MEETING SUMMARY�PRIVATE ��





MTCA Policy Advisory Committee


August 6, 1996


10:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.


Marsh & McClennan Building, Second Floor Conference Room


Seattle, Washington





PURPOSE OF MEETING





	To hold the seventeenth Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting, and conduct business in accordance with ESHB 1810, the "MTCA Study Bill."





The following summary generally follows the agenda that was used at the PAC meeting.  Events at the meeting are described; key decisions have an asterisk preceding them; action items are noted; and continuing or unfinished business is highlighted.  PAC members are identified by (PAC), members of the public by (Public), and Ecology staff by (Ecology) after their names.  This summary is to serve as a working tool for the PAC and an informational item for interested parties; it is not a transcript, nor is it minutes of the proceedings.





The main objectives for the August 6 meeting were to reach issue resolution on site-specific risk assessment, ecological risk assessment, dispute resolution, independent cleanup quality control, and technical assistance; discuss potential issue resolutions for public participation, cleanup action levels, remedy cost and permanence; hear status reports on the  sediment cleanup program, the Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) interim policy, pilot sites, the TPH Policy Oversight Group, and contract support for PAC activities.





AGENDA OVERVIEW





The meeting was convened by Dan Ballbach, Presiding Officer of the Committee.  Eighteen of twenty-two members were in attendance; two members were represented by alternates.  A list of meeting attendees is attached.





Pat Serie, meeting facilitator, provided an overview of the meeting agenda and described expected outcomes for each section.  





PRESIDING OFFICER'S REPORT





Dan Ballbach made the following announcements:





The PAC continues to make progress on the priority issues as identified in the report sent to the Legislature in December 1995.  Subcommittee chairs should tell Dan now if there are issues that do not appear to be resolvable within the PAC’s tenure. 





Dan thanked the PAC members who have started writing issue resolution materials for priority issues.  He reminded the PAC that this initiative needs to be taken by all members, especially if an issue they are concerned about is not currently being brought forward to the PAC.





As issue resolution proposals are brought before the PAC, it would be ideal if statutory, regulatory, and policy language were suggested for every recommendation.  However, as the PAC reaches the end of its term, some policy recommendations will have to made without language due to the lack of time.  In these cases, the PAC will need to trust Ecology will write the language.  Mary Burg (PAC) asked that recommendations be specific so that as much guidance as possible is given to the agency.  She committed to carrying recommendations forward, but reminded members that legislative and public rulemaking processes required by law still must take place.  Rod Brown (PAC) stated that while Ecology does have to respond to public comments on the recommendations made by the PAC, being as specific as possible will result in greater consensus when recommendations are implemented. Mary agreed and stated that if public comments are inconsistent with a recommendation, Ecology would consult with PAC members to ensure that their opinions are still being included in the process.





Dan expressed appreciation for the openness of PAC members as difficult issues are decided upon.  With a continuation of this candor, the PAC process will be successful.





Dan asked Jerry Smedes to report on the small business workshops held to discuss the PAC’s activities.  Jerry reported that the major concern expressed focused on dispute resolution, but other areas of interest were Brownfields, incentives for small businesses to perform cleanups, and the sales tax policy.  A report from Jerry was distributed to the PAC (attached).





SITE-SPECIFIC  RISK ASSESSMENT





Julie Wilson (PAC) reported on the discussions that have taken place in the Risk Assessment Subcommittee concerning site-specific risk assessment.  A memo was distributed to the PAC (attached) concerning the site-specific risk assessment issues on which Julie is suggesting preliminary recommendations.  Julie asked for the PAC’s comments and reactions to the recommendations.  The first issue discussed by the PAC was whether site-specific risk assessment should be restricted to certain sites.  Julie’s recommendation was that site-specific risk assessment could be conducted on all types of  sites as long as it did not delay remedy implementation.  





