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PROCEEDINGS: 

MR. ROBINSON:  Welcome, everybody.  We're still having technical difficulties with the microphone, but we're just going to proceed and open the meeting and call it to order.  The first order of business was to welcome some new members, who couldn't make it on time tonight, so we'll defer that.  And we'll have an agenda review?  Kay, do you want to moderate that?

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I have been cursed with a naturally loud voice, but I don't know if everyone else shares that misfortune.  So I will ask everyone, because we are without our handheld mikes for much of our conversation, that we'll just use as loud a voice as possible.
Let me back up for a minute and let me introduce myself as Kay Wallis, who is your facilitator for this evening.  It is my pleasure to facilitate this February meeting of the Community Advisory Group. We have a full agenda tonight that I'll be going over, as well as some various process review items.  Let's take a look at the agenda.  They are available in the back of the room, if you have not gotten one already.

As is usual, we will start with our update from DTSC.  That will be immediately followed by the Cherokee-Simeon Ventures update.  Then there will be a 20-minute joint question-and-answer period for both of those presentations so that members of CAG and then members of the audience can pose questions based on those updates.

We will then have a 10-minute break right around 7:30.  Then we will proceed to the Toxics Committee update.  That report will be followed by our usual public comment period for about ten minutes.  Then the committee updates from Nominations and Executive Committees.  And then we'll conclude with an approval of the prior meeting minutes and action items and our usual wrap-up.

A couple of process items that I'll go over real quickly:  In the course of our discussion sometimes things come up that we want to make sure to capture for later follow-up or later some kind of action.  So this is the list that we keep here -- action items that we're able to record what we want to be sure to follow up on.

This is also a place to be able to put things that come up that may not immediately relate to the agenda at hand; therefore, we're not able to spend time on.  So there, again, is a place that we can capture action items.  They will be then referred to our executive committee for a follow-up to whoever the responsible party and by a particular timeline.  So our action item is a tool for keeping the meeting on track.

We also have been using these green question slips that really help during Q-and-A period.  There is a place there in the back for the public and they're at the front tables for the CAG members.  This is a place where, as you're thinking about a question or even a comment, perhaps, during a presentation, you're able to jot it down, perhaps organize your thoughts; and it helps when it actually comes time to state the question.  Another reason this can be good is for some reason we have run out of time and we don't have time to get to your particular question or comment, then this is a place where that can be collected; and we then turn it into the CAG secretary, who, again, can decide what kind of follow-up might -- we can get an answer or what kind of follow-up can be arranged for this question or comment. So these are the green slips that we have been using.

We have also been asking people during the comment or question period to try to limit their questions or comments to about two minutes.  That's really helped us to keep our time management on track.  So I have a little timer that I have that will help us realize what two minutes feels like.  Sometimes that's hard to gauge when one is speaking.  So we will ask people to keep their comments or questions to about two minutes.

So we have talked about our action list and using the green question and comment slips; and we have talked about the two-minute time limit.  We also have a number of handouts in the back, so please do help yourself if you haven't already.  These will be referred to during various presentations.

We have two sign-in sheets in the back of the room.  One is on a blue clipboard; and that is for members of the public who we want to be sure we get your name and e-mail address so we can stay in communication perhaps about future meeting times or dates; or if at the last minute the meeting location has to change, it's really nice, if you haven't already signed up on the blue sign-in sheet, please do so.  Then we have another sign-in sheet that's with those name cards on the back table.  That's just for CAG members to initial their attendance.  So please be mindful of those two sign-in sheets.

I think that's it for our process review.  So we will jump right into the business at hand; and that is our first item, which is the DTSC update.  And I would like to offer this microphone -- one working microphone, but it's stationary -- to anyone giving a presentation.  All you have to do is just come back here and the microphone will help you be heard.

So who will be giving -- is it Ms. Cook for DTSC?

MS. B. COOK:  Actually, like you, I've also been gifted with a very loud voice.  But, because of my other activities since last month, I don't feel I'm the right person to give the update; so I've asked my three staff people who are involved in the projects to ask them to give the updates with respect to their respective projects.  Some of them will have to use the microphone.  I also have a very loud voice, but I'll go up to the mike and support Linda and Mark.

MS. WALLIS:  I'll make a request that for the sake of our reporter you give your full names before you start speaking.  Thank you.

MS. NAKASHIMA:  I'm Lynn Nakashima.  I'm with the Department of Toxic Substances Control.  But I'm going to skip the Zeneca update, because I think Doug Mosteller is going to be doing that next.  So moving on to page three -- I don't know if everybody has a copy of the update.  It's in the back.  The first one is the Harbor Front site, which is the business area right adjacent to the Zeneca site to the east.  Our environmental consultant, Weiss Associates, is revising the technical memorandum containing the results of August groundwater monitoring that was conducted out at that area.  They've also revised the workplan to investigate the former Pacific Hard Chrome site, which is located at the corner of South 51st Street and East Montgomery.  The property owner's consultants are reviewing this document for the UC Richmond field station, we're reviewing the response to comments on the current conditions report for the site.  UC also implemented the time-critical removal action.

And the new information there is that the back-filling of the excavated area has been completed.  They also completed some shallow surface sampling in the western transition area.  That's the area upland from the West Stege Marsh.  They're going to review data and comparing the screening levels, because workers will be out there in the future removing invasive weeds in that area. They are planting native species, also, out in that area; and this will be done in areas that have previously been done.  The University also received a permit from their deputy fire marshal, so they're doing some weed abatement, called blanching.  This abatement will be occurring over the next three months, but it's also dependent on the weather.  It needs to be – it can't be dry and windy like today. 

For Bio-Rad, we received the six-month groundwater pilot study.  We just received it, so we will be reviewing it; and we also just received the fourth-quarter groundwater monitoring report, so we'll also be looking at that as well.

MS. TOTH:  Hi.  I'm Karen Toth, also with the DTSC.  I am going to talk about the Marina Bay Area and the Harbour Way South, so if I get too loud -- if it should happen, let me know.  Marina Bay West Shores -- we had no additional work this month, in January.  We're waiting for the report to be submitted which documents the soil removal that occurred in November.  That report is due in later this month.  Area T at the bottom left-hand corner right next to where we are now, so down in the very end of that peninsula.

MS. PADGETT:  Right south of where we are today.

MS. TOTH:  At the end of the street here.  So we are waiting for that report. For Marina Bay Area T, which is on the other side of the water on the bottom corner, the wells were checked for the free-floating petroleum products at the end of January.  DTSC has received a draft amendment to the remedial action plan for that property.  The draft amendment proposes skimming of the free product out of the wells on the site.  We are reviewing that document.

That document will go out for public comment once we have finished reviewing the draft and making sure that what's proposed is acceptable to us; and then we will have a public-comment period on that document.

In response to the CAG's question last month regarding the potential for ethylbenzene in groundwater at the site in Area T, I did go through the files and pulled some of the old records; and we did find some low levels of ethylbenzene in soil on the Area T site.  Concentrations were approximately 120 micrograms per kilogram, which is 120 parts per billion.  That's a level that's well below what we normally use as a screening level for ethylbenzene.  And I did go back to the historic reports.  And when they did sample for volatile organic compounds, back in the late '80s/early '90s, all the volatile organic compounds in the groundwater were nondetectable.  So there's more detail. There's some references to the documents that I looked in here.  So if you guys want to follow up on that, you can.

The operation maintenance agreement from Marina Bay is on hold.  We have received five workplans for five-year reviews of the areas that are already deed-restricted, so it includes all the areas except for Area T and Area FM.  FM has not -- the cleanup has not occurred yet, so there won't be a five-year review until five years after the cleanup.  And Area T was just finished within the last year.  So we are looking at those five-year review workplans; and then we will move forward into the five-year reviews.  The operation and maintenance agreement will not come back onto our table until we finish that five-year review.  That was a request of some discussion from some CAG members and the City.

Harbour Way South, which is the former Richmond Plating -- and that's basically at the end of Harbour Way, which is the road just on the back side of here right before you get to the freeway.  That's where Harbour Way South is.  We have begun drafting an amendment to the existing remedial action plan for that site.  We did some sampling this summer and we found some metals throughout an area of the parking lot.  We had originally done the sampling to try to decide whether we wanted to dig up some of the volatile organic compounds that were out there.  And when we found additional metals that we think we should remove -- that's what we found in the report.  So we're preparing an amendment to propose to basically excavate all of the contamination out at that property; and then we'll be able to remove the deed restriction.  That RAP amendment will also go out for public comment once we finish and get it to a place that is acceptable to us.

MR. PIROS:  Good evening.  I'm Mark Piros, also with DTSC.  And I'm going to be providing the update on Liquid Gold and the Stege Property Pistol Range.  I guess first if we're going to talk about them we should show them on the map where they're located.

MS. B. COOK:  Liquid Gold here.  And the pistol range is right next to it.

MR. PIROS:  Actually, if you look on the photos, the pistol range -- it's a pretty prominent-looking feature, almost like a fan-shaped-looking feature.  So it's usually pretty easy to pick out on any aerial photos.

As far as the update of Liquid Gold, sampling of the six shallow groundwater-monitoring wells that are located in and around the capped and deed-restricted areas, it was completed toward the end of January.  And the results of that sampling will be presented in the Liquid Gold bi-annual monitoring report, which we anticipate DTSC will receive -- at this point the day we're projecting is March 14th, 2008.

Last month in the updates I discussed the work notice that DTSC prepared; and with that work notice discussed was the groundwater sampling which I just mentioned.  Also, sampling at the Stege Property Pistol Range and soil-gas sampling at the Blair Landfill.  And, as you'll note in the current update, it does identify the date that the work notice was actually mailed out; and that was January 17th, 2008.
Also, as we discussed last month, the work notice did include a community survey.  And that's going to be used to update the 1988 public participation plan.  One thing I should note also is in the update that you have we have requested – or the work notice requested -- that the response surveys be returned by February 1st.

