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Attached is a copy of the residue data which was gathered
from the June fish collection. This data has been sent
to the consultants for their comparison with the previous
data.
Also attached 1s a copy of an interim report which we
received from Drs. Bunning and Suttkus. Since this re-
‘port is from only two sets of residue data (December 1970
and March 1971), only two conclusions can be drawn.
These conclusions are (1) Monsanto has an excellent ana-
lytical method and (2) there has been no significant re-
duction in P.C.B. concentration between the experimental
. fish and the controls.

I1f you have questions concerning these items, please

contact me.

E. 6. Wright
- /dp
Att. 2 .
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ool PHONE: 895-ar1ey

August 15, 1972

Mr. Bugene Wright

Pollution Control Engineer
Monsanto Company

Technical Services Department
Anniston, Alabama 36201

Dear Mister Wrights L _ .

As we stated to you in Anniston some weeks ago, we have worked
up the P.C.B, residuc 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 gs a result of the congressional sub-cormitteo

- report, wo felt it imperative that we submit an interim report to

Monsanto Compeny at this time in order to insuro that both parties
(Monsanto and consultsnts) may know where we presently stand with
rogard to the P.C.B. residue snalyses,

First, ve have spent a great deal of tims in deciding what
comperisons will be most meaningfu) to ue in looking at the total
residuo data available. It is our opinion that strict statistical
applications are not feasible, or indeed even npplicsble, because of
the tremendous number of varisbles thut come into play with the
residue analysos, Fowever, some broad oomparisons can be made within
the confines of the data and these broad comparisons can be supported
by othor determinations and interpretations that are indeed justifieble.

Analysis 7

We refor to this analysis as a paired-value analysis for wet
veight droclor The comparison of paired values is fron one quarier

o the next immedlate quarter, all fish specios combined, Spocifically,

¥e are comparinz December, 1970 with March, 1971.

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

EXPERIMFNTALS-~50% of paired values decreased (5 of 10 determinations).

8ince control stations are those stations wherein the fishes present could
not reccive P,C.B's duc to location with respoct to water ourrents vhich .
oould potentially carry P.C.B's, then expsrimental stztions are thoso whercin
fithes could receive P.C.R's dus to location.

This comparfiscn shows thatl the fishive in the oxperimental aroa do not show

@ corresponding decrease in P.C.B. residue levels (as Aroclor 1254) compared
with tho controls. There is a 17% diffcrence.
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Yo must conclude then for Analysis I that no 1mprovement in fish residue
1ovela, all species combined, is indicated.

Analnio II

“The comparison is t.he same as for Analysie I except that lipid walues
for Aroclor 125’4 were used. Again, all fish species were combined.

,(XJHTROLS--SO! of paired velues docreased (11 of 22 determinations).
-BXPERIMENTALS--30% of paired valuss decreased (3 of 10 determinations).

In this sscond analysis we see again that the fishes in the experimental
‘area (subjected to P.C.B., residues) do not show a corresponding decreace
‘4n P,C.B, residue lovels (a&s Aroclor 1254, 1ipid fraction) compared with
the controla. ‘There 48 . 20% dirfereme (compared with 17% for Analysis I)

“The first two analyses are mdicative of the tact that the handling of the
“samplos and subsequent analysis for P.C.B. residues have been successful and
dndeod rcpetitive when the wet woight 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 rosidues
have not decreased as we had hoped they would, Considering the residual
nature of P.C.B's we were oertainly optimistioc to say the least.

Analysis ITI

We made » ainglo apooiea analysis for each of five fish species: 1. blue-
gill, 2, blacktall shinoer, 3. stonercller, L. longear sunfish, and 5. bacs.
In each instance the residue levels were higher in the experimental area than
in the control area, We must wait for further data for the final six months

of the first year of the swrvey tc sce if this trend is overturned. At this
point we would have to0 say that the data are detrimental to Monsanto.

' Analzgia 1v

A utation—to-station eanparieon mxs nade between successive stations

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

- (7 4s Martha Williams, 8 is Highway 93, and 10 is Highway 77 for orientation)
hag the highest residue values for the fishes we studied. This is, of course,
-logical and to be expected whan we consider the location of these stations

- with reopect to the plant, "In the future we must be able to demonstrato
‘consideradble docreasca in reaidue levels here if we are to show environmsntal
- dmprovement, .

- . —_—- . - - - ee e . .. - - e .. .
L -— .. e -— = ete s w  twm . oae . R .- -
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Page 3 of Interim Report

Our field obscrvations 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 listless in
these areas. Of course visual observations won't tell us wvhat caused these
fishes to bscoms deformed or siok but we sust consider the total observations
as & crude indication that somothing is indeed wrong in these areas.

" In summary, thers 18 nothing we can do with the residue data &t this
point that would allow Monsanto to counteract the unfavorable publie opinion
that may result from the congressional sub-committee report (which we have
pot eeen)., Perhaps the June, 1571 data will show a decrdase that 14 not
apparent at this point--we can only hope that this will be the case.

Let us point out one additional aspect of the problem that might allow
Monsanto Company to derive some favorsble publicity. It is our impression
that your plant data will show that the plant effluent has been cleaned up
tremendously and that on a pound for pound basis you are putting very little

. residue into Choccolocco Creek at the present time in comparison with past

years. Certainly you would not want to give the figures in a news release,
but wuld it not be helpful to state categorically that the effluent is
relatively olcan at the present time? We fully realize that Monsanto

.Oompany officials are in a2 better position to judge the merits of such a

release than we are. It 18 simply passed along for what it is worth,

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

*" time. However, we all lnow that we have to study these situations carefully

and that we must be ablo to document any claims of environmental improvement
before thoy are released for public consumption.