Rod Brown (PAC) expressed concern that site-specific risk assessments could be conducted on independent cleanups where there is no Ecology oversight or public involvement.  Jerry Smedes (PAC) suggested that the public could review risk assessments in conjunction with Ecology when a No Further Action (NFA) letter was requested.  Mary Burg (PAC) expressed her interest in a clear definition of what site-specific risk assessment would entail. Mike Sciacca (PAC) stated that he would like to see site-specific risk assessment used during both formal and independent cleanups and that public and agency review of the process concerns should be addressed in the recommendation.





Julie Wilson (PAC) explained that there was concern at the subcommittee level that site-specific risk assessment could be used as a delay tactic at some sites.  Laurie Valeriano reiterated with this concern, saying that if a timeline for cleanup has already been established, there should be penalties if a site decides to redo the risk assessment using site-specific information, thus delaying remedy implementation.  Mary stated that if a remedy has been selected and there is a schedule for implementing it, Ecology is usually not interested in renegotiating the schedule so that a new risk assessment can be performed.  Kevin Godbout (PAC) stated that while the PAC’s goal is to make implementation more swift, it is difficult to build a process that ensures that no delays will occur.  Timelines are defined in Ecology orders and consent decrees, and some include penalties for delay.





Rod expressed concern about the definition of “adequate” in the proposed recommendation for rule language or guidance.  He would like the guidance to specifically mention standardized protocols so that site-specific risk assessments are done a certain way with public and agency involvement.  Laurie mentioned that Jim White’s white paper discussing constraints on site-specific risk assessment recommends that the assessments should not occur where people are being exposed to site-related contaminants and there is an ongoing health hazard.  Jim White (PAC) stated that while this is true, the Washington Department of Health does not want to delay sites that have been listed for 4-5 years and he would not change the recommendation by the subcommittee.  Mary reminded the PAC that it might not be possible to implement every recommendation made by the PAC at sites which are ongoing due to the fact that it would delay the process. 





Dan suggested that the recommendation be changed to:  “Site-specific risk assessment may not be conducted on a site where the risk assessment could further delay remedy implementation.  Otherwise, sites should not be restricted from using site-specific risk assessment based on their size, complexity, or legal status.  Adequate rule language or guidance should be developed to allow site-specific risk assessments to be conducted for sites undergoing independent cleanups, including established protocols for site-specific risk assessments and appropriate agency and public participation.”  *This recommendation had broad support from the PAC with one abstention by Laurie Valeriano who wanted more time to consider the proposal.





The PAC discussed next the issue of where in the MTCA process site-specific risk assessment and consideration of its results and implications should be allowed.  Julie reported that while risk assessments are currently used in certain situations to set cleanup levels, the results are also used to set cleanup action levels which are not referred to in the law.  The recommendation from the subcommittee includes using site-specific risk assessment to set cleanup action levels and in remedy selection.  Mary asked Julie to clarify what “burden of proof” would be required for using site-specific risk assessment to set cleanup levels.  Julie suggested that a statistical test could be used to demonstrate that there were adequate data available to make such a decision.  





Kevin expressed his opinion that site-specific results should be used throughout the process, including cleanup levels.  Rod remarked that as presently written, MTCA allows site-specific factors in determining cleanup levels, however, the question remains how much site-specific information influences each decision.  Exposure pathways and future land use decisions are not always based on hard science and the recommendation should not be written so that it is assumed othewise.  Rod also expressed his overall concern that while these recommendations are being made, the site-specific risk assessment process has not been defined, and thus some of the consequences of the recommendations are not known.  





Taryn suggested that the examples used in the recommendation be eliminated so as not to confuse the recommendation with the current situation. Sharon Metcalf (PAC) suggested that people are hesitant because site-specific risk assessment and cleanup action levels have not been clearly defined and land use decisions are based on assumptions.  Mike Sciacca expressed concern with asking for a higher burden of proof because it would require Ecology to define what science was reliable and what science was unreliable.  Loren Dunn (Public) stated that the extent to which site-specific risk assessment results will be used at the cleanup level stage is unknown at this time.  However, where there is greater certainty of the results, then there should be a greater degree of use of the results. 





