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6 Y I # I C l  
' . p . c . B .  R E S I D U E  DATA FROM J U N E  

* FISH C O L L E C T I O N  A N D  AN I H T E R I M  .w-y R E P O R T  FROM THE CONSULTANTS 
(Drs. Gunning  and S u t t k u s )  

P. B .  Hodges - 6.0. 

Yd J .  L. C o r d e r  
''O G. L. Jessee 

Iw. B. Papageorge - G.O. 

A t t s c h e d  I s  a copy o f  t h e  r e s l d u e  d a t a  w h l c h  w a s  g a t h e r e d  
f rom t h e  June f l s h  c o l l e c t i o n .  Th ts  d a t a  has been s e n t  
t o  t h e  c o n s u l t a n t s  f o r  t h e i r  compar ison  w l t h  t h e  previous 
d a t a .  

A l s o  a t t a c h e d  i s  a copy o f  an i n t e r t m  r e p o r t  wh lch  we 
r e c e i v e d  f r o m  D r s .  6 u n n i n g  and Suttkus. S i n c e  t h t s  r e -  

- p o r t  i s  f r o m  o n l y  two s e t s  o f  r e s l d u e  d a t a  (December 1970 
and March 1971) .  o n l y  t w o  c o n c l u s i o n s  can be drawn. 
These c o n c l u s i o n s  a r e  (1)  Monssnto has an e x c e l l e n t  ana- 
l y t t c a l  method and ( 2 )  t h e r e  has been no  s l g n l f l c a n t  r e -  
d u c t l o n  I n  P.C.B. c o n c e n t r a t i o n  between t h e  e x p e r l m e n t a l  . f l s h  and t h e  c o n t r o l s .  

I f  y o u  have q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  these  I t e m s ,  p l e a s e  
c o n t a c t  ae. 

E. 6. U r l g h t  
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Wr. Bugene Wrlght 
Pollution Control b g i n e e t  , 

bnsanto Company 
9echnical Services Department 
Inniston, Alabama 36201 

Dear Hister Wightr 

up the P.C.R, residua data as we have received them from mu and 
intended to report on them formally at  the end of  the first. year 
of our surcvey'of Choccolocco Creek, the Coo80 River and tributarier. 
However, coneldoring the unfavorable publicity lbnsanto h p n ~  
recently received es a result of tho congressional sub-coamitteo 

. report, tro felt It imperative that we submit au interim report to 
lbnsanto Cempeny a t  this t h e  3.n order t o  insum that both parties 
(Honsanta and consultents) may know uhere ue presentlf stand witb 
rogsrd to the P.C.B. residue malf888. 

A8 we ststad fa you In Anniston sme veeks ago, M haw worked 

?*st ,  we have epent 8 treat d s d  of tine in d e c i e n g  what 
oompriaons Vi11 be most nesningful ta uc i n  looking a t  the total 
redduo  data avai lable .  
application@ u e  Rot feasible, or indecd even nppUaablr, becouse of 
the tremendous number of tarlablee t h i t  come into play w i t h  the 

the oonfhes  of ule dat8 rrnd these broad oornpar~eons can be Gupportcd 
by othor detemlnations and interpretations that  are indeed 3ustFTiable. 

It is our opinion that s t r i c t  s t a t i s t i c a l  - 
. 

HsidW Mdy606. f!OWYOr, SOM brOd WUlp&.SOnS O u 1  be arde dthh 

Analysin f 

ve lgh t 

we ule'oomparing Deccmbar, 1970 with March, 1971. 

refor to t h i s  m a l f s i s  ae I pak.ed-v3ue ~ p l y ~ i ~  for w o t  
The conparibon of pelred values' is f r a t 3  one quarter 
quarter, a l l  f ieh 8pecioe combined. Spocifically,  

- 
.WNTROLS--679 of pak-ed values decreased (12 of 16 detennlnations). 
BZ[PWD@?lTAIS--50$ of paired values decreased ( 5  of 10 detanninatione). 

Since control atations -0 those stat5ons wherein the fishes present could 
not recoive P .C,Bl s  duo to location wlth respoct to water ourrents which 
oould potentially c q  P d h B ' 8 ~  then e.ptrimcnta1 etatione m e  thoso wher& 
ffd1e8 could receive P.C.A~s due t'o location'. 

This c ir~;~~.hl .k , i~  ~ I O . I B  U ~ b t  Um Z h h a  5x1 tho oqmrimcntaf. moa do not ohou 
correspondin6 decreeso i n  P,C.B. residue levels (oe Aroclor 12%) cunpmd . 

with tho controla. Thore I s  a 17% dlfrorcnce. 
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-0 2 Of Interim Report 

ve muat conclude then for Analysis f that no hprovement In fish rseidue 
Xevele, a l l  6pecies combined, 1 s  Indicated. 

- _ -  -AnslyBls TI 
shs comparison Is the 68me M fOF Andyals I except that l i p i d  mluse 
-for lroclor 12% uere wed. Again, .U. fish species vera combined. 

00HmOLS--5@ of palired t d u e e  docmaeed (U of 22 detenninatione). 
-gLpEXIME2TAIS--30% of paired Y d U O S  decreased (3 of 10 determinetione). 

fn t h i s  second analyais M me a g d n  that  the fisher kr the experimata3. 
area (subjected to P.C.B. residues) do not show a corresponding decreace 

- i n  P.C.B. rsaidue lomls (a8 Aroclor 1254, l i p i d  fraction) compared with 
the controle. There i s  a 209 differenas (campamd v i t h  17% for Analysis 1). 

