for the Corps in the local telephone book (which is the most commonly used 
resource for locals, especially senior citizens).  
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5.4.8.4 Information Packets 
The Corps may want to consider printing up several dozen information folders for 
distributing materials to residents during sampling and other events. CDM uses these 
information folders with great success at many sites. The folders have a blank exterior 
that can be customized on a laser printer. Each folder has an interior pocket that is used 
to hold various handouts, sample results, letters, maps, and other pieces of information 
about the site. Residents like the folders because they are an easy place to store the 
various pieces of paper they get about their property or the site.  

5.4.8.5 Postcards 
Postcards are great tools for getting a relatively simple 
message to a targeted audience. CDM uses postcards quite 
often to provide updates on construction activities in a 
particular town or neighborhood. Postcards are also useful 
for announcing upcoming meetings and providing a very 
brief description of the material to be covered. 

The postcards are very inexpensive and can be printed on 
colored card stock using the in-house office printer. 
Postcards can generally be made up in less than a day, 
particularly at sites with a small mailing list.  

5.4.8.6 Door Tags 
Door tags are a special touch that let the resident know what was done on their property 
if they were not there during sampling. Door tags can be printed on the office printer 
using colored card stock and are hung from the door knob with a rubber band. Door 
tags have blanks in appropriate places for the samplers to write in information.  
 
At this site, the door tags could say something like: 
 

“Sorry we missed you! 
On ________ we collected ____ 

water samples from your 
_______________ as part of the 
residential sampling program. 
After the sample results for all 

properties are reviewed, we will 
be sending individual property 
owners a letter that presents the 

results (probably within 60 
days). We appreciate your 

cooperation. If you have any 
questions, please call 
_________________.” 
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Door tags are an inexpensive way to provide thoughtful information to the resident, 
reinforcing what the Corps is doing, and identifying the primary contact for questions. 
A supply of door tags can be kept in field vehicles for use by the sampling team at a 
very low cost for very little extra effort.  
 
5.4.8.7 Newspaper Columns 
A series of newspaper columns can be an effective way to 
increase general knowledge of the site and to encourage 
community participation in the process. Many newspapers 
welcome a guest column, especially smaller, area-specific 
newspapers. Other newspapers often require that the guest 
columns be placed as an ad that looks like a newspaper 
column.  

Columns typically cover a site topic that is timely and easy to 
explain in the given amount of space (usually about 300 to 500 
words). One of the primary benefits to writing a column is that 
(as with newspaper ads) the audience is much broader than 
the site mailing list. Also, people tend to look for a regular 
column, especially if it is interesting. Although the material for 
the column is likely to come from materials that already exist, 
care must be taken to ensure that the end product is lively, 
interesting, and informative. The costs are moderate and 
mainly associated with the cost of placing the column as an ad, 
if that is required by the newspaper. Because a regularly-
appearing column (e.g., monthly) is most effective, it requires 
a commitment of resources over an extended period. There is a 
possibility that running a column might not be allowed under 
Corps regulations. However, if it is allowed, a series of 
newspaper columns is an optional outreach item that could 
build goodwill and awareness in the community.  

5.4.8.8 Refrigerator Magnets and Bookmarks 
Message-specific refrigerator magnets or bookmarks can be 
an excellent way to communicate a simple message. 
Refrigerator magnets are handy for providing adults with 
contact information about the site. The magnet can stay on 
the refrigerator or filing cabinet for future reference. 
Bookmarks are useful for getting a very simple message out to kids. Bookmarks 
need to be very bright and colorful. Both magnets and bookmarks can be 
handed out at local events.  

At the site, the best use for a refrigerator magnet is probably to provide 
contact information for the local community. The magnet could have a very 
brief message (similar to the example shown) that lets people know who to 
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call if they have questions or concerns. These items are inexpensive, even though they 
cannot generally be made up in house. These products are interesting additions to an 
outreach program, but should be considered extras.  

