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ACTION ITEMS FROM JANUARY MEETING:

MR. PIROS: Respond as to previous investigation(s) of the “gunshot residue” at the site of the benches where the shooters stand because primers contain heavy metals that are neurotoxics, such as beryllium, and send to Dr. Esposito.(p.15) 

DTSC: Regarding the anomaly on Lot One as it relates to the PCB/VOC RAW, the PCB/VOC removal action... will that anomaly, the report of that burial, delay the PCB/VOC removal action pending findings of the investigation of that anomaly. Please respond to Toxics Committee Chair within one week (p.15, 18) 
MR. PIROS: The aerial photos show a significant dumping in the area prior to the area being used as a pistol range.  And so the question is are you looking for other materials that were dumped there prior to its use as a pistol range?  Respond to Ms. Padgett at/before the February CAG meeting. (p.16)
DTSC: Please explain about the order of documents as it relates to DTSC's order, and the approval of them versus submission.  A number of documents are being produced/submitted concurrently, despite incomplete status of what appear to be pre-cursor documents. Please respond to Ms. Padgett at/before the February CAG meeting. (p.16, 18)

MS. TOTH: Please respond as to why ethyl benzene, a VOC recently listed as a carcinogen, and which was found pre-remediation in Area T at 120 ppb, was not, and has not, been tested for post-remediation. Please respond to Ms. Graves at/before the February CAG meeting. (p.17, 21) 
MS. NAKASHIMA:  Post the “UC Richmond Field Station response to  comments on current conditions comments” on EnviroStor. DTSC agreed to complete this item by Monday, January 14, 2008. (p.21)

PROCEEDINGS:

MR. DOTSON:  We are going to go ahead and start.  I want to thank you, everyone, for coming out to this meeting.  And we can resume some of our very important activities in this new year.  We all have a lot of expectations from each other.  So let's do it in a very courteous and respectful way.  And I will turn it over to the facilitator.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you so much, Vice Chair Dotson.  Our newly‑elected chair, Joe Robinson, has been felled with the flu, very temporarily, we hope.  Our vice chair will be chairing the meeting.  My name is Kay Wallis, and I am very pleased to serve as your facilitator this evening.  As I mentioned before, I have two tasks, really, is to keep the group on time and to keep the group on topic.  And one tool that we have to help us do that is the agenda for this meeting.  I hope everyone on the CAG has been able to pick up a copy at the back table.  That is also the back table where we keep other handouts.  Please help yourselves.  Also help yourselves to refreshments that we have, courtesy of Brooks Street and Ms. Carolyn Graves and an anonymous donor.  I have also been asked to remind CAG members behind this table here, please mind the cord taped down to the floor.  No injuries, please.  

So I would like to start with a quick agenda review and then cover a couple of process points.  Then we'll get on to our first item.  Apparently Ms. Cook is not here tonight, but I understand Lynn Nakashima from DTSC and other staff will be giving that update.  That will be followed by the Cherokee Simeon Ventures update.  And then we will have a joint question and answer session so that members of the CAG and the audience can pose questions about what was presented.  

That will be followed by a Toxics Committee update lasting about 45 minutes.  That will take us to our break around 8:10.  After the break we'll go right into the public comment period and then into CAG committee updates from Nominations Committee and Executive.  Then we will have our wrap‑up activities approving the prior meeting minutes and reviewing any action items that have come up during the meeting.  So before we leave the agenda review, any suggestions or requests from the CAG?  Yes, Dr. Esposito? 

DR. ESPOSITO:  Since we have a very full Toxics Committee update this evening involving not only the human health risk assessment but also a pilot study report for treatment of volatile organic compounds and some additional studies on PCBs regarding the Removal Action workplan I would like to respectfully request that we devote about an hour to the Toxics Committee update and these other issues.

MS. WALLIS:  So the request is to add to that time about fifteen minutes or so.  One potential suggestion I have is that we can easily take five minutes from the last item of approval and wrap up.  Any other suggestions about where we might be able to borrow some time to accommodate Dr. Esposito's request?

MS. PADGETT:  During the committee updates I think we can shrink that down to ten minutes.

MS. WALLIS:  So the suggestion is to shorten the committee updates by ten minutes and take away five minutes from the wrap‑up items.  So a general consensus and agreement to expand the Tox Com reporting time?  Thank you.  So any other comments about the agenda before we cover a few process points quickly?  All right.  We will continue with our use of the green question slips.  And this is for both use of CAG members and audience members.  You don't have to use these.  It is a nice way, as you are hearing presentations or things come up in your mind, if you have a question or even a comment, to just organize your thoughts a little bit, jot it down so you don't forget it.  And during Q&A periods you can use this as a reference.  

This is also a nice way to capture the questions we perhaps wouldn't have time to fully explore.  These green slips, whether from CAG members or the audience, can be submitted at the end of the meeting, and our Executive Committee can decide how best those comments or questions can be addressed.  They can be sent to the subcommittee or speaker in question.  

For CAG members you have the green slips on your tables, and there should be additional ones in the back for audience members.  We have tried in the last three or four meetings to practice good time management with asking our speakers and commenters and questioners to be as brief as possible.  And during Q&A, if questioners could limit themselves to about two minutes.  It is very hard, of course, as individuals, to gauge what is two minutes.  So I do have a timer that helps us out.  It really has worked well, and most people have been just fine about keeping those comments and questions succinct.  

If one should have a question, a comment, or an issue that comes up that either cannot be addressed in the time allotted or for some reason or is outside the purview of what is being discussed at hand, we do have an additional tool, the action item list, so we are sure that issue does not get lost.  It may not be something we can directly deal with within the short time we have in the meeting, but it is something that we can make sure gets captured up here.  And at the end of the meeting we'll make sure there is some kind of disposition of the item that is assigned to a person or group and that there is a timeline around dealing with that question or issue.  So we'll use the action item as we have pretty sucessfully in the last three or four meetings.  

So we have talked about the question slips, and we talked about trying to give comments and questions and do two minutes or so and to use the action item list.  Only one point I want to make.  There are two sign‑up clipboards.  The blue one is for people in the general public.  If you would like to be sure you are on the mailing list to receive notices about future meetings or meeting place changes, please sign in on the blue clipboard.  The brown clipboard is simply for CAG members to sign in and initial your attendance for the meeting so we can keep track of that. 

Let's move to the first item on the agenda, "DTSC update."  And I will hand over the microphone to Ms. Nakashima.   

MS. NAKASHIMA:  My name is Lynn Nakashima.  I am one of the Department of Toxic Substances Control.  Barbara Cook had a family emergency this morning so can't be here.  So I am here to give the update starting with the Zeneca site.  There are activities that have been completed which includes groundwater sampling for the radionucleides.  Specific groundwater wells were sampled, and we are waiting for the results to be provided to us.  We reviewed a work plan to investigate the magnetic anomalies that were found at the end of South 49th Street, and we have approved them with modifications.  And they will be doing the investigation, I think, next week.  

There was also a survey of the entire property that was accessible for what is known as a gamma survey.  They were looking for radioactivity on the site, and that was completed this week.  So in the next 30 days we anticipate that they are going to be doing some sampling in the southeast parcel.  That parcel is not on the main Zeneca site.  It is on the other side of Baxter Creek.  And we are hoping to do that in a couple of weeks, but it sort of depends on the weather conditions.  We are also anticipating that the radiological historical site assessment will be submitted in the week of January 21st.  The purpose of this assessment is to identify any prior uses of radioactive materials on the site and where those uses may have occurred.  And as I said before, there is an anomaly investigation.  

As part of the historical site assessment, some former employees were interviewed, and they identified an area behind Building 94 which is at the northwestern portion of the property where some metals were believed to have been disposed.  So we are going to expand our anomaly investigation to also include that area.  So that area will also be scanned for the radioactivity.  

Moving on to the Harbor Front, we reviewed the technical ‑‑ the groundwater sampling results and the report is out.  It's been uploaded into EnviroStor today, so everyone should be getting the notice in tomorrow's e‑mail.  We have also reviewed the groundwater monitoring results for the August sampling and provided comments to our consultants, and they will be revising that document as well.  

The work plan to investigate the former Pacific chrome site which is located at 1305 South 51st Street.  We reviewed it and provided comments to our consultant and they are revising the document ‑‑ or they just provided us with the revised workplan.  

And the UC Richmomd Field Station-- UC submitted responses to our comments on the Current Conditions Report.  And that report describes the current status of the property as well as historical uses.  The UC also implemented a time‑critical removal action a while ago by the Forest Products Laboratory.  And they were planning on backfilling the excavation this week, but because of the rain they had to delay it.  They should be doing it next week.  I believe they'll be sending out an e‑mail notification internally to the Richmond Field Station staff.  

UC is also going to be collecting shallow surface soil samples from what is known as the western transition area.  Those are upland areas from the West Stege Marsh, and they are expecting to do that this month.  They are going to review the data and then compare them to screening levels to make sure their workers out there will be safe.  And the plan is to have the workers go out and remove weeds from the area.  

They are also continuing to plant some native plants out in the area.  And pending approval of the University's deputy fire marshal, the restoration workers will also be doing some weed abatement.  They are calling it weed abatement blanching.  But they will need to get permits from their fire department before they can do any of that.  That will occur for the next three months in areas that have already been cleaned up.  That depends on the weather.  

For BioRad, they have concluded their pilot study and they will be submitting a pilot study report this month.  And Karen Toth will be talking about Marina Bay.

MS. TOTH:  Hi.  My name is Karen Toth.  I am going to talk about the Marina Bay area.  In the West Shores Area there was actually no work occurring in December and there is nothing planned for January.  A report documenting the removal that was done for the antimony‑contaminated soil which occurred in November, we expect to get the report in early February.  

For Area T, during the week of December 17th the groundwater monitoring wells were sampled.  Six of them were sampled and four of them were only visually observed for floating product.  At the end of January all of the site wells will be checked for the free‑floating petroleum product based on these results.  DTSC will be determining whether we need to do an amendment of the existing Remedial Action Plan to address the petroleum in the groundwater.  

The Operation and Maintenance Agreement for all of the parcels that currently have deed restrictions is actually on hold due to discussions between some CAG members and the City of Richmond, that Richmond is moving forward with doing a five‑year review on all of the parcels where the remedial actions have been implemented except for Area T, which would not be subject to a five‑year review for another five years, and Area FM, where the cleanup activities have not occurred yet.  And we expect to see a workplan, I think, at the end of February for that five year review.  

Harbor Way South.  This is the former Richmond plating site.  And nothing is really different than what we said last month.  We are finishing up our review on the sampling that was conducted last August.  Basically we are trying to evaluate whether we can use some state monies to dig up the contamination there and possibly remove the deed restriction on the property.  We did find metals and volatile organic compounds, TCE and PCE, and we knew that most of those materials were there.  We were just trying to figure out how much soil we would need to dig up and whether we had funding available to do that.  

One follow‑up item.  Mr. Alcarez, last, month asked about some soil that might have come from the Richmond Field Station.  Both DTSC and the Richmond Field Station staff pursued two different avenues to follow up on that soil.  DTSC worked with the Redevelopment Agency, and basically the information that they found out from the operator over here (next to Temp City Hall) was that the soil that was being removed that day was actually coming from a site in Martinez.  It did happen to drive by the Richmond Field Station, which is unusual.  That is not the normal route.  There were problems on the freeway, so in order to access and going here they went a different route and they passed by the Field Station.  They don't have any information indicating that that soil ever came from Richmond Field Station or went to Richmond Field Station.  So everything we have says they have soil from Martinez.  

