Libby Community Advisory Group
Meeting Summary

July 13, 2006
Introductions
Ted Linnert, acting as facilitator in Gerald Mueller’s absence, and members of the Libby Community Advisory Group (CAG) introduced themselves.  [A list of the members in attendance is attached below as Appendix 1.]
Agenda

The CAG agreed to the following agenda for this meeting:

●  Agency Reports

    - EPA

    - State

       ► DEQ 

       ► DOT

    
- TAG

    - CARD

 ► Public Comment

EPA Report

Mike Cirian reported for EPA on the following topics:

Cleanups – During this year, 96 properties have been cleaned.  The cumulative total properties cleaned to date is 674. 
Export plant property – EPA has been working with the City of Libby to help them complete the small portion that was started.  The city has an additional 700 feet of pipe to lay across the site. EPA will excavate the trench for the City and work with the City on asbestos and other safety aspects of digging trenches. Additional pipeline work tentatively scheduled for Sept 5, 2006.

Troy High School – Work is ahead of schedule.  Completion date is still scheduled for August 4, 2006.

Ted Linnert reported for EPA on the following topics:

Dream It – Do It Conference  -  This will be held August 14 and 15.  This is an economic development conference including speaker Senator Conrad Burns on the 15th.  Please register before hand if possible.  The conference is free.
Peggy Churchill reported for EPA on the following topics:

Conceptual Site Model -  This model was presented by the EPA Technical Assistance Unit at the TAG this week.  The CAG members have received a copy of this document at the meeting today.  Copies are available at the EPA Information Center.  The model is a diagram used as a tool for the site to lay out the various exposure pathways for Libby.  .  The model is important for the site because it helps build a foundation for the remedial investigation and a foundation for the baseline risk assessment which supports the remedial investigation at the site and it drives our sampling events here.  EPA is soliciting comments on this document which they would like to receive by the 29th of this month.
State Report

Nothing to report


TAG Report

Gayla Benefield question for Peggy Churchill (EPA). - Have you heard the KLCB News Report on ambient air that has aired the last two days?   I have been asked about it. 

Answer - No

Gayla reads transcript of News Report.  Gayla would like EPA to respond to this news piece.   
[A copy of this news report is attached below as Appendix 2.]
Answer – Ambient air issue is of high concern.  The subject was the focus of the Denver team meeting this week.  We understand that when we say things like - we have to evaluate further. . .   we need to collect more data . . .  that we present ourselves as not having the answer.  The reason why this is confusing is that we are cleaning up Libby under Removal Authority which is designed for emergency – quick response cleanups.  There are time and money limitations on this.  The Remedial Authority is designed for long term investigations and cleanups that take a longer time.  Traditionally they are designed to address lower concentrations of contaminants that are harder to get at and that need more investigation to better understand. Data that we collected and analysis that was done and used for the ambient air report which was released to the public about two weeks ago was data collected under the removal program.  The sampling program used for that report was designed differently than how it would be designed for the remedial program.  We don’t know the outcome of the results for the sampling we will do for the remedial program so we do not know if the results will show anything different than the ambient report that was just released.  We need the results of the future sampling to be able to quantify risk that we need for the risk assessment.  It is difficult for EPA as an agency to make a definitive statement that addresses remedial concerns when we have not collected data in that fashion that is appropriate for a remedial program and a baseline risk assessment.  We have a couple of different programs we are working on implementing right now.  We are going to do short-term air monitoring which will last about a year.  We want to cover the winter months which we did not do for the last report.  For long term ambient air we have another program that will hopefully start this spring.  Between the two programs we hope to collect data appropriate for the risk assessment that we can use to quantify risk.  This focus will bring us closer to the proposed plan which is EPA’s long-term plan for cleanup and we can not technically be in remedial authority until we have completed a proposed plan and published a record of decision. This is why we need to collect more data and come up with a definitive answer.  My gut tells me that you are not going to see concentrations different than what you see in that ambient air report.  In that ambient air report there is nothing that exceeds EPA’s threshold for concern.
CAG Member question – If you collected samples to understand if there was an imminent substantial health threat, did any of them exceed the levels for concern for those criteria?
Answer – No.  The report says that risks that were estimated from that data do not indicate any beyond EPA’s levels of concern…..The problem is …  EPA does not want to be making risk assessment conclusions or statements about data that was not collected for the purpose of risk assessment.
CAG Member comment – One could interpret these data to say that there were no concentrations in the air that exceeded an imminent substantial heath threat for a short term exposure but not for the lifetime exposure.  They aren’t quantitative data but they can be used for a screening risk assessment of qualitative information.  It’s probably fair to say the data would support that there is no evidence of any excessive air levels for a short period of time that rises above the imminent substantial health threat.  That it is inconclusive is true – we don’t know what the threat is for those air samples yet for lifetime exposures .
Audience member question – Peggy can we expect an update on this at every meeting?
Answer – Yes it will take time . . . . I will update you as soon as I have information that I can share.  
Audience member question – How long ago was this data collected?
Answer – The samples that were used for the report were collected between 2000 and 2002.