Okay.  Next is the Stege Property Pistol Range.  One thing you will note in there, there are specific dates that have been identified for this sampling of the backstop berm.  And the projected dates for the sampling to be conducted are February 18th to 19th.
One thing also noted there is some information that is included in the update -- actually, it's in response to a question or comment that Dr. Esposito had last month.  Specifically, Dr. Esposito was asking about -- well, a lot of the focus has been on lead in the pistol range; and Dr. Esposito had inquired about whether other metals were sampled and analyzed.  And, actually, there were 38 samples that were analyzed for -- well, it's referred to as Title 22 metals, so it's 17 metals, including barium.  And one thing you'll note is that the results from the previous investigation are available in a September 16th, 2005, report -- site assessment for the pistol range.  As noted in the update, that report is available on EnviroStor.  If you are going to look at the reports, the summary of all the analyses for the metals other than lead, Table 2 is where that information is summarized.

One thing you will also note in the update is mentioned -- and I believe it did mention it last month as well -- there has been -- was some – elevated arsenic found during the previous investigation.  The exterior of the backstop berm in the update indicates that the arsenic occurrence will be further investigated.  I understand that it is actually being investigated as part of the southeast parcel investigation.  So that you understand, that currently is in progress.

MS. NAKASHIMA:  The last item is Blair Landfill, which is actually part of the Liquid Gold site.  As part of the investigation of the Blair Landfill, they were to be doing soil-gas sampling; and they completed that this week.  So I just wanted -- there's a mistake in the update that you have.  So it'll be corrected in the version that gets posted.  We also anticipate that the report will be submitted to DTSC by the end of March.

MR. PIROS:  I am sorry.  I did also want to add something.  Ms. Padgett had also made a comment last month about potential dumping having occurred in the area of the Stege Property Pistol Range.

MS. PADGETT:  I wrote it down again.

MR. PIROS:  Yes, I'm sorry.  I neglected to mention that. So I wanted to mention the site-assessment report does include the soil-boring logs.  And what I did do is go back and take a look at the soil-boring logs to see if they do show any evidence of previous dumping.  And what I observed in the boring logs – it just does show that there's some concrete fragments.  But other than that, it really doesn't show any indication of dumping activities.

MS. PADGETT:  Did you have an opportunity to look at the aerial photos?

MR. PIROS:  I haven't looked at the aerial photos, but one thing I will note is that I did go back and look at the remedial investigation report for the Liquid Gold site; and there is a discussion in there of the shallow surface geology.  And in that report they did discuss that there was some review of historical and aerial photos done.  And there is a figure included in there; and there is some discussion in the remedial investigation report about progression of filling that occurred on the site; and, also, there is a figure that shows that progression of the filling that occurred.

MS. PADGETT:  Perhaps it would be helpful if we have a copy of the earlier photos you have available that show the dumping in the area closer to the pistol range.  I'm not talking about the Liquid Gold site, per se, but the pistol range and closer into the landfill.  There's quite a bit of area that you can see from the aerial photos that show some activity, going back into the '60s.

MS. WALLIS:  Would you like to record that as an action item?

MS. PADGETT:  Yes.

MS. WALLIS:  And that action item is the CAG secretary will forward a copy of the aerial photos to DTSC.  And is there a timeline for that?

MS. PADGETT:  It's up to Carolyn.

MS. GRAVES:  Fine.  I'll get your mailing address.

MS. PADGETT:  Within a week?

MS. GRAVES:  I should get it in the mail by next weekend.

MS. WALLIS:  I see Dr. Clark's hand.  Does that conclude the DTSC report?  And I wonder if you could save your comments or questions for the Q-and-A period after the Cherokee-Simeon Ventures update.

MR. CLARK:  Yes.

MS. WALLIS:  That's been our process.  So if that concludes the DTSC report, then we will move on to the Cherokee-Simeon Ventures report and Mr. Mosteller-- is that right?

MR. MOSTELLER:  I'm Doug Mosteller.  I'm with Cherokee.  Can you hear me okay?  Happy Valentine's Day, everyone.  I want to give an update on some of the activities that we have been proceeding with the past month and what we have planned for the next month and just kind of start things off.

As typical, we have the ongoing maintenance and monitoring of the East Stege Marsh.  And while we are down in here, we've got -- there's a piece of property right here known as the southeast parcel.  This is a piece of property that we actually submitted – or a workplan -- to conduct an investigation on it.  Quite sometime ago it was approved by DTSC, but due to weather we were not able to get out here.  And then, also, due to some access issues we have to go over a bridge here through the Union Pacific property to get to our property.  So we got the access issues worked out.  The sun finally came out.  We started the investigation today.  And it'll continue until tomorrow -- should be finished up by tomorrow.

So things that we do on a quarterly basis include groundwater monitoring, so we collect samples from monitoring wells throughout the site.  That monitoring occurred the first week of February.  And we're also -- we submitted our quarterly groundwater monitoring report from last year.

One of the things that we don't do on a normal basis is investigate for -- actually, this investigation that we completed was for a magnetometer investigation.  So originally we went out to the site because there were some reports that there was some dumping at the end of this street right here.  We did a magnetometer investigation.  So basically what that does is you essentially scan over the top of the surface of the soil there and see if there are any anomalies.  It's like a metal detector, if you will, but something that would be able to show if there are anomalies or something that was detected.  So some things were detected.  We did the original investigation last year.  Some things were detected -- some anomalies.  We went out there with a backhoe; and there are some health and safety protocols that we implemented.
There are some gamma radiological surveys that were completed.  We completed that investigation.  That information is now being compiled into a report.  We anticipate providing that report to DTSC next week.

MR. DOTSON:  Any preliminary discoveries?

MR. MOSTELLER:  The pictures that I've seen -- DTSC has not seen this report yet -- but the pictures that I've seen are consistent with what we expected, in that it was metal and some concrete, some rebar -- things of that nature.  Again, that report will be submitted to DTSC next week.

Another thing that we found in the process of working -- and Sherry and Michael and Dorinda are very close to this -- are some of the radiological investigations.  So we provided essentially a protocol to the regulatory agency whereby we said we are going to go out and do a gamma scan.  This is one of those things -- a gamma scan -- I keep using this metal-detector analogy, but really with these detectors what we do it measures -- there's just naturally occurring radiation in the world that we live in.  There are cosmic sources.  So this detector detects these types of radiological measurements throughout the site.  Then, also, if there is anything else that would create an increased measurement, it would detect them as well.  So one of the things that we did was a complete surface scan.  It's what we call our gamma-survey scan of the entire property.
Another thing we completed was collecting groundwater samples and have them analyzed for radiological constituents.  And Zeneca is actually working on an historical site assessment to evaluate were there any processes as part of their historic operations that could have produced something that would give an increased level of radiation.  So they are working on that.  They, hopefully, will provide a report to DTSC soon -- hopefully, this month.

With respect to the work that we've done in the groundwater samples in the gamma survey, we've completed that.  Again, we're compiling all those results into our report; and the groundwater we should have into DTSC next week.  Then that will be followed by the gamma-survey scan.  So I would imagine certainly by the end of February both of those reports will be into DTSC; and, hopefully, Zeneca's report will be in to DTSC.

There were all types of things that are, I guess, ongoing findings or investigations with respect to some of the work that we've completed in the past and the remedial investigation reports.  We've provided our response to comments on the Lots 1 and 2 remedial investigation reports; and so DTSC is reviewing those response to comments.
For the Lot 3 remedial investigation report, we received comments from the DTSC; so we are in the process of responding to those comments from the DTSC.  And so the remedial investigation -- basically, we described this a little bit last month.  It's where we collect the soil and gas samples and the soil samples and the groundwater, so it's providing what is all the information that we've collected at certain locations.  Then we take that information and use it to develop a human health risk assessment.  So that's another deliverable, another major document, that we provide to DTSC.
And so we provided that human health risk assessment report to DTSC.  We just received their comments within the past month.  We're in the process of responding to their comments on the human health risk assessment.  Then so we've collected the samples.  We have evaluated the human health risk assessment.  Then in areas where remediation may be required, we develop alternatives.  That process is known as the feasibility study.  We develop alternatives for addressing the environmental conditions on the property that need to be addressed.  That's the feasibility study; and from the feasibility study, you would select an alternative.  So, for example, there may be five different alternatives to address certain issues on the property.  Then the remedial action plan would actually select one of those five to carry forward as the remedial action plan, so that would be the proposed remedy.  So that's a document that we're currently working on; and that's a document that we would anticipate being submitted to DTSC in the March/April time frame.  I don't have a more precise date at this time.

Two last things I wanted to mention:  We have this area right up in here that we've been referring to as the PCB/VOC, so that's a removal action workplan. This is something we've been working on and talked about quite a bit.  There's been a public meeting for this document, for this removal action workplan.  Really, what it entails is an excavation of soil up in this area right here.  As a result of the public meeting there is also a public comment process.  I know a lot of folks in this room are probably familiar with it.  They've provided comments to the DTSC and they are working through those comments right now.

The last thing I wanted to mention -- on the property -- you can't really see it in this picture, but if you're familiar with the property, you see some stockpiles out on the property.  We anticipate submitting a workplan to DTSC to analyze those stockpiles to determine whether any of them -- what's their final use going to be?  Are there portions of the stockpiles that we need to take off-site or are conditions such that perhaps we can reuse those stockpiles on-site and make it a more even grade and also to limit some surface water ponding on the property.

So that is my presentation and I know that there's a Q and A.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you very much.  So we will open a 20-minute Q-and-A session for questions from the CAG and then from the audience for either Mr. Mosteller or the representatives from DTSC.

I will remind you that we are trying to keep everyone's comments or questions to about two minutes.  If you have something that seems to need to take longer, you might choose to capture it on the action-item list so it can be addressed or followed up at another time or opportunity.  So Dr. Clark had his hand up before, so I will ask him to pose the first question or comment.

MR. CLARK:  My first question is on the Liquid Gold Pistol Range Site.  Who is using each one of those pistol ranges?  What was the origin of those pistol ranges?

MR. PIROS:  Who is currently using them?

MR. CLARK:  What was the source of the pistol range.  Who was using the pistol ranges?

MR. PIROS:  It was primarily law-enforcement agencies.

MR. CLARK:  Do you know whether it was the City of Richmond or what?

MR. PIROS:  I'm not sure that I have an answer to your question.  I'll have to research that.

