
APPENDIX A

LIST OF EXPERT PEER REVIEWERS





APPENDIX B

CHARGE TO EXPERT PEER REVIEWERS

















APPENDIX C

PREMEETING COMMENTS, ALPHABETIZED BY AUTHOR

Note: With one exception, this appendix includes a copy of the premeeting comments that were
distributed in a bound volume at the peer review meeting, without revision.  Dr. Larry
Kapustka submitted a revised set of comments to include in this report.  The nature of his
revisions were strictly editorial.
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List of Observers Who Made Comments

Day 1 (June 1, 2000):

David Glaser, Quantitative Environmental Analysis
Mike Moore, Exponent
Larry Barnthouse, LWB Environmental Services, Inc.
Tom Ginn, Exponent
George Hodgson, Saratoga County Environmental Management Council

Day 2 (June 2, 2000):

Joe Gardner, Appalachian Mountain Club
George Hodgson, Saratoga County Environmental Management Council
Ron Sloan, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

The remainder of this appendix summarizes the comments made by the observers listed above.
Comments are summarized in the order in which they were presented.  As the meeting agenda in
Appendix E shows, observer comments were scheduled on both days of the peer review meeting. 
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Day #1, Comments from David Glaser, Quantitative Environmental Analysis

Mr. Glaser’s comments addressed the risk posed by PCBs to bald eagles in the Lower
Hudson River and a discrepancy between findings of bald eagle population field studies and the
hazard quotients documented in EPA’s ecological risk assessment.  To explain where this
discrepancy lies, he first summarized data collected by Peter Nye of the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) on bald eagle productivity in three bald
eagle nests located in counties along the Lower Hudson River.  Mr. Glaser explained that the bald
eagle population in the Lower Hudson River resulted from a NYSDEC reintroduction program
during the 1980s and that productivity data are available for three nests for the years 1992 to
1999.  

Reviewing the NYSDEC data set, Mr. Glaser indicated the number of fledglings produced
by bald eagle pairs in the three nests, one each in Columbia County, Green County, and Duchess
County.  Summarizing the data, he reported the average “number of young fledged per occupied
nest” for the three nests observed.  Mr. Glaser noted that this average number was 0 from 1992 to
1996, but then increased in three successive years, from 0.5 in 1997 to 1.7 in 1999.  He stressed
that, as of 1999, the eagles in all three nests were producing young, with an average productivity
rate of 1.7 fledglings per nest per year.  To interpret the data, Mr. Glaser compared the average
productivity rate among Lower Hudson River nests for the years 1997 to 1999 (i.e., 1.25 young
produced per occupied nest per year) to the goals for productivity recommended by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service for bald eagle recovery plans (i.e., 0.9 to 1.1 young per occupied nest) and to
the minimum productivity rate reported in the scientific literature as being sufficient to maintain an
eagle population (i.e., 0.7 young per occupied nest).  Mr. Glaser stressed that the productivity
rate observed clearly exceeded these two distinct productivity goals.

To contrast the results observed in the field, Mr. Glaser then presented the findings
reported in EPA’s ecological risk assessment.  Specifically, he showed four hazard quotients for
bald eagles for 1999 exposure levels; the different hazard quotients were based on various
combinations of exposed individuals (i.e., egg and adult) and dose metric (i.e., Tri+ PCBs and
TEQ).  These hazard quotients, which Mr. Glaser acknowledged are estimates based on
information presented in EPA’s Responsiveness Summary, ranged from 6 to 117.  Mr. Glaser
explained that the hazard indexes for adults are based on NOAELs for other species (chicken and
pheasant), with associated uncertainty factors, and that the hazard indexes for eggs are based on
field studies that either could not attribute effects exclusively to PCBs or did not observe effects
on productivity.  For these reasons, Mr. Glaser stressed that the NOAELs used in EPA’s analyses
to calculate hazard quotients are excessively conservative.

Summarizing his comments, Mr. Glaser reiterated that the site-specific field studies indicate
that the nesting bald eagle population is “increasing and reproducing,” with “no evidence of
current impact.”  Conversely, he said EPA’s hazard quotients, which he thought were based on
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conservative and uncertain assumptions, “suggest important ongoing impacts.”  Mr. Glaser
concluded, therefore, that the site-specific bald eagle population data and EPA’s hazard quotients
are contradictory.  Given that the population “appears healthy,” even with the elevated hazard
quotients, Mr. Glaser interpreted that EPA’s analyses are “overly conservative,” which limits the
utility of the ecological risk assessment for making sediment remediation decisions.