Audience member question – Then how come we have to wait till 2006 to get this information?
Answer – As we started to draw near to the risk assessment and getting into the remedial authority, we decided that ambient air was one of the primary exposure pathways in Libby.   We started pulling the samples together, to group them, to figure out what samples we could use for a report . . . it takes us a long time to do that … we have to crunch the data . . . decide if its appropriate …The tech team started out with over 400 samples and through the process decided to reanalyze about 33 of them … the report had a first draft completed almost three years ago….  We were not happy with the draft.  It was a process that we used to help determine where we needed to go.  We needed to collect more samples…to design those plans for sampling to meet the needs of the risk assessment.
CAG Member comment – The answer is the draft was ready in 2003…
Audience member question – The standards that the EPA was using were based on experience you had with chrysotile asbestos.  Is the application of that to amphibole in particular, tremolite, a valid application?
Answer – The report was reviewed by a national work group….who made a similar comment….In an environment like this you are going to find chrysotile fibers as well as Libby amphibole fibers.  We were doing this to understand what the background concentrations of Libby amphibole concentrations here in Libby are …to give it some kind of context….asbestos is ubiquitous – you’re going to find a variety of fibers in the air and here’s some way to look at it…It’s probably not appropriate to compare it to chrysotile but how do we compare it to some kind of background?  Either we go to another area and we analyze it for Libby amphibole, maybe a sister site or something like that, or we do analysis of chrysotile here in Libby and unfortunately Superfund is not here to deal with the chrysotile fiber, we are here to deal with Libby amphibole so we get into a realm that is difficult for us… it was presented that way to try and put it in a context but what the news report says is that its an apples and oranges thing. It’s a comment that is well received – we understand where people are coming from on that.  Did I answer you question?
Audience Member comment – I think the answer to it would have been just to say no – is not valid.
Audience Member question – What do you call the threshold levels, what is the threshold level?... And then you use this non-detect…is that because of the method that you use to sample it, or did you use the polarized light or are you using the transmission electron – what determines that?
Answer – You’re asking I think two different questions.  When I say it is not within EPA threshold for concern I mean that for cancer risk.  EPA has a range 1 in ten thousand to 1 in a million. If … people are getting cancer as a result of getting exposure to that contaminant … it falls below 1 in ten thousand then we say it is not within our area of concern. If it gets above that then we get concerned at that concentration of the contaminant being in the air.  So its not necessarily a point concentration that you can determine that way, we take those measurements and we do a variety of things with them and then we come up with some quantitative risk measurements and that’s what Gerry was saying earlier is that the data we collected for the ambient air report – we shouldn’t be doing risk estimate from that data because it is really not appropriate to be doing that. As far as a threshold for ambient air – we don’t have that – we don’t have a limit or standard that EPA operates under for …. ambient air …and Libby amphibole. OSHA and other regulatory bodies have standards for asbestos and we all know about the 1% and the OSHA PEL and things like that but as far as Libby amphibole goes there are not set concentrations that are standard that we regulate against.
Audience Member question – Doesn’t the polarized light transmission indicate 1% but not lower than that so consequently when you say non-detect  did you not use something like the transmission polarized or something like that – can’t you go down to that level?