And that is all for me.  Mark is going to finish up on the last two DTSC projects. 

MR. PIROS:  I am Mark Piros with the Department of Toxics Substances Control.  I am going to give you an update of the Liquid Gold and Stege Property Pistol Range.  In the next ‑‑ we have two upcoming activities.  First of all, for the Pistol Range there is going to be additional sampling performed.  And what this sampling is going to focus on is what is referred to as the back stop berm.  The pistol range has a soil berm that sounds it.  Of course at the time they were shooting, that was to contain the bullets.  There has been previous sampling done.  As you would expect, the direction at which they were firing the bullets, that is where you find the most lead.  

The primary purpose of this sampling is to get a better idea at this point.  At this point what Union Pacific is looking at is most likely what they are going to propose is excavation of the soil and off‑site disposal.  So the idea of this sampling is to get a better idea on what the volume of soil is that would need to be excavated to reach a residential cleanup level.  

One thing also you noticed in the update there is an approved sampling plan.  And pretty much what the sampling consists of is 12 potholes in the back‑stop area.  When I say potholes they are going to come in with a backhoe.  Part of the reason you can imagine it is a soil berm, so it doesn't lend itself to digging bore holes.  So the sampling will be done using an escavator.  Okay.  Also I didn't want to neglect to mention at this point it looks like sampling will occur in mid February.  It will be weather‑dependant, of course.  

The next activity that is upcoming, near the end of January, there is going to be the routine groundwater sampling.  This is groundwater sampling that has been going on since ‑‑ there is an operation and maintenance agreement put in place with Union Pacific since back in 1995.  With that we have had groundwater monitoring wells going on since then.  At this point the groundwater monitoring ‑‑ there is six monitoring wells.  These are near the deed‑restricted and capped area on the Liquid Gold site.  So it is six monitoring wells, and currently they are being sampled every two years.  Previously there was more frequent sampling, but we found out that conditions are pretty much stable, so at this point the sampling was sometime ago ‑‑ well, sampling was decreased to every two years.  And the one thing I will mention, we have prepared a work notice and will give you more information about these activities.  And we expect that work notice would mail out next week.  One thing that will be included with the work notice is a community survey.  The purpose of the community survey is the first step to updating the public participation plan that was done back in 1988.  

Okay.  On to the next one.  Blair Landfill, in February we anticipate that there will be soil gas sampling performed there.  Again, this is something that will be a weather‑dependent activity.  And also the work notice will provide more information about the soil gas sampling.  Thank you.

MS. TOTH:  And sorry.  This is Karen Toth again.  I have two other items that were in between lines on my piece of paper, action item from the last month.  We are still going through the boxes and the files for the fact sheets on the activities at Marina Bay.  As soon as we get them, we'll upload them.  I have added the CAG to the EnviroStor notification for Marina Bay so when documents are uploaded, you will see the same thing that you would see from Lynn's project.  And secondly, from the dirt pile, the UC staffer here ‑‑ and if you have questions about what they did and who they talked to and what research they did in following up on that, they are willing to answer questions about that as well.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you for that report from DTSC.  And we'll move now directly to the update from Cherokee Simeon Ventures, and after that we will have a combined question‑and‑answer comment period for both updates.  Mr. Mosteller? 

MR. MOSTELLER:  Thank you, Kay.  With the New Year I am going to switch things up here a little bit.  I am going to do a little bit of a PowerPoint presentation.  Hopefully it will come up right here on the screen.  I am going to spend my 15 minutes to ‑‑ Lynn covered some of the activities in the past and also in the coming weeks about what is happening at the site.  What I would like to spend my time presenting is just a fairly high‑level overview of the Lot One and Two Remedial Investigation Report.  These are activities that have been ongoing for the past couple of years, and we have submitted to DTSC several reports.  

Most recently I can't remember ‑‑ I think a revised RI report was submitted in September ‑‑ August, September timeframe.  We have received some comments on that, so I thought it was an appropriate time.  You know, this information has been out there for quite some time, but really just to ‑‑ I guess it is more to provide a baseline understanding as to what is in that report and really what does it mean, what is a Remedial Investigation, what types of investigations were completed or what were those results from a high level and what the next steps are.  

So we are going to go through that.  And I believe everybody has a ‑‑ has these slides in front of them.  So what is a Remedial Investigation?  Well, the purpose of a Remedial Investigation serves as a mechanism to collect data, to collect information, to identify sources of contamination.  How do ‑‑ if there is a spill event of a chemical in the past, how can we collect data to better understand really what that was.  

Once we identify those sources we want to assess the extant.  And what that means is horizontal.  How far does it stretch, does it go from this desk to the back of the room and how deep, 10 feet, 15 feet, 20 feet, within the subsurface.  In doing this we collect samples in three different media types, the soil gas ‑‑ and I am going to explain some of what these are in the next slide ‑‑ soil gas soil and groundwater.  Once we have all of this data collected what we want to use that for is to actually evaluate what are the risks to human health, the environment, as a result of the checks that were detected.  

So that is what an RI is.  This slide has a couple of ‑‑ I don't know.  I use the word "cartoons," but it is really meant to show you just generally what the type of samples are collected and really how they are collected.  Also I want to walk through that.  Let's see if I can get this to work.  As I mentioned, the types of samples collected include groundwater, soil gas, and then soil.  

So let's assume that we have a source of contamination as a result of past activities.  And so that source was at the surface and that contamination migrates down into the soil.  And right here is what we refer to as a water table and into the groundwater.  I will get back to these in just a minute.  When we collect a groundwater sample, a typical thing you might hear is a monitoring well.  

Effectively, what a monitoring well is, is if you go to Home Depot, you see PCV lined up on the racks.  Those tubes of PCV can also be used as a monitoring well.  So where it is solid that would go all the way down through the soil, but once we get into the groundwater, actually we would use PCV that is slotted.  So it allows the groundwater to get into that casing, and that allows us to collect a representative sample.  

For soil gas, it is ‑‑ you can select a sample from a similar type of approach in that you can have PCV or metal screens, and these things are set below the subsurface.  So they are either driven in by ‑‑ you can drive them in through pneumatic hammer.  You can actually drill a hole and place these screens into the soil.  And once they are there, what we do is we apply a vacuum to that as well.  What that does is allows ‑‑ actually, what I am going to do is flash over to this picture right here.  This picture right here is meant to represent what does soil really look like in a very microscopic view and what does it mean with respect to contamination that may be present both in or in the vicinity of a soil gas point.  

So what we have here are the individual soil particles, and in between these clear spots are air, and then you maybe have, like, a little bit of water, and then there might be some contamination.  The solid colors are really just meant to represent that these things kind of exist, really, so when we apply a vacuum at the top here, what we are really trying to do is collect the sample right here, these air samples right here, because over time if you have contamination there, it evens out.  It is nature.  

So by applying that vacuum we collect that soil gas sample.  It gives us a representative idea of whether or not there are concentrations in the soil gas.  If there are we can figure out, does that mean we are close to perhaps a source area right here, or is it perhaps as a result of perhaps contaminants volatilizing from a liquid phase to a gaseous phase up through the column.  

Lastly, we have soil samples that are collected, and this is really meant to represent that we collect these soil samples at discrete locations and depths.  So we could, for example, maybe collect a soil sample from one to two feet below ground surface.  Or you could also collect one from five to six feet, say from ten to eleven feet.  These are discrete soil samples.  It is really not a whole lot of volume, but they do provide valuable information for the ‑‑ this lower picture actually is pretty similar to the upper one.  This picture right here is meant to show that, hey, we are not in the groundwater.  This is actually in the soil.  

And once we get into groundwater where we actually have something here, all of these air spaces that were here before, they are now filled up with water.  And, again, by collecting a sample in these areas, things ‑‑ if you have a source area, things tend to ‑‑ you are able to collect a representative sample.  So that is, in effect, how we go about determining both the nature ‑‑ what we are analyzing for ‑‑ and the extant.  So we go for the horizontal and vertical extents.  

We are zooming into the Campus Bay site with respect to Lots One and Two in the Remedial Investigation.  These portions right here, the greenish portion, represents what is referred to as Lots One and Two.  This is Lot One, and this is Lot Two. Each black dot that you see on the screen is actually meant to represent where a sample was collected, whether it be a soil gas or soil or groundwater sample.  

One thing to also point out here, we have talked a lot about the PCB/VOC (volatile organic compound) Removal Action Workplan area.  That is highlighted right here.  So these are the locations where we actually collected samples on Lots One and Two.  One thing you will notice in some areas we have a higher density of samples.  The higher density of samples actually correspond to areas where we identify a source.  So we have some additional characterization to help us understand what is that horizontal and vertical extant.  

Now with respect to the types of analysis that we did, this table really provides, actually provides quite a bit of information over here.  But on the far ‑‑ the two left‑hand columns shows you again, the three different media types, soil gas, soil, and groundwater and the number of samples and locations that were collected as a result of the RI.  

So for the soil gas, you know, we are collecting at 27 locations.  You get in the soil and groundwater, you see we actually collected more samples at ‑‑ so for example, 67 locations, but we collected 166 samples.  Well, how can that be?  Again, that goes to back to the vertical extant.  So at some of those locations we are actually collecting samples at multiple depths as we go down.  So that is the reason for the difference there.  And the same is also the case for the groundwater.  Sometimes at one location we collect the groundwater shallow and other locations we will collect it both at the shallow and deep.  So it helps with that characterization.  

The far right‑hand column shows the chemical classification types of analyses that were done.  I am not going to go through each one of these.  The only thing I would really point out is that for soil gas what we are looking for there is known as the volatile organic compounds, the VOCs.  So the next couple of slides are actually meant to show you some of the results that are presented within the RI.  The Remedial Investigation Report is a pretty thick document.  What I really want to highlight here are some of the key findings, the key take‑aways from that document.  And some of the key take‑aways there are volatile organic compounds, VOCs, in groundwater.  

Specifically I am going to present three slides that show three different types of compounds that were detected probably at the highest frequency and at the higher concentrations.  So I am going to go through each one of them.  Also there were some metals detected in the soil.  

The first compound that I have here is known as trichloroethylene, TCE.  This compound actually was probably most prevelent ‑‑ this compound was probably detected the most frequently within the Lot One and Two groundwater.  So what we are seeing on this map is a lot of information here.  But in the orientation of the site has actually changed.  This is Lot Two, and this is Lot One.  And on the map you see a lot of dashed lines.  Right here, right here, down here and down here.  

Well, if you ‑‑ you can look at some of the figures of where all the dots on the map were before, those documents represent, as I mentioned, where we identified a source of the contamination and we did additional characterization.  So what this map is showing is actually a representation.  Each dashed line really shows a concentration contour.  So, for example, this, you know, this bulb right here might be a thousand micrograms per liter contour.  So everything inside the heavily dashed line has a concentration greater than a thousand micrograms per liter.  Maybe this is 100 micrograms per liter.  It is really meant to show you that horizontal extant we talked about early and then also the magnitude.  How does it ‑‑ how do the concentrations here relate to here.  Just by looking at this map you can see there is actually quite a difference. 

MR. DOTSON:  Is there any way we can get a better copy? 

MR. MOSTELLER:  Sure.  You have some electronic copies of this and even hard copies.  I believe the CAG already has some of these, but ‑‑ if Sherry, Michael, let me know.  Again, this is another compound, Perchloroethylene, PCE, that was detected.  Really you can see here that it was really mostly detected up here, here, not down in some of these other areas where we saw the TCE.  