:The f k e t  two analyees are indlert ioe of the fact &at the hurdling of the 
ramp108 and subsequent analysh for P.C.B. redduas have been O ~ C C 0 6 8 m  md 
lndeod rcpetitivo h e n  the wet voicht and U p i d  fraction values for  &&or 
129 conpared. - ThL8 $8 o f  oourse vhat we would hope for. However, the  
results are not good since both uralysas uhov us that Aroolor 12% FOSidueS 
hove not decreased as 110 had hoped thay would. 
nature of P*C.B'S W e  were Oefld.8dy Opthd6tiO 

- _ _  - 

. -. - _ .  

Considering the residual 
6pY the least. 

We mde ringlo s p d e r  melye18 for each of fire fish upeoieut 
g i l l ,  2. blacktat1 rhlnor, 3. rrton~ller,  &. longear eunfieh, and 5. bacs. 
In each instance the wsidue l e v e l 8  were higher in the experlmmtal area than 
Ln the control area. We must wait for Purthcr data for the f inal  s i x  months 
of #e f irrt  y8ar of the 8 m v e ~  te 000 U t h i o  trend i a  overturned. A t  this 
point vb m i l d  havo fo e 4  that the'data m e  detrhental to Honsmto. 

I. blue- 

. . .. 
. A station-to-station coanpuieon 1tn8 made between successive stations 

- -among the 10 stations we had residua data for. - ( 7  iS Martha WIUlamr, 8 5s Righway 930 mtf 10 is Highway 77 for orienta~on) 

-loCieal and to be expected when we oonsider the location of these statlone 
: tdth reopbct to'the' plant. . In the future we m e t  be able to damonetrato 

Statlone 6, 7, 8, end 10 

h d  the highest residue r&uer for the fishes we studied. Thlr $6, of course, 

considerable docma668 in residue levels htr.8 If we am to show envirormntal 
. .  

I -improvement. - 
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ow f i e l d  obearntlone over the past few para and oontlnuing up mtfi 
the present time show that  the greatout number of deformed fiehe3 have been 
fomd at  H e s t h  Williame (Station 7) and stat ions inmedi8tely below 7. we 
.ISO aee the greateet number of ffrher that are either rick or l i s t l e e s  in 
$hem arnaa. Of cow88 r l s u a l  observations won't tall us vihat caused t k t s a  
tishes to become deformed or slak but we must mnaider the total observations 
u A orude indication that  somothing I s  indeeb'wrong i n  these u e a e .  

fn smnmary, there $ 8  nathlng we CUI do with the residue data at  this 
'P.- 

point that would allow Honsanto to corntaract the unfavorable publia opinion 
that 
mot seen). 
rppmnt a t  thib polnt-we can om hope that this Viu be the cam. 

result f r o m  the congressional s u b c o d t t e e  mport (whlch we have 
Perhape the June, 197l d8ta w l l l  show a decraase that t$ not 

I& UB point out one 4 d i t l o n Q  aspect of the problem that  &ht 3 1 0 ~  
Wonsanto Company to derive some favorable publicity. It is our impreasion 
that pur plant data will show that  the plant effluent has been cleaned up 
tremendously and that  on a pound for pound basis p u  am putting very l l t t l a  
remidue into olocoolocco Creek e t  the prerent t h e  i n  mmpar$son vith past 

' yearo. Certainly you would not want t o  give tbe lieume in a new release, 
but muld it not be helpful to rtete categorically that the eff luent  10 
relatively olcnn a t  the present time? We fully realise that bnsanto 

.Oompany o f f i c i d e  u e  i n  8 batter position t o  $v3ge the merits or such a 
=lease than yd are. It I s  u h p l y  passed along for vbat 3% 5s worth. 

We are very sorry that ue c a n ' t  paint 8 brighter picture at the present 
t h e .  Hmevsr, we ell h o v  that we have to study these rltuatlons c ~ o r u l i y  
and that we must be ab10 to document any claim8 of sntiromontal Improvement 
before tboy are roleosed for publlo consumption. 

If p u  have any questions &out this Interim report, please l o t  us h e u  

- 

*h you, 

.. 
.. .. 

OSY 014827 
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Compos toma a n o m a l  urn - I Notropis’venustus - 
i Blacktail Shiner  S tone ro 1 1 er 

Hypentelium e t o n a n u m  - 
A l a .  Hog. Sucker 

- - ’ . ’  I 

. e s u l t s  a r e  ppm. 
o p  number i s  re’t weight .  
umber i n  p a r e n t h e s i s  I s  
.; 2 I d we i g h t 

( 1  ). S h o a l  Creek . 

~ 

6 ’  

A-1242 
4’ .TO’trl I 

A-1252  , ’ ?E8 ’, A-1254 

0.02 

( L o o )  

0.32 

(16.50) 
- ~- 

(2) Choccolocco Creek. 
Hwy. 9 8rldge 

( 3 )  Choccolocco Creek, 
Martha H. Y i l t l a m s  
B r l  dae. HWY.  95 

( 4 )  Choccolocco Creek ,#. 

Hwy. 93 Brldge 

( 5 )  Choccolocco Creek. 
nwy. 77 

0.01 : 0.07 1 0.oy 0 .ol I 0.05- 1 0.66 

,!, 
( 6 )  kheahr . . .  Creak. . 

:7 )  Aker’s Creak 

%( :8)  Cane Creek 

.. 
:9) Stcarley 8rldga. ’  

Hny. 34 
e.-.;. . 
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