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Noriko Kawamoto, BNI
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Mike Radecki, RPM, welcomed the attendees and called the meeting to order. The
objective of the meeting was to discuss with the Agencies the strategy for completing the
West Basin Ri. The project had been shut down for several months due to a lack of
funding, and had been re-started a few days earlier. Therefore, an aggressive schedule
will be followed in order to make up for lost time.

Orner Kadaster provided the status of preparing responses to the Agencies' general
comments. All of the comments are scheduled to be responded to by the end of
December, reviewed by mid-January, and subsequently transmitted to the Agencies, who
will have a 1 month review period,
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The DON and BNI have also begun respondingto the joint Agency comments dated
August5, 1996; the additionalanalysesrequestedinthejointcommentswill be conducted
concurrer_tlywiththe Agencyreviewof responsesto generalcomments. A workshopwith
the Agencies is scheduledfor March1997 to discussthe responsesto general comments
and the findingsof the additionalanalyses in responseto thejoint Agencycomments.

Ms. Sullivanremarkedthat she would require a couple of weeks to reviewthe resultsof
the additionalanalysesprior to the workshop,and therefore requestedthat the workshop
be held in mid-March. Mr. Radecki respondedthat the DON has no problemprovidingthe
Agencieswith reviewtime,but reiteratedthat delayswouldneed to be reducedin order to
maintain an aggressiveschedule, ",Mr.Hausladen stated that Site 7 RI is a sensitive
projectbecause of the pending lawsuit,and thereforethe Agencies musthave adequate
review time. Ms, Sullivan suggested informalexchanges with the Agencies prior to
submittingformal responses;this approach has worked at other sites. Mr. Christopher
notifiedthe attendeesthat he would not be available05 March 1997 through 14 March
1997.

Mr. Kadaster remindedthe attendees that some of the general comments have been
superseded by the joint Agency comments, and therefore the response to general
commentreview shouldbe easier than originallyperceived. It may be possibleto reveal
the resultsof the additionalanalysesto the Agenciespriorto a formalwrittendocument.

Mr. Christophersuggestedaimingfor a 24 February 1997 workshop. Mr. Radecki replied
that the analyses would not be completedand reviewedby then. Mr. Christopherthen
suggesteda writtenfindingssubmittalby 28 February 1997, and therefore the Agencies,
includinghimself, would have adequate time for review prior to a mid-Marchworkshop.
He also suggestedregularlyscheduledtechnicalworkshopsthroughthe completionof the
project. Mr. Radecki repliedthat suchan approachmay not be efficient,giventhe stages
of completionof variousprojectphases.

Mr. Hausladen requested clarificationof the meaning of reanalysis; did this mean
resampling? Mr. Radecki respondedthat no resamplingwouldbe conducted. Pursuantto
the jointAgencycomments,a significantamountof additionalcalculations,usingalready
existingvalidateddata wouldneedto be conducted.

The meeting topic then turned back to the approach to be taken for the additional
analyses. Mr. Kadasterasked if the 05 August 1996 joint Agency memorandumwas a
final copy. Ms. Sullivanrespondedthat it was the finalversion.

Mr. Kadaster began responding to the problems raised by the Agencies in the
05 August1996 jointcomments:

Problem 1: Navy's Recommendation for No Further Action

Chapter7 (Conclusions')and the ExecutiveSummarywill be revisitedand adjustedafter
the data have been manalyzed.
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Problem 2: Adequacy of the Work Plan

No responserequired.

Problem 3: Selection of Reference Stations

The DON and BNI will use the Agencies'Solution1, i.e., referencestation40010 data will
not be utilized,reference stations40018 and40032 datawill be pooledtogether.

Ms. Sullivan suggested checking with NRADD, concerningthe North Island sediment
project. NRADD did not pool their reference stationdata; test stationswere assignedto
reference stationsaccordingto grain size. Mr. Kadaster respondedthat BNI did review
grain size coverage of reference stationswith respect to West Basin stations. Stations
40010 and 40018 overlappedeach other in grain size ranges. Therefore, by removing
station40010 fromthe referencepool, the remainingstations40018 and 40032still cover
the entire West Basinwith respectto grainsize range (i.e., no West Basin stationslose
coverage with respect to grain size when station40010 is removedfrom the reference
pool).