Dan suggested that the recommendation be changed to read:  “Use of site-specific risk assessment should be allowed in development of cleanup levels, cleanup action levels, and in remedy selection.  Constraints associated with use of site-specific risk assessment in establishing cleanup levels requires more discussion with in the risk assessment subcommittee and the PAC.  Some limited and constrained use of site-specific information in setting cleanup levels may be prudent, for example, in using site-specific information in an approved soil-to-ground water model to establish soil cleanup levels protective of ground water.  The PAC expects that the use of site-specific risk assessment in establishing cleanup levels may be more restrictive than the process to set cleanup action levels, but has not achieved consensus on this point.” *This recommendation had broad support from the PAC with one abstention by Laurie Valeriano who wanted more time to consider the proposal.





The third site-specific risk assessment issue discussed by the PAC asked whether the current system for implementing institutional controls was adequate to support cleanup and remedy decisions.  Gerry Pollet (PAC) stated that improvements need to be made in notice, enforceability, and public participation when institutional controls are implemented. Rod stated that the institutional controls are not given the same test of effectiveness as remedial technologies, yet site-specific risk assessments rely heavily on such controls.  In his opinion, there is little confidence as to whether institutional controls actually work.  Kevin expressed his disagreement with the recommendation, which stated that the current system is not adequate.  Current use of institutional controls requires notification and monitoring and he is unsure what could be added.  While there may be questions as to whether institutional controls are resulting in reduced exposure, the mechanisms for that to occur are already in place. 





Loren Dunn agreed with Kevin’s statement that the tools are available.  However, the tools are not used effectively.  There is no enforcement mechanism other than an agency with a lack of resources.  Eric Johnson also agreed with Kevin’s statement and suggested adding a sentence to the current regulations which would give Ecology the resources to enforce the institutional controls.  Gerry Pollet stated that while Ecology may be given the power to enforce the controls, it still doesn’t give adjoining property owners the power to enforce the controls.  While deed restrictions are put in place, oftentimes, the lessee doesn’t look at that restriction.  Without improvements in notice, enforceability, and public participation in institutional controls, he cannot move forward on site-specific risk assessment.  





Dan suggested the recommendation be changed to read:  “Current use of institutional controls needs to be reviewed for the purpose of identifying what changes need to be made to the process of putting institutional controls in place and ensuring they remain in place as long as necessary to ensure adequate protection of human health and the environment.” *This recommendation had broad support from the PAC with one abstention by Laurie Valeriano who wanted more time to consider the proposal.





Julie invited participation in the Risk Assessment Subcommittee meetings on August 19th (Graham & James Riddell Williams, 1001 4th Avenue, Suite 4500, 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.) and August 29th (Graham & James Riddell Williams, 1001 4th Avenue, Suite 4500, 1:00 to 5:00 p.m.).





ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT





Julie Wilson (PAC) reported on the progress and recommendation made by the Eco-Risk Workgroup which is part of the Risk Assessment Subcommittee.  Taryn McCain (PAC) who has been involved in the workgroup, briefed the PAC on the general approach of using a tiered approach to determine if a site requires an ecological risk assessment.  Tier I involves in deciding whether an ecological risk assessment is required.  This tier would be simple enough so that it could be completed by the site owner.  Tier II would require scientific data and would ask more detailed questions.  If a site was not screened out in Tiers I and II, it would undergo an ecological risk assessment.  Tier III would define how such a risk assessment would be conducted.  Loren Dunn (Public) stated that there are a lot of remaining questions concerning details of the approach.  The workgroup is asking the PAC whether they should continue working on the tiered approach or whether the PAC wants another approach.





*The PAC reached consensus on the following recommendation:  “A group should be convened to developed proposed regulations and/or guidance to implement a tiered screening and risk assessment approach to ecological risk assessments, as outlined in Option C1 in the issue paper prepared by the eco-risk workgroup.”