5.4.9 Resolve the Issues Related to the RAB 
At environmental sites, the RAB is often a useful partner in the remediation of the site. 
However, the current relationship at this site between the Corps and the RAB is much 
too adversarial to function as envisioned. Because of the increasingly contentious nature 
of the RAB meetings, it has been hard for team members to remain open and positive 
about communications at the site. A small minority on the RAB has reportedly made 
personal accusations about project team members (e.g., reportedly calling them “liars” 
or “incompetent” at RAB meetings). This situation is bad for the team and for general 
communication with the community at large. To step out of the conflict and maintain 
sensitivity to the concerns of the majority at the site, the Corps decided to suspend RAB 
meetings until the situation shows the possibility of improvement. In the meantime, 
several community RAB representatives have continued to hold meetings. However, 
those meetings are not official RAB meetings. Therefore, the Corps has no role in the 
meetings and cannot provide financial support for them. 

The Corps is currently undecided about the future of the RAB. Options include 
dissolving the RAB entirely or continuing the suspension of the RAB meetings until 
format changes acceptable to the Corps are made. CDM suggests that the decision be 
made by the Corps after consultation with other agency members on the RAB to gage 
their interest and commitment to participation. The Corps should clearly explain to the 
community that dissolution or indefinite suspension of the RAB is the alternative to 
reaching agreement on the format of the RAB meetings. 

If the community RAB representatives and the Corps cannot resolve the meeting format 
issues and the Corps chooses to dissolve the RAB, the Corps should continue to try and 
develop a working relationship with community and agency stakeholders at the site. If 
community members choose to hold independent meetings, the Corps should respond 
in a timely fashion to any requests for information that result from those meetings.  

If the community RAB representatives indicate they are willing to address the Corps’ 
meeting format concerns, the Corps should consider approaching them with suggestions 
for repairing the relationship as a gesture of goodwill and cooperation. At this point, 
repairing the relationship is probably not something that can be done without the aid of 
a neutral, third-party facilitator. That individual should command a level of local respect 
and gravitas that will ensure he/she is trusted by both parties and that an atmosphere of 
trust and cooperation will be maintained. The third party could work with the Corps 
and the RAB in a focus group (or series of meetings) that would have the aim of putting 
animosity aside and developing a list of ideas for how the two groups can work together 
in the future for the benefit of the site. Improving this relationship may not be possible, 
but it is worth trying.  

A  5-25 



Section 5 
Summary and Recommendations for Improving Communication 

5-26  A 
   

Based on the results of the interviews, it is clear that changes should be made to ensure 
that the meeting format is conducive to the mission of the RAB. Those changes could be 
agreed upon in advance by the focus group. Suggestions for productive changes (based 
on the results of the stakeholder interviews) are listed in Table 5-5. 

Feedback from the interviews indicates that some of the community RAB members seem 
to be open to a focus group or the format outlined in Table 5-5. However, these members 
need to be assured that the community RAB members have an equal say in whatever 
meeting rules are set. For instance, RAB members are concerned that any facilitator 
chosen by the Corps will “side” with the Corps. Any facilitator chosen for the project 
should be selected as a group effort, based on his/her experience and ability to relate to 
all of the groups involved. Such details could be worked out in the focus group 
environment. Milestones for assessing and improving (where needed) the workability of 
the meeting format could also be built into the process.  
 
Table 5-5. Suggestions for Improving the RAB Meeting Format 

Suggested 
Improvement 

Reason 

Rules of order 

Needed to ensure participation by all parties.  
Effective rules could be based on those used for other entities (e.g. school boards) or 
could be unique to the RAB. Options could include a panel format with representatives at 
a front table who ask questions after a presentation, followed by additional questions from 
the audience. Questions should have a time limit.  

Advance 
agenda 

Needed to ensure parties with an interest in certain topics have an opportunity to attend.  
Post the agenda on the Web site at least one week in advance and have a list of topics to 
be covered included in any advertisement. The agenda could be e-mailed to individuals 
who indicated a preference for that type of communication. 

Facilitator Needed to ensure rules and agenda are followed.  
Should be a neutral, third-party facilitator who is respected and has personal authority. 
This approach is opposed by some RAB members, but it was brought up frequently in the 
community interviews and should be investigated. It is very common for RAB groups to 
have facilitators. Costs for a facilitator are allowable RAB expenses. 

Advertisement Needed to ensure meetings are well-attended and to raise overall awareness.  
Meetings should be advertised at least one week in advance. This could include a display 
ad in the newspaper, an announcement on the local public access cable television 
station, and an announcement in the site newsletter and/or a post card. 

2-hour 
meeting 
maximum 

Needed to ensure meetings are productive and well-attended.  
Meetings should not run longer than two hours. Having an agenda, a facilitator, and rules 
of order will enable this time limit to be met. 