 
Day #1, Comments from Mike Moore, Exponent

Mr. Moore commented on the reproductive success of tree swallows along the Hudson
River by reviewing results of a study conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and critiquing EPA’s interpretation of this study.  He stressed the importance of fully considering
the implications of the USFWS study, because it reportedly presents “the only empirical data on
reproductive success of birds along the Hudson River.”  

Mr. Moore opened his comments by describing the scope of the USFWS study, which
examined various reproductive effects (e.g., clutch size, hatch rate, fledgling rate), plumage
formation, and nest quality.  He focused the remainder of his comments on the implications of the
reproductive endpoint, noting that reproductive effects likely have greater implications at the
population level than do either of the other endpoints studied.  To illustrate the main findings of
the USFWS study, Mr. Moore displayed graphs showing how hatch rate (percent) among tree
swallows varied with PCB concentration in chicks for various areas along the Hudson River.  He
explained that one would expect to see hatch rates decreasing with increasing PCB concentrations
if PCBs truly were having a negative impact on reproductive success.  However, Mr. Moore
indicated, no such trend was observed.  To the contrary, he noted that the nesting areas with
some of the lowest hatch rates actually had some of the lowest PCB concentrations in chicks.

When interpreting the USFWS data, Mr. Moore explained that researchers often evaluate
the significance of their observations using comparisons to observations made in a “reference”
study area.  He acknowledged that USFWS attempted to make such comparisons, but the
designated “reference area” was also found to have elevated PCB levels and thus could not serve
this purpose.  To put the Hudson River data into perspective, Mr. Moore compared the USFWS
observations to those documented in the scientific literature.  Specifically, he showed a plot
comparing a distribution of average clutch sizes from published studies to clutch sizes observed in
1994, 1995, and 1998 at selected Hudson River locations.  Mr. Moore noted that the observed
clutch sizes in the Hudson River clearly “fit within the distribution” of clutch sizes derived from
studies in the literature.  Further, Mr. Moore added that the other “reproductive parameters for
Hudson River tree swallows are comparable with” mean values in reference areas.

Summarizing his interpretation of the USFWS study, Mr. Moore indicated that the study
found no dose-response relationship between PCB exposure in tree swallows and “any measure of
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reproductive performance,” and he concluded that the variability in measures of reproductive
performance among Hudson River tree swallows is comparable to those reported for tree
swallows elsewhere in North America.  Further, Mr. Moore acknowledged that USFWS reported
differences in plumage development and nesting quality among Hudson River locations, but he
suspected that the variability in these observations is comparable to that which would be observed
in comparison populations.  He added that even if effects on plumage development and nesting
quality among Hudson River tree swallows are significant, these outcomes do not have any
impact on reproductive success, which he considered to be “the ultimate endpoint of concern.”

Finally, Mr. Moore commented on how EPA interpreted the USFWS study, noting that the
ecological risk assessment concludes that “hidden effects” occur among Hudson River tree
swallows and that these effects might “be reflected at the population level.”  Mr. Moore thought
that the USFWS data do not support this conclusion, and he recommended that EPA reevaluate
the USFWS data and revise the conclusion accordingly.

Day #1, Comments from Larry Barnthouse, LWB Environmental Services, Inc.

Mr. Barnthouse’s comments stressed the importance of considering field data on the
Hudson River fish population as part of the site’s ecological risk assessment.  He opened his
comments by noting that EPA’s Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment indicates that “field
data on the condition of populations and communities” are a relevant component of ecological
risk assessments.  The remainder of his comments addressed a large volume of data characterizing
fish populations in the Lower Hudson River and those data’s relevance to the Hudson River PCBs
ecological risk assessment.