MR. CLARK:  All right.  The other question: In regards to the health risk assessment, the gentleman from Zeneca mentioned that he would be doing it.  I believe you were at the last meeting where I raised the question concerning the health risk assessment when we talked about the inadequacy of how health risk assessments are done today because they don't reflect or take into consideration the actual health conditions of people that live around the site.
So if you're really trying to assess the health impacts of the site on the community, you need to understand the present health conditions of that community already.  If people are already sick or are in poor health, then obviously any type of health assessment for that community is going to be quite different from a community that is in good health, has good health insurance, and all that.  So is your health assessment going to take into consideration those issues and concerns?

MR. MOSTELLER:  I would say the human health risk assessment that we developed is consistent with the regulations that we have in place.  So to answer your question directly, it considers the population.  It does not consider the health of the population at any given moment.

MR. CLARK:  So it's inadequate, in my opinion.

Okay.  The other question:  Now, I know we call this body here the Richmond Southeast Shoreline Area Community Advisory Committee.  I'm not quite sure what the range of that means; but does that -- does this here committee or this definition take into consideration the Richmond Inner Harbor, where you have the United Heckathorn site that is a Superfund site that's been contaminating the Bay waters that was supposedly cleaned up but the contamination resurfaced and now it's going through remediation or cleanup process?

MS. B. COOK:  Can I answer that question?  My name is Barbara Cook.  I'm also with the DTSC.  The answer to the question is no.  When this group established its area of authority for evaluation, the United Heckathorn area was outside of that group.  And, also, the United Heckathorn site outside is a federal NPO site.  So we would have to bring in US EPA as part of that.  But it is not within the area that has been identified with the group.

MR. CLARK:  Just a point of clarification then is that I'm not quite -- maybe I need to revisit the boundaries of this group -- but I wonder even was the group even aware of the United Heckathorn site, because that is on the south shoreline, so --

MS. B. COOK:  I understand and I agree.  It's on the south shoreline, but it doesn't meet the geographical boundaries established by this group.

MR. CLARK:  That's the question I'm trying to get at -- whether the group was even aware of the site or not in the first place, because it's contaminated and the contamination spreads throughout the Bay.  So whether the group was even aware of the site or even aware of the site even right now --

MS. WALLIS:  Dr. Esposito, you have your hand up.

DR. ESPOSITO:  Yes, I have a question and actually for public participation, especially.  Can the CAG vote to include the site within its purview?  Can we reconsider?

MS. FOWLER:  It's complicated, because we're not the lead regulatory agency over the other site.  So it makes it quite complicated.  We have no authority to demand that EPA be part of it.

DR. ESPOSITO:  But it's not impossible?

MS. FOWLER:  Pardon?

DR. ESPOSITO:  But it's not impossible?  It's complicated but not impossible?

MS. FOWLER:  If you're asking -- you're asking on a state law for US EPA to step in.  That's very, very complicated.  We did it, actually, at Fort Ord.  Fort Ord disbanded their RAB board.  The restoration advisory board we held -- the community put in place a community advisory group to take on that involvement.  US EPA did not support the CAG.  It's because the structure is two different mechanisms; and it's very difficult, so --

MS. B. COOK:  What I can volunteer is I can get you the name of a US EPA contact person.  I can provide that to Ms. Graves; and you can make a request to come and just give a presentation to the group as to what has historically happened and what is occurring now, because I think a lot of things occurred in the past that we thought were done but in reality they're not.

MR. CLARK:  That may be helpful as long as we will be familiar with the site and the activities happening there.

MS. B. COOK:  Right.

MS. WALLIS:  I want to make sure that I capture it.  So you will give the EPA contact name and information to our CAG secretary?

MS. B. COOK:  To the CAG secretary.

MS. WALLIS:  Do you have a timeline for that?

MS. B. COOK:  You guys remind me tomorrow.  I'll take care of it first thing tomorrow.  It's not that difficult.  It should be fairly easy for us to give you that information.  We'll try to get it done within a week.

MS. WALLIS:  I saw Mr. Alcarez's name and then Mr. Schwab and Mr. Dotson after that.

MR. ALCAREZ:  Can you show us on the aerial kind of where it's at?  If it's part of land that it backs up to it or where does it --

MS. B. COOK:  Basically, it's in this area right here.  And, actually, whoever labeled the map -- but it's basically this area here.  The contamination of concern here is DDT.  The US EPA a number of years ago did a dredging in this slough to remove that DDT contamination.  I think it went a little further up this way as well.  They went back and retested it and found that they did not get it all.  So I know they're reexploring this evaluation here and EPA is the best party to come give that presentation.

MR. ALCAREZ:  Could you show us exactly on that map the area where we border?

MS. B. COOK:  The border starts here.  Basically, where the Harbour Way South is.  It basically ends here.  A couple of blocks over.

MR. ALCAREZ:  Thank you.

MS. WALLIS:  Mr. Schwab.

MR. SCHWAB:  I'd just like to remind us that when we first set up this group we knew there were more polluted sites in Richmond than we could possibly cover, unfortunately; and that we chose an area that was centered on the Zeneca property.  But it expanded a little bit over time, because we've realized there's so many contaminants here.  I would be opposed to us taking a wider view, not to say it's not important -- it is important -- but if we get too distracted from Zeneca, it'll take away what our main focus ought to be.

MS. WALLIS:  So Mr. Dotson.  And then I saw Mr. Thompson's hand.

MR. DOTSON:  I think the main focus is the entire area.  I mean it's right next to the area that we're reviewing now.  And I think that we should request as a part of the request to EPA that we include that this CAG be authorized to look into some of the contamination that's on that site also.

MS. WALLIS:  Mr. Thompson.

MR. THOMPSON:  One of the things that I'm observing about this whole concept is the old shell game.  If it's here, where else is it?  And is it going to disappear and stay lost or is it going to resurface someplace else?  Now, all of that part of the area that you're talking about that there is supposedly contaminated area or whatever else is going on.  All of that used to be tideland, so all of the settlings coming down from the creeks that run through this area here have residue, even over there on South 31st Street, which is sort of northwest of Regatta in here.
A neighbor of mine put a well in; went down 20 feet; hit water.  He'd taken the samples to UC and had them checked and they first checked good enough to drink. Later on he taken it back again; and it's, Oh, no, you going to have to plug that well.  So you're playing a shell game here with this contaminant.  And even if we got one area here, we got an area out here that's capped.  How far from the cap are you taking ground samples and at what levels? Because whatever is capped there is in the tide.  We got about four or five tides that come in along that shoreline.  And I'm pretty sure it's well distributing all of that contaminant all the way around to Port Richmond.

MS. WALLIS:  I saw Ms. McLaughlin's hand and then Ms. Abbott, did you have your hand?

MS. ABBOTT:  Yes.

MS. WALLIS:  So Ms. McLaughlin, please.

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  I have a couple questions.  One is on the West Shores area.  The work that has already been done has been -- what? -- back in November.

MS. TOTH:  In November they removed the concentrations that were above hazardous-waste level, so we had some very high antimony in the soil pile that was there.  They removed the material that was there that was above the hazardous-waste level, so the stockpiles remaining there do have some contamination left.  Whether they are removed or left behind depends on what development occurs on the property.

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  So the piles that had the elevated levels of antimony is gone.  There are still stockpiles there of some contaminants?

MS. TOTH:  Yes.

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  Has sampling been done after the elevated pile with the elevated antimony – samples been done at ground level then?

MS. TOTH:  I believe that they did do some confirmation sampling.  I'm waiting for the report.  I haven't gotten the report in on the actual work that was completed.  Before they did the -- let's call it surgical removal of the concentration -- they did a bunch of additional sampling last summer to try to make sure that let's remove really the highest concentration and then get those off the property.  And, also, they basically refenced the property and are trying to maintain the fence there as well.

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  But there will be more sampling done after you remove a certain level of contaminants?

MS. TOTH:  I think there was confirmation sampling done when they did the removal, but until I get the report, I can't remember.

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  Okay.  We will wait for that. The other question I have is on the operation and maintenance agreement for Marina Bay.  It says here that five separate five-year workplans were received and are being reviewed by DTSC.  Now, who where these workplans received from?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  They were prepared by PES, which is a consulting firm.  They work not only for the redevelopment agency but also for the master developer of the property.  So I'm not sure who exactly pays them to do what part of the work they're doing, but they're a consultant.  They've been working on this project for decades.

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  And the five separate workplans -- are they for five separate areas of Marina Bay?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  They are for Vincent Park; Area V, which is adjacent of Vincent park; Peninsula Drive, which connects Vincent park to Shimada Park; Shimada Park; and the boat ramp, I think.  I don't remember which one.  They're all -- they may have combined some of them into one.  They are supposed to cover all the deed-restricted areas on the property except for Area D and Area FM.  I think they must have combined some of them, because there are eight deed-restricted areas.

MR. DOTSON:  So that would include the Bay Trail, also?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  Sure.

MS. PADGETT:  Could I make a clarification here?  To go back, in Marina Bay there are seven areas where toxic waste has been buried and capped; and these five areas that we're talking about here are going to be reviewed.  They're going to have their five-year review. So this isn't all of Marina Bay.  This is five areas where there is toxic waste that has been buried; and there are two other areas where toxic waste has been buried that are not going to be reviewed because their cleanup has not been finished and they haven't met the five-year-plan period.  So these five areas that have already met the five-year date are up for their five-year review; and those are the ones that are having the plan submitted.  Does that help clarify it?

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  I'm pretty well -- yeah, I think that was my understanding.  What I guess what I need a little more clarification on is what exactly -- like these areas are capped.  What exactly is the workplan?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  What do they do?

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  Yes.

MS. NAKASHIMA:  Basically, they answer three basic questions; and I'm not going into them right now, but it's -- has anything changed -- toxicity of contaminants?  Ways people might land-use so maybe people are exposed or potentially exposed.  Are there changes in the way that people may be affected by the buried contaminants?  So then, also, are there regulatory changes that may change how you will want to choose a remedy?
So what we're looking at is the remedy that was chosen back in 1993 when the original RAP was approved; and then these were implemented throughout the last 20 years that remain protected.  Is the operation and maintenance of the capped area being maintained in a way that we can assure that people are not coming into contact with the material?  Do we know something new, such as a contaminant has become a carcinogen now that wasn't a carcinogen in the past that changes what our cleanup level was for that contaminant?  So we look at all those things.