Increased 
meeting 
frequency 

Needed to limit meeting length and provide more opportunities for people to attend.  
Meetings should be held at least quarterly. If meetings are productive and cooperative, 
both sides should be amendable to this frequency. If special topics come up that need to 
be addressed, an additional meeting could be held to address that topic. 
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Appendix A: Interview Handout for January 
2009 Public Availability Meeting  

 



 

We’d Like to Hear from You! 
In February 2009, contractors for the Conflict Resolution and Public Participation 

Center of Excellence of the Institute for Water Resources will be interviewing residents 
in the area of the Nebraska Ordnance Plant Superfund Site to identify local issues and 
concerns regarding that site. This information will be used to help the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers to better understand the local community and to identify and address 
potential conflicts to the benefit of all parties. 

To obtain the most comprehensive understanding of local concerns, we’d like to 
interview as many people as possible. In early February, we will be sending a letter to 
local residents explaining the process and asking for their participation. However, we 

don’t want to miss anyone.    

If you are interested in being interviewed (or know someone we should contact)    
please contact Karen Ekstrom of CDM* by phone (406-441-1407) or                        

email (ekstromkl@cdm.com). 

Thank you for your assistance!!!  

About the interviews.... 

We understand the many demands for your time, and we have structured the 
interviews to be as convenient and efficient as possible: 

• Most will be done over the telephone. However, if you would prefer a face-to-face interview, 
please let us know, and we will do our best to accommodate you. 

• Interviews will be done at a pre-arranged time that works for you, and each interview should 
take no more than 30 minutes to complete.  

• We will ask everyone a short list of prepared questions, and there will be free time to discuss 
any other subjects you may wish to bring up. 

Interviews will also be private. A summary of the results of the interviews as a whole will be 
part of the public record. However, specific comments will NOT be linked to individuals and the 
names of individuals interviewed will NOT be made public. 

Conflict Resolution & Conflict Resolution & 
Public Participation Public Participation 
Center of ExpertiseCenter of Expertise  

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

www.iwr.usace.army.mil/cpc 

This work is being conducted at the request of the Kansas City District Corps of Engineers by: 

Our mission is to help the Corps anticipate, prevent, 
and manage water conflicts, ensuring that the 
interests of the public are addressed in Corps 
decisions. We achieve this mission by developing and 
expanding the application of collaborative tools to 
improve water resources decision making. 

*CDM (out of their Montana office) is IWR’s independent engineering contractor for these activities. 
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1.0 ELECTED AND APPOINTED OFFICIALS 

1.1 U.S. Senators 

Senator Mike Johanns Senator Deb Fischer 
http://johanns.senate.gov http://fischer.senate.gov 
 
Washington, DC Office Washington, DC Office 
404 Russell Senate Office Bldg 383 Russell Senate Office Bldg 
Washington, DC  20510 Washington, DC  20510 
Tel:  202-224-4224 Tel:  202-224-6551 
Fax:  202-228-0436 Fax:  202-228-1325 

Lincoln Office Lincoln Office 
 287 Federal Building 440 North 8th Street 
100 Centennial Mall North Suite 120 
Lincoln, NE  68508 Lincoln, NE  68508 
Tel:  402-476-1400 Tel:  402-441-4600 
Fax:  402-476-0605 Fax:  402-476-8753 

Omaha Office Omaha Office 
9900 Nicholas Street 11819 Miracle Hills Drive 
Suite 325 Suite 205 
Omaha, NE  68114 Omaha, NE  68154 
Tel:  402-758-8981 Tel:  402-391-3411 
Fax:  402-758-9165 Fax:  402-391-4725 

Scottsbluff Office Scottsbluff Office 
115 Railway Street, Suite C102 PO Box 2264 
Scottsbluff NE 69361 Scottsbluff NE 69363 
Tel: 308-632-6032 Tel: 303-636-6344 
Fax: 308-632-6295 
 
Kearney Office 
4111 Fourth Avenue, Suite 26 
Kearney NE 68845 
Tel: 308-236-7602 
Fax: 308-236-7473 
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1.2       U.S. Representative 
Congressman Jeff Fortenberry (District 1) 
http://fortenberry.house.gov/ 

Washington DC Office Norfolk Office 
1514 Longworth HOB 125 S. 4th Street, Suite 101 
Washington, DC 20515 Norfolk, NE 68701 
Tel:  202-225-4806 Tel:  402-379-2064 
Fax:  202-225-5686 Fax:  402-379-2101 