DISPUTE RESOLUTION





Eric Johnson (PAC) reviewed a number of options the Implementation Subcommittee has agreed should be used in avoiding and resolving disputes between PLPs and site managers.  However, there is a lack of consensus on whether an external review board is needed and on who has standing to invoke dispute resolution. There is agreement that the public should be involved in the dispute resolution process, but it is not clear in what way.  Rod Brown (PAC) expressed concern that if a dispute resolution board is created, a new government power is being created which should be available to everyone.  Mary Burg (PAC) expressed other concerns with creating a dispute resolution board, such as addressing a unique problem and providing the resources required to create and maintain a panel of experts.  





Mike Sciacca (PAC) suggested using the Science Advisory Board (SAB) as the group to decide disputes and asking the Regional Citizens Advisory Committees (RCAC) to represent the public. Kevin Godbout (PAC) suggested that if an external review board is an issue that the PAC cannot agree on, then it might be better pursued outside the PAC process.  Len Barson (PAC) disagreed with Kevin’s statement as going against the spirit and intent of the PAC.  Mary recommended that Ecology should use the menu of options (short of an external review board) for a period of time and then review its effectiveness.  Jerry Smedes (PAC) stated that small businesses would like to have a third party option for resolving disputes.





Dan suggested that making sure that small businesses are aware of the menu of options, most of which are already available, will go a long way in addressing their concerns.  Mike clarified his position as to why the public should not be able to invoke dispute resolution as trying to avoid a delay in the cleanup process.  If the public is given standing, time and resources will be spent on resolving the dispute which could be spent on cleaning up the site.  Frances Murphy (Public) expressed concern that while it occurs infrequently, it is possible that both the agency and the PLP could make a mistake and that the public should be able to ask that a decision be reviewed. Mike agreed that the public should not be excluded from the process, however, the parties with the burden of moving forward should be the only parties allowed to invoke dispute resolution.  





Rod suggested that all remedy decisions should be reviewed by someone within Ecology. Rod stated that a large percentage of disputes are about a decision which appears to be inconsistent with decisions made elsewhere.  PLPs are consistently afraid to argue with a site manager’s decision.  If an institutional method was in place where the PLP could go to someone else within the department, the PLP would feel more comfortable in doing so.  Taryn McCain (PAC) suggested that the establishment of a peer review team, which is included in the menu of options, would address Rod’s concern. Kevin suggested that a third party should be brought in when a dispute involves risk being used to set cleanup levels.  





Dan suggested that there is still not agreement on the creation of an external board and who would have standing to invoke dispute resolution.  He suggested that this language be added to the recommendation:  “After a two-year time period, Ecology shall conduct a formal review of the foregoing measures, with input and participation from PLPs, the public, and interested persons.  Part of that review shall include consideration of additional or alternative measures.” *There was broad support for the menu of options presented by the Implementation Subcommittee with one abstention by Kevin Godbout.  





SEDIMENTS UPDATE





Rachel Friedman-Thomas from the Department of Ecology briefed the PAC on the multi-agency sediments management program aimed at correcting the lack of remedies available for cleaning up sediments.  The demonstration sediment cleanup pilot project is taking place in Bellingham Bay and has the following goals:  1) coordinating programmatic objectives; 2) resolving source control cleanup; and 3) solving dredge material disposal.  Ecology is committed to this project and has set aside $700,000 from the toxics account which will be matched by local entities.  There has been support from the Legislature for this project. A committee consisting of local Bellingham interests will be created to develop a proposed approach for the project.  The project will last two years and will include a pilot general permit process.





Eric Johnson (PAC) suggested that this project is linked with ecological risk assessment which could address sediment cleanup.  Rachel responded that the sediments management program is watching what the PAC will decide on a variety of topics which will influence its process.  Taryn McCain (PAC) stated that sediments and surface water standards are protective of ecological receptors and that the Eco-Risk Workgroup is focusing on soil contamination.  Eric indicated that there are no human health standards for cleanup of sediments.  Ecology is working to change this and is currently conducting case studies focusing on consumption rates and transport paths between sediments and fish. Julie Wilson (PAC) stated that sediment management standards has a lot of information on standards which can be used when developing ecological risk assessments.  