The last compound that I wanted to highlight, 1‑2 dichloroethane.  These are big names.  At another time we can talk about what they mean and what they are used for.  But they are in this classification of organic compounds.  1‑2 DCE, that was really detected here and there.  Now, the other thing from the map that I want to point out is up in here you can see there is this brownish area.  That is an area that actually represents where some previous remedial actions were completed.  What was done up there is there are these cinders, and they were excavated in that area where it is brown.  It is right between these railroad tracks.  

But what was left behind, there is what we refer to as a halo.  Some of these cinders are actually still out in the soil, and associated with those cinders are higher concentrations of metal known as arsenic.  So where we have ‑‑ the metals in soil are typically associated with this area right here.  So this slide is really meant to show just a broad summary of what is in the Lot One and Two Remedial Investigation.  On the far left‑hand side we have these areas, MW25, Lot One‑Two.  I am just going to point out real quick where they are.  

This is the MW25 area.  This is Lot One‑Five.  We actually lumped them together.  This is the Lot 219 area right here.  This is the Lot 227 area, and this is the Lot One‑Two area.  Those numbers are actually sample identification numbers.  So that is the location where we identified something.  

And the condition that we found, you can see is predominantly VOCs in groundwater for here up in the MW25 area ‑‑ is actually the RAW… the PCB/VOC Removal Action workplan area.  So we have the VOCs and PCBs in the soil.  So as we move from left to right, the sources ‑‑ there is a former hazardous waste storage area there and then a former electrical transformer.  And then the follow‑up activities have been discussed previously.  We have a Removal Action workplan that is pending DTSC approval.  What that means is that if and when it is approved, that impacted soil could be excavated and removed from the site.  

All of these areas that had the VOCs in the groundwater, we implemented a treatability and pilot study report which actually is a report that I think is going to be discussed later on this evening.  As I mentioned, around those railroads spurs we have the metals in the soil.  And those are areas that will be addressed in the Feasibility Study and Remedial Action workplan.  

Just about out of time.  But this is the last slide, so that is good.  So the next steps really are to finalize the Remedial Investigation Report for Lots One and Two, and that requires DTSC to review our response to comments.  Pending what comes out of that, if we have to do some additional work we do that.  If not, DTSC would approve the report.  And with that approval there would be an RI fact sheet.  A Remedial Investigation fact sheet would be issues that probably contained a lot of this information.  

Pending DTSC approval of this Removal Action Workplan for that RAW area where the PCBs and the VOCs in the soil, pending approval of that document we implement that workplan.  We would actually go out and and do the excavation.  

This bullet, "Continued Groundwater Monitoring Including Pilot Study Areas," just because DTSC approves the investigation work that we have completed doesn't mean that work stops.  Work continues.  We have to continue to monitor with permanent groundwater monitoring wells out at the site.  And we continue to monitor them on a quarterly basis.  That also helps us identify ‑‑ we implemented these pilot studies.  We want to keep on monitoring them to see how well they are working.  

As I mentioned right up front, what is the purpose of the Remedial Investigation Report.  That data is used for a Human Health Risk Assessment.  So we have a draft Human Health Risk Assessment that has been submitted to DTSC.  The CAG consultants have commented on that and that is another thing that is going to be discussed this evening, I believe.  And lastly, when we have this information we know what we are dealing with and we know how spread out it is, the horizontal and vertical extant.  Once we know that information you know what you are dealing with and how much of it it is, we can start to say what do we do with it, what are the remedial alternatives.  Those remedial alternatives are evaluated in the Feasibility Study, and that looks at a wide variety of alternatives and then you select ‑‑ you do an analysis portion.  You select the remedial alternative and that becomes a Remedial Action Plan.  That is a document that all of this information feeds into.  So that is all I have.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you, Mr. Mosteller.  Please hang on to the microphone, and if you don't mind sharing it with Ms. Nakashima and the DTSC crew, we will take questions from CAG members and then open it up to the audience. 

DR. ESPOSITO:  I had a question regarding the study at the Pistol Range.  One of things that I am interested in is the studies of the residue at the site of the benches where the shooters stand because primers contain heavy metals that are neurotoxics, particularly beryllium in very small quantities.  You can expect lead to be down‑range in the berm, or having been reflected down into the soil, but the heavy metals that are in the primers are usually in the vicinity of where the shooter stands and they are neurotoxic.  So that would be interesting to have a look at that.

MR. PIROS:  I know there has been previous investigation.  One thing I can follow up on and share, I believe there were some other analyses done, but I can double‑check that. 

MS. PADGETT:  I have a series of comments and I will let you know if I want a response tonight and I will follow up with e‑mails after this meeting on those that require some action.  The first is on the Cherokee Zeneca site, this is for DTSC, there is an anomaly on the Lot One area.  A former Stauffer employee reported burying material in the Lot One PCB/VOC area behind Building 94 that was reported tonight.  We know about that.  My question is will that anomaly, the report of that burial, delay the PCB/VOC removal action pending findings of the investigation of that anomaly.  And you don't have to answer that one tonight.  

We are interested in finding out how it is going to relate to the RAW.  Thank you to DTSC for looking into the soil that appears to have been driven by the Field Station and we are still looking for the photos that identify the truck.  And when we get those photos we will pass them on to you.  Also a note to DTSC and to the City of Richmond and the Redevelopment Agency for putting on hold the Operation and Maintenance Agreement pending a five‑year review.  That is outstanding.  I have written here in my notes that it is an outstanding move on all parties' part to go with the completion of the five‑year review before moving forward with the new operation and maintenance agreement.  

The question I just heard here was why aren't they doing a five‑year review on Area T.  And I think I can answer that for Carolyn.  The reason is that the ‑‑ there is ‑‑ the area has not been fully cleaned up, and a five‑year review starts after five years after it has been cleaned up.  And therefore, because the site is not fully cleaned up, the five‑year clock hasn't started yet.  And I see Karen nodding her head and I believe that is the reason.  

For Mark from DTSC, I want to ‑‑ I'll send you a note on this one.  It relates to the Liquid Gold and the Stege Marsh sampling.  The aerial photos show a significant dumping in the area prior to the area being used as a pistol range.  And so the question is are you looking for other materials that were dumped there prior to its use as a pistol range.  And you don't have to answer that necessarily tonight, and maybe you can.  But I am running out of time, so I have got to keep going here.

MR. DOTSON:  We can spend the time and he can respond.

MS. PADGETT:  Whitney wants a response.

MR. PIROS:  One thing that I can just add at this point ‑‑ I don't know if I can give you the full answer to the question, but one thing I will note is that at one end of the pistol range, I think it was on the order of six or seven feet of depth, there was some arsenic detected.  That is actually going to be addressed as a separate issue.  So on the Pistol range, we are focused on addressing the lead issue, but recognizing there is potentially an arsenic issue.  I think there are some plans by Union Pacific to look at the site to fill and that is in association with the arsenic issue.

MS. PADGETT:  We'll continue to follow up on that one.  This is for Doug from Cherokee.  I, for one, am a little confused about the terminology.  We really appreciate the presentation, and it was educational.  The term "Remedial Investigation," I am just a little confused as it relates to the terminology in DTSC's order.  DTSC's order appears to call for a sequential series of reports including the Current Conditions report, the Remedial Investigation Report, the Risk Assessment, the Feasibility Study, the Remedial Design and some kind of removal action if it is appropriate, all in that order.  What we have here is the Remedial Investigation having been submitted, and we are waiting for DTSC's approval of it.  However, the Risk Assessment has already been submitted without approval of the Remedial Investigation Report.  So I am a little confused about how that happened.  

If, in fact, we are still asking questions, or DTSC is still asking questions, within the Remedial Investigation phase, and yet the Human Health Risk Assessment has been already submitted and is also going through an approval process, how is it the two overlap?  So I know we are out of time, so I think I will follow up with a question about how those two aren't jiving for me. 

MS. WALLIS:  Follow up with e‑mail question? 

MS. PADGETT:  Yes.

MS. ABBOTT:  I have two questions for the DTSC on the work notice ‑‑ I'm sorry ‑‑ on the work notice on Page 2, No. 3.  Based on things that Dr. Esposito has said in the past, I am a little bit concerned about the use of a backhoe in this situation.  And I wonder if you could comment on that.  And the other thing is a hold‑over from last month from our December 13th meeting.  There is a handout, responses to questions, provided by Sherry Padgett on October 26th.  

And a couple of them don't have answers.  And I would like to know in Question No. 12, what plans does DTSC have to evaluate the Zeneca/Stauffer/Cherokee contamination on the south side of the Bay Trail.  In December your response was, "Nothing has been formalized at this time."  So I would like an update on that.  Thank you.  

MS. NAKASHIMA:  One thing, on your last question there is still no change to that one.  We haven't formalized any kind of plans.

MS. ABBOTT:  Do you intend to?

MS. NAKASHIMA:  Well, eventually.  We have a lot that we are doing.

MS. ABBOTT:  I appreciate that.

MS. NAKASHIMA:  On your other first question about the backhoe, the method that they are going to be using is ‑‑ the backhoe width is going to be about two feet wide.  And then there will be ‑‑ first of all, they will use the radiation scanning devices ‑‑ I don't know exactly what they are called ‑‑ and some metal detectors to make sure there is nothing there.  Then they will scrape down some more.  And they will keep scanning to see if there is anything there.  And they'll keep going until ‑‑ they are going to look to see if they can identify what is causing the metal detector to show something there.  So if they do find anything they will cover it up.  But it is the same process that we used before at Meeker Beach.

MS. ABBOTT:  It was just kind of an issue of concern.  I don't know.  Dr. Esposito might want to take that up a little bit more.

DR. ESPOSITO:  I will pass for the moment.  We are short of time.

MS. GRAVES:  Quick question on Area T, Marina Bay.  The CAG Toxics Committee had taken a look at the reports that had been filed on EnviroStor.  And one of the reasons for the dig‑out that occurred about a year and a half ago was, to my understanding, was for ethyl benzene.  And yet, at least from the records we could find on EnviroStor, they are no longer testing for that; yet that was one of the major reasons they did the dig‑out.  Can you give us an explanation of whether or not, even double‑checking, that it is completely gone? 

MS. TOTH:  Talking about groundwater? 

MS. GRAVES:  Yes.

MS. TOTH:  I would have to get back you to about that.  I can't remember the specifics of that.

MS. WALLIS:  I want to make sure we capture a couple of things that more information was forthcoming.  The first one was the issue of the metals at the Pistol Range so I want to call this follow‑up information.  Is that clear?  I am referring to ‑‑ I'm sorry.  Could you please give me your last name?

MR. PIROS:  Piros, P‑i‑r‑o‑s. 

MS. WALLIS:  What would the timeline be for giving that information?  Would that be by the next meeting or sooner?  What should we put down?

MR. PIROS:  I think we can do it sooner.  Just wondering how best to convey the information.

MR. DOTSON:  Could it be not just limited to metals but other contaminants that might be at that site?  

MR. PIROS:  I am trying to think of how to do it.  There is actually a lot of history to this site.

MS. WALLIS:  What's the pleasure of the CAG and how ‑‑ 

MR. PIROS:  You have to cap a deed‑restricted area.  It has its own set of contamination.  And the Pistol Range is primarily lead.

DR. ESPOSITO:  It is called gunshot residue.

MS. WALLIS:  So the question of Mr. Piros is in what form should his summary or information ‑‑ would that be an e‑mail or presentation at the next meeting?

DR. ESPOSITO:  I think an answer at the next meeting would be fine.