Depending on what we see, we may also do some additional sampling.  I'm not sure on this project whether they have anything proposed as far as additional sampling.  But some projects you might do additional groundwater sampling or run an additional contaminant that maybe we have not sampled for in the last five years.  Those kinds of things are what you evaluate to make sure that -- the goal is to say we put the stuff here; is it still safe?

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  So is some sort of maintenance, some sort of cleaning -- is this capped material still well-capped or is that some sort of --

MS. TOTH:  Even if the cap is maintained, some of these areas are roadways; some of them are parks.  Some of them are a combination of concrete and several -- anywhere between two and five -- feet of clean material.  So what you're looking for is has there been significant erosion?  Is the vegetation growing adequately?  Does the City maybe need to come out and check the park a little more often and reseed a certain area of the grass?  Those are some of the things that you need to look at more regularly on an annual basis.  But, also, in a five-year review you're going to identify is there a problem that you need to get everybody on board and make sure it's fixed.

MS. MCLAUGHLIN:  So when you do get that reviewed it will be brought to the CAG for remediation as well?

MS. TOTH:  Yeah.  And there's one other thing on Marina Bay that I forgot in my update.  We're still looking through our files and have uploaded whatever fact sheets we can find.  We are missing fact sheets.  So we are going to try some other avenues, track down some of the historic stuff.  So we apologize.  It's not off our plate.  It's kind of an ongoing thing for us.  We've gone through all the paper records and now we are going to be contacting some people who've been involved in the project in the last twenty years and see if we can track down some of those older fact sheets as well.

MS. WALLIS:  I need to do a time check with the group.  We have gone through the twenty minutes that were allocated for this question and answer.  We have Ms. Abbott and Mr. Robinson; and I saw Dr. Clark's hand as well as Ms. Padgett.  So there's four additional.  We have not even entertained questions from the audience.  So what would you like to do at this point?

MR. DOTSON:  I move that we extend the time.

MR. THOMPSON:  Second.

MS. WALLIS:  And may I ask for a suggested period of time that it be extended?

MR. DOTSON:  Fifteen minutes.

MR. ROBINSON:  That might be a little generous.  I think ten would be -- can we agree on ten, do you think?  We'll all promise to be succinct in our comments.

MS. GRAVES:  All in favor? Any opposed?  Motion Passes.
MS. WALLIS:  Let's move to Ms. Abbott then.

MS. ABBOTT:  I don't know when or how exactly the CAG is going to take up the issue of including the United Heckathorn site, but it may be helpful when we do do that that we ask the DTSC -- there is a whole number of deed-restricted sites in this area that we are not actively engaged in looking at.  And it may be helpful if they would provide us with a summary of those; and perhaps that could include -- I don't know how badly contaminated they are, but I know that there's a whole lot of them.  I mapped it on a map, which I think Sherry has.  And so I just want to put that out there.

The other question I have is about the survey regarding the Liquid Gold site.  How was it advertised and how did you send out the survey and what kind of responses have you had?  And can the CAG have a copy, please?

MS. NANCY COOK:  Nancy Cook, public-participation specialist.  The survey was mailed out to the entire 6,000 list.  We received 170-plus responses, so it was quite well received.  I can send all of you an electronic version of it when I get back to work on Tuesday, if you would like to have that.

MS. PADGETT:  That's an action item.

MS. NANCY COOK:  I can just send you the survey.  It was sent with the -- it was like a little packet of information about the Stege Marsh Pistol Range, Blair Landfill.  We had a little packet of information that gave you a history of all sites on the Stege property and then also gave you the work notice indicating the activities that were going to take place over the next three months; and then, also, the survey was in that packet.

MS. WALLIS:  So the action item is Nancy Cook will send to the secretary…
MS. NANCY COOK:  Or I can just send it to the whole CAG.

MS. WALLIS:  -- the survey instruments packet regarding the Liquid Gold site.  I want to make sure I get this correct.

MS. GRAVES:  I think just the survey.

MS. N. COOK:  Did anybody on the CAG receive that?  So everybody got a hard copy?

MS. ABBOTT:  Not everybody, but some of us did.

MS. N. COOK:  So you didn't get the Stege?

MS. ABBOTT:  No, I didn't say that.

MS. N. COOK:  Well, it was attached.  It was stapled to that.

MR. SCHWAB:  When did you send it?

MS. N. COOK: January 17th.  It went in the mail January 17th.

MR. ALCAREZ:  I got mine.  I had to give it to somebody else.

MS. WALLIS:  I wanted to ask Ms. Abbott, previously, when you raised your first point, was there an action item attached to that?

MS. ABBOTT:  It's kind of up to the CAG, if they want.  Would it be helpful to have a review of the other deed-restricted sites in this region?  Would you guys like DTSC to provide some information about that?

MR. ALCAREZ:  If it'll help.

MS. ABBOTT:  I'll withdraw the suggestion.

MS. WALLIS:  Mr. Robinson, you were next.

MR. ROBINSON:  I'll try to keep this brief.  Barbara, on the United Heckathorn site, what's the closest residential area or other sensitive receiver?  And what would be the way that any environmental dangers would be conveyed to that area?

MS. B. COOK:  This is a heavy industrial area, so the closest residential, I believe, is probably over this way, right?  I don't think -- Point Richmond is too far away.  So for sensitive uses, there's a lot, because if you actually go to this area you will see postings that say "No Fishing."  So DDT is a contaminant with regards to fishing areas.  This has been an area historically where fishing took place.

MR. DOTSON:  That's where Sims Metal is also.

MR. ALCAREZ:  The Santa Fe neighborhood is the closest residential.

MS. B. COOK:  So sensitive use is more ecological than it's going to be residential.

MR. ROBINSON:  Since you're up there, can I ask you a question on Area T?  It's supposed to be mostly Stoddard Solvent, that petroleum element that's at Area T; but there could be impurities in it, such as benzene and so forth.  Do we know what those concentrations of impurities are now that it's been in the ground for so long?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  I don't know the soil numbers, but I can tell you when they did groundwater monitoring back in the late '80s or early '90s, they did not find any, including benzene -- ethylbenzene, in the groundwater.  They did find some low concentrations of ethylbenzene in the soil when they were doing the removal.  I don't remember the rest of the data.

MR. ROBINSON:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's fine for me.

MS. WALLIS:  Dr. Clark, your hand was up before.  And then Ms. Graves.  We have five more minutes of our extended time.

MR. CLARK:  In regards to the sites that were referred to -- the five capped sites, do the public have access to all five of those capped sites?

MS. TOTH:  Yes.  They are either public parks or public roadways or public parking lots.

MR. CLARK:  Okay.  So is there any notification or requirement to notify anybody that they're playing on or having access to a site -- to be a capped site?

MS. B. COOK:  I guess I need clarification on the question.  When the remedy was selected, it was recognized there would be public access to it.  The roadways and the parking lot -- there is asphalt there and it takes a lot along that line.  When you're looking at the parks, there is clean soil above wherever the contaminated soil is.  So the requirement of the deed-restriction is that no one can dig below that.

MR. CLARK:  I understand that, but that's not what I'm asking.  What I'm asking is you said people have access to the park and children are playing on it. Regardless to the deed-restriction or how clean you think it is, I'm asking is there any type of requirement under the law that people who access the site or children that play on there or whatever, it has to be -- is there any notification requirement or sign posting or anything like that?  If my children is playing on a contaminated site, I don't care how clean you or somebody else say it is, I think I would want to know that myself so that I can make the decision as to whether I wanted to play on that site or have my children play on there.

MS. B. COOK:  There are no notification requirements.

MS. WALLIS:  Ms. Padgett and then Ms. Graves.

MS. PADGETT:  We sent a note to the DTSC asking about the Lot 1 PCB/VOC anomaly, wanting to know whether the review of -- let me go back and give everyone a little history.

The Zeneca site has some history relating to radioactive materials and the handling of radioactive materials.  Zeneca's attorneys have interviewed people -- two prior employees, prior Stauffer employees -- who may have handled or know something about the history of the site.  During one of those interviews with one of those prior employees, information was passed that material was buried in the area of the Lot 1 PCB/VOC vicinity.  And out of that an anomaly looking for buried material was requested by DTSC to Cherokee.  And so my question to DTSC was what does that do to the Lot 1 PCB/VOC cleanup if we are in the middle of an investigation for this anomaly?

MS. B. COOK:  I think that, as Doug has indicated as part of his presentation, he outlined a lot of sampling that has been done; and that the results of that sampling will be coming in, hopefully, to the DTSC within the next week.  We are also waiting to see the historical report that we have not seen.  But if the actual site sampling does not show a problem, I don't see -- the anomalies that have been done in these other areas that we've looked at, we found things that didn't represent a problem.  So we have done -- the sampling has been done.  We need to see the test results before we can answer the question.

MS. PADGETT:  On the UC Richmond Field Station there are individuals who are going to be going out into the clean marsh to do revegetation.  And my question to DTSC:  Is there any consideration for the more recent information that shows the clean part of the marsh has been recontaminated with PCBs, mercury, arsenic, copper -- and I think it was zinc?  So is there any consideration given to those areas in the marsh that showed those higher levels?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  They're not going into the marsh, per se.  It's the upper areas.

MS. PADGETT:  So they're not going into the marsh?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  Not into the marsh.

MS. ABBOTT:  Where is the recontamination?

MS. B. COOK:  I can't answer a question that I don't know the answer to.

MS. PADGETT:  This area here has been remediated with clean fill; and it fills in with water with high tide.  Sampling the quarterly or semiannual sample has shown the emergence of PCBs, mercury, and some other contaminants that were supposed to have been taken out of the site.  Now that it's got the clean fill there, there are questions about why those contaminants have re-emerged.  But the question was, are there going to be people in that area?  And it sounds like they are going to be up above the water level.

MR. DOTSON:  So is the contamination coming from the groundwater?

MS. PADGETT:  The question hasn't been answered yet.

MS. B. COOK:  Because of the time, why don't we see if the CAG could allow someone from UC Richmond Field Station to address this issue at the next meeting?

MS. PADGETT:  Great.

DR. ESPOSITO:  Perfect.