PILOT SITES





Pete Kmet (Ecology) provided the PAC with an update on the pilot sites (attached).  Ecology and the PLPs have struggled with how the sites should be involved in the PAC process.  Neither of the sites have paid oversight costs due to disputes between the PLPs.  Pete identified the following issues at the sites which could be of interest to the PAC:  





how location of the point of compliance can affect cleanup requirements


how to assess ecological impacts


how surface water quality considerations should be addressed as part of site cleanup


how much emphasis should be placed on reuse options when they may significantly delay site cleanup


commercial property cleanup standards when the underlying zoning allows residential use


how to determine soil cleanup levels that are protective of ground water


cleanup standards for an urban aquifer


how to achieve meaningful public involvement at a site with limited PLP and public interest





Sharon Metcalf (PAC) asked Pete to write a brief paragraph on each of the above and the circumstances affecting them at the sites.  Denise Clifford (Ecology) recommended that the Implementation Subcommittee closely look at the public participation issues.  Laurie Valeriano offered to help in improving public participation at the pilot sites.





TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE





Sharon Metcalf (PAC) reviewed the current issue paper prepared by the Independent Cleanup Subcommittee regarding technical assistance.  Taryn McCain (PAC) stated that the subcommittee believes that if the independent cleanup process is understood, cleanups will be completed better and more quickly.  The subcommittee focused on ensuring that technical assistance is available to everyone.  Also, “Independent Remedial Action” is not currently in the MTCA language and the recommendation adds it to the law.  





*The PAC reached consensus on the following recommendation:





AMEND RCW 70.105D.030(1) by adding a new paragraph (i) and moving current (i) to (j), as follows:


	(i)	Provide informal advice and assistance to persons regarding the administrative and technical requirements of this chapter.  This may include site-specific advice to persons who are conducting or otherwise interested in independent remedial actions.  Any such advice or assistance shall be advisory only, and shall not be binding on the department.  As a part of providing this advice and assistance for independent remedial actions, the department may prepare written opinions regarding whether the independent remedial actions or proposals for those actions meet the substantive requirements of this chapter and/or whether the department believes further remedial action is necessary at the facility.  The department is authorized to collect, from persons requesting advice and assistance, the costs incurred by the department in providing such advice and assistance; provided, however, that the department shall, where appropriate, waive collection of costs in order to provide an appropriate level of technical assistance in support of public participation.  The state, the department, and officers and employees of the state shall be immune from all liability and no cause of action of any nature shall arise from any act or omissions in providing, or failing to provide, informal advice and assistance.


 (j)	Take any other actions necessary to carry out. . . . 





AMEND RCW 70.105D.020 by adding a new paragraph (8) and renumbering thereafter, as follows:


(8)	"Independent Remedial Actions" means remedial actions conducted without department oversight or approval, and not under an order or decree.





Amend RCW 70.105D.030(l)(f) as follows:


	(f)	Issue orders or enter into consent decrees or agreed orders that include, or issue written opinions under RCW 70.105D.030(l)(i) that may be conditioned upon, deed restrictions where necessary to protect human health and the environment from a release or threatened release of a hazardous substance from a facility.  Prior to establishing a deed restriction under this subsection, the department shall notify and seek comment from a city or county department with land use planning authority for real property subject to a deed restriction.