MS. WALLIS:  So that would be the February meeting.  And then, Ms. Padgett, some follow‑up information.  Help me succinctly ‑‑ 

MS. PADGETT:  Yes.  One is a question to DTSC about the order of documents as it relates to their order, DTSC's order, and the approval of them versus submission.  There seems to be overlap. 

MS. WALLIS:  And can we get DTSC to help us define a time‑line for clarifying the order of documents being submitted by ‑‑

MS. PADGETT:  The next meeting is fine.

MS. WALLIS:  Does that sound okay?  Okay.

MS. PADGETT:  More current would be an answer on the anomaly on Lot One as it relates to the PCB/VOC RAW, the PCB/VOC removal action. 

MS. WALLIS:  That is DTSC? 

MS. PADGETT:  Yes.  And if an answer could come within a week.

MS. WALLIS:  An e‑mail to the ‑‑

MS. PADGETT:  Toxics Committee chair.

MS. WALLIS:  All right.  Thank you for that clarity.  We have gone over the 15 minutes allocated for this.  We did not entertain any questions from the audience, and there might be more questions from the CAG.  Do we move on from the Q&A to the expanded Tox Com session?  We are running behind ‑‑ or find some way to expand this section.  So I'll ‑‑ yes.  Dr. Esposito.

DR. ESPOSITO:  I suggest what we do is expand the length of the meeting tonight which means ‑‑ I would suggest we extend the length of the meeting to 9:15 so we could have all of the agenda items.

MS. GRAVES:  I second that motion.

MR. DOTSON:  All those in favor?  Motion passes.

MS. WALLIS:  All right.  So our meeting will now run until 9:15 and towards that, then, this issue of do we move on from here to the Tox Com, seeing how we are about 15 minutes behind. 

DR. ESPOSITO:  I suggest we let the public ask the questions.

MS. WALLIS:  So we'll take questions now from the audience about either the DTSC or the CSV presentations.  Any questions from the audience?  And please identify yourself for Ms. Broadwell, our transcriptionist.  

MS. BEGIN:  Claudette Begin from CUE, the clerical union representing workers at the Richmond Field Station.  My question is about the proposed cleanup at the Lot One next to the entrance of Richmond Field Station.  So there was a hearing last fall.  And it was a 30‑day comment period.  Now, as I understand it, there are some results of testing that is supposed to come in at some point.  It has not yet come in.  As I understand it, the Richmond Field Station, the University management is holding a town hall this coming week.  And we are expecting to attend.  At that meeting they are supposed to be talking about at least the fact that there will be this cleanup next door.  They are being proactive about meeting with the employees, et cetera.  

I am wondering what guidance we could have for those of us attending the town hall meeting as to what DTSC thinks about the progression of the test results.  I mean, I know there are some unknowns here, but what could be told to us, you know, and to David who works there, about what we might expect on the progression.  If, for example, the tests came out all acceptable in the next week or two does that mean the work would progress and when.  Or is there something else going on.  That's what I would I would like clarification from.

MS. WALLIS:  And the response would come from ‑‑ 

MS. BEGIN:  The DTSC or I don't know who is able to respond.  Whoever can answer that question.

MS. WALLIS:  We'll pass the mic.

MR. MOSTELLER:  I'll take a shot at answering this.  So the investigation that folks are talking about is going to be behind that building right there.  And what came up is Zeneca is in the process of doing a historical radiological site assessment.  So they had an interview.  One of the interviewees said that, "I think back when I worked there with these metals, out behind the building we buried them there one to two feet below the ground surface."  

Now the metals were not radioactive in nature.  But what we are going to do ‑‑ Zeneca brought this to DTSC's attention, and what we did is put in a work plan to investigate this right away.  So that is one of the things that we actually are going to do.  It will be using hand‑augers.  If you recall that figure of how we collect soil samples, we would go down to three feet using ‑‑ when I said hand‑auger, it is literally like that.  It is not like a post‑digger but somewhat analogous to a post‑digger.  So we can get in and collect the soil.  So we would be visually trying to identify whether these metal shavings are present and also scanning them and for sampling and then making sure there were no radiological impacts.  

All that work would be pending within the next week or two, weather‑dependant.  And right now the RAW has not been approved.  And I believe DTSC is probably going to want to know the results of that hand‑augering investigation prior to approving the RAW.  So the way that it would work and the way I am thinking about it is we did this radiological scan.  We will have those results in hand.  We'll do this hand‑augering investigation and have those results in hand.  If everything looks okay, I think that DTSC, pending their review and some responses to comments, would be in a position, you know, if everything looked okay, would be in a position to probably proceed.  

I mean, they might have to answer that.  But if that was the case then by proceeding it would be approving the Removal Action workplan.  And once that was approved then that would allow the excavation work to proceed as outlined in that document.

DR. ESPOSITO:  I would also like to respond to your concern.  In both the Current Condition Reports for the Zeneca sites and the Remedial Investigation Reports there was a statement that melting ‑‑ electron gun melting of uranium metal may have occurred in the high bay of Building 94 as well as in one of the two Buildings 80.  So it would be advisable to proceed with caution because some 40 years after an employee remembers burying some metal behind a building it is not very likely that he knows whether it was beryllium metal or uranium metal or zirconium or any one of those refractory metals that were melted in the ovens.  It is worthwhile to proceed with the archealogical approach, look a little, dig, work a little. 

MS. WALLIS:  I was reminded by a DTSC staff member Ms. Graves raised something we might want to capture on the action list.  If you wouldn't mind summarizing that question.

MS. GRAVES:  It is on Marina Bay, Area T.  

MS. BEGIN:  I feel like I have an incomplete question for the DTSC.  May I ask when are the results coming?  If everything is blessed, everything is absolutely fine, what is the process then how much time does DTSC take to say go ahead?  Because they have to compose to some extent what gets done.  So does that take time? 

MS. NAKASHIMA:  We're working on some of the responses that people provided comments to us on the comment period.  We are also waiting to see the results of these different surveys and groundwater monitoring and different things that were done.  So we are going to take all of that into consideration before we make a decision.  Some of it depends on how quickly Cherokee can get us information and how long it takes us to respond to all of the comments that we received.  We are anticipating, hopfully, in February.   

MS. BEGIN:  If all goes well, maybe February? 

MS. NAKASHIMA:  Yes.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you.  And Ms. Graves, if you would, summarize the issue as an action item.

MS. GRAVES:  For Marina Bay, Area T, my question was the Toxics Committee had reviewed documents on EnviroStor which describes ethyl benzene, which is a carcinogen.  And I understand it, it is a VOC.  It was in the soil that was removed, and it was in quite high levels.  And yet, at least according to the documents we could find on the quarterly testing, it doesn't appear to be tested for now.  And we are sort of curious why, because it was in large quantities.

MS. WALLIS:  So your question is to ‑‑ 

MS. GRAVES:  Shouldn't they at least test for it every year if not quarterly?  Okay.  To Karen Toth, I didn't hear.  You said that to who?  I am sorry.

MS. WALLIS:  And a response will be provided how and ‑‑

MS. TOTH:  Are you okay by the next week?  It can be sooner.

MS. GRAVES:  It sort of affects the O and M agreement.  I know that is on hold, but it affects that.

MS. WALLIS:  So by February meeting.

MS. GRAVES:  No later than.

MS. WALLIS:  I saw a hand.

MS. ABBOTT:  That's okay.  I pass.

MS. WALLIS:  Withdrawn.  All right.  So we should move on to the next or entertain for questions for this section? 

MR. DOTSON:  More questions. 

MS. WALLIS:  More questions.  I had the one hand from the audience.  Any more from the CAG? 

MS. PADGETT:  I have one item I would like to add to these action items, and that is getting a copy of the UC Richmond Field Station response to comments from DTSC to the CAG.

MS. NAKASHIMA:  I will put it on EnviroStor.

MS. PADGETT:  So for you, Kay, it is a copy of UC's response to comments on current conditions.  And DTSC will be posting it on EnviroStor Monday.

MS. NAKASHIMA:  So you will get the notice on Tuesday that it is there. 

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you.  All right.  Next on the agenda is to ‑‑ let me get the location.  And I will turn this over to the next item on the agenda which is the the Tox Com report.   

DR. ESPOSITO:  Thank you very much.  Good evening.  We have a full agenda tonight.  Some of the material which has been written in the Toxics Committee summary report which you should all have a copy of, I think I will leave as read.  I am not going to take the time to read it to you.  I would like to go directly to a presentation by Adrienne LaPierre on the baseline Human Health Risk Assessment and calculations of site‑specific goals.  We'll spend a good deal of time talking about that, and I think we'll hear some comments regarding the pilot study summary report for treatment of volatile organic compounds as well.  

I have also asked within the scope of this report for Dr. Jean Robovsky, former chair of the Committee, to make some comments on the RAW and particularly PCBs.  So we have a long evening, and if time remains I will comment on some of the other items that are in the summary.  So if we could proceed.  Adrienne, of Iris Environmental…
MS. LAPIERRE:  Thank you.  I am going to sit down because this is going to be a long discussion.  The technical consultants group reviewed the Human Health Risk Assessment and submitted comments to DTSC on December 24th.  What we wanted to do now is basically walk through our primary key comments on the risk assessment.  

Let me start just by saying the purpose of our review and kind of the scope of our review was to really identify those areas of the risk assessment ‑‑ Sherry is handing it out.  The copy of our comment letter, I guess it is either in the back, if people can pick up a copy.  Okay.  Thank you, Sherry.  

The overall purpose of our review really was to try to focus on those key areas of the risk assessment that we felt had the larger potential to really influence our understanding of risk at the site.  So that was really the goal, was to try to hit the big‑picture items, and that would also therefore affect the potential selection of the remedy.  

But during the course of our review we also clearly identified areas where we felt there could be an additional technical junction for points and some issues that we felt further clarification and maybe slightly different communication of the technical issues might lead to some minimization of misrepresentation of issues, so kind of a series of categories that fall into the risk communication category.  

So all comments could have all three categories.  We're going to talk about them, not in that order, but they cover those three buckets of comments.  Originally Sherry thought it might be good for me to provide a little overview of where we are in the overall process from the current conditions reports to the wrap, but I kind of think, actually, Doug, you did that in your presentation and kind of walked through where we are in the process.  So I guess for time's sake I am not sure we really need to do that.  

I do just want to say a couple of things about risk assessment in general, particularly for the benefit of people who don't live and breathe this every day and to provide some context or the comments we are going to talk about.  In brief, what the risk assessment provides is a systematic and consistant framework to evaluate the likelihood that a given set of environmental conditions, as they have been described through all of these investigations, the likelihood that those conditions could result in potential adverse health effects under a certain set of exposure conditions. 

So it is really a tool that is the bridge between a lot of research, both toxicology, epidemiology, and the needs of risk managers.  So it is a really important tool in the overall remedy selection process, and it can't be completed without a whole series of assumptions behind the risk assessment, assumptions about exposure, how people are exposed, assumptions about toxicology, and a really important part of the risk assessment process is to describe how those assumptions affect your understanding of risk and really the uncertainty that underlies the risk assessment process.  

But the beauty of the whole process and the whole risk assessment process in general is that we have a clearly organized scientific framework which we can really evaluate both what we understand but also what we don't understand about the likelihood for chemical exposures to result in risk. 