Lincoln Office Fremont Office 
301 South 13th Street, Ste 100 P.O. Box 377 
Lincoln, NE 68508 629 Broad Street 
Tel:  402-438-1598 Fremont, NE 68026 
Fax:  402-438-1604 Tel:  402-727-0888 

1.2 Nebraska State Governor 

Governor Dave Heineman 
http://www.governor.nebraska.gov/ 

Lincoln Office /State Capitol 
Office of the Governor 
P.O. Box 94848 
Lincoln, NE 68509-4848 
Tel:  402-471-2244 
Fax:  402-471-6031 

1.3 Nebraska Lieutenant Governor 

Lt. Governor Lavon Heidemann  
http://www.ltgov.ne.gov/ 

State Capitol, Room 2315 
P.O. Box 94863 
Lincoln, NE 68509 
Tel:  402-471-2256 
Fax:  402-471-6031 
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1.4 State Senators 

Senator Ken Haar Senator Jerry Johnson 
District 21 District 23 
http://news.legislature.ne.gov/dist21 http://news.legislature.ne.gov/dist23 

Room 1018, State Capitol Room 1529, State Capitol 
PO Box 94604 PO Box 94604 
Lincoln, NE 68509 Lincoln, NE 68509 
Tel:  402-471-2673 Tel:  402-471-2719 
khaar@leg.ne.gov jjohnson@leg.ne.gov 

1.5 State Fire Marshal 

Jim Heine 
http://www.sfm.ne.gov/ 

246 South 14th Street 
Lincoln, NE 68508-1804 
Tel:  402-471-2027 
Fax:  402-471-3118 
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2.0 FEDERAL OFFICIALS 

2.1 CENWK Project Manager 

Kristine Stein 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Kansas City 
601 East 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106-2896 
Tel:  816-389-3172 
Fax:  816-389-2023 
kristine.m.stein@usace.army.mil 

2.2 CENWK Public Affairs Officer 

David S. Kolarik 
Public Affairs Office  
Room 736 Federal Building 
601 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
David.S.Kolarik@us.army.mil 
Tel:  816-389-3072 

2.3 USEPA Region VII Project Manager 

Ken Rapplean, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 7 
Superfund Division 
11201 Renner Boulevard 
Lenexa, Kansas  66219 
Tel:  913-551-7769 

2.4 USEPA Community Involvement Coordinator 

Debbie Kring 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 7 
11201 Renner Boulevard 
Lenexa, Kansas  66219 
 
Tel:  913-551-7725 
Fax:  913-551-7066 
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3.0 STATE OFFICIALS 

3.1 Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality Project Manager 

Stacey Stricker 
Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality 
Suite 400 
1200 "N" Street 
Lincoln, NE 68509-8922 
Tel:  402-471-2326 
Fax:  402-471-2909 

3.2 Lower Platte North NRD Personnel 

Larry Angle 
Lower Platte North Natural Resources District 
P.O. Box 126 
Wahoo, NE 68066-0126 
Tel:  402-443-4675 
Fax:  402-443-5339 
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4.0 COUNTY OFFICIALS 

4.1 Saunders County Board of Supervisors 

Saunders County Courthouse 
433 N. Chestnut Street 
Wahoo NE 68066 
Tel: 402-443-8101 
 
Craig Breunig Darren Martin 
926 N. Linden PO Box 55 
Wahoo, NE 68066 Malmo NE 68040 
402-443-3435 402-617-5139 

Ed Rastovski Dave Lutton 
1673 County Road J 1442 Silver Street 
Wahoo, NE 68066 Ashland, NE 68003 
402-443-4299 402-944-3383 

Leroy Hanson Scott Sukstorf 
PO Box 367 980 Co. Rd W, Lot S108 
Ceresco, NE 68017 Fremont, NE 68025 
402-665-6741 402-727-5644 

Doris Karloff 
P.O. Box 153 
Yutan, NE 68066 
402-625-2327 

 



