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Norm,

I'm just not in a position to answer this yet.  Your staff is supposed 
to make a presentation to me on June 17 about what statistical 
approaches it is tentatively contemplating; the prior briefing kind of 
fell apart in confusion and your staff said it needed to sort things 
through further.  EPA's statistician (Anita Singh) made a very general 
presentation a few weeks ago about her very preliminary thoughts on 
statistical approaches, saying Scout 2008 and ProUCL4.00.04 might be 
used.  But they were "black boxes" with tons of inputs to manipulate, 
she said, and she knew very little about the site and would have to 
come up to speed.  Another meeting was to be held once she had learned 
a bit more.

And of course there are issues as to whether either program 
contemplates area averaging, for example.

We are weeks away from even knowing what your staff and EPA's might 
suggest as to statistical approaches, and then I was to try to run 
those suggestions by an independent statistician, and the larger group 
was then to try to sort things through.  We are supposed to be in the 
loop on the statistical approach, and neither DTSC nor EPA has gotten 
to the stage of having anything to even put forward to us for 
preliminary discussion.

I would be very reluctant, if this is what is being thought of, for 
the Consent Order to specify the statistical methods or reference 
statistical programs, particularly as this could potentially be a 
backdoor way for the RPs to shoehorn in something about averaging or 
990 vs. "site specific parameters."

Best wishes,

Dan
On Jun 3, 2009, at 12:00 PM, Norm Riley wrote:

> We are contemplating using one method of the other.  Probably the 
> former because Scout 1.00.01 is apparently still in the beta stage.