So that is my brief 30‑second overview of risk assessment, what it is and the purpose it is intended to fulfill.  And with that I think what I would like to do is kind of delve into our comments presented in the comment letter.  The first set of comments that we have are on the data evaluation section of the risk assessment.  This is really the first step in the risk assessment process.  This is the step where all of the data that we have collected that is presented in the remedial investigation report gets kind of summarized.  And then from that flows all of the subsequent steps of the risk assessment.  So it is the first kind of synthesis step in the risk assessment.  

And I guess our primary way of ‑‑ we have two primary points on the data evaluation section in the risk evaluation section as prepared, and the first is that we feel that the risk assessment as it is currently written would benefit from a more detailed discussion of the overall breadth and comprehensiveness of the data that exists, and specifically some things like how many groundwater monitoring wells exist, how many rounds of sampling occurred, how many soil gas sampling probes exist, how many rounds of soil gas sampling occurred, so that one really gets a sense of comprehensiveness of the sampling for the site, and then kind of added onto that some good discussion about what we know about the nature and extent of the impact.  

This is a stand‑alone document, so it is important that this section of the risk assessment really pulls from the results of the remedial investigation.  

So it would be helpful to be able to read the section and really understand what data gaps, if any, still exist and then from that what is actually used in the risk assessment and what is not used in the risk assessment and why.  That is also important because you have this whole universe of data when you read the risk assessment carefully, not all of it is actually used in the risk assessment.  

And the justification for why certain data sets aren't used, some of that justification is there, but we would like to see a little bit more justification on some of these issues.  And the second point on the data evaluation section is to ‑‑ we request a description or a discussion on the trends of the data and also some depictions of the relationship between VOCs in groundwater and VOCs in soil gas.  

And this is obviously a comment everyone has heard a lot of times and are probably tired of hearing it but will continue to asked because we think it is an important part of the understanding of the characteristics on your site, but on the trends this is something that really struck us in reading the document, and it underscores why some discussion of the trends are important.  There is a couple of sentences in the report that talk about how if, for a given soil gas sampling location, there were two samples collected at different times, and the difference between those results was greater than an order of magnitude, that the risk assessment used the maximum concentration because it could indicate a potential for increase in concentration trends.  

And what that really underscored for us was that was pretty much the only discussion in the risk assessment that we were able to find about increasing concentration trends, and clearly there has been some analysis done to look at that.  And it is important, we think, to your understanding of risk.  

And so what we would like to see is that analysis that I think has been done, some discussion of, you know, does this occur in a lot of different places, are there a lot of different places where one of the rounds is a lot greater than the other, is it just a couple of compounds, why might that be, but probably most importantly what are the implications in our understanding of risk as the result of that.  

So I am looking at Michelle because we met a couple of times through this process, so none of these comments are new to you.  It is really for the benefit of the community and the CAG.  So those are our suggestions for the data evaluation section.  I know it sounds like a lot, but I actually think it can be done.  The whole first half of what I said is really the equivalent of adding some paragraphs that describe the data.  

Okay.  Chemicals of potential concern, there is a section in the report that describes ‑‑ you have this whole universe of data.  And the next section of the report talks about how that whole universe of data is evaluated, and a subset of the data is included in the quantitative evaluation.  

Let me back up.  One point to remember about this risk assessment, it is actually six risk assessments because the site, as we know, there are three lots.  And it has been divided into six sub‑areas based on different source information.  

So what's been done in the risk assessment for each individual risk assessment is that any chemical that was detected in less than 5 percent ‑‑ a chemical that was detected in an individual media, in an individual exposure area in less than 5 percent of the samples is excluded from the risk assessment.  And the rationale that is given is primarily a citation, an EPA citation.  

And I guess our experience is that it is usually a lot easier just to carry all the chemicals through the risk assessment so one doesn't have to spend a lot of time convincing one's self to really understand the significance of excluding samples.  

So we talked about that with DTSC and with EKI.  We do think, actually, the reference that is used to support the exclusion isn't really an accurate reference.  And that document doesn't really have a black and white 5 percent rule.  But, regardless, our experience and our recommendation back in July was just to carry all of those chemicals through because then it just leads to less questions about what are the implications of having excluded them.  

But we also talked about if, for whatever reason that it is infeasible at this juncture, at a minimum the uncertainty section of the risk assessment section should describe the risk implications of excluding those chemicals.  And the uncertainty section right now doesn't talk about that.  

So, again, if the approach is going to stay as it is and there is going to be an exclusion of chemicals detected in less than five percent of the samples, we would recommend a more direct discussion of the implications of that approach in your conclusions about risk.  Okay.  

Next set of comments falls under kind of the category of exposure assessment.  And the first couple of comments have to do with the receptors that are selected.  And let's start with eco-receptors.  And I think this as much falls into the category of the report, as I read it, is a little confusing in that the ‑‑ it reads in certain sections as if it is an ecological evaluation.  

And I think that is not exactly true because terrestial receptors are not included in the evaluation, and you can get that from a footnote in one of the figures.  Figure 11 says terrestial receptors are not included because the assumption is once the site is developed, there won't be suitable habitat.  But I only really found that explicitly in a footnote.  

There are definitely other sections in the report that lead one to think it is a full ecological evaluation, and it is not.  What it does provide is data that describes the potential implications of groundwater chemicals, chemicals in the groundwater, and their potential impact on the nearby aquatic environment when they get released.  So it is a screen level evaluation focused on the aquatic habitat and the health of the aquatic habitat.  It is not a complete ecological evaluation because it doesn't talk about receptors.  

I think we also understand that DTSC might be reevaluating whether or not additional ecological evaluation needs to be done.  And if so, it might be useful for the report in this next revision to provide an update on that, just to clarify.  

Okay.  Next point has to do with off‑site receptors.  And this is another topic that we have brought up in many different forums before.  But we have a couple of concerns with the way off‑site receptors are addressed in this evaluation.  And specifically the off‑site receptors that we are talking about are two.  They are the off‑set receptors on the Richmond Field Station to the west, and then the off‑set receptors on the Harbor Front Tract.  

And there is ‑‑ there are two pathways, potential pathways, which those off‑site receptors could be exposed to, chemicals, potentially.  And one is if plumes were to extend off‑site to these adjacent properties, groundwater plumes and soil gas plumes, there is at least the potential that the vapors from those sources could migrate up through the subsurface and  accumulate in the indoor environment.  We have talked about this before.  

And the other pathway is that you have a site there and there is a potential for emissions right now from the site, VOCs emitting from the site into the outdoor air, particulates emitting from the site into to the outdoor air, and you have a pathway where those concentrations in the ambient air could disperse to the off‑site receptors.  

So we have comments about how both of those pathways for those off‑site receptors are addressed.  For the first, the vapor intrusion pathway, the way the document reads right now is they describe it as they are excluding the receptors from the risk evaluation based on the determination and some kind of summary statements about insignificant risk.  

And I guess our comment there and each one ‑‑ it is a pretty short description, and our concern or our comment is if you are going to reach a determination about insignificant or significant risk, you should at least ‑‑ it would ‑‑ the report should at least provide the analysis, and it doesn't.  

What it does is kind of points to other documents.  It doesn't present the data.  And it is like a paragraph or two.  So we would recommend that if there are going to be statements and conclusions about insignificant risks for these off‑site receptors, that the analysis really be comprehensive and comparable to the analysis that is done for all of the onsite populations.  

Okay.  And that is not the way it is set up right now.  Now, I think there could be some reasons why the evaluation isn't in this report.  And we understand from having talked to DTSC that we might be in a process of doing such an evaluation.  At least from my perspective, it doesn't necessarily have to be in the report.  A completely acceptable approach is to just say, "Here are some potentially complete pathways.  Here are the receptors.  They are going to be dealt with by another entity in another report."  But the problem we have is it kind of dismisses them as insignificant without providing the reader with a real justification to reach that conclusion.  

But on the second issue, exposures to ambient air concentrations, I actually think that that information is probably in the report in the uncertainty section of the report, but it is alluded to, and it is an evaluation that I think is used for kind of another scenario.  And it is not really presented in table form.  

So I guess what I am getting at is it takes a lot of work on the reader's part to go through and pull out the pieces of information that can lead one to the point of saying, "Oh.  Okay," inhaling those dusts and VOCs in the outdoor area from the site really aren't a problem.  And I actually concluded that myself, but it takes a lot of work.  So the request would be to please just clarify that in the report and if you could provide it in a table in the uncertainty section it would be a lot easier on the reader.  

Okay.  Moving from receptors, the next set of comments we had were on some of the models that are used, and specifically what I am going to talk about and what I want to bring to people's attention are the models that are used to estimate how VOCs can move from the subsurface, be it soil gas or groundwater or soil, to either the outdoor or the ambient air.  And it is a very important part of the analysis because there are sources of VOCs out there and it can be a significant pathway.  

So what is important to understand about the models that are used ‑‑ and they are agency models for the vapor intrusion pathway that are used, is that they are very sensitive to the inputs, the site‑specific soil properties.  And the report openly and correctly acknowledges this, that in fact, your moisture content of your soil is probably your most significant variable and can have a huge effect, really moist soil, less flux to the air.  Really dry, porous soil, more flux to the air.  

What the analysis does is it uses site‑specific factors to estimate how the chemicals, the VOCs, move from the subsurface either from the indoor air or to the outdoor air.  And we completely support that approach and do that all the time.  They then provide some very nice figures in the appendix that shows every individual location where chemicals and soil gas or groundwater exceed those vapor intrusion criteria site‑specific.  

So you have these nice plots with color dots that show where it is that you could have potential vapor intrusion concerns.  Our request is that that analysis be bound a little bit more and be bound by using default, what I will call default soil properties, and these are default values that are often recommended by DTSC.  It's what you would use if you don't know what your future soil examinations are going to be.  

And the reason for that here is really ‑‑ we get asked to do this by the Agency a lot in particular for redevelopment projects because you don't necessarily know or it is harder to know that your conditions right now today really are going to be truly reflective of 30 years from now.  That's because you could have situations where have you done a lot of soil removal, soil excavation, and also the development of the site itself can greatly affect your moisture content. 

So for those reasons we recommended that defaults be used as well.  And it is quite possible that you would then plot the figures and you wouldn't necessarily see a huge difference in areas that could be of potential concern.  But if you did and you bound it on the lower end too and if that picture looks dramatically different than the picture right now using site‑specific, I think it would at least be cause for some additional discussion and real scrutiny of the appropriateness of those assumptions.  

And I would want to make real sure that we are confident that the site‑specific soil properties are going to remain and would remain over time.  So that is one of our main comments that I know we discussed as well on the VOC modeling.  We have some comments that we made to EKI, and that are in our letter, that really have to do with some of the data used and some of the emissions calculations for certain sources.  I look forward to hearing back from you guys on what I hear as suggestions on those issues.  

The next is ‑‑ how are we doing on time, Michael?  I saw you looking at your watch.

DR. ESPOSITO:  You have as much time as you want.

MS. LAPIERRE:  Under the toxicity assessment section, this is the section in the risk assessment that identifies the toxicity values that ultimately get used in the risk evaluation.  So it is the section where the non‑cancer potency values and the cancer potency values are described and identified.  

And our comment on this section really pertains to the non‑cancer toxicity values.  There is a hierarchy of sources that are available from Cal-EPA and US-EPA.  And our recommendation and most recent experience in these evaluations is that for non‑cancer, the preference is to just use to the lower of those available top three sources.  And that is not what was done.  It may or may not make a difference.  I don't know.  But it has been more traditional on our part.  And what I have seen is to just use the lower of those available values.  

