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Subject Date/Time . . . -" .. 

34,715 Nicole Shdo 

M i -  - -. - .--- - 
About message rta* but not sp icaa ly  about ehIop&rfffreS hftakh effefits, 

I know I sent comments on the original p r e - m d i g  thing, but I am sure I copied you. 

'I! gat you comments by the "deadline." My cable modem at home needs to be replaced, which may or 
may not get done over the weekend, but I'll have some review done that can be sent from work next week. -Nfedifeswow ^wdfe.- 
To: Jonathan Pressman/Cl/USEPA/US@EPA, Audrey Lfiv}ne/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Hiba 
Emst/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, Mark Rodgers/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, Anthony 
Deangelo/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Sid Hunter/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Michael 
Narotsky/FiTPNSEPWUS@EPA. Michael WrighUGl/USEPA/US@EPA, Susan 
RichardmnIATHA)SEPA/US@EPA, Rex Pegram/FtTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Jane 
Sirnmons/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Glenn Rfce/CI/USâ‚¬PA/US@EP Michael 
EloviWCI/USEPA/US@EPA, Damn LytlelCl/USEPA/US@EPA. Bruce Mlntz/RTP/USEP#US@EPA, Bill 
Russo/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA 
From: Nicole ShaoDCAJSEPNUS 
Date: 0411 012008 07:33AM A, . t -  
a: AngetaD PageCCAJSEPA;US@EPA, ~hrist~&er ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ / G I / U S E P A / U ~ E P A ,  Michael 
SchocK/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, Maggie LaVay/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Nick Ashbolt/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Roy Haught/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, Thomas Speth/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, Patricia 
Ertc)tSon/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, Gene Stroup/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Bob Hetes/RTP/USEP#US@EPA, 
Valerie BJank/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Danfelle Tillman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Lynn 
Papa/CI/USEPA/US@EPA, MImI Dannel/DC/USEPA/US@EPA 
Sublet: Please Do Not Send Your Comments Directly to OW - Chloramine Draft Messages 



ORD Workgroup, 

As I dearly stated In my 418 e-mail to all of you, please DO NOT send your comments on the 
Chtoramine Risk Communication Draft Messages directly to the Office of Water . Please send your 
comments directly to me , as 1 am the onewho is preparing ORD 's consolidated comments on this 
request. It Is important not to send your comments directly to the Office of Water, because ORD needs 
to present the Program Office with one, consolidated position on these Chloramlne Risk Communication 
Draft Messages, especially since the responses to these questions are going to be used to educate 
members from the public. 

Many ORD folks from our various laboratories and centers participated in the January workshop and 
have a lot of expertise to give related to these questions. The reason we provide the Program Office with 
a consolidated position is so that ORD can convey our comments In a dean, concise, single document, 
that Is prioritized and easy to understand. When comments are sent individually, ORD loses it's 
opportunity to remain a united front. It does not allow us to internally prioritize our comments prior to 
submitting them to the Program Office and weakens or ability to affect change on the issues that matter 
most to our office. 

I am aware that some of you have aiready sent your comments directly to h e  Office of Water. To those 
of you who have not sent your comments already , please send them d i r e  to me . Any comments 
that have already been sent to the Office of Water should be caveated as "individual" comments. These 
comments DO NOT represent ORD's consolidated comments on the final Chloramine Draft messages. 
Our office has discussed this issue with the Office of Water already. We appreciate your continued 
cooperation and support as we come up with one, consolidated position for ORD. 

OW Soreadsheet of Names 
If you are receiving this e-mall, your name was listed on a spreadsheet our office recently received from 
the Office of Water. This spreadsheet lists the names of those individuals who when registering for the 
January Chloramlnes workshop either expressed interest in the various chloramine questions , or 
indicated that they had expertise related to the questions. The Office of Water has Indicated that in the 
past three weeks, they may have contacted those of you listed in the spreadsheet in order to comment on 
earlier drafts of the messages. If you commented on earlier drafts of the messages , please send me 
an e-mail letting me know . I need to know how many of you saw or participated In earlier drafts, so that 
our office can continue to negotiate with the Office of Water an appropriate time frame for our 
consolidated review of these final messages. 

limeline 
As I mentioned in my last e-mail, the Office of Water originally asked for comments by Monday, April 
14th. In response to our push bade on the time frame, the Office of Water stated that we could submit our 
consolidated comments no later than Friday, April 18ft. We stHI do not believe that this is sufficient time 
for us to review and to provide ORD consolidated comments and are continuing to negotiate for an 
extension. 

To date, I have only heard back from one person regarding their availability to review the Chloramlne 
Draft Messages. If you are Interested In reviewing this document , please send me en e -mail as soon 
as possible letting me know when you will be able to complete your review by . This Is very Important 
so that w6 can continue to effectively negotiate an extension for our review. I will keep you apprised of 
any information I receive regarding an extension of our review time. 