MS. WALLIS:  So as an action item then, the CAG has agendized having someone from the UC Richmond field station?

MS. B. COOK:  Address this issue about recontamination.

MS. WALLIS:  Recontamination?

MS. PADGETT:  Yes, of the marsh.

MS. WALLIS:  At the March meeting.  Who will be the follow-up person for that?

MS. GRAVES:  I'll take that on, if you'll just remind me.

MS. WALLIS:  We do need to do another time check.  We have gone through the ten-minute extension, so we have -- Ms. Graves had her hand up.  And we haven't entertained any audience questions.  So what is the pleasure of the group?

DR. ESPOSITO:  May I make a suggestion?

MS. WALLIS:  Please.

DR. ESPOSITO:  I was going to propose in the Toxics Committee update section that, following Sherry's presentation, that we have questions from both the CAG and from the audience simultaneously.  No reason to separate them, because you have another public comment period and could carry over any questions to there and break now.

MR. DOTSON:  Second.

MR. CLARK:  So moved.

MS. WALLIS:  So would that be an opportunity for Ms. Graves to pose her comment or question?

DR. ESPOSITO:  Call the question.

MS. GRAVES:  All in favor?  Any opposed?

MR. ROBINSON:  So passed.

MS. WALLIS:  We have now scheduled in a ten-minute break.  Please prepare to reconvene at about two minutes before eight.  Thank you.
RECESS

DR. ESPOSITO:  Good evening.  My name is Michael Esposito.  I'm the chair of the Toxics Committee; and I would like to ask those socializing to the rear to come forward and have a seat.  So the Toxics Committee is beginning a new year.  And at our last meeting we considered the work of the past year -- reviewing what we thought was going well; areas in which we thought we could make some improvements; and, in particular, to maybe interject into the proceedings of the Tox Com and the CAG a series of informative discussions about the nature of some of the toxins we talk about.

What we normally do and what we have been doing and is going really well is respond to the documents that are produced by the responsible parties.  We have reviewed them.  The technical consultant group reviews them.  We appreciate their help.  It's made a big difference in how we do our work; and for that we thank Cherokee.  We also examine issues having to do with the Richmond Field Station, which is outside of the bounds of our technical consultants.  We do that on our own.  Principally, what we are doing is viewing documents from within the box of regulations or recommendations about environmental toxicity and mitigation that are promulgated by the Department of Energy, in the case of radioactivity, and in chemicals and pesticides and other material by the EPA and by DTSC.

As you just heard Barbara saying, there are certain things that DTSC may wish they would like to do, like put up a sign in a park, but they operate under law.  And we have to learn, as well as the committee, that there are regulations which have the force of law, which we hear about; and there are recommendations that are simply that -- recommendations.  California Department of Public Health may make a recommendation.  That does not have the force of law.  Regulations do.
The other thing that we've noticed in the review of these reports and why we are concerned about the whole issue of quantitative risk assessment, when an agency says this value, this concentration of this contaminant represents only a further likelihood of one more death from cancer in a million; and that is permissible.  Unfortunately, those values change; and they don't go -- the concentrations don't go up.  We don't find that there are toxins which we could now enjoy more of without dying from cancer.  In the main, they decline.  For example, in the case of radioactivity, at some point in the past -- 1944/1945 -- some x value of ionized radiation was safe, we thought. Now, the safe value is zero.  You may take an x-ray if you need one, but you do so as a cost benefit.

In the case of chemical contaminants, let's take the case of trichloroethylene, the industrial solvent we are always talking about.  Well, that is on the verge of going from an acceptable value of 100 parts per million -- as a one-in-a-million cancer risk – to 10.
And if you want to talk about something a little bit more in our neighborhood, let's talk about effluent containing PCB from our storm drains.  Sometime ago, San Francisco Water Quality Board decided that it was permissible for us as a group of Bay Area cities to put 35 pounds of PCB -- polychlorinated biphenyl -- into the stormwater.  Now, they propose to reduce that amount over a 10-year period to about 3 pounds per year.  That's a 10-fold decline.  What that means is that, if you evaluate health risk based on quantitative risk assessments from good toxicology, you have to know in the back of your mind that these numbers will change and in the main the concentrations that are harmful will go down rather than up.  So we need to address that.

One way to address that is to look at other ways of evaluating environmental health and health protection.  And that is a qualitative approach; and we will be doing that over the course of a year.  Now, what we are very sensitive to is the fact that the community has to think about past individuals that have been exposed to toxins.  We have previous inhabitants of Seaport Village who are exposed to toxins.  We have present inhabitants in the vicinity of the Harbor Front tract who were exposed to toxins.  And at some future time there will be individuals enjoying the rescued ERISA [phonetic spelling] lands; and they will have some risk.  And the only risk we talk about here is the risk to the people of the future.
But there are people presently who are at risk and who were previously at risk; and those are the individuals that Dr. Clark has referred to, many of whom who are of an income level that may not able to afford the best medical care, the best medical insurance.  And everything we know about insults to the immune system from toxins, from radiation, from parasites, from bacteria, from viruses, is that the state of your general health determines your risk.  So who are we talking about as the individual who enjoys the one-in-a-million added risk?  That is the statistical person.  But there are people who are enjoying one-in-a-hundred risk, one-in-a-thousand risk, one-in-two-thousand risk, one-in-a-hundred-thousand risk.  And we don't know who they are.

The other issue that we don't examine and we wish to examine is the notion of synergy.  We talk about the toxicological effects of individual toxins.  But we know in reality that in nature and in the environment there are many toxins present together.  And they can act in a synergistic manner.  That's very well known.  It's hard to put it into the work we do here, but we should begin to consider it.  It's the future. I'll give you an example.  Let's say, for example, you sprayed weed-killer on your lawn, a low-level organophosphate; and you're assured by your gardener, Don't worry about it.  This is so low.  But if you happen to have an ulcer and you're taking Tagomet, your chances of having a neurological accident or undergoing neurological damage from the organophosphates increases one-thousand-fold.  Some of the difficulty is that there are some interesting interactions.  I can give you others that we can think about.  There are many others.

So we should begin to think about that, because the research community is evaluating them.  We are lucky that as we go forward and we are looking at the environmental areas that Peter Weiner and Sanjay Ranchod of Paul Hastings Law have offered to furnish consultancy when we examine issues at the Richmond Field Station/University of California Berkeley, which falls out of the purview of the technical consultancy which is overseen by Dorinda Shipman to my right.  That will be an enormous help.

To give you an example of how novel approaches to environmental toxicology and mitigation can work and how sentinel organisms can provide signs from an environment or information from an environment of biological hazards, Sherry Padgett is going to talk about the recent research from the Pacific Estuarine Indicator Research Consortium.  These are a group of University of California and Bodega Bay researchers who have undertaken to take a look at the Stege Marsh plants and animals in a novel way.  And their data employed -- I have to mention it -- vertebrates, like us, so it will be interesting to see what can be done in order to evaluate toxicity in vertebrates in a novel way.  So.

MS. PADGETT:  I'm going make a few comments; and then I will go back over here to the PC; and we can look at some slides.

Thank you, Michael, for the Toxic Committee overview and introducing the subject.  You described the Toxics Committee looking at ways to function outside the box; and we've created our new little logo for this year.  You can see Tox Com coming out of the box; and we want to talk, as we start here tonight, about what that box represents.

It's a comfort zone for our regulators – the processes and rules that they use to oversee the hazardous-waste sites in our neighborhoods.  Outside the box represents the unused regulations, tools, and information and interpretations that are less familiar and, therefore, less comfortable to our regulators.  Overall, we appreciate the predictability and the reliability that DTSC and the other regulatory bodies provide us and through the work that they do within the regulatory guidelines.  But, going forward, some of our emphasis is going to be on ways that they might expand their processes to less familiar sources of information to evaluate, assess, and regulate the risk relating to the hazards in our neighborhoods.

As Michael described, during the last two and a half years, the CAG and the Toxics Committee have read, evaluated, and submitted written comments on documents, if stacked in this room, would go from the floor to the ceiling.  Try to imagine how many documents we've read in the last two and a half years.  It is just mind-numbing, all of the work that we've gone through. We've read it.  We've assessed it.  We've evaluated it.  We've worked within the box -- a very structured place. We've sent our comments in.  And many of the Toxics Committee comments have been influential in bringing about changes in methods or approaches.  The comments that passed through to influence a change were generally perceived by the regulators as fitting within the framework that they could work with.  They were aligned with tried and trusted interpretations of the guidelines representing a zone inside the box.
We, the community, understand and appreciate the need for this very structured approach to regulating risk assessment and risk management.  It gives the regulators a solid and defensible base from which to work and it allows responsible parties a way to predict the process and likely outcome. Those are reasonable justifications for keeping the approach limited and highly structured.
It does not, however, meet some pressing needs of real-world applications.  And, as Dr. Clark asked earlier, What about health conditions or site-specific conditions of the site itself?  We, the community, are not the only ones who are finding the risk-assessment and management processes do not meet all of our needs. Other very bright people have been trying to find some other models based on scientific data that would expand risk interpretation to be more site-specific.
I want to digress here just a little bit and talk about something personal.  I generally don't talk about my own situation much.  I worked and I still do work right across the street from the Zeneca-Cherokee site.  It's about 75 feet from the window of my office.  And I watched first-hand the initial round of the cleanup that started in about 1998.  As the site closed down and they demolished the buildings and they started doing some hot-spot remediation, then they went through to do more intense remediation; and then finally in 2002 they started with what we all know was Big Dig 2002.

During that time we had dust storms that were like West Texas dust storms.  The lights on the street came on. We couldn't see the sun.  We were inundated with dirt and dust for days that turned into weeks that turned into months.  On the street outside the office you couldn't see the street because it was -- you couldn't see that it was paved.  It looked like a dirt road.  And that went on for a long time.