Finally, on the risk characterization section, the first comment we have is probably one most of ‑‑ again, it falls into the category of presentation.  There are ‑‑ there is a lot of information in the characterization section, and there needs to be a lot of information.  And there are some good summary tables which ‑‑ the goal of which is to really highlight and identify those chemicals for each of these different exposure areas that are the dominant risk drivers.  So that is a good thing.  

But what the table presents is a total risk for a given area.  And then it presents the individual chemical risks for those compounds that contribute to more than 10 percent of the risk.  So it highlights those most significant compounds, but what it also ‑‑ what is potentially a little misleading is it kind of implies if it doesn't exhibit 10 percent of the risk, it is not an issue.  That is not necessarily true.  You can have a chemical for some of these areas that contributes 3 percent of the total risk and it is still above the level of concern.  

So my recommendation for that one would be to keep the nice summary table as it is but supplement it with another one that actually goes through and identifies all of the chemicals of concern that are above a threshold of concern so they don't get lost in the process.  And you can read it and really focus on this particular area.  It is really not just arsenic.  It is arsenic and PCE and TCE, et cetera.  That comment, to me, falls more into the presentation issue.  

And then there are the last couple of big‑picture comments on what is in the risk characterization section.  There is a lot of discussion in the text, appropriately, on the significance of all of the human health risk analyses, but there are also a lot of evaluations in the tables that are non‑human health‑based comparisons.  So, for example, there are comparisons of the groundwater data in certain lots to drinking water criteria.  There are comparisons of the groundwater data to aquatic species protection criteria.  There are protection levels for certain compounds, VOCs in the soil, comparisons to acceptable leaching criteria… so criteria that would theoretically protect the underlying groundwater.  But what item in the risk ‑‑ so all of that information is in tables and also in the appendices of the tables of the appendices.  

What we couldn't find was some nice discussion comparable to the human health discussion on what all of those evaluations mean.  So you are reading the report, and what you don't get is a textural distillation of are there a lot of exceedances of aquatic criteria.  Is it up‑gradient or down‑gradient, one chemical.  It is almost like there was a section that just didn't get written.  So we recommend that the text be ‑‑ you know, the conclusions of those analyses and the important information of those analyses, get captured in some paragraph form and comparable to human health, and that the uncertainties that are associated with that are also discussed. 

As an example, the aquatic criteria in the determination of whether there is a problem or not has some dilution attenuation factors built into them.  And we think it is appropriate in this risk characterization section to talk about the uncertainties of those factors as well.  

And the last comment I am going to highlight here has to do with the leaching issues.  And Dorinda will jump in when I am out of my realm here.  The risk assessment calculates leaching criteria for VOCs.  So for VOCs detected in soil there is the acknowledgment that they have the potential to reach down to the groundwater.  And there is a quantitative evaluation that is done to look at that relationship and come up with a safe level in the soil that would protect the underlying groundwater.  But there isn't that same corresponding analysis development of leaching criteria for the metals.  

And obviously the metals are of concern at the site.  What the report states is that where the metals are of greatest concern, the potential leaching for those metals into the groundwater will be addressed by the remedy that is put in place.  And I guess our question in that section was ‑‑ and it just wasn't clear to us, is how the effectiveness ultimately of any remedy, whether it be a cap or something else, can really be evaluated if you don't understand the leaching potential.  

So how do you know what level of reduction of infiltration or whatever you need, if you don't understand what that relationship is.  The report states they don't calculate that relationship because it is very dependent on a lot of site‑specific factors.  And it is.  It is pretty complicated.  It is pH dependent, et cetera.  But it seems to us, given the extent of the cinders and the amount of mass that is there at the site, and given the fact that we actually know, when you look at the figures in the appendices, that there are a lot of metals in the groundwater that appear to exceed aquatic criteria, that it is important to have some understanding of the leaching potential.  And it seemed a little bit like a gap to us.  Maybe there is some benchscale testing going own right now as part of the feasible planning that we didn't see reference to.  But it did seem to us an important part of the puzzle that is discussed in the risk assessment and therefore maybe needs a little bit more information.  Thank you.  

Did you want to add to that?

DR. CLARK:  Thank you.  First of all, seems like from the presentation that was given it brings some very good points to focus on.  But whenever I hear the term "health risk assessment" anywhere, it sort of raises an alarm bell to me from, basically, a foundational preliminary assessment or starting point in terms of looking at the health risk assessment.  You are assessing the health risk of some impact on us, the people, on the environment as well the people, being the workers as well as the people that live in the area.  

Okay.  Now from that there are certain, I guess, models that have been developed to do that.  One of the problems that I found not only in this community and many others, is first of all, you know, the modeling that is used is not based on any realistic assessment of the actual health risk of people that live in the community, nor the workers.  

The modeling was based on some model that was developed for a healthy white person, probably a white male that was in good health or had access to healthcare, or modeling for a pregnant woman that was based on some white woman that was pregnant that has access to healthcare and so forth.  So it is not really based in the first place on the condition of people who maybe don't have ‑‑ poor low‑income people in most of these communities, that don't have adequate healthcare, who are already sick from various illnesses, already whose immune system already is compromised. 

So we are starting out at a wrong starting point in the first place.  So in the final end you can't start off from a wrong starting point and expect to get to a right conclusion.  So you are going to end up not really getting the real impacts on the workers or residents in the community if you don't start off on the realistic standpoint of understanding their health conditions in the first place that you started off with.  You are not starting out with somebody in tip‑top healthcare in the first place.  So those factors need to be incorporated into any type of health assessment; otherwise you are going to end up at the wrong place no matter how good your assessment is.

MS. WALLIS:  Dr. Esposito.

DR. ESPOSITO:  I'd like to thank Dr. Clark for that comment because it goes to the heart of what I think is the principle defect of this document which is in the summary that we handed out.  And that is from the perspective of human health and environmental justice.  And environmental justice is exactly what Dr. Clark is referring to, and that is off‑site receptors are human beings of a whole variety of statuses with respect to where they come into the system with respect to health and healthcare.  And this CAG has been talking about the necessity for having a bona fide health risk assessment at this site and elsewhere almost to no avail.  Almost to no avail.  I'll say it again, almost to no avail.  

We are at a point where we are wondering how can it be that DTSC concurs in the exclusion of these off‑site receptors, human beings in the neighborhood, from serious consideration.  The broad experience of well‑meaning developers of contaminated lands who have ignored these issues is that problems arise later at great cost.  In my particular area of expertise you look at Colony, New York, you look at Hicksville, Long Island, and in those instances the risks were underestimated.  That was radiological.  Here it is chemical compounds or whatever ‑‑ to everyone's detriment.  

It is a win/win situation if we deal with this now for the community and for developers and for DTSC and for the reputation of Richmond.  Thank you.

MS. LAPIERRE:  I just want to add, I appreciate both of the comments that were just made, and I think I just want to add one point of maybe, hopefully, some clarification.  The purposes that you are talking about, Michael and that, Henry, you are mentioning, this ‑‑ the risk assessment tool that has been used at the site that is used by our agencies to evaluate site conditions isn't really intended to answer the specific questions that you guys are asking.  It is just not.  And it is not right or wrong.  It is just the way it is.  It is a tool that is based on population information.  It is based on projections forward.  

If one is really trying to look at a certain set of conditions ‑‑ are there health impacts in a given community from given situations, one goes to different types of tools.  So I guess I just ‑‑ in case there is a ‑‑ maybe a confusion as to what this tool risk assessment is used for and what it is not used for.  It is unfortunately not used and shouldn't be used to try to answer the question that you are asking.

DR. ESPOSITO:  I respectfully disagree.  This is the data upon which you would need to rely for other models.

MS. LAPIERRE:  But you would need to build upon it dramatically.

DR. ESPOSITO:  We need dramatic improvement.

MS. WALLIS:  I see a hand from Dr. Clark and Ms. McLaughlin. 

A point of clarification? 

DR. CLARK:  I understand the response in terms of saying this tool is not to address the issues that I raised or that this is just a tool to assess whether there is any risk or not.  Well, you know, okay, say if that is the case, then what we are trying to get at ‑‑ let me ask you this.  What tool is used and who uses the tool to address the issues of who is exposed at the site from those particular risk sources that you identify?  Because the bottom line is that, you know, it comes down to who is really ‑‑ not only what is there, what is there and there is some potential risk of exposure to someone, be that the workers or the community.  So if this tool don't do that then what tool does do that and when is the tool that is going to assess the real risk to public health and safety going to be used, if you can tell me that? 

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you, Dr. Clark.

MS. LAPIERRE:  I would like to try to respond.  I guess, you know, the question is when is it employed and what is employed.  And what is employed if one were really looking at a population and wanting to understand are there particular ‑‑ and Dr. Brunner, you can obviously jump in here too ‑‑ you would want to actually do a more focused analysis of your actual population.  Okay.  When one does that, it is obviously a bigger broader question.  When it is appropriate from an environmental justice stand point is a very good question.  

There is a different tool, and it is using tools that are more epidemiological, population‑based studies, medical examinations, et cetera.  That is some of the primary differences between the tools that one should use if one were trying to really look at medical conditions and exposures and cause-and-effect, basically.

MS. WALLIS:  Ms. McLaughlin had her hand up, and she pointed to Dr. Brunner.

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  I do know that Dr. Brunner had his hand up.

MS. WALLIS:  Sorry, I missed that.  A comment from Dr. Brunner.

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  I did have a comment then.

DR. BRUNNER:  There are a couple of things I wanted to say.  I want to respond to what Henry Clark said.  I think what he said was important.  I am not quite sure how to formulate this, but this is an area in a community that has historically had a lot of health problems and a lot of issues.  And there has been a lot of injustice.  We're cleaning up and building a site on which there was segregated housing during the war to defend democracy.  

There was a lot that is toxic in this environment long before the chemicals came.  And I think we need to understand that.  And that has been an underlying theme in the CAG.  And I think we just need to put that out and acknowledge it.

MS. LAPIERRE:  Is that part of what Department of Public Health ‑‑ isn't that part of the role that they are playing in the ongoing public health assessment evaluations?

DR. BRUNNER:  I just wanted to put that out because that is obviously an important issue, and it is an important issue for all of us who live in this community or work around the health issues in this community.

MS. LAPIERRE:  I totally agree.  

DR. BRUNNER:  I want to get back to some of the concrete, here we are, risk assessment and the way that is done.  And there is always criticisms easily made of risk assessment.  Risk assessments, I tell people, is the only thing that make economics look like a science.  There are a lot of those issues.  I haven't read the risk assessment yet and I haven't even read your summary yet.  I have been away for a couple of weeks now, and I will do that.  But I was listening to what you said, and I am trying to grasp overall what the situation is.  

I was thinking in talking, earlier when we came into this, one of the reasons the Water Quality Control Board was involved ‑‑ and there was just sort of stuff going on that didn't meet any standards of any sort of modern practice.  When I listened to you, you had a number of issues around details and issues that should be put up.  You talked a lot about things that seemed to me in terms of presentation, ease of reading, risk communication issues, some, you know, criticisms that you were making in a collegial way back and forth.  Is this, overall, a reasonably good risk assessment?

MS. LAPIERRE:  I am wondering, I maybe don't need the microphone.  I guess I think that there are a couple of areas of uncertainty that really need further discussion like vapor intrusion and leaching of water.  To me those are the two biggest potential issues in the analysis right now.  I can't quite tell the significance of the gaps related to those two issues.  But I think that the document could have been written in a manner that would make it easier to reach conclusions about the overall adequacy of it.  But, you know, I guess bottom line, I think it is a reasonable risk assessment.  I think it needs improvement.  I think it needs revision.  And I think there are certain areas that have some potentially ‑‑ as I mentioned, the leaching of the VOC issues to be really significant.  But I don't think it is way off the mark.  Let's put it that way.  

