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From Cehia Greenman
Date July 14 1993

T)> Janell Bergman

SUBJEC1 MEETING MINVTLS

lanell [ didnt bnng home a1 copy of iny minutes to see the format [ ve enclosed a summary of
the meeting and then several pages ot dialogue so you can see if anything needs to he added
Hope this 1s ON  Perhaps MAA can review

Meeting Subject  Discussion of COC elinunation
Meeung Place ROY F WFSTON
Meenny, Date July 13,1993 100

LIST OF ATTENDEES
Attendee Affiliation
Cindv Gee EG&G
Dennis Smith EG&G
Paul Singh MMES RFO
Mike Anderson WESTON
Diane Niedzwiecks CDH
Celta Greenman WESTON
Jefl Swanson CDH
Amy Johnson CDH
Joe Schieffelin CDH
Scott Grace DOE/ERD
Howard Rose DOE/RFO
Gary Kleeman EPA
Ted Ball PRC
Bonnic Lavelle EPA

Cindv Gee began the meeting by announcing the topic of discussion. the determination of what s
a contammant. She was adamant that a decision was necded and asked that the discussion stay

focused

Discussion began on the nature of the dama set  EPA had concerns that the dam set they received
on diskette was not the one used for stanstical summanzs WESTON explaned that for the
stanstical summary the data were Ganseckyized That 1s 1f a value was nondetect and the
detection limat was twice the CDL linut, then it was thrown out  Otherwise the statistical analysis
would be biased on the luigh side  For the ANOVA test. there was no Ganseckyizing  The
ANOVA tests on background and sif. dam uscd the same methodology
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EPA had a concern that there was a disconnect in that the number ot records in the data set
recerved on dishette was different from the number of values 'isted in the statistical summary
Specitic examples would be provided to WESTON

A discusston ensued regarding how <ediment and surface water data trom OU! and OUS would
be used voup-ratively The session broke tor consideration of the topic

Cindy Gee asked fur a cunsensus that the decisions arrived at would be finel and that the subject
matter would not need rurther review  Affer deliberatiun EPA stated that 1f «omething ditterent

were dectded later they would take responsibiliey tor rescheduling

Ih<cussion turned on individual analytes

Trtium Can be dismissed by reason of spatial argument

Molvbdenum Can be dismissed by reason ot spatial argument

Lead Will remamn m debate

Arsenic Can be dismissed Need to look mto TDS results. 1f thev ewust. for sumples with
high arsemic concentrations  EP A will respond 1f they reconsider

Anumony Can be disrmssed

Mercury Can be dismissed

Silicon Can be dismissed by reason of spanal argument Check to sce 1f clay content n
bachground and site samples was mcasured for possible comparnison

Banum Canbe dismussed Only appears i sediments

Aluminum  Can be dismissed  Will look mto turbadits or TDS values tor samples with ugh
alumumum concentrations

The discussion of metals concluded with LPA conceding that they wer still pondenng the
appircability of the methodology although they had no real problems climmatng certamn metals
WESTON stated that the statishcal data would be reviewed tor anv QA/QC problems

The topic then turned to orgamc contammants WESTON brought up the subject ot laboratory
contamnaton samples with regard to acctone methviene chlonde and 2 butanone  Thus problem
was widespread even in background samples CDH appearcd incredulous that 28% ot the
bacheround samples could contmn laboratory contammation They asked how it could be

d turmuned that a compound was a laboratory contaminant and not just present in the bachground
samples WESTON responded that over time the laboratory contaminants showed much more
vanability than compounds known to be contaminants

[he questionof how to treat PAHs was brought up There was a basic difterence in thought
LG&G wanted to lumit COCs 1n the nsh assessment to known sources  EPA wanted to consider
exposure regardless of known source EG&G thought that this was an upper management
decision CDH raised the concern that they had not commentad heavily on PAHS i th. draft
report because it was implied that they would be discussed m the nsK assessment. [t PAHs were
dropped cn masse because EG& G considered these compounds parking lot matenals, 1t would
change CDH s response to thw. final report  CDH suggested that P Alls be discussed n a different
forum as the 1ssue was relesant o each QU EG&G said they would consider that.
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{ DH sk »d it the contammant  axreed on today w -uld be those discusacd i the Nature and
Extent >t Contanmnatton and mn the remainder ot the RI £ GéeGs v neurred stating that
discussions tor each  ortammnant would he included m the RI
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