INDEPENDENT AUDITS/QUALITY CONTROL





Len Barson (PAC) reviewed the issue paper prepared by the Independent Cleanup Subcommittee regarding independent audits and quality control.  Option 2 in the issue paper focused on sites which have been cleaned up after they have been ranked.  There is concern that if these ranked sites are independently cleaned up, they are not being reviewed by Ecology.  Option 2 recommends full Ecology review within 120 days of cleanup and report submittal.  Option 3, which has not been agreed upon by all the subcommittee members, directs Ecology to conduct spot check reviews of all independent cleanups regardless of where in the process they were when they were cleaned up.  Option 4 is a scaled-back version of Option 3.  Option 5 recommends that funding be made available to implement the recommendations.  The subcommittee recommended Options 2, 4, and 5.





Mary Burg (PAC) expressed concern that Ecology could not review independent cleanups at ranked sites within 120 days of submittal as the subcommittee recommended.  Rod Brown (PAC) asked for more information on the independent cleanup reports which were reviewed by Ecology and rejected.  Knowing the reason for rejection will allow the PAC to have a better sense of whether independent cleanups are being done correctly.  There is concern that when a site is ranked, independent cleanups are conducted to avoid having Ecology review the site.  Mike Sciacca (PAC) expressed concern that the funding for this was to come out of the toxics account which has little money to allocate to additional programs.  Laurie Valeriano (PAC) supported Option 3 and suggested adding a review of past independent cleanups.  





Nathan Graves (Public) asked for clarification as to whether the final or interim independent cleanup report would be reviewed.  He also suggested that there are ranked sites which have been on the list for years and no cleanup action has taken place which should be addressed before ranked sites that have cleanups taking place.  Eric Johnson (PAC) expressed concern that the PAC might create a disincentive for independent cleanups if Ecology is reviewing them.  Independent cleanups are being conducted a majority of the time because the real estate market forces them to do so.  Mary suggested that because the IRAP program is an accepted program, incentives should be created to have sites enter the program.  





Rod reminded the PAC that the intent of the recommendation is to ensure that independent cleanups are being done correctly, not to remove the sites from the ranked list.  Pete Kmet (Ecology) asked for clarification as to what should be the result of Ecology’s review of independent cleanups. 





*The PAC reached consensus on the following recommendation:  “Direct Ecology to develop a program for review of all ranked sites for which a final independent cleanup report was submitted after the Site Hazardous Assessment had been performed.  Such review should be conducted as expediently as possible, with priority given to higher ranked sites.  The review will evaluate whether those sites can be removed from the hazardous sites list as required in 330(4) or whether further action is required.  Ecology shall conduct a review of the SHA and site investigation procedures, to ensure that both delegated counties and Ecology are property reviewing the adequacy of independent cleanups.  The Legislature and/or Ecology shall make funding available to implement the proposals in this issue statement.”





The next Independent Cleanup Subcommittee will be on August 20th from 2:00 to 4:30 p.m. at the Seattle Law Department, 600 4th Avenue, 9th Floor.





PUBLIC PARTICIPATION





Eric Johnson (PAC) reviewed the discussion which took place at the last Implementation Subcommittee on public participation.  Gerry Pollet (PAC) distributed two issue papers (attached) which expanded on the following issues included in the public participation issue paper:  public participation grants, improving public participation notice, and expanding the mission of the RCACs. 





Nancy Rust (PAC) expressed concern that recommendations for more public participation funding would take money away from other programs to which she would object.  Gerry suggested that the toxics account was supposed to be distributed to hazardous waste programs, however it is being spent on other programs.  Dan asked Eric Johnson to prepare a list of the recommendations made by the PAC which have funding impacts so that the PAC could prioritize the issues.  





Kevin Godbout (PAC) expressed his opposition to changing the role of the RCACs as recommended in Gerry’s issue paper.  Because the groups are volunteers, they might not have the time and energy to take on additional roles and it might not be necessary at every site.  Laurie Valeriano (PAC) stated that the public wants to have oversight at every site where a site-specific risk assessment is being conducted.  Mary Burg (PAC) stated that one reason the RCACs appear to have no mission is the fact that they are regionally-focused.  Mary has talked to all the chairs of the RCACs who feel that Ecology is working appropriately at the site level where they feel it is difficult for the RCACs to interact.  