Answer – These were air samples and they were analyzed by TEM when we reanalyzed them to a sensitivity of .0001 fiber per cc. – that is pretty low.  
Audience Member comment – If TEM gets down to 1 ten thouandths of a percent then that should be pretty acceptable…
Answer – For air - soil is where we have the difficulty for measurement.
Audience Member comment – I was comparing that to what he was saying tonight on the ambient air…
CAG Member comment – Well 1 ten thousandth of 1% may or may not be acceptable – we don’t know - that’s as low as scientists can measure currently.

Audience Member comment – but its encouraging to know you can get that low…
CAG Member comment – We don’t know whether that’s low enough or whether we need to go 100 or 1000 fold lower to have enough reduction in fibers per cubic cc that its not a heath threat any more.  That’s what the risk assessment and the sample collection is supposed to do - establish a risk based concentration that meets the threshold of a health endpoint whether its cancer or non cancer and relate that back to concentrations of fibers per cubic cc…  Otherwise you don’t know what you have…you make sure you have the analytical methods available to meet your target or you develop them …

[Discussion of sampling types takes place here]
CAG Member Question – Is it necessary for the ROD to be in place before the cleanup starts in Troy? 
Answer – No
CAG Member Question – For the Stimson Port Authority Property to come out of the Superfund site to be done is it necessary that the ROD be in place.
Answer – Yes, it depends on what we’re talking about.  In order to delete an OU from the NPL we have to have a record of decision. 
CAG Member Question – Full or on that site itself?
Answer – There are things we can do…. 
CAG Member Question – So that operable unit is separate from the City of Libby?
Answer – It is separate . . .
CAG Member Question – So basically they need their own ROD separate from the City of Libby?
Answer – Yes, they are considered OU5…
CAG Member Comment – Well these are two things that simply need to be stated to the public because its causing friction in the community. 
CAG Member Question – And I didn’t get an answer – Is the air safe to breathe or not? Yes or No
 Answer – Peggy Churchill’s answer to that is yes.

Audience Member Question – Peggy are you as a person saying that or are you as an EPA spokesperson saying that?

Answer – Peggy Churchill the person - I could say what Max Dodson said when he was here - there is nothing in that ambient air report that says it is not safe.

[More discussion on the KLCB radio broadcast here] 
[More discussion on the science]
[More discussion on the ROD] 
[More discussion on the short term vs. long term health safety]
CAG Member Question – Was the report heard on the radio written by EPA and submitted to the radio?

Answer – No

CAG Member Comment – Perhaps the anxiety about the KLCB report is misdirected at EPA and should be brought up to KLCB.

[More discussion on the KLCB radio broadcast here] 
[Perspective by Peggy of 1990, 1999, 2000,…conditions in Libby are cleaner than they were…we have had success in reducing exposures…]
Audience Member comment – I have to respectfully disagree with Peggy…over the six years … contamination of contractors trucks, contamination at ER offices, Highway 37 re-contaminated, I really don’t feel sure that you’re cleaning this up, I feel like your position not to stir it up should have been followed by EPA and it should have been left in place other than the industrial sites that you mentioned…I guess I take exception to the use of the word clean …. In the long term you’re not doing … good to this town, you’ve created a lot of friction, moved a lot of stuff, and in doing that created more exposure pathways.
Answer – I respectfully disagree with what you are saying as well.


Audience Member Comment – I just hope we don’t have to revisit the kids sweeping the streets. We just want a report – We just want to be kept up to date.
Audience Member Comment – Well we have a lot more wind now…

[More discussion of future air sampling] 
CARD Report

In August there will be visitors coming from the Karmanos Cancer Institute and National Institute for Environmental Health Sciences.  [The meetings should not conflict with Dream It Do It as they are not public meetings though both will be on the same days]
Audience Member Question – Have you received any updates from the U of M study on the immune system thing?

Answer – No

CAG Member Comment – An article came out in June in Environmental Health Perspectives.
LAMP Report

There will be a meeting this coming week.  Remaining funds are at 1.7 million dollars with over a million being used so far.  
CAG Member Request – Would you report at next CAG meeting a breakdown of funds used.

Answer – Yes

Public Comment

Audience Member Question – When Max Dodson was here there were a few comments about the HEPA Vacuums.  Have there been any clarifications on that?
Answer – Yes, since that meeting several positive reports about the vacuums have been received from people who are happy with them.  We are looking into several other models.

