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August 15, 1971

Mr, Eugene Wright

Pollution Control Engineer
Monsanto Company

Technical Services Department
Anniston, Alabama 36201

Dear ¥ister Wrights

As we stated 40 you in Anniston scme weeks ago, we have worked
up the P.C,R. residue data as we have received them from you and
intended to report on them formally at the end of the first year
of our survey of Choccolocco Creek, the Coosa River and tributaries.
However, considering the unfavorable publicity Monsanto Company
recently received as a result of the congressional sub~-committee
report, we felt it imperative that we submit an interim report to
Monsanto Company at this time in order to insure that both perties
(Monsanto and congsultents) may know where we presently etand with
regard to the P,C.B. residue analyses.

Firgt, we have spent a great deal of time in deciding what
comperisons will be most meaningful to we in looking at the total
residue data available, It 1s our opinion that strict statistical
applications are not feasible, or indeed even appifesbls, because of
the tremendous number of variables that come into play with the
residue analyses. However, some broad comparisons can be made within
the confines of the data and these broad comparisons can be supported
by other determinations and interpretations that are indeed justifiable.

Analysin T

We will refer to this analysis as a paired-value analysis for wet
weight Aroclor 1254. The comparison of paired values is froam one quarter
to the next immediate quarter, all figh species combined. Specifieally,
we are comparing December, 1970 with March, 1971.

CONTROLS--67% of paired values decreased (12 of 18 determinations).

'EXPER IMENTALS~-=50% of paired values decreased (S5 of 10 determinations),

Since control atations are those statione wherein the fishes present could
not receive P,C.B's due to location with respect to water currents which
could potentially carry P.C,B's, then experimental stations are thoso whercin
fiches could receive P.C.B's due to location,

This Coinpal lavi shuwe lhat Lise Lishies in tne experimentai area do not show
a corresponding decrease in P.C.B, regidue levels (as Aroclor 125L) compared
with the controls, There is a 17% difference.
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We muast conclude then for Analysis I that no improvement in fish residue
levels, all species combined, is indicated.

Analysis IT

The comparison ia the same as for Analysis I except that lipid values
for Aroclor 1254 were used. Again, all fish species were combined.

CONTROLS-~50% of paired values decreased (1l of 22 determinations).
EXPERIMENTALS--30% of paired values decreased (3 of 10 determinations).

In this second analysis we see again that the fishes in the experimental
area (subjected to P.C.B, residues) do not show a corresponding decrease
in P.C.B, residue levels (as Araclor 12SL, 1ipid fraction) compared with
the controls. There is a 20% difference (compared with 17% for Analysis I).

The first two analyses are indicative of the fact that the handling of the
samplos and subsequent analysis for P.C.B. residues have been successful and
indeed repstitive when the wet welgxht and lipid fraction values for Aroclor
1254 are compared. This is of course what we would hope for, However, the
results are not good since both analyses show us that Aroclor 1254 residues
have not decreased as ve had hoped they would, Considering the residual
nature of P.C.B's we were certainly optimistic to say the least,

Analysis IIT

We mede a single species analysie for each of five fish speciess 1. blue~
gi11, 2, blacktail shiner, 3. stoneroller, L. longear sunfish, and 5. bacs,
In each instance the residue levels were higher in the experimental area than
in the contrel area. We must wait for further data for the final six months
of the {irst year of the survey to see if this trend is overturned. At this
point we would have to say that the data are detrimental to Monsanto.

Analysis IV

A station-~to-station comparison was made between successive stations

- among the 10 stations we had residue data for. Stations 6, 7, 8, end 10

(7 is Martha Williams, 8 is Highway 93, and 10 is Highway 77 for orientation)
had the highest residue values for the fishes we studied. This is, of course,
logical and to be expected when we consider the location of these stations
with respect to the plant. In the future we must be able to demonstrate
considerable decreases in residue levels here if we are to show environmental
improvement.
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Our field observations over the past few years and continuing up until
the present time show that the greatest number of deformed fishes have been
found at Marth Williams (Station 7) and stations immediately below 7. We
also see the greatest number of fishes that are either sick or 1istless in
these areas., Of course visual observations won't tell us what caused thesse
fishes to becoms deformed or sick but we must consider the total observations
o8 & crude indication that something is indeed wrong in these areas.

In sunmary, there is nothing we can do with the residus data at this
point that would allow Monsanto to counteract the unfavorable public¢ opinion
that may result from the congressional gsub-committee report (which we have
not seen), Perhaps the June, 1971 data will show a decrdase that %3 not
apparen? at this point--we can only hope that this will be the case.

et us point out one additional aspect of the problem that might allow
Monsanto Company to derive some favorable publicity.
that your plant data will show that the plant effluent has been cleaned up
tremendously and that on a pound for pound basls you are putting very little
residue into Choccolocco Creek at the present time in comparison with past
. yeara. Certainly you would not want to give the figures in a news relsase,
' but wuld it not be helpful to state categorically that the effluent is
relatlvely clean at the present time?
.Company officisls are in a better position to jJudge the merits of such a
release than we are., It is simply passed along for what it {s worth,

It is our impreasion

We fully realize that Monsanto

We are very sorry that we can't paint a brighter picture at the present

time. However, we all know that we have to study these situations carefully
and that we must be able to document any claims of envirommental improvement
before they are released for public consumption.

If you have any questions sbout this interim report, please let us hear

from you.

Bl T Y
" Royal D. Suttkus, Ph.D.
Gerald E. Gunning, Ph.D.
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