Public participation will continue to be discussed in the Implementation Subcommittee (August 14th, Keller Rohrback, 1201 Third Avenue, 1:30 to 4:00 p.m.) and will come to the PAC for issue resolution in September.





REMEDY SELECTION SUBCOMMITTEE





Rod Brown (PAC) updated the PAC on the Remedy Selection Subcommittee’s progress. A memo was distributed (attached) which outlines some initial ideas on defining cleanup action levels and addressing permanence, substantial and disproportionate guidance, and institutional controls. The subcommittee’s goal is to write language to include these issues in the law after which it will decide whether the existing process should be changed.  A key issue is the preference for permanence.  It is currently unclear how it is being applied at sites.  Ecology is writing guidance which will explain substantive and disproportionate cost, and is seeking PAC review and comment on it.  





Larry Peterson (Public) asked whether there are remedies available which are not permanent.  Rod that there are and that some remedies have a higher degree of confidence.  Mike Sciacca (PAC) suggested adding the restricted and unrestricted land use concept to the discussion on cleanup levels and cleanup action levels.  Rod informed the PAC that a small workgroup has developed to address the issue of brownfields and area-wide contamination.  An issue paper on this subject will be brought to the PAC at a later date.  Rod invited participation in the Remedy Selection Subcommittee’s meetings on August 19th (Graham & James Riddell Williams, 1001 4th Avenue, Suite 4500, Seattle, 1:00 to 4:00 p.m.) and September 5th (Marten & Brown, 1191 2nd Avenue, 21st Floor, Seattle, 1:00 to 3:30 p.m.).





TPH INTERIM POLICY





Mary Burg (PAC) updated the PAC on the TPH interim policy being developed as recommended by the PAC.  The material prepared by the National TPH Criteria Working Group was reviewed by both Ecology and industry and it has been determined that the material is not sufficient for creating a complete interim policy.  For example, the documentation for human health standards is not available as previously expected.  Additional information regarding fate and transport and analytical methods is being reviewed.  Cathy Petito Boyce (Public) remarked that the workgroup is also looking at efforts in other states for information which could be incorporated into an interim policy.  The goal is to bring a recommendation to the PAC in September.  The next meeting of the interim policy workgroup is scheduled for September 6, 10:00 am to 1:00 pm at EnviroIssues’ offices at 720 Olive Way, Suite 1625, Seattle, 206-343-7701, 2nd Floor Conference Room.





CONTRACT SUPPORT UPDATE





Mary Burg (PAC) updated the PAC on the money set aside for contract support to the PAC.  The contract to look at how effective public involvement is across the state has been finalized and the review will begin in the next two weeks.  The contract for facilitation support from EnviroIssues has been amended.  Soil to groundwater studies have been put on hold until it can be determined whether there is a need.  The same is true for ecological risk assessment development.  





There are remaining funds and several ideas for how it should be spent.  As there is not adequate information for developing a TPH interim policy, it is recommended that money be spent to develop additional information.  This could be added to the TPH Policy Oversight Group’s work.  Rod Brown, Eric Johnson, and Sharon Metcalf (PAC) expressed support for spending money on developing a TPH interim policy even if the results weren’t seen before the PAC’s term is complete.  Gerry Pollet asked for assurance that public participation efforts, such as a PAC newsletter will still be funded.  He also asked whether funding for rule making once Ecology receives the PAC’s recommendations would be coming out of the PAC budget.  Gerry was assured that the public participation efforts would still take place and that rule making funding comes from other sources.  *There was consensus for giving funds (approximately $50,000) to the TPH Policy Oversight Group to continue the development of a TPH policy.





TPH Policy Oversight Group UPdate





The POG’s request for proposal for contractor support will be released to the public on Tuesday, August 13th.  Tom Boydell from the City of Seattle reported that the project has received additional funding, but a gap remains.  He expressed appreciation for any money received from the PAC and stated that the City of Seattle in addition to the Port of Seattle is considering additional funding.