Describing the types of data available, Mr. Barnthouse indicated that Hudson River utility
companies, NYSDEC, and the National Marine Fisheries Service have compiled various types of
data relevant to fish populations over the last 25 years to support the licensing of power plants
along the Lower Hudson River.  He noted that the available data are extensive, assessing
conditions throughout the Lower Hudson River (i.e., from New York City to Troy) and
characterizing all life stages of striped bass and many other species, thus “providing abundance
trends for all major estuarine fish species.”  Mr. Barnthouse added that the data on Lower Hudson
River fish populations is “the most complete fish community data set that has ever been made
available for a Superfund ecological risk assessment.”

Mr. Barnthouse then identified three general trends apparent from the field data for
selected receptors of concern in EPA’s ecological risk assessment.  First, the field data indicate
that the abundance of striped bass and shortnose sturgeon has greatly increased over the last 25
years.  Second, the abundance of yellow perch has fluctuated over this period, for various reasons



Appendix F—Summaries of Observers’ Comments

F-6

(e.g., the changing habitat quality and the variable striped bass predation).  Third, the data suggest
“few changes in the fish community as a whole” in the Lower Hudson River since 1974.

For a more detailed account of the field data, Mr. Barnthouse interpreted trends among the
striped bass population—a species he intentionally selected for summary for three reasons: 
(1) because striped bass are predators, they most likely received higher PCB exposures than other
fish species for which data are available; (2) fish tissue sampling studies have measured PCB
concentrations in adult striped bass over the past 20+ years; and (3) data characterizing the
abundance of all life stages of striped bass (i.e., egg, larva, juvenile, and adult) are available for
the same time frame.  Mr. Barnthouse noted that the available data are useful for testing various
hypotheses on how PCB exposures might affect striped bass at the population level.  

As a specific example of interpreting the field data, Mr. Barnthouse explained that one
would expect to see reproductive success among striped bass increase (e.g., more surviving larvae
produced per spawner, higher abundance of juveniles produced) as PCB exposures decrease if
PCBs truly have an impact at the population level.  To test this hypothesis, he presented plots
showing how “post yolk-sac larval index” and the “NYSDEC index of juvenile abundance” varied
with levels of PCBs measured in adult female fish during the spawning season over the last 20–25
years.  Mr. Barnthouse explained how the trends in these plots contradict the hypothesis that PCB
exposure causes decreased reproductive success among striped bass.  Specifically, he noted that
the post yolk-sac larval index among striped bass peaked in the early 1980s, when PCB exposures
were considerably higher than they have been since, and that the index of juvenile abundance was
essentially uncorrelated with PCB levels among adult female fish over the years of record.

Based on this evaluation and other evaluations he did not have time to summarize, Mr.
Barnthouse indicated that the available field data present “a very strong line of evidence that fish
populations of the Lower [Hudson] River are not at risk due to PCB exposure, either past or
present.”  Mr. Barnthouse then concluded his comments by presenting three summary statements
on the status of fish populations in the Lower Hudson River:  (1) he noted that the abundance of
the “major” fish species have either increased or remained stable over the last 25 years; (2) he
indicated that “there have been few changes in the fish community as a whole”; and (3) he noted
that the reproductive success of striped bass—the species for which field data are most
voluminous—appear to be uncorrelated with trends in PCB body burdens.

Day #1, Comments from Tom Ginn, Exponent

During his comments, Mr. Ginn answered two “big picture” issues raised in charge
questions 3 and 8.  Specifically, he addressed the charges to “comment on whether the
combination of measured, modeled, guideline, and observational measurement endpoints used in
the ERA (pp. 20–29) supports the weight of evidence approach used in the ERA” (question 3)
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and “comment on whether the risk characterization adequately characterizes the relative risks to
ecological receptors (e.g., piscivores, insectivores) posed by PCBs in the Hudson River”
(question 8).  Mr. Ginn’s insights on these questions follow.

Addressing charge question 3, Mr. Ginn first stressed that a weight of evidence approach
should draw from “multiple, independent lines of evidence” that are evaluated and weighted into
an integrated ecological risk assessment.  Mr. Ginn explained that individual lines of evidence
might include population studies, comparisons with toxicity reference values (TRVs) documented
in the scientific literature, or toxicity studies; he further explained that a weight of evidence
analysis brings together these independent results, evaluating them in terms of their quality,
uncertainty, and ecological relevance.  Characterizing EPA’s approach, Mr. Ginn noted that the
ecological risk assessment draws almost exclusively on a single line of evidence (comparisons
with toxicity quotients [TQs]), thus not relying on a true weight of evidence approach.  He
concluded that EPA’s analyses do not provide a weight of evidence approach, but rather rely on
“a single, highly uncertain, overly conservative line of evidence.”  He added that, in some
instances, the ecological risk assessment presents results of multiple lines of evidence, but does
not weigh the different results.  Mr. Ginn stressed that EPA’s conclusions “are based entirely on
the TQ approach.”