Mr. Kadasteralso added that the DON/BN! proposenot to compare pier stationdata to
referencestationdata due to lack of projectreferencepier;the pier data will be analyzed
separately from the remainingWest Basin stations. Mr. Christopherand Ms. Sullivan
concurredwith thisapproach. Ms. Sullivanthenaskedhow BN! plannedon analyzingthe
pier data. Mr. Kadaster respondedthat BNI was currentlyreviewingthe literaturefor pier
data, aswell as planningto meetwithexpertswho mayhave experiencewith,and insights
into, marine habitats beneath piers. Mr. Christopher agreed to the lack of project
reference pier, and reiteratedthat it madesense to analyze the pier data separatelywith
respect to remediation, but wanted to make sure that this approach dove-tailedwith
POLBsfutureWest Basinuses. Mr. Radecki respondedthatthe approachwas consistent
withthe future uses of West Basin,and did notthinkthat the resultswould impactPOLB.
The pier data analysiswill clarifythe differencein environmentsbetween beneath piers
andopenwater areas.

Mr. KadastersuggestedcomparingPOLBdatawiththe West BasinRI data.

Ms. Velez requestedthe data analysisplan in writing. Mr. Kadasterexplainedthat the
minutesof this teleconferenceand the joint Agencycommentsmemowould act as the
workplan for the additionalanalyses.

Ms. Sullivanwas concernedif the referencechemistryand toxicitydata were suitablefor
comparisonto pier data. Mr. Christopherrespondedthat the piers have no reference.
Ms. Sullivan then stated that the Agenciesagreed there was no reference for the pier
benthic communitydata, but had not agreed upon the chemistryand toxicitydata. Mr.
Christophersaid that noneof the parametersfor piers matchthe non-pierdata.
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Mr. Radecki statedthat the DON and BNI would solicitexpert opinionson the beneath
pier benthiccommunity.

Ms. Sullivan warned to not leave the Agenciesout of the pier data analysis planning
stages,as this is a sensitivesubjectmatter and may be a potentialimpedimentto Agency
concurrence.

Mr. ChristophersuggestedcontactingShirley Birosikof RWQCB-LA, as she has worked
with other piers in the LA/LBHarborarea. Mr. Radeckistated that he was not aware of
Ms. Birosik'spier knowledge. Mr. Marley said he wouldcheck if Ms. Birosikhad any pier
data of use to the project. Ms. Sullivanwill also check with other NOAA staff for pier-
relateddata.

Mr. Christophersuggestedassessingthe piers accordingto a level of risk that RWQCB-
LA would deem acceptable.

Mr. Radeckireconfirmedthat the pier data wouldnot be includedin the West Basin data
set for purposesof comparisonwithreference data.

Problem 4: Defining and Using Sediment EvaluationZones (SEZs)

Mr. Kadaster explained that as part of exploringthe use of multiple parameters for
establishingSEZs, first, pier data will be separatedfrom the West Basin data set, and
then four separate typesof SEZs willbe defined(based on benthiccommunity,bioassay,
chemistry, and physical parameter clusteranalysis). The four types of SEZs will be
collectivelyevaluatedin interpretingthe findings.

Mr. Christopheragreed to this approach. Removingthe pier data will simplifythe SEZ
definitionprocess. Then, after the SEZs are redefinedfour differentways, he is sure a
data patternwill emerge.

Ms. SullivanrequestedBNI informallynotify the Agencies prior to reinterpretingthe new
SEZ data; this is a sensitivetopic. Mr. Kadasteragreed that SEZ interpretationcan be a
group effort Mr. Radecld suggested holding a workshop after the DON and BNI
reevaluate the data. He reminded the attendees that formal revisionof the R! report
wouldnotoccuruntilAprilor May, and thereforeall of the data reevaluationissuescan be
discussedat a workshop. Ms. Sullivanreinforcedthe importanceof keepingthe Agencies
informallynotified of sensitivedata interpretationTssuesas soon as possible to avoid
impedimentsto Agencyconcurrenceat a laterdate.

Problem S: The Benthic Community Analysis is Misapplied

Beneath-pierdata willbe analyzedseparatelyfromthe remainingWest Basinstationsand
reference stations. Expertopinionwill be solicited. In addition, any data obtained from
Ms. Birosikand Ms. Sullivanwillbe utilized.
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Mr. Radecki.statedthat benthiccommunityexpertswill be given a hypotheticalscenario
(i.e., sedimentationrates, amountof shellhash) and will be asked to proposea benthic
community,absent of contamination. The DONIBNI inclinationis that the beneath-pier
environmentis a naturaloccurrence,and that not all adverseeffects are attributableto
chemistryor the use of West Basinby the Navy. Benthiccommunityexpertswillprobably
be soughtfrom area universities;the Agenciesmay providetheir ownsuggestions.

