MEMORANDUM 
DATE:  13 June 2001 
TO: DMMO MEMBERS 
  USACE   (BLODGETT, WIRTZ) 
  BCDC   (GOLDBECK, GOEDEN) 
  EPA   (DADEY, ROSS) 
  SFRWQCB  (GERVASON, COLLINS) 
  SLC   (HOWE) 
 INTERESTED PARTIES 
  CDFG   (OTA, JOHNSTON) 
  NMFS   (MULVEY, WOODBURY) 
  USFWS   (LITTLEFIELD) 
  CVRWQCB  (McCONNELL, PODGER) 
FROM: DAVID DWINELL 
SUBJECT: PILOT DMMO ANNUAL MEETING MINUTES 
DMMO's Year 2000 Annual Meeting was held at the BCDC offices on April 12, 2001. Will Travis, BCDC's Executive Director, opened the meeting and welcomed all participants. He then described the genesis of DMMO, one of the four original goals of the LTMS, and touched on some of our successes. 
Next, David Dwinell took the podium. He reminded the group that all the DMMO agencies work within their existing authorities and that DMMO is a forum for joint and consistent review of dredging projects. He mentioned that DMMO had issued guidance (including a newsletter), and that we support a website that contains pertinent information regarding DMMO and provides links to other dredging-related topics. David also informed the group that with implementation of the LTMS Management Plan, it was likely that DMMO's roles and responsibilities would increase. 
Steve Goldbeck then gave an update on the status of the LTMS. Depending on when the Basin Plan is finalized, the Management Plan could be published after the end of May 2001. When that is done, it will be time for the LTMS/DMMO agencies and other stakeholders to reinvigorate the working groups (especially funding). 
Steve then talked of the status of several upland/wetland/reuse sites. Hamilton, a 1,000 acre site with approximately 10 mcy of capacity, is moving toward final design. The project proponents continue to work with the Army to clean up the site adequately. They expect construction to begin by the end of the year, with disposal starting next year. Currently, Hamilton is planned for federal material only, but may accept other material starting in 2003. The State Coastal Conservancy purchased the adjacent Bel Marin Keys site which adds a great deal of flexibility, as well as capacity (1,600 additional acres), to the existing Hamilton project. The Conservancy will be convening an outreach group for stakeholders soon. 
The Montezuma project will be able to accept approximately 17 mcy of material. All permits are in place except that from the Corps, but lawsuits may delay the opening indefinitely. Nevertheless, Jim Levine hopes to be on-line by next year. 
Port of Oakland's Middle Harbor beneficial reuse site has received all necessary approvals. A lawsuit associated with the 50-foot deepening project (regarding exotic species) may delay the project. The Port would like to start construction late next year. 
Dredged material reuse in the Delta is hampered by salt and some metals present in material dredged in the Bay, as well as the high costs associated with transport. DWR is working on a pilot project for disposal of dredged material from the John F. Baldwin ship channel at Sherman Island which is expected to begin this year or next. Winter Island, however, is available to take material now. 
Mare Island has existing ponds previously used for dredged material disposal. The current plan is to place unsuitable material there when they are fully permitted and available. 
Don Kinkela of Chevron asked if there were any specific guidelines (e.g., grain size or other characteristics) for sediment to be disposed or used at upland sites, or to be used as construction material. The DMMO agencies replied that there were no specific guidelines at this time. 
David discussed the 2000 DMMO Annual Report, pointing out some highlights of the year: improved efficiency in meetings, a better organized and easier to find web site, more Tier I determinations, and on-going training. In discussing the need for publishing newsletters, DMMO stressed that projects can be expedited if applicants follow the guidance, because otherwise, we are forced to request clarification and/or additional information. One streamlining step that some dredging proponents have taken is to prepare a Master SAP and use it as a reference to write short SAPs for individual dredging episodes. 
Ellen Jonck, BPC, asked about the volume of material that was approved for disposal at Tier I in 2000, compared with past years. Larry said that he would look into it and get back to her. She also asked about the status of PN 99-3 and when final guidance would be published. Jim answered that we were working on it and would have it out soon. 
The majority of "issues" that arose in 2000 are associated with a lack of resources. That is, we were unable to complete certain things (e.g., database, finalized guidance, RIM, mixing zone calculation) because the member agencies did not have enough funding or staff. 
Larry showed plots of disposal volumes over time. Nearly every year was within target volumes. There were more Tier I decisions in 2000 than in previous years. The 12% volume that was determined to be NUAD in 2000 is high. We suspect that it was caused by dredging of several projects in 2000 that had been put off for some time because of known contaminant problems. 