Addressing charge question 8, Mr. Ginn first provided examples of how risks to ecological
receptors have been adequately characterized at sites other than the Hudson River.  For instance,
he noted that many different methods have been used at numerous sites since the 1980s and
earlier; he added that “site-specific, empirical assessments of exposed populations provide much
more reliable assessments” than the theoretical TRV approach used by EPA; and he stressed that
a variety of PCB-related adverse effects on individuals can be measured, as supported by
numerous studies published in the scientific literature.  Using the example of assessing risks to
piscivorous wading birds, Mr. Ginn then critiqued EPA’s methods of characterizing ecological
risks.  Specifically, he listed several different methods that EPA could have used to characterize
risks (e.g., measuring population abundance, PCB levels in eggs, reproductive performance),
saying EPA chose instead to assess PCB levels in the birds’ diets.  Mr. Ginn criticized this
approach as being too theoretical and relying on “the one line of evidence where you do not
measure the birds themselves.”  

Overall, Mr. Ginn found EPA’s approach to be appropriate as a “screening-level
assessment” or an initial assessment, but he did think the approach was appropriate for capturing
the complex conditions in the Hudson River or for justifying the magnitude of remedial options
EPA is considering.  He added that the available field data (as summarized in the preceding
observer comments) “do not indicate that adverse effects are occurring” among tree swallows,
benthic macroinvertebrates, fish, and bald eagles.  Reviewing his criticisms, Mr. Ginn stressed that
EPA’s risk assessment does not adequately characterize risks to ecological receptors because it
ignores the available empirical data suggesting that PCB-related effects are not occurring and
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relies too heavily on an “overly conservative” TQ approach.  Mr. Ginn closed his comments by
again characterizing EPA’s work as a screening-level ecological risk assessment that is not
appropriate in the Superfund decision making process.  He recommended that EPA consider the
types of information presented in the observer comments to develop a “truly definitive risk
assessment.”

Day #1, Comments from George Hodgson, Saratoga County Environmental Management
Council

Mr. Hodgson opened his comments by explaining his role on the Saratoga County
Environmental Management Council and noting that he has been following, and commenting on,
EPA’s Hudson River PCBs Site Reassessment since 1991.  Citing comments the Environmental
Management Council submitted to EPA, Mr. Hodgson indicated that the findings of the
ecological risk assessment are very conservative, with the combined effect of many individual
conservative assumptions leading to “a great degree of over-conservatism” in the overall study.

Reviewing specific comments he submitted on EPA’s report, Mr. Hodgson noted that the
risk assessment lacks meaningful analyses of what high TQs truly mean to species of concern in
the Upper Hudson River.  He argued that evaluations at the population level, both prior to and
after the presence of PCB contamination, would provide better insight into actual ecological risks. 
Citing a quote on page 29 of the ecological risk assessment, Mr. Hodgson noted that even EPA
acknowledges that data documenting ecological risks are more convincing than “projections” of
ecological risk that draw from many assumptions.  He then criticized EPA for not having
collected data on the species of potential concern in the Upper Hudson River since the onset of
the site reassessment in 1991.  Had EPA done so, according to Mr. Hodgson, the current
ecological risk assessment could be based on 9 years of ecological data, rather than being based
on “conjecture about what might happen to environmental populations.”  Mr. Hodgson called
EPA’s failure to collect ecological data “another example of poor planning” in the reassessment
methodology.

Mr. Hodgson then commented on the merit of a conservative TQ analysis, which he
thought yielded findings that contradicted the fact that no PCB-related ecological effects have
been observed among Upper Hudson River ecological populations.  In short, he said, the
discrepancy between the high TQs reported in EPA’s risk assessment and the lack of observed
effects means that EPA’s ecological risk assessment has “questionable value” and is “based on
conjecture and speculation raising alarms about things which have not been observed.”