Additional Detail ; 

The document we are d & k g  Is the one I sent you on 4f8 attached below. It is entitled' 
"MessagedMapBasic_Outltne_07apr08 .doc.* 



Thank you for your cooperation. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
comments. 

Nicole 

Nicole Shao 
US â‚¬P ORD-Office of Science Policy 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW (81 04R) 
Washington, DC 20460 
(202) 564-6779 
- Forwarded by Nicole ShaolDCAJSEPAAJS on 04/090005 09136 AM - 

Nicole 
ShadDC/USE 
P A/US 

Dear ORD Workgroup, 

datrida Eri&odCI/USEPA/US (SEPA, Gene 
StrofUp/RTP/USEPA/US @EPA, Bob 
Hetes/RTP/USEPA/US @%PA, Valerie 
BIaak/DC/USEPA/US @EPA, Danielle 
Tillnian/DC/USEPA/US @ P A  

SubjeetReview Requested - Chloramine Risk Communication 
Draft Messages 

If you are receiving this message, you either registered for or attended the ChloranHne Risk 
Communication Workshop that was held on January 30th at â‚¬ in DC. This workshop was held to 
exchange information to help develop key messages the Agency can use to communicate on 
chloramine-related issues. Based on the discussion at the January meeting, OWs contractor has 
generated draft messages for 30 commonly recieived questions from the public regarding chloramlnes . 
OW has requested that we review and provide comments on the draft messages. In the original request, 
OW asked for comments by Monday, April 14th. 1 do not believe this is sufficient time for our review and 
to provide ORD consolidated comments, so I am currently working with OW to get an extension. 

As soon as possible , please send me an e -mall letting me know If you ere Interested In reviewing the 
attached draft m m e s  , and if so, when you Slink would be able to provide comments by . I suggest 
we try to provide our comments to OW by Tuesday, April 22nd, which is two weeks from today. If this 
proposed date does not work well for you, please let me know. 

The Office of Science Policy wll! send OW ORD '8 consolidated comments . Many of you may have 
already received this review request directly from OW. I ask that you all send your comments back to 
me and I win consolidate all of our comments . Please do not send your comments directly to OW . 
Additional Information 



The 30 key questions and messages will be utilized by ERA to make Q&As and other forms of 
comrnunicatlon needed on the topic of chforamines, DBPs, lead, and risk trade-offs. The goal of these 
questions and messages is to have one Agency response prepared to address these chloramine -related 
questions as they arise in the future. 

As introduced at the workshop, the messages are presented in the message map format. This means 
that there are three main key messages in response to each question, and supporting information for 
these key messages listed below in an outline format. When reviewing the draft messages please keep 
in mind the following question: 
'Are the messages an appropriate EPA Agency response to the questions posed?" 

Thanks, 
Nicole 

Nicole Shao 
US ERA, ORD-Office of Science Policy 
1 200, Pennsylvania Avenue, NW (81 O4R) 
Washington, DC 20460 
(202) 564-6779 
- Forwarded by-Nicole Shao/DClUSEPA/US on 04/08/2008 11 :I 4 AM - 

Rose 
KyprianodD 
C/DSEPA/US 

Tobathija.aiBbiiia@epa-gov, PageiAngeIad@epa.gov, 
Russo.Bill @epa.gov, atkins.blaike@qta.gov, 
Iaselica.bruce@epgov, mintz.brace@epa.gov, 
lalley.cara@epa.gov, christine@iincominoninsights.com, 
impelIiaeri.christopher@epa,gov, 
rodgers-jerildiis.crystal@epa.go$ l ytle.darren @epa.gov, 
bmne.doug@epa.govt doyle.dizabeth@epa.gov, 
hubbard.harriet@epa.gov, anst.hiba@epa.gov, 
downing.jaae@epa.gov, Sinmrons.Jaae@epa.gov, 
briskin. jeanne@epa.gov, best.jeuniter@epa.gov, 
bauer.jeremy @epa.gov, ellis.]erty@ep9,gov, 
bennett.jolinb@epa.gov, piessirtan.jonatnan@epa.gov, 
Judith@ trac.lffi.com, de&ufl.keii@epa.gov, 
ForrestJEesha@epa.gov, doaa&ue.lisa@epa,gov, 
lfb9 @cdc.gov, lavay .inags?e@epwv, 
rodgers.mark@epa.gov, rnshirnldn@mkg.cooi, 
Mindnip.Mary @qa.gov, mccleUaiid.infflireeai@epa.gov, 
elovitz.mkhael @epa,gov, lowy.nti(ibael@epa.gov, 
Wright.Michae3@epa.gov, narotsky .nHchaeI@epa.gov, 
wuttz.moiiiica@epaigov, aslibolt.nick@epa.govi 
Shao-Nicole@epa.gov, barr-pamela@epa,gov, 
fair.pat@epa.gov, oshida.ptut @epa.gov, 
pegramtrex@?epa,govi lieberaaan,richsrd@6pa.gov, 
rogers.rick@epa.gov, bunis.~obert@epa.gov, 
kyprianou.rose@epa.gov, haught.roy @epaigov, 
bahnnaiLsarah@epa.gov, shereen@ trackg.coin, 
Coinerford.Sheni @epa.gov, Hunter.sid@epa.gov, 
iegkstig@epa.gov, dchatdson.susan@epa,gov, 
shaw.susap@epa.gov, tanp@riveri3yte.com, 
speth.thoinas@epa.gov, grubbsttbomas@epa,gov, 
dea~gelo.a~dwny @epa.gov, hall.patricia@epa.gov, 