[More discussion on the HEPA vacuums] 
Future Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. on August 17th in the Ponderosa Room of Libby City Hall.  
Appendix 1

CAG Member & Guest Attendance List

July 13, 2006

Members



Group/Organization Represented
Ted Linnert



EPA Denver

Mike Giesey



CARD

Dr. Brad Black


Libby County Health Officer/CARD

Peggy Churchill


EPA Project Manager

David Latham



The Montanian Newspaper

Catherine LeCours


DEQ

Mike Cirian



EPA Libby

Gayla Benefield


LCAVRO/TAG/ARD

Gerry Henningsen


TA for LATAG

Leroy Thom



LAMP

K.W. Maki



Libby School
Steve Chavez



St. John’s Lutheran Hospital

In the absence of Gerald Mueller, meeting summary notes were taken by Diane Rode.

Appendix 2
KLCB News Editorial:

IS THE AIR IN LIBBY SAFE TO BREATHE? 

THE ANSWER TO THAT QUESTION IS INCONCLUSIVE, ACCORDING TO THE DRAFT INTERNAL U-S-E-P-A REGION 8 WORKING DOCUMENT ENTITLED “SUMMARY OF ASBESTOS LEVELS IN AMBIENT AIR IN LIBBY MONTANA.” 

ACCORDING TO THE REPORT, LIBBY AMPHIBOLE ASBESTOS IS, IN FACT, FOUND IN LIBBY’S AMBIENT AIR. 

THE REPORT SAYS THE SOURCE OF THE FIBERS IS NOT KNOWN WITH CERTAINTY, BUT THE REPORT SAYS IT IS LIKELY THE PARTICLES ARE WIND-BORNE FROM SOIL AND DUST AROUND THE COMMUNITY. 

THE CONCENTRATION LEVELS DO NOT APPEAR TO BE SUBSTANTIALLY DIFFERENT FROM LOCATION TO LOCATION WITH IN THE CITY LIMITS. 

THE REPORT SAYS THE LEVELS OF LIBBY AMPHIBOLE ASBESTOS IN LIBBY’S AIR ARE SIMILAR TO LEVELS OF ASBESTOS OBSERVED IN OUTDOOR AIR IN OTHER LOCATIONS. THE REPORT DOES NOT IDENTIFY THOSE OTHER LOCATIONS… THEY COULD BE LOS ANGELES, SEATTLE, OR SOME PLACE IN THE SOUTHWEST DESERT…THE REPORT DOES NOT SAY. FURTHER THOSE LEVELS ARE MOST LIKELY BASED ON CHRYSOTILE, AND NOT TREMOLITE FOUND IN LIBBY. IT IS AN APPLE AND ORANGES COMPARISON PROBABLY NOT WORTH THE PAPER IT IS WRITTEN ON. 

FURTHER THE REPORT SAYS THE DATA IS TOO LIMITED TO DETERMINE IF THERE IS ANY TREND TOWARD REDUCED LEVELS AS A RESULT OF ON-GOING EPA CLEANUP ACTIVITIES. AGAIN INCONCLUSIVE. 

BASED ON THOSE INCONCLUSIVE RESULTS, ACCORDING TO THE EPA, INDIVIDUALS EXPOSED FOR A LIFETIME TO THE OBSERVED CONCENTRATIONS OF LIBBY ASBESTOS IN THE AMBIENT AIR WOULD FALL WITHIN THE RANGE THE EPA CONSIDERS ACCEPTABLE CANCER RISK. 

BECAUSE THERE ARE PATHWAYS TO LIBBY ASBESTOS EXPOSURE IN ADDITION TO AMBIENT AIR, THE EPA, CONCLUDES CUMULATIVE RISKS WILL BE HIGHER THAN FOR AMBIENT AIR ALONE. 

THE EPA SAYS THE REPORT IS PRELIMINARY AND THEIR GOAL IS FURTHER DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS TO STRENGTHEN THE REPORT, WHICH THE EPA ADMITS IS INCOMPLETE DUE TO A LACK OF SEASONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC REPRESENTATION OVER TIME, WITH OTHER DEFICIENCIES. 

IS THE AIR IN LIBBY SAFE TO BREATHE? THE ANSWER TO THAT QUESTION IS INCONCLUSIVE.
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