We've heard Whitney talk about traveling those roads at night and seeing those dust clouds and calling his family, talking about how dusty it was.  And everyone who lived through it can remember it vividly.  And out of that came, we believe -- those of us who lived through it -- a number of illnesses that we believe were directly related to that period of time, because there was a concentration of illnesses within our business neighborhood.
Then there was a concentration of illnesses on the other side of the site, over at the UC Richmond Field Station, and combined -- for whatever reason, there were a lot of people that got ill.  And those illnesses -- a lot of them were related to endocrine-system disruptors.  And, for myself, it was thyroid cancer and an extremely rare bone cancer -- so two cancer diagnoses within a month of each other.  And I still have and am ongoing still more unusual and rare tumors and cysts that just crop up that we are monitoring and that will need to come out in time.  And the most current is looking at an adrenal gland problem that pumps adrenaline into my heart and causes a problem.
And so we've got some real problems that happened not just to me but happened to a number of people who were on what I call the front line.  They were out there every day, working full-time; and they got impacted.

When we've talked to toxicologists -- so now I'm going to get back to this, what we were talking about here -- when we talk to toxicologists about trying to figure what happened to the individuals during that period of time, we find that it's very difficult for them, because they need to work within the box.  And if you have an exposure that is a specific chemical of a specific amount or a specific duration given to, say, a rat or a dog or even a human under certain conditions, then you can measure the outcome and have a very defined result and you can have a cause and an effect.  That's a scientific method that is pretty tried and true.  And what we have here on this site is something that just is way beyond that very discreet measurement.
At this site we have hundreds of compounds; and they are of all different measurements. They vary just within the site and all over the site. It's very difficult to tell how much of a specific exposure you might be getting at any one time.  In addition to a lot of compounds, we don't know what it means when you mix them up together.  Michael touched on that a little bit earlier; and it is the synergistic effect of what happens when compounds mix together.

So back to the bright minds.  The bright minds have been looking at problems like this; and they've been saying, What do we do about this?  We can't just evaluate the risk of a site based on looking up a specific compound on a table and saying, Okay, we've got cancer at one in a million if a compound on the site is this number.  So what else can we do? And what we found is that these very bright people at US EPA decided to fund a grant to the Pacific Estuarine Institute; and they have looked at another way to evaluate the risk.  We're going to go through some of those slides here tonight.

I want to say you have all figured out by now that, one, I'm not a scientist.  I'm not a chemist.  I'm not a biologist.  I'm not a toxicologist.  I'm not an attorney.  So when we start looking at some of these slides, there's going to be information on there that's going to be foreign not just to you, but it's -- some of it's foreign to me, too.  And we're going to talk about what it means.  These slides are specific to Stege Marsh, so I'm going to talk a little bit loud when I get over there; and I apologize if you can't hear.  I can speak up if you tell me to.
Okay.  These slides -- most of them were created by the staff of the Pacific Estuarine Ecosystem Indicator Research Group.  There is a group of about seventy investigators who participated in their research over a period of five years; and they did some extensive investigation that we are going to get a glimpse of here as we go forward.  They asked some questions.  They said they wanted to look at some integrated indicators of the coastal condition.  We are talking specifically about marshland here.  They wanted to create -- they wanted to look at a new paradigm for scientists and risk managers.

What was the Pacific Estuarine Ecosystem Indicator Research program about?  Why is the approach useful or practical?  Is it a paradigm shift?  And they wanted to keep this concept alive. This is a little picture of some of the people in the research they went through.  And they started with -- just as you would with any scientific approach, they started with a problem statement.
The overarching problem is the techniques used to assess the effect of contaminants on estuarine species are outdated.  Sediment-toxicity tests and chemical analysis in invertebrate surveys are useful but limited tools.  Michael touched on that a little bit earlier.  We need better knowledge of contaminant effect in resident species.  And there's a concern about population declines in the San Francisco Bay.  They have a model here on stressor characterization.  They start out with exposure to stress, individual fitness, physiological and cellular responses, population response, and the ecosystem response.

On the left you see the animal indicators; and on the right you see plant indicators.  The animals that we're concerned with here are the mudsucker -- this one right here, the mudsucker; and the cordgrass over here.  You'll see more about them here in a few minutes.

Here's a map of the marshes that they investigated -- Tom's Point, Walker Creek, China Camp, and here is Stege Marsh.  Stege Marsh is just south of the UC Richmond Field Station site.  It is part of the UC Richmond Field Station site; and it is part of and south of the Zeneca site.  They also looked at Morro Bay, Carpinteria, and Mugu Lagoon.
They had a general approach.  They integrated sampling.  They had the six marshes we just saw up and down the coast – six stations.  Modeling activities were directly linked.  And here we have our fish.  They looked at -- we're going to look right here at the apoptosis.  We looked at a number of other measures as well.  We will see those, also.  They looked at ovotestes and apoptosis in the gonad and other tumors.  They looked at length, weight, liver, somatic index, histology, tooth growth -- things that are real indicators of animal health.

And something that's really key about the mudsucker is that it is what we would call a sentry.  It's a canary in the mine.  It's the one that is very hardy and can be used as a measure, or an indicator, of what is going on in the environment in which it lives.  And it also doesn't travel much, so it's not going out into San Francisco Bay and coming back.  It is born, lives, and dies within a very small area -- thirty feet.  And it lives in very shallow water.  So it isn't as if these mudsuckers are going somewhere else and getting exposed.  They are born in it; they live in it; and they die in it.  So it's not -- it's a pretty controlled fish.

Here's some background on what they – some strategy they had to integrate the information.  They wanted to choose biomarkers and develop measures on the field fish; describe inter-relationships among the biomarkers; and then wanted to extrapolate the population using the abundance of all these different estimates of what was going on with the fish and the grass.

Here we have the Spartina salt exudates and metal bioavailability.  This is grass that has salts on the side of it.  I think all of us have seen this -- maybe not all of us -- but a lot of us have seen the salts on the side of the grass.  And what they were trying to figure out was whether the grass was actually sucking up the metals in which it was living.  And, yes, we will see here in a little bit that they were.  They found that these grasses were sucking up the mercury; and they found mercury in the salts on these grasses.

Here they have got an analysis of the embryos. Over here is Stege Marsh off to the side, because it's got some pretty negative impact to some embryos.  And here is a slide on how they propose to implement their process.  They wanted to identify the problem and the time frame; develop indicators; do some sampling; evaluate the resident species conditions; perform statistical integration; refine the investigation; and then go about some decision-making. And they did a pretty fantastic job on this, in my opinion.

And here we have a picture of an area that should be pretty familiar to most of us by now; and this is Stege Marsh.  When the lights come back on, you'll see that it is just -- maybe I can point to it here. From this area north, so going to the right, this would be the Zeneca site; and from this area to the right would be the UC Richmond Field Station site.  This is the Bay Trail going north/south here -- or, excuse me, east/west.  And the Zeneca site boundary ends right here -- ends right at the Bay Trial.  The UC Richmond Field Station site comes out here to the breakwater.

So they asked the question, Does an integrated suite of the indicators of exposure affect an ecological response in wetland plants and animals add value to the currently available toxicity testing and chemical analysis techniques in assessing conditions, diagnosing stressor-specific responses, and planning restoration of salt-marsh habitats?  Well, the answer is pretty obvious.  Definitely, yes, it does.
Example of an integrated approach for sentinel organisms.  So earlier I was talking about the sentinels -- those that are early indicators for problems in the environment.  And they said -- they went on to describe problems with some of the existing tools.  So when we look at the approach that we are going through right now, we have to evaluate the current conditions.  And to evaluate the current conditions you go out and you measure; you take samples of the soil, the groundwater, soil, gas; and you put them in tables; and you compare then to the allowable risks that are published.
And on this little map -- this is Stege Marsh.  Again, you see they've got dots that are tiny here but still indications of PCBs; and this would be on the Zeneca property.  This in the southeast parcel, the area that is currently being sampled and evaluated.  This area is south of the Bay Trail, an area that Tarnel keeps asking about when are we going to see an order or start work on it.  This area is south of the Bay Trail in Meeker Slough.  And this area is in Meeker Slough.  This is in Meeker Slough.
All of this is bordering the UC Richmond Field Station.  So those are pretty big red dots.  In other words, it's pretty high PCBs out there.  This is another measure -- a summary map of total herbicides.  You see we've got some pretty big dots out here south of the Bay Trail.  These are big dots north of the Bay Trail.  This is an area that has not been remediated or characterized on the Zeneca property.  These are the PAHs -- again, big dots and little dots, but still indicators of contaminants.

So they went on to say we've got problems with our existing tools.  We've got ammonia interference that varies with time, varies by exposure.  It's extremely patchy and it's not realistic for marshes.  The chemistry data which we just talked about, you go out and you measure it; and the synergistic effects are unclear; and what mixtures are we dealing with; and it varies over time; and it costs a lot of money.

And you see this is Stege Marsh again.  They went through an evaluation of the other tools and problems that aren't working well.  There's difficulty in establishing causal inferences, much as for me and the other people in the neighborhood who seem to have been impacted by all that was coming at us over a period of years.  It's difficult to show or infer that one had a relationship to the other. So they looked at these different marshes, and they looking for richness of different species, as Michael said earlier, the invertebrate species.  And they were also looking for some diversity and they found them in these different marshes.  And they were looking for responses without extrapolation.
When the toxicologists look at risks for a given compound, they're looking at tables that have gone through lots and lots of manipulation, yes.  And they are often based on a test that was given to, say, a dog or a rat in an acute level of dose given over a short period of time.  And the outcome of that test is then extrapolated over, say, 30 years or 70 years; and it's also extrapolated to what they think the impact that it would have on a human.  And so there is a lot of guessing that goes on within a statistical range.  And it's that -- it is those tables that are used to give us the quantitative evaluation of the risk of a given site.  So what this group was looking for was not using tables that are very -- that have been used to extrapolate information.

They want to use something that is very specific to the site, which again goes back to Henry's question, What about measurement of something that is site-specific? And that's what they have done here.  They said we want to see what toxicological and ecological responses are linked.  And they wanted to figure out a way to provide some utility for the regulatory agencies to use this as a process for evaluation going forward.

An important way that ecologists and toxicologists relate is by characterizing dose-response relationships, then characterizing the composition of communities.  And this works for simple issues but not for multiple-stressor issues.  So out here in Stege Marsh and on most of the sites that we're working on, we have a lot of stressors.  We don't have just one compound or two or just ten.  We have hundreds.  And so trying to figure out and tease apart what the impact is going to be of, say, a hundred different compounds it's nearly impossible.
So they backed into it another way.  Characterize the response of the organisms and then ask why they're responding that way.  So go to the fish.  Go to the plants and figure out they are responding, what they are telling us, and then back into it instead of saying, This is the outcome we are expecting, go and look at the outcome, and then go backwards.