bIank,valerie@epa.gov, blette.vemnica@epa.gov, 
guilaraii,yu-ting @epa.gov, bain.zeno @tepa.gov 

cc 

SubjectchloranUtie risk communication - draft messages 

Dear Colleague, 

You are receiving this message because you either registered or attended the Chloramine Risk 
Communication Workshop on January 30 held at EPA in DC. This workshop was held to exchange 
information to help develop key messages the Agency could use to communicate on chiommine -related 
issues. We thank you for your participation and would like to share drafts of the messages that are a 
result of the workshop. We would Bke to give everyone a chance to see the resultino draft and to 
comment on the 30 messages at this draft stage so that these messages are as much an Agency product 
as possible. 

Particularly helpful will be feedback on the content of the key messages. I.e., are the messages an 
appropriate EPA Agency response to the questions posed? As introduced to you at the workshop, the 
mesages will be in a message map format. This means that there are three main key messages in 
response to each question, and supporting information for these key messages is listed below in an 
outline format. Our hope Is that these key questions and messages will be utilized by EPA to make 
Q&As and other forms of communication needed on the topic of chloramines, DBPs, lead, and risk 
trade-offs. Not all possible questions are included in this exercise, but we hope to have gotten 30 of the 
more important ones. 

We are asking for feedback by COB Monday, April 14. If you are unable to give feedback by this date but 
wish to do so, please let me know, After your review, we will work comments in to the draft that will be 
reviewed by a known risk communication expert. Please consider this draft document Internal. 

Thank you, 

Rose 

[attachment "Message_Map_Basic_Outline_07apr08.doc" deleted by Ntcole Shao/DC/USEPA/US] 

Rose Kyprianou 
EPNOffice of WaterIGround Water and Drinking Water 
Standards and Risk Manaaement Division - 
Phone: (2021-564-6325 
Fax: (2021-564-3767 

2209~. Mail code: 4607M 

[attachment "ATTLTQUKn removed by Michael Schock/CI/USEPA/US] 
[attachment "497 Expertise list-3.xlsm removed by Michael Schock/CI/USEPA/US] 
[attachment uMessageMapTopics-JanlOidocw reremoved by Michael SchocklCllUSEPA/US] 



Michael Schock/U/USEPA/US 

Damn Lytie/Cl/USEPAAJS@EPA 
Jonathan Pressman/U/USEPA/US@EPA I 

Thomas Speth/CI/USEPA/US@EPA I 
I 

Re: Input Requested for Chloramlnes Message &4/2q08,0,2:56 pfi, 
Maps - Question 19 

Nicole Shao 

About message maps, but not specifically about chioratnine health effects. - 

Nicole; 

I agree wfth Jonathan's suggestion that there is a lot more of significance of nitrification to current (and 
possible future) regulations and "water quality". I'm sony OW does not like the term. Perhaps they would 
like high school level research done, too, so that It can easily be understood? There are times when there 
is a single appropriate technical term to use and 1 believe the substitutions can make the meaning 
technically incorrect, as Jonathan points out. 

- - 
My only change from Jonathan's edit would be thatwe should not make his specific to lead release 
issues. Nitrification reactions in a biofilm can have oilier impacts on metal release, including both copper 
and other currently-regulated (at entry points) metals, and from the ORD standpoint, it doesn't matter 
where the metal comes from if it's there when the consumers him their taps on. 

The current focus dERA rnonochloramine ~ r c b  is on dfs/nfectant byproduct formation as well as how 
dishfectants a{feet water chemistry wf' -* md 

â‚¬ s u ~ ~ o r t s  research on chanoei viW inic cor , and 
uUi'n . . n ) that can occur when dislnfe&nts such as 

monocnioramine are used. 
















































