 PUBLIC COMMENT





No additional public comment was received.





NEXT MEETING





The next meeting will be held from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m on September 10th at the





Meeting adjourned.





�
Materials provided as handouts at meeting:


Memorandum from Rod Brown to Remedy Selection Subcommittee Re: Remedy Selection Issues List, July 23, 1996


Memorandum from Gerry Pollet to PAC Re: Supplement to Laurie Valeriano’s Public Participation Issue Paper with Proposed Specifics for Improving Public Participation Notice, Planning and Evaluation, and Defining the Role of the Regional Citizen Advisory Committees in Public Involvement, August 6, 1996


Memorandum from Gerry Pollet to PAC Re: Supplement to Laurie Valeriano’s Public Participation Issue Paper with Proposed Specifics for Public Participation Grant program, August 6, 1996


Quality Audits for Independent Cleanups Issue Resolution Paper


Technical Assistance and Independent Remedial Action Issue Resolution Paper


Memorandum from Pete Kmet to PAC Re: Pilot Project Update, August 6, 1996


Measures Ecology Should Take to Minimize and Resolve Disputes


Subcommittee Meetings Announcement


Independent Cleanups Subcommittee July 24, 1996 Meeting Summary


Constraints on Site-Specific Risk Assessment:  A Draft Proposal to Promote Discussion


Memorandum from Kathy Gerla to Mary Burg Re: Rule-Making Requirements, August 5, 1996


Estimation of Soil Loading of Lead and Arsenic from Historical Use of Lead Arsenate Use in Central Washington Orchards, Presentation by Frank Peryea, July 24, 1996


Implementation Subcommittee July 17, 1996 Meeting Summary


Public Participation Issue Resolution Paper Preliminary Draft


Letter from Jerry Smedes to Dan Ballbach Re:  Small Business Workshops on MTCA PAC Issues, August 5, 1996


Memorandum from Pete Kmet to Risk Assessment Subcommittee Re: Risk Assessment for Soil to Ground Water Pathway, June 28, 1996


Memorandum from Pete Kmet and Julie Wilson to Risk Assessment Subcommittee Re: Risk Assessment by Site Type, June 28, 1996


Memorandum from Cathy Petito Boyce and Kevin Godbout to Risk Assessment Subcommittee Re: Selection of Exposure Assumptions for Specific Land Uses and Potential Inclusion of Additional Exposure Scenarios in MTCA, July 31, 1996


Memorandum from Doris Cellarius to Julie Wilson, August 4, 1996


Risk Assessment Subcommittee August 1, 1996 Meeting Summary


Ecological Risk Assessment Issue Resolution Paper


Memorandum from Julie Wilson to Dan Ballbach Re: Risk Assessment Issues List, August 5, 1996
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Mike Condon			Texaco


Mike Gallagher		Washington Department of Ecology


Mike Gillett			Gillett Law Offices


Marcia Newlands		Heller Ehrman


Markham Hurd		Delta Environmental


Warren Hansen		Onsite Enterprises


Allan Chartrand		SAI


Brad Forslund			Seafirst


Brad Grimsted			Dupont


Nathan Graves			Kennedy/Jenks


John Meyer			ERI


Jeff King			Dupont


Nancy Darling			Westinghouse Hanford Company


Denise Clifford		Washington Department of Ecology


Sean Broadhead		Texaco


Linn Gould			Erda Environmental


Mike Alvine			King County


Tom Boydell			City of Seattle


Melissa Kteven		Geraghty & Miller


Denis Murphy			RCAC


Frances Murphy		ECAC


Paul Hund			Key Bank Northwest


Anne Robison			NECO


Linda Dennis			Smedes & Associates


Dana Graupmann


Anita Lovely			EMCON


Jeff Webb			Pierce County


Scott Hazelgrove		Association of Washington Businesses


Joe Johnson			Boeing


Kathy Lombardo		CH2M Hill


Greg Glass			Consultant
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