Citing examples of the Saratoga Environmental Management Council’s specific comments,
Mr. Hodgson noted that the risk assessment failed to consider the “home range” and hibernation
of species of concern, which should have been evaluated for species (e.g., river otter, mink,
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migratory birds) that migrate or “are not dependent upon the Hudson River for year-round food
sources or for habitat.”  Further, he questioned the validity of the conclusions EPA draws in
Section 5 of the risk assessment, given that uncertainty factors between 10 and 100 and possibly
higher (according to Mr. Hodgson) were applied to lowest-observed-adverse-effect levels
(LOAELs) and no-observed-adverse-effect levels (NOAELs).  Mr. Hodgson listed several other
criticisms of EPA’s approach:  consistently selecting the lowest LOAEL or NOAEL for purposes
of evaluation; estimating dietary intakes of PCBs, in some cases, by assuming that winter diets
represent year-round intakes; overlooking the effects of home range, migration, and hibernation;
and possibly, in its baseline modeling analyses, overpredicting PCB levels in the food chain.

Given the many conservative assumptions inherent in EPA’s analysis, Mr. Hodgson was
not surprised that the ecological risk assessment found all species of concern to be at risk, but he
questioned the meaning of such a finding.  In contrast to EPA’s conclusions, Mr. Hodgson argued 
that “all indications” suggest that wildlife in the Upper Hudson River is “thriving.”  Specifically,
he noted that observers along the Hudson River have only provided positive reports on the
populations of waterfowl, avian species, river otter, racoons, mink, and fish.  Mr. Hodgson added
that the local press have not recently documented evidence of “dying or malformed wildlife in the
Upper Hudson River.”  Despite these signs of a thriving ecosystem, Mr. Hodgson was puzzled at
the elevated TQs derived in EPA’s ecological risk assessment.  Referring to data in Tables 5-12 to
5-14, he noted that EPA concludes that many species are at risk (TQ > 1) from the present
through the year 2018.  He cited specific TQs to emphasize this point:  mallard ducks (TQ >
1,000 in some cases), mallard eggs (TQ > 5,000 in some cases), bald eagles (TQ > 1,000 in some
cases), otter (TQ > 10,000 in some cases), and mink (TQ > 1,000 in some cases).  Though he
acknowledged that TQs only estimate “potential risks,” Mr. Hodgson argued that either (1) the
elevated TQs would suggest that PCB-related effects would be evident in Upper Hudson River
species or (2) the analysis is so excessively conservative as to provide a useless risk
characterization.  Citing the “lack of observed problems” in the Upper Hudson River, Mr.
Hodgson stated that the Saratoga County Environmental Management Council could only draw
one conclusion:  EPA’s ecological risk assessment “so overestimates risk as to not be useful.”

Concluding his comments, Mr. Hodgson cited a quote from Carol Browner (Administrator
of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) that was documented in a letter on EPA’s
“Guidance for Risk Characterization”:

While I believe the American public expects us to err on the side of protection in the face
of scientific uncertainty, I do not want our assessments to be unrealistically conservative. 
We cannot lead the fight for environmental protection into the next century unless we use
common sense in all we do.
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Reflecting on this quote, Mr. Hodgson concluded that EPA’s ecological risk assessment is
excessively conservative, “not in the best interest of the public,” and therefore inconsistent with
Administrator Browner’s sentiments, expressed above.

Day #2, Comments from Joe Gardner, Appalachian Mountain Club

Mr. Gardner introduced himself as a Conservation Chair of the Appalachian Mountain
Club.  He then commended the peer reviewers for their efforts in critiquing the ERA and
commended the staff of EPA for conducting the ecological risk assessment.  Mr. Gardner
indicated that his organization is “deeply concerned” about the vast amount of resources that have
been allocated to downplay the concern about the Hudson River PCBs Superfund site.  He hoped
that the talented staff working on “both sides of this issue” could come together to help “restore
the Hudson River.”