Brian Mulvey and Becky Ota presented information regarding compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. They explained the importance of the Act and the reasoning behind their agencies' choices of environmental windows. The windows are intended to protect listed species, as well as some commercially-important species, such as herring. Because the windows are part of a programmatic general permit, they are necessarily conservative, meaning that some projects can proceed "outside" of the windows without the need for formal consultation. Jim described the colored charts that he passed out that summarize the environmental windows. He used a few examples to show how to interpret the charts. Brian Wirtz explained that the agencies have set up a working group to help streamline the process for appropriate projects. The group also plans to develop a map clarifying the separate reaches of the BayDelta identified in the BOs. Janice Hutton, of the SF Airport, recommended that a map showing the areas of concern would be very helpful. BCDC noted that their permit is not valid without notice from the resource agencies and that a dredger is subject to enforcement actions if they begin work without this notice. 
  
 David reported on the NAS meeting about environmental windows. The goal is to have the best science prevail. Because funding is limited, studies must be "selective". The resource agencies have differing amounts of information available regarding various species, so the windows need to be more conservative for those species having little data. Ellen's take was that NAS concluded that more communication between the resource agencies and dredgers was necessary. 
The NDT stressed the importance of marine transportation and commerce and discussed the need to get stakeholders on a working dredge to view the process. Also, we need better national guidance (but this will take awhile). Innovative beneficial reuse projects were discussed, including coal mine reclamation. Examination of other programs around the country clearly indicates that SF Bay is "ahead of the curve" on many issues, but especially our progress with working with stakeholders. 
Kathy presented an update on the status of the Sediment Quality Guidelines working group (awaiting finalization of the Trophic Trace program) and discussed recent operations at SF-DODS (disposal, monitoring, etc).  Ron Duncan, Santa Cruz Port District asked about the SQG model. Kathy indicated that it is based on the human health risk model of XXX. Len Junke, Manson Construction asked why the target area at SF-DODS had been reduced. Although Kathy knew generally that the reduction resulted from the risk of impacts outside the designated site, she referred Mr. Junke to Brian Ross for more specifics. Kathy also noted that the SF-DODS database is now linked to the DMMO web site. 
Beth described the RWQCB's draft document, Beneficial Reuse of Dredged Material: Sediment Screening and Testing Guidelines (May 2000) that replaces the 1992 Interim Final document. There is a link to the new Guidelines from the DMMO web site. The RWQCB is accepting comments until it is finalized later this year. 
Ron gave a presentation combining TMDLs, water quality and recent changes that are likely to affect dredgers. The RWQCB now has a good database of ambient sediment chemistry, ERLs and ERMs have been updated, there are new testing requirements (ITM), and the Water Board now has viable fine-grained reference sites. The Board plans to update the Basin Plan with new guidelines sometime this year. 
The Board believes that dredging and disposal can in fact, contribute contaminants to Bay waters (in general, dredging stirs up and liberates sediments far deeper than the 7 cm actively suspended layer, thereby potentially introducing higher concentrations of chemicals. Dredging and dredged material disposal do not appear to have much effect on water quality as measured by Water Quality Standards, but may play a role in redistributing contaminants of bioaccumulative concern. 
Because the Bay has been identified as an impaired water body, the RWQCB needs to provide some type of quantification of the loads associated with dredging and dredged material disposal. PCBs and Hg are of concern, particularly PCB congeners. WES is undertaking a study of Hg methylation in the Bay which the Board will use to determine TMDL allotments. This information will be combined with existing toxicity data and disposal site modeling. Jim discussed the difference between elemental Hg and nethyl-Hg and why the WES study is important for upland disposal sites such as Hamilton and Montezuma. Delphine Provost of the Port of Oakland, asked where the Hg data came from. 
Glynnis noted that DMMO had WES provide training on STFATE, the Corp's dredged material disposal model. There are many input parameters. DMMO hopes that we may be able to eliminate some sediment chemistry (e.g., butyl tins). 
Public Comments: 
· NMFS thought the LTMS was a successful process 
· ·BPC congratulated DMMO for working so well together; environmental windows are expected to be a major challenge; DMMO website needs to be more accessible. 
· More frequent (e.g., quarterly) newsletters would be helpful for keeping the stakeholders updated and for providing status reports 
· Corps S. Pacific Division is interested in starting groups similar to DMMO elsewhere. 
· ·The LTMS Funding Working Group will start back in earnest after the MP is finalized. It was suggested that funding may be easier to get when all regulation changes are completed for all the pertinent agencies because established programs are easier to fund. 
· ·An annual meeting for LTMS updates was suggested. 
· ·The DMMO Annual Report needs to differentiate Tier I approval volumes from the rest. 
· DMMO was urged to finalize the PN 99-3 and PN 99-4 guidelines. 