There is a lot of data that has been collected and it is pretty reasonable and pretty consistent with standards how the approach was done with a lot of additional information, as I said, that I think is needed to make it a better, stronger document.

MS. WALLIS:  Ms. McLaughlin, Ms. Padgett and Dr. Esposito requested that we wrap up this section.  Ms. McLaughlin? 

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  This is just in very, very strong support of what Henry Clark has said.  And to kind of address the issue of this being used ‑‑ this being a tool of one of nature versus Mother Nature.  And my concern is that this health risk assessment as a tool can be used to justify a lack of giving attention to what has been at the heart of the health issue of environmental justice and that communities have been ignored and not given that attention for decades.  

So my concern is that that issue of environmental justice be factored into such a risk assessment going forward simply because of the fact that that has been a problem all along that that hasn't been factored in.

MS. LAPIERRE:  And you know, I completely agree with you.  It never is factored into it.  When risk assessments are done it doesn't matter what community it is in, what is the specific health status of the people there.  It is just not taken into account.  I think there are a lot of improvements in the process that would help, and this is definitely one.

MS. WALLIS:  Ms. Padgett? 

MS. PADGETT:  One of the things I would like to say with regard to Henry's comments as well as Dr. Brunner's comments, is that it should be motivation for all of us to continue to work with our legislatures to pressure our different agencies to bring about change in the tools that they use.  I am struck by the four years experience that I have had in this process in the apologetic nature of the toxicologists and all of the other scientists who work for these agencies as they go through the reports and they say, "We're so sorry.  We understand that there is probably an impact that we cannot define or put on paper because we don't have the tools.  We are using what we are told we must use based on scientific methods and some other rationale that they give us."  But I think it really should be ‑‑ we should be mindful that the work we do with our legislators is important as well to make sure that they hear from us about this issue.  We aren't satisfied with the result because we know that it is not complete.  

I want to make two other comments.  With regard to this health risk assessment being divided up into six areas, we want to be sure that everyone understands that those six areas relate to the upland portion of this site and that there are four other areas south of the biologically‑active permeable barrier and southeast of the biologically‑active permeable barrier not covered by the risk assessment.  There are other areas to the site that have not been evaluated, and this doesn't cover the entire site. 

And finally I am going to say something about the Toxics Committee position and my own.  And that is the disappointment that DTSC did not require that the risk assessment include, in addition to the human, a full analysis of the ecological receptors.  So when Adrienne answered Dr. Brunner's question about whether this is an adequate report, I would hope that she would add in there that it was not adequate with regard to the ecological receptors, the birds, the bees, the flowers and the trees, they were not covered in this report.  So while we have populations that are affected in this community, we also have an ecology that is affected, especially the sensitive ecology along the San Francisco Bay.

MS. WALLIS:  Conclusion? 

DR. ESPOSITO:  I think we need a five‑minute break for all of the off‑site receptors in the room and we will resume with the public comment.  Thank you.

MS. WALLIS:  Technically it is supposed to be a ten‑minute break, but I would like to second the five‑minute reduction.  And we will resume at 8:45 for the public comment.  Thank you.  

(Recess)

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you for coming back from the break so quickly.  And I do apologize for the failing batteries on both of our mics.  They come and go.  If for some reason the microphone fails you at any point, please just speak up nice and loudly for the benefit of the group.  

We are moving now into our public comment period, and I just want to remind anyone from the public who would like to speak to please identify yourself for Ms. Broadwell, the transcriptionist.  If you can really try to limit comments and questions to two minutes and a show of hands, please.  Anyone who would like to make a comment?

DR. RABOVSKY:  I just wanted to address a couple of items.  I am Jean Rabovsky.  Just a few comments.  First on the chemicals of potential concern.  I would like to really emphasize that concern that you have.  The risk, of any chemical or any radionuclide, is going to deal with the dose and the potency.  So to omit any kind of toxin or any chemical at the beginning of a process because of its frequency, really omits important information.  That information should all be presented and then, if at the end there is a conclusion, you know, there really is no need to carry it further, okay.  But it has to be included at the beginning.  You made a statement somewhere, and I think I understood you correctly, that during this ecological risk assessment or the lack of it, a comment exists in the health risk assessment that terrestial receptors were not being included because there would be development of the area and there would be a loss of habitat to any terrestial receptor.  Am I correct in hearing that?  If I am correct I think we should all be very concerned.  That implies a decision has been made about development and the kind of development and the extent of the development with no public input.  If I misunderstood it ‑‑

MS. LAPIERRE:  It was a footnote in the figure. 

DR. RABOVSKY:  I don't care where it was.  It was there.  I'm sorry that the Mayor has left, but I really want to indicate that to anybody ‑‑ I think the City of Richmond should be aware of that.  That would be a concern to me.  There are all kinds of development.  You can have a huge factory.  You could have a park.  It depends on what you want to do. 

Regarding the issue of environmental justice, risk assessment is not a static process.  It evolves.  If you go over some of the earlier risk assessments from the 1970s, 1950s, 1900s, you see all of the changes that have taken place including what is taking place now ‑‑ so the fact that there may not be a way to incorporate environmental justice issues into risk assessment as of ten days ago does not mean that there are not ways to incorporate it now.  

And if there are not ways to incorporate it in a quantitative way, then ways can be found to take environmental justice issues into any kind of health assessment for a community.  So it should be a very important part of any human health risk assessment.  I don't know ‑‑ I don't have the actual suggestion, but it should be there.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you.  Other public comments or questions?  

MR. RODASON:  Hi.  I'm Jason Rodason with Tetratech.  I want to clarify a misstatement made last month about a location.  I was summarizing where the soil went to.  I believe I said "Kellerman."  There is no such place.  It went to Keller Canyon, and it was disposed of as nonhazardous.  If there is a Kellerman out there, I don't know where it is, but it went to Keller Canyon.

MS. LAPIERRE:  We thought you were paying a lot.

DR. CLARK:  I raised the point there is a Kellerman City up in central California, a Latino community which I have a long extensive relationship with.  There is a hazardous waste landfill there.  So it was said that it was took to Kettleman City.  That's why I raised the question.  Why would you take non‑hazardous waste to a landfill?  The guy says that was a confusion.

MS. WALLIS:  Other public comment questions?  Dr. Esposito? 

DR. ESPOSITO:  I think now we have the Mayor back with us, I would like to quote what Jean Rabovsky said about the lack of terrestial receptor consideration in the HRA.  And that means that the decision has already been taken with respect to the kind of development that will occur, that is, there will be no terrestial organisms present when the development is completed.  That has an implication that a decision has been taken.  Perhaps the City of Richmond would like to look into that.

MS. WALLIS:  Yes.  Another public comment or question.  Please identify yourself.  

MS. BEGIN:  Claudette Begin from CUE.  I spoke earlier.  I wanted to speak about the health assessment and the impact to actual community health human beings as opposed to theoretical human beings.  The health assessment that was previously reported on regarding the Richmond Field Station Current Conditions Report assumed that, as I understand it, that it was for a current conditions based on what you said, which is complete.  So I don't know whether the health assessment will be revised, but it didn't take into consideration any of the previous contamination to the human receptors at the Richmond Field Station, which was a big frustration for those of us hearing this report and especially to the people who did have health repercussions.  So this is already happened in the purview of this CAG, et cetera, that it is assumed that everything is a blank slate, presumably all brand‑new employees at the Richmond Field Station, none of whom lived through the bad cleanup and had immune health problems and cancer, the more serious issues that would impact their health.  

And if they continue to work, as opposed to dying or being medically separated or moving to another position, to another employer for their health and mental health, physical and mental health, you know, there are people that were there.  So the health assessment doesn't take into account any of that.  So I just wanted to put it on the record.  I don't know that it will make any impact.  I wasn't the only one that felt this way.  It is like this health assessment feels like it is from another planet.  However, it is not a joke because there are real human receptors who take this health assessment at face value and lead their lives accordingly, not according to the reality that should be expressed.

MS. WALLIS:  Other comments or questions from the public?  As a group you did decide to go a little further.  We have only two more brief items left on the agenda.  We may not need to go to 9:15, but we will see.  We are at about 8:55, committee updates.  I want to see if the Nominations Committee would like to say anything.  I am seeing a shake of the head from Ms. Graves.

MS. GRAVES:  Tarnel is going to do it.  And please speak up nice and loudly.

MS. ABBOTT:  The Nominations Committee met.  That was Pablo and Gayle and myself.  And we have two candidates, two people who applied to the CAG that we would like to recommend for CAG membership.  However, neither one of them was available to attend today's meeting due to prior commitments.  

But we would like to go ahead and announce their names.  And the first one is Andrew Mayes, who would represent the Marina Bay area.  He is a resident of that neighborhood.  He is an active community member, and we think he would be an asset and help to inform the neighbors.  He also has a keen interest in flora and fauna of the affected sites.  The other ‑‑

MS. PADGETT:  Before we go further, Andrew is at the back of the room.  I would like to introduce him.

MS. ABBOTT:  Would you stand up?  

MR. MAYES:  I am Andrew Mayes.  I live in the Marina Bay promentory development.  I overlook Zeneca, the marsh, the Shoreline trail from my bedroom window frequently.  I am a landscape architect, and I work as a landscape architect planner for master‑planned communities and various other things.  I do have a real strong background in environmentalism and flora and fauna.  That is what my background is.  I was unavailable last night.

MS. ABBOTT:  I am sorry for the confusion.  Well, thank you for being here tonight.  So I guess maybe what we should do is invite the CAG to vote on this candidate.  Is it the pleasure of the group to proceed with the vote at this time on this particular candidate?

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  I will move the nomination of Andrew Mayes.  We do have an opening for the Marina Bay slot.  And I think ‑‑ 

MR. DOTSON:  Is there a second?  

MR. THOMPSON:  Second.  

MR. DOTSON:  Any discussion?  All those in favor?  Opposed?  Motion passes. 

MS. ABBOTT:  Come on up.  Grab yourself a chair.  Welcome aboard.  And I am really sorry about being rude right there.

MS. PADGETT:  Sorry for interrupting.

MS. ABBOTT:  I am glad you did.  Okay.  The other person that we would like to recommend to the CAG is not here.  She had a prior commitment.  Her name is Suzanne Shukuru Sanders, known as Shukuru to most people.  And she could fit in the category of representing a citizen civic group which we have an opening in.  She belongs to a number of various health advocacy organizations.  And she works as a nurse at Kaiser Richmond.  And she is a ‑‑ I don't know if the group wants to go ahead at this point and vote for her or you want to wait until you meet her.  She couldn't be here tonight. 

DR. CLARK:  Where does she live?

MS. ABBOTT:  Richmond, northeast. 

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  She is a member of the Richmond RECLA Sister City Committee in Richmond here that we have and many other health‑related civic groups.  So she has a keen interest in supporting public health and citizen advocacy.  

MS. GRAVES:  I will make a motion to approve her joining the CAG unless anybody has a problem with that.

DR. ESPOSITO:  Second.  

MR. DOTSON:  Any discussion?  All those in favor?  Opposed?  The motion passes. 

MS. ABBOTT:  Very good.  Thank you.  And we will let ‑‑ 

MR. DOTSON:  How many more seats are open? 

MS. ABBOTT:  I did not have time to check my e‑mail today. 

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  I am thinking three or four.  Pablo is the chair.  It is either three or four more.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you for the report from the Nominations Committee.  And do we have something from the Executive Committee?  