Day #2, Comments from George Hodgson, Saratoga County Environmental Management
Council

Mr. Hodgson offered several brief observations and comments.  First, he thanked the peer
reviewers for conducting a thorough evaluation of the ERA.  Second, Mr. Hodgson noted that
ospreys are present in the Thompson Island Pool area of the Upper Hudson River, and he
suspected they are present in other reaches of the Hudson River.  Having seen ospreys in the area
and feeding in the Thompson Island Pool, Mr. Hodgson thought the authors of the ERA should
have been aware of the presence of osprey had they done sufficient research on the Hudson River
ecosystem.  Third, Mr. Hodgson found it “obviously clear” that the peer reviewers found the ERA
“totally inadequate to predict valid and appropriate environmental impacts of PCBs in the Hudson
River.”  As a result, he indicated that EPA thus needs to revise the ERA to portray risks more
accurately and adequately before proceeding with the feasibility study and making a remedial
decision.  Finally, Mr. Hodgson stressed that the inadequacies of the ERA are too serious to leave
unresolved, and he noted that failure to address the shortcomings in the document would amount
to a “flagrant abuse” of the public trust.

Day #2, Comments from Ron Sloan, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Mr. Sloan, an employee of the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation’s (NYSDEC’s) Department of Fish and Wildlife, indicated that he has helped
NYSDEC collect and analyze fish tissue samples from the Hudson River for nearly 25 years.  His
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comments focused primarily on trends among the PCB sampling data and various ecological
studies.

On the topic of PCB levels in Hudson River fish, Mr. Sloan said “some declines” in PCB
concentrations have been observed in the Hudson River, particularly in the Lower Hudson River,
but he noted that declining PCB levels in fish tissue are not as apparent for samples collected in
the Thompson Island Pool.  Though he acknowledged that PCB levels in fish tissue in the
Thompson Island Pool remain elevated and that “apparent risks” might occur, Mr. Sloan indicated
that researchers have not examined changes in the genetic structure of fish populations, thus
potential effects of PCBs on genetic diversity remain unknown.

Next, Mr. Sloan stressed that most of the ecological studies discussed at the peer review
meeting were conducted along the Lower Hudson River, while studies along the more
contaminated stretches of the Upper Hudson River have not been widely conducted.  Because of
this, Mr. Sloan said a need clearly exists for future research to examine the potential for
populations to exist (e.g., bald eagle, osprey) in the Upper Hudson River.  Regardless of the
absence of extensive studies, he noted that PCB bioaccumulation has clearly occurred as a result
of sources in the region (e.g., contaminated sediments).  Mr. Sloan concluded his comments by
emphasizing his hope that these sources of PCBs can eventually be removed.
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Minutes from the Briefing and Site Visit for the Peer Review of the
Hudson River PCBs Risk Assessment Reports

On March 22–23, 2000, Eastern Research Group, Inc. (ERG), conducted a meeting at the
Sheraton Hotel in Saratoga Springs, New York, to provide independent peer reviewers with
background information on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) ecological and
human health risk assessments for the Hudson River PCBs Superfund site.  Thirteen peer
reviewers attended the meeting; another peer reviewer (Dr. Dwayne Moore) could not attend,
but was given a video tape of the meeting for his reference.  The presentations at the meeting
focused on the history of the Hudson River PCBs site and the technical content of EPA’s risk
assessments.  Seven of the reviewers were hired to critique the ecological risk assessment, and
seven others to critique the human health risk assessment.

ERG facilitated the meeting, which was open to the public.  The meeting was attended by
the peer reviewers, representatives of EPA and its contractors, and approximately 30 observers. 
The minutes below summarize the presentations made during the meeting.  Attachments to these
minutes include (1) the meeting agenda, (2) a list of the peer reviewers, (3) a list of EPA and
contractor participants, and (4) a list of observers at the meeting.

Ms. Jan Connery (ERG), meeting facilitator, welcome remarks and introduction. 
Ms. Jan Connery opened the meeting by welcoming the peer reviewers and observers and
describing the meeting’s purpose:  to provide the reviewers background information on the
Hudson River PCBs site and on the risk assessments, such that the reviewers understand the site
history and the scope of EPA’s site reassessment efforts.  Ms. Connery stressed that the purpose
of the meeting was not to peer review the risk assessments, but rather to provide the reviewers
context for conducting their reviews.  She indicated that the actual peer review meetings would
take place in Saratoga Springs, New York, on May 30–31, 2000 (for the human health risk
assessment) and on June 1–2, 2000 (for the ecological risk assessment).  Ms. Connery then
reviewed the agenda for the two-day meeting, after which the reviewers, representatives from
EPA, and representatives from EPA’s contractors introduced themselves.