Public Involvement Plan, Former Nebraska Ordnance Plant–Mead, Nebraska 

  B-7 

5.0 CITY AND VILLAGE OFFICIALS 

5.1 Village of Mead Officials 

Village of Mead Village Board of Trustees: 
312 South Vine Street Steve Mayfield, Chairman 
Post Office Box 46 Gary Guyle, Trustee 
Mead, NE  68041-0046 Adam Miller, Trustee 
Tel:  402-624-2495 Richard Wielage, Trustee 
Fax:  402-624-2024  
www.meadnebraska.net 
meadclerk1@hotmail.com 
 

5.2 City of Wahoo 
City of Wahoo Janet A. Jonas, Mayor 
605 North Broadway Wahoo City Council: 
Wahoo, Nebraska  68066-0154 Stuart Krejci, Pres., Ward III 
Phone: 402.443.3222 Merle Hennings, Ward I 
Fax: 402.443.5483 Michael Lawver, Ward I 
www.wahoo.ne.us James Svoboda, Ward II 
 Gerry Tyler, Ward III 
 Kevin Dunbar, Ward I 

5.3 City of Ashland 

Ashland City Hall Paul Lienke, Mayor 
2304 Silver Street Council Members: 
Ashland, NE  68003 Aaron Hall, Ward 1 
Tel:  402-944-3387 Karl Rosenbaum, Ward 1 
Fax:  402-944-3386 Sue Brauckmuller, Ward 2 
www.ashland-ne.com  Ryan Torpy, Pres.,Ward 2 
cityclerk@ashland-ne.com 

5.4       Village of Ithaca Village 

Ithaca Village Office 
530 Main Street 
Ithaca, NE 68033 
Tel:  402-623-4277 

5.4 Village of Memphis 

Memphis Town Hall 
203 Natchez,  
Memphis, NE 68042-5012 
Tel:  402-944-2283 
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5.5 City of Yutan 

Yutan City Offices    City Council: 
112 Vine Street    Jim Ortmeier, Mayor 
Yutan, NE 68073    Je Long, East Ward 
(402) 625-2112    Arlen Rowell, West Ward 
www.yutan.ne.gov    Darin Egr, West Ward 
 
Gary Duncan, City Administrator 
gduncan@cityofyutan.com 
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6.0 LOCAL AND REGIONAL MEDIA 

6.1 Newspapers 

Lincoln Journal Star Ashland Gazette 
www.journalstar.com www.wahoo-ashland-

waverly.com/Ashland/ 
Dave Bundy, Editor Suzi Nelson, News Editor 
Tel:  402-473-7334 Tel:  402-944-3397 
mnelson@journalstar.com news@ashland-gazette.com 

Omaha World-Herald Wahoo Newspaper 
www.omaha.com/section/owh www.wahoo-ashland-

waverly.com/wahoo/ 
Mike Reilly, Executive Editor Kris Byars, News Editor 
Tel:  402-444-1000 Tel:  402-443-4162 
news@owh.com news@wahoonespaper.com 
mike.reilly@owh.com 
 

6.2 Television 
KETV ABC - Channel 7 KMTV CBS - Channel 3 
2665 Douglas Street  10714 Mockingbird Drive 
Omaha, NE  68131 Omaha, NE  68127 
www.ketv.com www.kmtv.com 
Tel:  402-978-8954 Tel:  402-592-3333 
news@ketv.com news@action3news.com 

WOWT NBC - Channel 6 KPTM FOX - Channel 42 
3501 Farnam Street 4625 Farnam Street 
Omaha, NE  68131 Omaha, NE  68132 
www.wowt.com www.kptm.com 
Tel:  402-346-6666 Tel:  402-558-4200 
sixonline@wowt.com news42@kptm.com 

KOLN CBS- Channel 10 
840 North 40th 
Lincoln, NE  68503 
www.1011now.com 
Tel:  402-467-4321 
info@1011now.com 

6.3 Radio 

KRNU KZUM 
Lincoln, NE Lincoln, NE 
Tel:  402-472-3054 Tel:  402-474-5086 
krnu@unl.edu programming@kzum.org 
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INFORMATION REPOSITORY 

Mead Public Library 

316 South Vine Street 

Mead, NE  68041 

Tel:  402-624-6605 

www.meadnebraska.net/library 

Hours:   

Tuesday – 10:00 am to1:00 pm; 2:00 pm to 6:00 pm 

 Wednesday – 4:00 pm to 8:00 pm 

Thursday – 10:00 am to 11:00 am; 2:00 pm to 6:00 pm 

Saturday – 10:00 am to 2:00 pm 

http://www.meadnebraska.net/library
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