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

from you,
VQ‘E tr\ﬁy yours, N
: " Royal D, Buttkus, Ph.D. a\
i {3 Oerald E. Gunning, Ph.D.
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.esults are ppm,
0p number is we't weight,

Hypentelium etowanum -

Ala. Hog Sucker

Compostoma anomalum -
Stoneroiler

- S AR

Notropis venustus -

Blacktail Shiner

S
umber in parenthesis {s .Total Totai | T Total|
ipid weight. A-1242 | A-1258 | PCB A-1242 | A-i254 | PCB 1 A-1242 |[A-1256 . oCB !

. RN R i - 1

(1) Shoal Creek - - 0.3z | 0.02 0.3% c.0ob o.of 0.0 0.0z o.1f . 0./3)

A (16.5«:) (1.00) | ¢172.50) {(1.33) {(/-10) (2.93) (o. é?) (‘/yy) (5 ,3)
(2) Choccolocco Creek, o.ol | o.03 0.0% 0.0Y o.ol 0.05 i 0.06 o.1Y ! o. ’
* Hwy. 9 Bridge Qgss) LI.'f‘) _ (Z.o‘)‘) (o.%\ (o. za) (/ z/> (,.3,_-,) (3 30) ; (/

(3) Chocco‘loccoiCreek. | ></\></ i 3.0 2.9¢ ! 1086
M . K ' . R
r1das. fowy, 95 \Q{ I {Gre9) ozaa) | (735

S ' ; l |

(4) Choccolocco Creek,.. ></ ></; 9-6‘/\ 1.7z | 213C.
Hwy. 93 'Bridge \ . \\ !(308.33) (375‘,90\/ (63333)

( 5) Choccolocco Creek, ></ \></ Z.86 Z.50 53¢
Hvly 77 ' < . : i&7°-°°\ (35'.00) C‘?S‘ oo)

: ' s, ! I

(6) ch'.h. Creek - 0.07 0./0 0.7 | 0.0f | 0.07 : 0.7 Z.8 299']

: e . Qo.aa‘) Q.IS‘) (_z.ocD (9-3_2) Qo;’z) 5(20.33) (51. 67) ,C'Z“ )

: 3 1
'7) Aker's Creek L ___ None. ></3 . 0.1y o.1v7
. Fou-*) \ (3995 |[(E725)

.8) Cane Creek ></ O.l8 0.25" 0.¥3 ( ©0.03 o.1 0. /7‘

. ~—__ {1 [ (199 (3.35) {(043) |(z:27) | (279)

— _ —

'9) Stemley Bridge,’ ) / ,‘>{ /ﬂ
Awy. 34 ; - R
vy e >‘<\' /

_.Ciear Cre"eit

!

]
]

—
/

OSw 014828

! !

— P



sapiowfes - sna

ajydoud iy

} { i ¢ { " . . )
o1 Y —_—1 € " oL ) ) "
628910 msq ...MMMM 2558 (fen) 0o%2) | (005T) | (00°6) ﬂhh.o& (esor) -
— L~ N ™ deieaenpl 17 €L°0 | AKOT] g#0 | €40 o
: . (oo | (seol) MMNQ\U AQ.\.mu (Lrps) | (ez: *3 ﬁmN..N.\V .
i ~—— | %9 | T uoprmg) o5z | 0572 299~ z90
m&.&m Ce'h)| en) | (oorz) | (oo2d)| (e2w)| (op)| _ | (seo) |(sedd)|
280 m (z'0 boo £0°0 oo (copromrsy A1'0 41" 0 /00 A0°0
7 N 5 . .
\¥%) sz) W ﬁw.oov an.oM (oopimres) (z£0 ) (gg70) —_ A e
L % \.g.“mz - ey 199 | (070 dueN
o — @y | @D | — | Geasd)|ooan)| (e Cseeny|(sees)|
\\A _ (o0 LO' O .ﬁue...oouv Ast! 003 IS'E oz°Z °zz |
T (oosi2) [ o) oss)) (¢arai)] ew=ar)| @3
\\ \mv.A \VA st | svs’| per | ewe | €4 | wee
o= | k< oecd) [Goser Y Gosy |~ }—
T ] SHE | FUZ | gl )T
- Y / A«vo hONu AOO..nh \V heo-o.ﬂ.u /
o B wo | s | B2 | P
WO VAN, \\X/ 200 200 .o.\.o L9°0 £0°0Q
R f,oN.Nd (06°0) o) | peney “ - — 9] An.h.cu (040"
\.VA/ —~=2°0 2070 ( £ W.Ou.u m . PeeN | . 00...0 £0°0 £o0°0
83| VeELV| Gvzl-v | 4 [ VSTV GiZTV U3 | VSTV [ GRITV | @i (982l | Zrils
'R0t _ Lejol a -fe3o0y 1e3joq A
. 2eS00d - sseg y "
ylraadboy snieynidund - : ttsbany g ysjjung aeabuo
- S3pouded evidULdy = Shagydoadeuw sjwoday - sjjolebow siwodan