Ms. Alison Hess (EPA), site background.  Ms. Hess’ presentation reviewed the history
of the Hudson River PCBs site and the timeline of EPA’s involvement with the site.  First, Ms.
Hess showed a series of maps and photographs of various sites along the Hudson River, and she
explained the distinction between the Upper Hudson River and the Lower Hudson River.  Ms.
Hess then identified the locations of the General Electric facilities that had discharged PCBs to
the Upper Hudson River, after which she indicated locations of the Thompson Island Pool, the
Thompson Island Dam, remnant deposits, and the former Fort Edward Dam.  Ms. Hess gave a
brief overview of historical releases of PCBs to the Upper Hudson River as well as the controls
that have been implemented to reduce them.  Ms. Hess also reviewed the current fishing
advisories for the Hudson River.

Ms. Hess then gave an overview of EPA’s role in the Hudson River PCBs site.  She
reviewed details of EPA’s 1984 Record of Decision, including the “interim No Action” decision
for the contaminated sediments.  Ms. Hess explained that EPA decided to reassess this decision



in 1989, at the request of the state of New York.  To provide a general overview of the
reassessment, Ms. Hess presented the three principal reassessment questions and how EPA
proposes to address the questions in the three phases of the reassessment.  For additional site
history, Ms. Hess briefly listed the available sources of environmental sampling data, explaining
how the scope of, and methods used in, these various sampling studies differed.  Focusing
specifically on EPA’s sampling programs, Ms. Hess highlighted the results of the Agency’s
water column, sediment, geophysical, and ecological sampling.  She also compared and
contrasted the scope of EPA’s sampling with sampling conducted by other parties, including
General Electric, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, the New
York State Department of Health, and others.

According to Ms. Hess, the data collected by the various parties provided the basis for
EPA’s site reassessment, which she indicated was being conducted in three phases.  Ms. Hess
then listed the different reports EPA had prepared as part of Phase 2, including the two risk
assessment documents.  She also listed the reports released as part of Phase 1 and those
scheduled to be released as part of Phase 3 of the reassessment.  Ms. Hess closed her
presentation by describing relevant aspects of the Superfund process, such as EPA’s criteria for
selecting remedies and EPA’s general decision making process at Superfund.

Ms. Alison Hess (EPA), findings from previous reports.  After her site background
presentation, Ms. Hess gave another presentation reviewing key findings from EPA’s Phase 2
reports on the Hudson River PCBs site.  This presentation focused on the findings documented
in EPA’s Data Evaluation and Interpretation Report (DEIR), Low Resolution Sediment Coring
Report (LRC), and Baseline Modeling Report (BMR).  Ms. Hess listed major conclusions from
these reports and indicated that the DEIR and LRC have already undergone external peer review,
during which the reviewers found the reports to be acceptable with minor revisions, and that the
BMR will undergo peer review on March 27–28, 2000.  Finally, Ms. Hess briefly highlighted
findings of the site’s human health and ecological risk assessments.  Ms. Hess did not review the
approach and conclusions of the risk assessments, because other presentations would address this
topic.

Mr. Doug Tomchuk (EPA), site tour of the Upper Hudson River.  Before starting the
site tour, Mr. Tomchuk outlined the itinerary for the day trip along the Upper Hudson River. 
Mr. Tomchuk identified six locations that the reviewers would see.  Observers were invited to
join the site visit, and several did so.  The reviewers, observers, and representatives from EPA
and its contractors then boarded a bus and visited the following six locations along the Upper
Hudson River:

• An observation point adjacent to Bakers Falls and directly across the Hudson River from
GE’s Hudson Falls plant

• An overlook of the Hudson River, near a former outfall from GE’s Fort Edward plant

• An overlook of the Hudson River, directly across from capped remnant deposit #4 and
upstream from the former Fort Edward Dam and Rogers Island



• The northern tip of Rogers Island

• The western wall of the Thompson Island Dam

• Lock #5 on the Hudson River

At every location listed above, Mr. Tomchuk briefly described the surroundings, after
which he answered reviewers’ questions.  The first day of the two-day briefing ended upon the
bus’ return to Saratoga Springs.