This is a little slide.  I think there's a copy of it I put earlier.  It describes the ecotoxicologists working with the restoration ecologist in a very positive way to go through and evaluate the site, look at what's going on with the plants and animals.  And down here at the bottom where we want to head is an introduction and monitoring of additional species.  How are we doing on time?

MR. ROBINSON:  You're doing fine.  We are truncating some of the committee announcements for this to keep going.

MS. PADGETT:  We have seven brochures.  I think there are six of them here at the back table.  Five of them are two-page brochures.  One of them is a six-page brochure.  This very first one is your No. 3.  It says in the upper left-hand corner "Ovarian apoptosis and tumors as indicators of reproductive impairment in marsh fish."

And here we have the mudsucker again.  It's a gobiid fish.  And you see here in their little brochure it says the fish from the most contaminated marsh, Stege Marsh, shows a greater incidence of apoptosis in ovarian cells based on this labeling that they did.  And fish from two of the more contaminated sites, Stege and Carpinteria, also showed increased incidents of ovarian tumors that included teratomas as well as granulosa cell tumors.  I encourage you to take this one home and read it.
On this back page you see where it says "SM." That's Stege Marsh.  In some of these other brochures, they used the reference of "ST" for Stege marsh, so it's not consistent between the brochures.  You see over here on the left side the percent of tumors in the gonads.  It's pretty high over on Stege Marsh.  It's over 20 percent.  You don't see any in Walker Creek over here in the same fish.
The next one is reproductive impairment of salt-marsh fish as an indicator of pollutant effects.  This is the long-jawed mudsucker again -- gobiid fish.  This is No. 5.  And on the back of the second page here, the assessment of the endocrine disruption in mudsuckers is rapid; and sampling can occur in the field or in the lab.  So what they are trying to tell us here is what a great tool it is to use as an indicator of what's going on in the environment.

This next one is No. 1.  It's numbered "1" in the upper right-hand corner, "Endocrine disruption in a salt-marsh fish as an indicator of wetlands condition".  This one stopped me short when I got to the second page.  You see this picture here?  These are mudsuckers from Stege Marsh and other contaminated sites, but this one happens to be from Stege.  They show it in some of their other documents that have been published.  The mudsuckers from contaminated sites show ovotestes where the gonads exhibited both testicular and ovarian tissue.  Normal females showed the typical paired ovaries of equal size on the bottom.  So what we have here is a fish that is confused.  It is growing both female and male organs; and it is sterile.  It's not going to reproduce.  And this isn't the only fish they found that looks like this.  This is representative.

MR. DOTSON:  Is it a different species or the same species?

MS. PADGETT:  No, it's the same species, the mudsucker.

MR. ALCAREZ:  And that came out of Stege?

MS. PADGETT:  Yes.

DR. ESPOSITO:  Thirty percent.

MS. PADGETT:  This next one is your No. 2.  This is the six-pager, "Integrating indicators across multiple levels of biological organization."  This is a statistical approach to developing comprehensive index of fish condition.  There are a lot of statistics here on this one that they tried to boil down into some tables.  And let's see if I can jump here to -- well -- I'm not going to drill down into this one.  You see we've got gonad weight, ovotestes; we've got some histology, ovarian tumors.  They did a pretty good job here of going through and trying to figure out not only what the condition of the fish were but also what was in the environment; and what we have is loading -- a really high load of a number of these different variables, including the PAHs; the PCBs; organochlorine; herbicides; insecticides; and, of course, all of the major metals.  They went through and laid it out.

You see here we've got Stege Marsh.  It's in red with these other marshes.  And we have got our line where you would expect something to fall and they draw conclusions.  Here's Stege Marsh.  And if it's in the first quadrant here, it's pretty severe.  I think I can summarize it there and say that; and if you want to read more, there's a lot of statistics and a lot of science behind it.

This one is the cordgrass.  This is your Brochure No. 4; and they went through and did an evaluation of where they found cordgrass and at what density; and then here it is on the -- I think that's infrared and it's pretty dense up here and around here.  And what they were looking for were areas where the mercury was absorbed by the cordgrass and exuded -- exuded -- I'd not sure that's the right term -- it in the salt; and they found, in fact, that the cordgrass were absorbing the mercury and exuding it.  So it's kind of cycling through the plants and then distributing it again.  And anything that eats the plants is then picking up the mercury.  I think that's the point I wanted to make.  Yes, it's concentrated. Yes.

MS. ABBOTT:  Can you explain these images, because I can't really make them out.  I mean I think I know what I'm looking at, but I'm not totally sure.

MS. PADGETT:  And do you have it here in front of you?

MS. ABBOTT:  Yes.  Map-wise.

MS. PADGETT:  Map-wise?  Oh, this would be the west end of Stege Marsh.  This would be the east end.  This is the Bay Trail right through here.  So this is the Zeneca property and this is the UC Richmond Field Station property.  This is the area that is south of the Bay Trail that you keep asking about.

MS. ABBOTT:  Okay.

MS. PADGETT:  Does that help you?

MS. ABBOTT:  Yep.

MR. MAYES:  Are the salts basically liquid secretions that go through the plant that have been drying into a crystalline form?

MS. PADGETT:  Yeah. We've got another one I'm not sure you have a copy of.  It's topographic indicators of salt-marsh disturbance.  If any of you want a copy of it, I'd be glad to provide it.  And here's what they're looking at is they are trying to figure out what is a healthy  marsh.  We've got China Camp up here showing a typical marsh that has kind of a graduated view; and then we've got the Stege Marsh; and it looks like we've got some problems partly because it's got the Bay Trail running right through the middle of it, but they also are concerned about the lack of water flow in and out.  And this part has been supposedly remediated; and we've got recontamination in this area now; and we want to look at indicators of how healthy this marsh is going to be with these different tools they are proposing. Yes?
MR. THOMPSON:  You cover the fish.  You cover the grass.  But there's one other live specimen in that mud that should be an indicator; and the fish as well as the birds eat this worm, mainly --

MS. PADGETT:  Worm?

MR. THOMPSON:  Yeah, that lives in the mud.  It's got pincers, you know.  We used to go out there and dig them up and fish with them.  And they need to be checking birds' droppings.

MS. PADGETT:  Well, we'll suggest that to them when they come and visit us.

MR. MAYES:  But that's not as much of a control sample --

MS. PADGETT:  Right, because it travels.

MR. MAYES:  Birds can be migratory and frequently are, so you wouldn't know --

MR. THOMPSON:  Yeah, but most of those marshes we have around the Bay here, though, was migratory type of marsh and what have you; and some of the birds they come here; they don't leave.  They stay because it's a healthy marsh and it's plenty of worms in that marsh and they consume them.  And that would be another indicator -- how well are those worms that live in that marsh surviving?

MS. PADGETT:  Yeah, the worms would be.  I don't know about the bird.

MR. THOMPSON:  They're very carnivorous.  They got a pincer on them.  You have to handle them with care when you use them to fish with.

MS. PADGETT:  We will talk to them about it when they come.  I know we're running short on time here, so I want to close up here with some of these take-home points.  Where I want to close with this -- and I really appreciate everyone being patient as we go through these -- is that we want to encourage the DTSC to consider approaches similar to the PEEIR approach and evaluate the toxicologic impacts on the environment as an indicator of the marsh and site health overall.
We know that the PEEIR group went to see DTSC.  They've told us that they made a presentation to DTSC several years ago.  They also went to UC and made a presentation.  And it was only by doing more research on our part that we came across some of these actual published studies.  We were looking for some published studies on indicators and we found the studies and went back and found the group that had done the work.  And I think what we really would like to see is more open arms to an approach that is outside the comfort zone.

DR. ESPOSITO:  Thank you.  Before we continue, what I'd just like to say is next month we are going to continue with this discussion.  And what we're going to do, we're going to relate, particularly because you have it in your handout -- please hold on to them -- PCB contamination with endocrine disruption and with thyroid disruption and talk a little bit about how you can recognize these disruptors.  And it doesn't take a PhD chemist.
All it takes is your ability to recognize something that looks just like something else.  And so we will do that.  And we're also going to talk about some of the assays that these folks have used, because they are about mammalian cells. Mammalian cells were responding to the signals from the sediment and exhibiting evidence for disruption of the endocrine system.

So, in other words, we have here an offsite receptor and an onset receptor, who is a vertebrate just like us.  And the National Academy of Science supports this as the frontier for environmental mitigation and restoration -- a new approach.  So we'll talk about that.  And now, please, a few questions.  Thank you so much.

MS. WALLIS:  The chair has directed me that we have about five minutes for Q and A, if we're going by our agenda to be finished by nine.  And we'll have a couple of very few minutes at the end for our wrap-up activities.  So that's how we're going to proceed.  I see Dr. Clark's hand; and then we'll have comments and questions from the audience as well.

MR. CLARK:  First of all, I'd like to commend the Toxics Committee on that very outstanding report and the way they [inaudible] framed things.  We don't often see informative presentations like that too often, very rare, first of all.

In regard to the -- you know, this is a really complex problem. Personally I don't think that we are ever going to be able to get to the synergistic effects on us, because basically -- briefly, what the synergistic effect -- like I used the example if you're drinking beer and whiskey and wine and mixing it all together, you know, you have a synergistic effect.  And all these chemicals and sources that we are exposed to one coming from all these sources, and we got to figure that out in probably six lifetimes.  Good luck.
But in terms of that, though that's where the precautionary principle comes in at that.  When we got enough information, you know, to know that there's some risk we don't need scientific certainty.  The precautionary principle indicates that we should take some precaution or take some action.  And that's where the precautionary principle comes in at.
In regard to the fish and having different -- both the female and male organs -- that's a big problem.  There is apparently -- Michael referred to that – but some of these chemicals that has come out recently got endocrine disruptors.  Basically they sort of act like -- they disrupt hormones and many of them have like an estrogen effect, you know, where they have these types of effect on fish and in human beings also, like was referred to the fish.  So, you know, this really disturbs the situation.  But, you know, here again I think that precaution is the principle, because if we are waiting to come up with some scientific certainty on any synergistic effects, like I said, you know, you'd be going into the next five or six centuries.  You may be able to tell that generation your answer.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you, Dr. Clark.  Questions or comments from the audience or the public?