MS. GRAVES:  I do.  Does anyone else?  I'll try to speak up, Joanna.  I wanted to let the CAG know that I received a call yesterday from JoAnn Tillman who told me she would not be here tonight and actually she will not ‑‑ she is not planning to attend a CAG meeting until, at the earliest, April.  I asked her if there was anything else she wanted me to pass on to the CAG.  And she said no.  I asked her then for a good way for us to reach her should we need to reach her because we have had trouble reaching her.  And she gave me a phone number which happens to be the same phone number we have had all this time which she doesn't respond to.  And we leave messages, and she never calls back.  So we still have an open issue to whether or not we are going to wait until April to see if she shows up.  It has been as of a total, I believe, of eight consecutive meetings that she has missed.  Ten, I am sorry.  Ten consecutive meetings that she has missed.  So I ‑‑ there is some ‑‑ it is possible ‑‑ I think we should consider having the Nominations Committee consider whether this new news makes a difference.  At the last meeting we said that at this meeting we were going to vote on her membership.  Maybe we should have a brief discussion as to whether we make a motion.  

MR. DOTSON:  Did she say why she was not going to be here? 

MS. GRAVES:  No. I asked if she had any other information to pass on to the CAG and she said “No”.

DR. CLARK:  There is no change so why wait until April? 

MS. GRAVES:  Correct.  

DR. CLARK:  That is April Fool's Day.  

MS. GRAVES:  I was more concerned that she really didn't give us a way of contacting her.  So I just ‑‑ I mean, are we going to ‑‑ we were originally going to take a vote, or at least have a motion tonight, as to voting whether her membership should be terminated.  We could still do that, or do we want to pass this back to the Nominations Committee one more time to see if the new news makes any difference to the recommendation they gave us last time? 

DR. ESPOSITO:  I would like to make a motion we send this back to the Nominations Committee for them to consider and present the motion at the next meeting.  

MS. MORRIS:  The bylaws say...

MS. PADGETT:  Sounds like it is open for discussion. 

MS. MORRIS:  I thought the bylaws say four consecutive meetings.  If you miss four executive meetings.  So I don't know that we need to vote. 

MS. DODGE:  I don't understand why we are continuing this.  It's unclear to me.  

MS. MORRIS:  It says four consecutive meetings.  

MS. DODGE:  That is in the bylaws.  

MS. MORRIS:  I don't think we need to vote.  I think the bylaws address that.  

MR. DURAN:  I think we may. 

MS. GRAVES:  It is four consecutive meetings.  It doesn't say they are necessarily terminated.  

DR. CLARK:  Well, you know, my concern is that I really like Ms. Tillman, but my concern is that, you know, we need to be really fair across the board for everyone, you know.  I mean, I could understand certain situations for justification, but I am not really hearing any type of explanations or justifications for, you know, any abstentions or absences or whatever.  So, you know, if we start ‑‑ you know, if we don't apply the same yardstick to everyone, we are going to be in trouble.  That was my concern.  And I think everybody here, you know, we just need to be aware that whatever we do for one we need to do for others.  So if it is not consistent with our bylaws we need to stick to those.  We don't want to throw them out the window.

DR. ESPOSITO:  I withdraw the motion.

MS. GRAVES:  Is the CAG ready to vote on JoAnn's membership as to whether she be terminated as of tonight?  

MR. DOTSON:  I think we should have some kind of discussion with her as to why. 

MS. GRAVES:  We tried to reach her.  

MR. DOTSON:  You talked to her?  

MS. GRAVES:  Yes.  But I did not feel I was authorized to have a discussion one on one with her.  She called me.  I was very surprised to hear from her.  She said she had been trying to reach you and hadn't been able to.  

MR. DOTSON:  I haven’t talked with her.  I mean, she's called me a couple of times.  I haven't had a chance to get back to her.  I didn't have a discussion.

MS. GRAVES:  She is not responding to us.

MS. WALLIS:  We are approaching the 9:15 termination time for the meeting.  So I would like to ‑‑

MS. GRAVES:  Do we have a motion to extend this for another five minutes?  

MR. DOTSON:  Motion to extend the meeting for five minutes.  All those in favor?  Opposed?  Motion passes.

MS. WALLIS:  The meeting will go to 9:20.  

MR. DOTSON:  I would like to see the Nominations Committee somehow push the point with her to determine what it is.  She called you, so she must have an interest, but maybe she does not have an interest and is playing games.  But I think we need to really flush that out.  And I can try to call her and have her make contact with the Nominations Committee, or the Nominations Committee could attempt to call her and leave a message.

MS. PADGETT:  We need an address for her.  We have sent mail to her asking for all of the these things that you are going to ask her for on the phone, the information.  And it has come back to the CAG as ‑‑

MS. GRAVES:  “Vacant”, and the other one was a Post Office box, and it's been closed. 

MS. PADGETT:  So we need a physical address to be able to mail things to her and some kind of response on the telephone to messages that have been left for her.  None of it has been responded to over the last six months.

MS. WALLIS:  There are two hands up.  Dr. Brunner and Ms. Abbott.  

DR. BRUNNER:  Seems like we have other vacancies.  I don't see why we can't vote her off the CAG and invite her to reapply.  And when she is ready to participate we can consider her application. 

MS. ABBOTT:  Pablo, as far as I know, did try to contact her.  So I don't know why we would resist that.

MS. PADGETT:  I don't know if Dr. Brunner was proposing that it is a motion to have the CAG vote on discontinuing her membership.  There is always that option to reconsider.  

DR. BRUNNER:  I offered that when she was interested, that she reapply when she is ready.

MS. GRAVES:  I will second that as a motion.  

MR. DOTSON:  We have a motion on the floor.  The motion is seconded.  Any discussion?  All those in favor?  Opposed?  Motion passes.

MS. WALLIS:  Does that conclude the business of the Executive Committee?

MS. PADGETT:  We had a meeting with Cherokee regarding funding of the consultants going forward in 2008.  We also discussed the Memorandum of Agreement; what is working, where we could have improvements.  Cherokee is going back and looking at that funding request.  There is going to be more discussion as we iron out some details, and we will have more to report in the near term.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you.  I saw Ms. McLaughlin's hand, and I had a request earlier that Dr. Rabovsky make a comment from the audience. 

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  Right before the meeting ends, I have a quick announcement.

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you.  We are not at the end of the meeting.  We still have wrap‑up and approval of the minutes.  So if that is it for the Executive Committee, I will defer to Dr. Rabovsky.

DR. RABOVSKY:  I'll do this quickly.  I know you want to get out of here.  I was asked to make some comments on the specific point on the RAW, draft RAW for PCB/VOC for Lot One area.  To cut to the chase, I disagree with the conclusion that the TOSCA standard of 1 milligram of PCBs per kiligram of soil is health protective.  There is an awful lot ‑‑ DTSC has received my comments by the due date, and I think there may be a copy of my comments somewhere.  There are a number of ‑‑ this is very important because the conclusion, I think, is that if the soil is excavated perhaps so that does not exceed 1 milligram per kilogram of soil, everything will be okay.  And it is based on health risk.  I disagree with the conclusion.  There are a number of issues, and they are really five points.  I am trying to do this so quickly now.  

MR. DOTSON:  Take your time. 

DR. RABOVSKY:  The five general topics are the omission for certain exposure pathways for onsite receptors, the omission of off‑site receptors in the analysis.  The omission of a child as an independent receptor, the calculation of a risk‑based remediation goal and the availabability of other standards and recommended exposure levels for PCBs.  

We have been talking a lot about different onset receptors.  Basically there are some exposure pathways that have been omitted.  I think that they should be included.  These include an inhalation pathway for PCB‑laden particulate matter and the ingestion and dermal contact pathways for soil for any onsite receptor, residential or commercial and industrial.  

Airborne particulates as we just mentioned, they will move, particularly if you are below 10 microns you will get that into the alveolar region of the lung, and what will happen from there depends on a number of factors.  Off‑site receptors have been totally omitted from the discussion.  I think there has been a lot of discussion on that, and I am not going to go further.    

The child as independent receptor, there is in a footnote a justification for that omission, the omission of the child receptor for the non‑cancer analysis.  That may actually be okay, but there is no justification, there are no objective criteria that are given.  It is based on the experience of the risk assessor who is writing this document or the group of assessors writing the document.  

We need more objective criteria rather than a poorly‑described experience.  It turns out there are actually other standards and recommended exposure levels, or actually even risk‑based ‑‑ health‑based remediation goals that can be used for PCBs.  And in most cases those values are less than 1 milligram per kilogram of soil.  

So it is not apparent to me, as I read this document, why there is an insistence on using a 1 milligram per kilogram of soil when there are more health‑protective values there.  And I am thinking now in terms of the preliminary remediation goals and the California ‑‑ which will be called the chisels.  I am going so fast that I can't recall everything here because I know you want to all get out of here.  At the very end of the document or near the end of the document, in order to determine that this value of 1 milligram per kilogram of soil which is actually a standard ‑‑ it is the USEPA Toxic Substances Control Act standard.  It's been around for a long time.  

In order to determine that that is, in fact, a health‑protective number, there is an analysis that the assessors go through, and they look for numbers to compare high or low and come out with the conclusion that I just gave you or that I am presenting to you that was presented in the document.  But, again, I feel that because of the omission of many kinds of receptors and all of the other reasons I just gave, that that conclusion is not justified.  And I think more work has to be done.  

Now, in summary, I feel that not only does more work have to be done, but I think it is apparent when you come to deal with PCBs, there are so many issues that need resolution, that really, let's step back a little bit and think.  What are we here for?  We are here to protect all of the exposed populations at this site.  Now, if there is a technology that is available that can bring that soil level down to below 1 milligram per kilogram of soil, why do we have to sit and haggle about this ‑‑ is it health‑protective or not health‑protective, do it and get it over with and just protect everybody.  Use the best available technology to bring the soil level down to what will protect the public health of this total community.  

I have some other things here to say, but it is really much too late.  I see people want to get out of here.  But I have a lot of details that were in my letter to DTSC during the comment period.  I am sure that must be a public document if it is in DTSC.  If anyone is interested in those details we can figure out a way to get it to you.  Thank you for your time and patience. 

MS. WALLIS:  Thank you, Dr. Rabovsky. In the last two minutes of the meeting we will move to the approval of the meeting minutes, and not forget Ms. McLaughlin's announcement.  

MS. GRAVES:  I handed out last month's meeting minutes to the people who usually get hard copies.  I believe, at the pleasure of the CAG, I would like to make a motion to approve those minutes.

DR. CLARK:  Second.  

MR. DOTSON:  All those in favor?  Opposed?  Motion passes.

MS. WALLIS:  Ms. McLaughlin had an announcement. 

MAYOR MCLAUGHLIN:  I just want to announce that at the January 22nd City Council meeting I will be presenting the Martin Luther King Junior Leadership and Service Award for 2008.  And I am going to be honoring various groups, community groups, that have worked toward peace and justice.  And one of the groups that I will be honoring is the Southeast Shoreline Community Advisory Group.  And I will be doing it in honor of Ethel Dotson post‑humously, awarding it to her and her son, Karathi Hartman.  I am going to be contacting him and hopefully he will be able to receive that award, but the award is truly to all of us on the CAG, but in particular to Ethel. 

MS. WALLIS:  One last announcement.  Our next meeting will be the second Thursday of February, which is Valentine's Day.  And it will be in this location at the same time.  

MR. DOTSON:  The meeting is adjourned.
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