Presentations on the ecological risk assessment.  EPA provided an overview of the
ecological risk assessment and guidelines for the peer review in four presentations.  First, Mr. Ed
Garvey (TAMS Consultants) provided background information on how PCB fish body burdens
in the Hudson River related to the media (sediment, water, diet) to which they are exposed.  To
address this topic, Mr. Garvey reviewed relevant sampling data, presented results of statistical
analyses of these data, and discussed how the PCB congener profile in fish varied with species
and with location in the Hudson River.

Second, Ms. Helen Chernoff (TAMS Consultants) gave an overview of the process
followed to conduct the ecological risk assessment.  Ms. Chernoff highlighted general features of
the problem formulation, conceptual model, exposure and effects assessment, and risk
characterization.  She also illustrated the key exposure pathways considered in the analysis and
listed the assessment endpoints selected for the risk assessment.

Third, Ms. Katherine von Stackelberg (Menzie-Cura & Associates, Inc.) provided more
detail on the inputs, assumptions, and models used to quantify exposures and effects. 
Specifically, she summarized key findings from EPA’s fish bioaccumulation modeling efforts
and described how the models were designed, calibrated, and validated.  Ms. von Stackelberg
also described how models were used to estimate exposures to species not considered in the fish
bioaccumulation model (e.g., piscivorus birds).  She then presented a detailed account of
exposure factors, effects assessment, and risk characterization documented in the final ecological
risk assessment.  After Ms. von Stackelberg’s concluding remarks, Ms. Chernoff reviewed
results of relevant field studies and stepped through the final risk characterization and key
conclusions in the reports.  Ms. von Stackelberg and Ms. Chernoff then answered the reviewers’
questions of clarification.

Fourth, Mr. Damien Hughes explained the purpose of the peer review and the charge to
the reviewers.  During his presentation, Mr. Hughes reviewed every question in the charge and
answered several of the reviewers’ questions regarding the charge.  Mr. Hughes asked that the
reviewers direct any questions they have over the course of the peer review regarding the charge
or the modeling documents to ERG.

Presentations on the human health risk assessment.  EPA provided an overview of the
human health risk assessment in three presentations.  First, Ms. Marion Olsen (EPA) described
the scope of the risk assessment, explaining that the risk assessment was designed specifically to
meet EPA guidance for Superfund.  For background, Ms. Olsen depicted the relevant exposure



pathways considered in the risk assessment, but stressed that EPA’s evaluations found that
exposure from fish ingestion posed the greatest risks.  Ms. Olsen then explained the process by
which EPA selected toxicity factors (i.e., cancer slope factors and reference doses) for the risk
assessment.  After briefly describing some assumptions made in the exposure assessment, Ms.
Olsen presented some key findings from the risk assessment.

Second, Mr. David Merrill (Gradient Corporation) then gave a brief presentation outlining
more detailed information on exposure factors and specific risk calculation approaches.  For
instance, Mr. Merrill explained how the exposure durations were determined for the cancer and
noncancer risk assessment.  Further, he described how exposure point concentrations (i.e., fish
tissue concentrations) were determined for the Hudson River.  To do so, Mr. Merrill reviewed
some key findings from EPA’s fish bioaccumulation modeling efforts, indicating how the
modeling results were handled to develop exposure concentrations for the central tendency and
reasonably maximally exposed individual evaluations.  Mr. Merrill also reviewed several other
key assumptions, including how EPA selected fish ingestion rates from the various studies that
had been published on this issue.  Mr. Merrill then stepped through the Monte Carlo analyses
conducted on the fish ingestion pathway—from input distributions to results.  Finally, he
discussed how certain findings in the August 1999 version of the human health risk assessment
have been revised, due to the release of EPA’s Revised Baseline Modeling Report.  Mr. Merrill
and Ms. Olsen then answered the reviewers’ questions of clarification regarding the human
health risk assessment.

Third, Mr. Damien Hughes again explained the purpose of the peer review and the charge
to the reviewers.  During his presentation, Mr. Hughes reviewed every question in the charge
and answered several of the reviewers’ questions regarding the charge.  Mr. Hughes asked that
the reviewers direct any questions they have over the course of the peer review regarding the
charge or the modeling documents to ERG.
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• Meeting agenda
• Peer reviewers
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