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August 15, 1971

Hr. Eugene Wight 
Pollution Control Engineer 
Monsanto Company 
Technical Services Department 
Anniston, Alabama 36201

Dear M ister W igh ti

As we stated to you In Anniston some weeks ago, we have worked 
up the P.C.B. residue data ae we have received them from you and 
Intended to report on them formally at the end of the f i r s t  year 
of our survey o f Choccolocco Creek, the Coosa River and tributaries.
However, considering the unfavorable publicity Monsanto Company 
recently received as a re su lt of the congressional sub-committee 
report, we fe l t  i t  imperative that we submit an Interim report to 
Monsanto Company a t th is time in order to insure that both parties 
(Monsanto and consultants) may know where we presently stand with 
regard to the P.C.B. residue analyses.

F ir st , we have spent a groat deal of time in deciding what 
comparisons w ill be most meaningful to us in looking at the total 
residue data available. I t  i s  our opinion that s t r ic t  s ta t is t ic a l  
applications are not feasib le , or indeed even applicable, 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 ju stifiab le .

Analysis T

We will refer to th is analysis as a paired-value analysis for wet 
weight Aroclor 1251*. The comparison of paired values i s  from one quarter 
to the next immediate quarter, a l l  fish  species combined. Specifically , 
we are comparing December, 1970 with March, 1971.

CONTROLS—67$ of paired values decreased (12 of 18 determinations). 
EXPERIMENTALS—50$ of paired values decreased (5 of 10 determinations).

Since control stations are those stations 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 station8 are those wherein 
flthes could receive P.C.B's due to location.

Tills ooiv.̂ Bd'IbOii bijOv*s tlmv the f-iyliee in the experimental area do nob show 
a corresponding decrease in P.C.B. residue levels (as Aroclor 125U) compared 
with the controls. There i s  a 17$ difference.
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We must conclude then for Analysis I that no Improvement in fish  residue 
levels, a l l  species combined, 1s indicated.

Analysis I I

The comparison la the same as for Analysis I  except that lip id  values 
for Aroclor 1251* were used. Again, a l l  fish  species were combined.

CONTROLS—50% of paired values decreased (11 of 22 determinations). 
EXPERTMENTAIfi—}0% o f paired values decreased (3 of 10 determinations).

In th is 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 (a s Aroclor 1251*, lip id  fraction) compared with 
the controls. There i s  a 20% difference (compared with n% for Analysis I ) .

The f i r s t  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 repetitive when the wet weight and lip id  fraction values for Aroclor 
1251* are oompared. This i s  of course what we would hope for. However, tho 
resu lts are not good since both analyses show us that Aroclor 1251* residues 
have not decreased as we had hoped they would. Considering the residual 
nature of P.C.B1s we were certainly optim istic to say the least.

Analysis I I I

We made a single species analysis for each of five fish species* 1. blue- 
g i l l ,  2. b lacktail shiner, 3* stoneroller, 1*. longear sunflsh, and 5. bass.
In each instance the residue leve ls were higher in the experimental area than 
in the control area. We must wait for further data for the final six  months 
of the f i r s t  year of the survey to see i f  th is trend i s  overturned. At this 
point we would havo 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, and 10 
(7 i s  Martha Williams, 8 i s  Highway 93, and 10 i s  Highway 77 for orientation) 
had the highest residue values for the fishes we studied. This i s ,  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 her.e i f  we are to show environmental 
improvement.

HONS 087490



B I O L O G I C A L  C O N S U L T A N T S
Wnt<»r Pollution - Water Quality * Biological S im ejs  * Fishery Biology

Ro y a l , d . S u t t k u s . P h . d . 
7 * 3 6  HURST STftECT 
N IW  O R L E A N S , LO U ISIA N A  7 0 1 1 0  
PHONE: 066*6101

G e r a l d  E. g u n n in g . p h . d .
3 6 0 6  4 8 T H  ST R E E T  
M ETA IRIE. LO U ISIA N A  7 0 0 0 1  
PH O NE: 6 3 6 * 4 1 6 7

Page 3 of Interim Report

Our f ie ld  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 
•Iso  see the greatest number of fishes that are either sick or l i s t le s s  in 
theso areas. Of course visual observations won't t e l l  us what caused these 
fishes to become deformed or sick but we must consider the to tal observations 
• s  i  crude indication that something i s  indeed wrong in these areas.

In summary, there i s  nothing we can do with the residue data at this 
point that would allow Monsanto to counteract the unfavorable public opinion 
that may resu lt from the congressional sub-committee report (which we have 
not seen). Perhaps the June, 1971 data w ill show a decrease that t t  not 
apparent at th is point—we can only hope that th is will bo the case.

le t  us point out one additional aspect of the problem that might allow 
Monsanto Company to derive some favorable publicity. It  i s  our impression 
that your plant data w ill show that the plant effluent has been cleaned up 
tremendously and that on a pound for pound basis you are putting very l i t t le  
residue into Choccolocco Creek a t the present time in comparison with past 
years. Certainly you would not want to give the figures in a news release, 
but would i t  not be helpful to state  categorically that the effluent is  
relatively  clean at the present time? We fu lly  realize that Monsanto 
Company o f f ic ia ls  are in a better position to Judge the merits of such a 
release than we are. It  i s  simply passed along for what i t  i s  worth.

We are very sorry that we can't paint a brighter picture at the present 
time. However, we a l l  know that wo hove to study those situations carefully 
and that we must be able to document any claims of environmental improvement 
before they are released for public consumption.

I f  you have any questions about th is interim report, please le t us hear 
from you.

geg
Royal D. Suttkus, Ph.D. 
Gerald E. Gunning, Ph.D.
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