Mr, McGinnis suggestedthat if natural recovery optionswere being considered, the
WASP EPA modelmaybe applicable. Mr. Kadaster requestedmore informationon such
modelsfromMr. McGinnis.

Mr. Christopher asked if the basic question being answered is whether there is an
adverse effect to the benthiccommunityunderthe piers. Mr. Radecki statedthe DON is
not comfortablewith the theory that effects are entirely due to contamination. Mr.
Kadasterexplained that the RI reportwilldefine the beneath pier environmentwith more
clarityto supportfindings(i.e., the use of colorphotographstaken by the divers used to
collect beneath pier sediment).

Conclusion

In concludingthe discussiononthe responseto the jointAgencycomments,Mr. Kadaster
proposedthatthe minutesof today'smeetingcombinedwiththejointAgencymemowould
provide as guidance for the additionaldata analysis. He also restated the schedule
regardingresponsesto the generalandjointAgencycomments. In addition, Mr. Radecki
pledged to submitthe revised projectscheduleto the Agencies along with the meeting
minutes.

Ms. Sullivan wanted to know when the Agencies would next"hear from the DON,
especiallywith respect to the pier data analysis,at the March workshop? Mr. Radecki
respondedthat the exact approachto the pier data analysiscannot be currentlystated
untilfurtherpier informationis madeavailable. At that time,the DON and BNI will submit
a pier data analysisplanto theAgenciesfor approval.

Mr. Gutierrez announcedthat Michael Lyonshas replaced Ms. Birosikas RWQCB-LA
representativeon the West Basin project, and that Patty Velez has replaced Michael
Martin as CaliforniaDepartmentof FishandGame representativeon the project.

Mr. Kadasterrequestedclosureon remainingdataqualityissues,especiallywith regard to
tributyltin (TBT):

Mr. McGinnisstated that he had receivedthe SOPs requestedfrom the DON and BNI.
His general commentwasthat the vastmajorityof the data was good andthat "J"qualified
data is usable, althoughitcarriessomedegreeof uncertainty. He had not seen the TBT
holdingtime analysisresultsfrom the CTO-037 project.

Mr. Hausladenstatedthatthe Site 7 TBT data is unacceptableand thereforenoTBT data
exists. Mr. Radeckicounteredthat EPA agreed to reevaluate the TBT data basedon new
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information (e.g., laboratory arrival temperature readings, EPA organic data quality
guidelines, SOPs). After reviewingthe TBT SOP, the percent recovery limits were no
longer of concern. However,Mr. McGinnisstatedthat holdingtimes, arrival temperature
readings of 15°C to 20°C, and blank contaminationare still outstandingissues for TBT
even after evaluating the additional requested information. Mr. Radecki agreed, but
stated that, to the DON's understanding,the evaluation of the additional information
resultedin someacceptableTBT data, whereaspriorto the additionalinformationnoTBT
data were acceptable. Mr. Hausladenrespondedthat EPA wouldgeneratea letter to the
DON (in cooperationwithWeston) summarizingTBT and generaldata acceptabilityvia a
summarytable of findings. Mr. Radeckistated the importanceof closingthe data quality
issue,especiallywith respectto determiningif the remainingdata set is sufficient.

Mr. Hausladen reinforced EPA support for clearing up sensitive issues early with the
DON, by means of weekly conference calls, etc. Ms. Sullivanacknowledgedthe DON's
time constraints. Mr. Kadaster reiterated that today's meeting minutes and the
05 August1996 joint Agency memowill provideas guidancefor completingthe West
Basin RI.

Mr. Radeckibroughtthe meetingto a closeWitha shortdiscussionregardingthe potential
lawsuitby Don May. He stressedthe need to moveforwardon Site 7 closure,and not to
allow one person's personalagenda side trackthe overall effort. He complimentedthe
performanceof the Agenciesup to thispointin the project,and asked that they notdoubt
the workthis team (DON, BNI, Agencies)has alreadycompleted. The DON has not been
able to specificallyindicatecurrentserioustechnicalerrorsin the Site 7 RI process. The
DON has readily acP,nowledgedand correctedany mistakesthat have inadvertentlybeen
made.

Action Items:

Responsible Completion
Item No. Subject Person Date

1 SummaryTable of TBT Validation Mr. Hausladen/ 19 December 96
Resultsby EPA/Weston Dr. McGinnis

2 Informationon naturalrecovery Dr. McGinnis 19 December96
modelsandbeneath-pier
depositionmodels

3 Data on beneath-piersediments Mr. Marley 19 December96
from Ms. Birosik

4 Data on beneath-piersediments Ms. Sullivan 19 December96
from NOAA
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