MR. ALCAREZ:  I just want to make a statement that Henry and I are on a HazMat commission for Contra Costa County.  And something came across our table about two months ago or a month ago.  It was about the fish not reproducing in the Bay; and it was caused by the birth-control pills the ladies were throwing away, going to different devices.  And the pills were going into the toilets and they came out through the sewage-disposal plants, but it didn't kill the birth control.  And the fish were eating it and they developed an immune.  So now they're in trouble because the fish are not being regulated because they won't reproduce.  They have birth-control pills in them.

MS. WALLIS:  You have a comment?

MS. B. COOK:  I want to say that, yes, DTSC did meet with this group shortly after the order was issued, long before this CAG was established.  When we did meet with this group we asked them point-blank, “Based on your results, tell us what to do.”  They stood there and said, I don't know.  Now, if they give you an answer today, I'd like to hear the answer, because two years ago they didn't know an answer.

MS. PADGETT:  They have answers now.

DR. ESPOSITO:  The National Institute of Medicine and the National Academy of Sciences has published a list of potential biomarkers that can be used for humans, where you withdraw a sample of blood, take a urine sample, take a saliva sample, and characterize the health status of the community.  And what they have said -- and I'm going to read it to you.  Sherry is a modern person.  This is the way I do graphics.

The National Academy of Sciences has said regarding this kind of research and other research in humans, Biomonitoring is a tool with great potential.  The complete potential of this tool has yet to be realized as the science, epidemiology, toxicology, pharmacokinetic modeling, and exposures are needed to understand its implications.
And the hope is that in the future what we will be looking is the health status of people in the community; and then we'll know that they are being affected rather than trying to predict what's going to happen to some future people when we reduce the risk level to the one and a tenth or the minus-six level, based on science which is going to be out of date in ten years.

MS. PADGETT:  For an action item?

MS. WALLIS:  Want that -- [PARTIES TALKING OVER EACH OTHER]

MS. B. COOK:  -- has started dealing with biomonitoring.  It's a new science.  It's something that's just beginning, okay?  And we're starting to get staff on board to get an understanding of how to do it.

DR. ESPOSITO:  That's wonderful.

MS. B. COOK:  Well, the issue here is you have an ecological impact.  And the issue is, how do you address the ecological impact without -- when you're dealing with ecological risk assessment, it usually is a cause and effect, you know.  To clean it up means you destroy the habitat; and that causes as much problem with the parties to be --

MS. PADGETT:  So here's the action item.  We are going to invite Dr. Cherr -- that's C-h-e-r-r – to an upcoming CAG meeting.  He is the head of the PEEIR team up in Bodega Bay; and we will let him know that one of the things we are interested in as next steps. Action:  Next steps.

DR. ESPOSITO:  Let me give you an example of a next step that is inexpensive.  This cell up here is a mammalian cell and it grows in the laboratory; and it's an ovarian cell.  It's been rigged so that if you put a drop of water or sediment or anything in that, that cell will tell you by lighting up, like a lightning bug, whether or not there is an endocrine disruptor in that sample.  You don't have to purify anything.  You don't have to go through ICPMs and spend a hundred-thousand dollars on a suite of samples.  You have a 96- plate.  It will take 96 samples; and it will tell you if there are any endocrine disruptors present.  That is a really good way to start, because this is the human cell that explains the fish result.

MS. WALLIS:  This is a time check.  We've reached our 9:00 o'clock adjournment time, so we have about five minutes of business -- wrap-up business.  What is the pleasure of extending the meeting time for perhaps more discussion or to attend to that business?

MR. ROBINSON:  Anyone have a recommendation? Ten minutes over?

MS. PADGETT:  Ten minutes and then close it.

MR. ROBINSON:  Let's go ten minutes over.  All in favor?  All opposed -- not in favor?

MS. ABBOTT:  Not in favor.

MR. ROBINSON:  It passes.

MS. WALLIS:  So for the next couple of minutes then, that would allow more time for discussion on the issue at hand or any other general public comment that got condensed into this time.  So I see Mr. Mayes' hand.

MR. MAYES:  I have a real quick question.  It had to do with some of the slides that were in that presentation.  Up in Meeker Slough, Locations S and R, right adjacent to that spur of the Bay Trail behind my house and Pablo's house, there were heavy concentrations of PCBs up along -- I'm just wondering where Location S is, if anybody has any idea, in terms of relativity to the road.  And, also, the herbicides and pesticides were relatively low.  That's adjacent to the Richmond Field Station.  Does Meeker Slough have any connection to the PG&E site, because I remember in one of the e-mails that                    was sent to me there was some discussion about whether or not there was a direct connection -- Richmond Field Station may have been pointing a finger -- PCB being a common byproduct of electrical generation.

MS. PADGETT:  The UC Richmond Field Station has suggested that they don't know the source of the PCBs that are on their site.  The PCBs that are in the area of the bulb are pretty high levels of PCBs.  They were not on that map.  They're higher.  They would be a big dot.  So that map wasn't fully representative of all the PCBs in the area.  And the UC Richmond Field Station and the DTSC and others have not figured out the source of the PCBs in Meeker Slough.  And it has been suggested that perhaps, because they can be mobile in water, perhaps they came from the PG&E site.  However, none of that has been proven.  And there were also some other high concentrations of PCBs on the Zeneca site, which  we're going through and cleaning up now up on the Lot 1 area.  There were some other transformers and other things all over the site over a period of time, so the source has not been determined.

MS. B. COOK:  Let me add something to that so I can make Gayle's day for her.  Test results also demonstrate that PCBs existed -- Meeker Slough goes up right here -- also existed in this concrete channel -- this here.  This is a stormwater drain discharge.  So if you're finding PCBs up here, they are coming from the storm drains, okay?

MR. ROBINSON:  Where's the PG&E substation up there?

MS. B. COOK:  It's over here.  What we were trying to do is find out where the storm drains discharged from this area, whether it went through -- did it go -- it was also over here too in this area.  So whether or not it did discharge in some way over -- actually, this is wrong.  This is not the PG&E site.  The PG&E site was over here.  Whether or not it was discharged over here [inaudible].  If you can help me find out the storm-drain map, it will help me [inaudible].  We have tried with Mr. Lindsay, who I think was working here; and he gave us a couple of other names.

MS. PADGETT:  So the map indicates the current PG&E site.

MS. B. COOK:  This used to be the PG&E site over here.

MS. PADGETT:  Right.  There's the old one and the current one is indicated on the map.

MS. B. COOK:  This one used to be where a lot of the transformers were at.

MR. DOTSON:  So you're assuming that is the source or --

MS. B. COOK:  We're finding all over the Bay where PCBs are a common contaminant in storm sewers.  So transformers that may have existed along the edge of the property line, if they somehow or other leaked or fell down or anything and that ended up washing into the storm drains.  The City of Richmond did a similar study.  So that is that there.  What we thought would happen was that there is some drainage creeks that went from here that were connected here.  Maybe that was the discharges that ended up here.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  There's a pumping station right there at Regatta Boulevard.

MS. B. COOK:  Is that the one that Caltrans put in?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I presume it must be.

MS. B. COOK:  Yeah.  I think Caltrans put it in when they constructed 580, because the freeway is below the groundwater table, so they have to lower the groundwater table; otherwise -- [CROSS-TALK]

MS. B. COOK:  The source of the PCBs has not been defined, but the study did show that they're here; they're here; right here.  They're probably more over in this area over here.

MR. ROBINSON:  Thank you.

MS. WALLIS:  Any other comments or questions before we conclude this discussion period?

MS. ABBOTT:  You want to know where the historical storm drains are?

MS. B. COOK:  Yes.

MS. ABBOTT:  I might have something at the library.

MS. B. COOK:  I'll send somebody over to get it.

MS. WALLIS:  We have one more question.  Please identify yourself.

MS. BEGIN:  Claudette Begin from the Berkeley CUE at the Richmond Field Station.  So on the discussion of biomarkers, one of the things that's been raised by the unions and people who are not represented who work at Richmond Field Station was the issue of biomarkers when the health assessment report was presented there.  So I'm wondering… it seems to suggest that biomarkers of human beings are a good idea; and, of course, people are living in a wider situation than 32 feet.  But some people have worked there for a long time.

DR. ESPOSITO:  Let us suppose that you're a male and you give a blood sample and the result comes back that you are producing egg proteins.  That is something that some of these mudsuckers in the marsh do -- the males -- which is sign of endocrine disruption.  I think that I would like to know that.

MS. BEGIN:  From a blood sample?  That easy?

DR. ESPOSITO:  That easy.  So that would be something I would like to know.  I would like to know -- I would like to know whatever information is available.  It may be conceivable that some individuals may show biomarker results that have nothing to do with their site of employment; but if they're health-related, it's still a benefit.
And the other thing is that when most of these samples are taken, they're going to be coded as anonymous.  And you are probably going to have to request your data.  It's the way in which -- they will ask.  Most samples are coded in a way that your name is not associated to respect your privacy.  In any event, the point is there are tests available.  I think individuals would like to know these results; and they can be informative.  But there are a lot of ethical issues, insurance issues, and privacy issues – no doubt.  There is always a price.  Knowledge comes at a price.

MS. WALLIS:  Well, we've reached the end of the extended time.  And we will move to our committee updates.

MR. ROBINSON:  Right.  I'll keep this brief.  I talked to Pablo.  Pablo's father is in bad health.  He thought about resigning from the CAG; and we talked about a six-month leave of absence.  I told him that I would grant him that as chair.  He felt more comfortable with it being made a motion at the meeting with a vote being taken.  And so I told him I'd do that at this meeting. So all those in favor of giving --

MS. ABBOTT:  I'll second it.

MR. ROBINSON:  Thank you.  Details.  All those in favor of granting Pablo a six-month leave of absence, please show -- all right then.

Any opposed?  Okay.  Motion granted.  We are going to table the approval of the prior meeting minutes until next meeting.  Carry it over.  Meeting adjourned. 
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