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Hudson River PCBs Site Reassessment RI/FS
Risk Assessments

Peer Review 4

Charge for Peer Review 4

The peer review for the Human Health Risk Assessment and the Ecological Risk Assessment is the
fourth and final peer review that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is convening for
the major scientific and technical work products prepared for the Hudson River PCBs site Reassessment
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS). USEPA previously has peer reviewed the modeling
approach (Peer Review 1) and the geochemistry studies (Peer Review 2). The peer review for the
computer models of fate, transport, and bioaccumulation of PCBs (Peer Review 3) will conclude on
March 28, 2000.   

This peer review is comprised of two panels of independent experts: one for the Human Health Risk
Assessment and one for the Ecological Risk Assessment. The reviewers are asked to determine whether
the risk assessment they review is technically adequate, competently performed, properly documented,
satisfies established quality requirements, and yields scientifically valid and credible conclusions. The
reviewers are not being asked to determine whether they would have conducted the work in a similar
manner. 

In making its remedial decision for the PCB-contaminated sediments in the Upper Hudson River, USEPA
will answer the three principal study questions that are a focus of the Reassessment RI/FS:

1. When will PCB levels in fish meet human health and ecological risk criteria under continued
No Action? 

2. Can remedies other than No Action significantly shorten the time required to achieve
acceptable risk levels?

3. Could a flood scour sediment, exposing and redistributing buried contamination? 
  
The risk assessments will be used to help address the first two questions. Specifically, the risk
assessments will be used  in the Feasibility Study to back-calculate to appropriate levels of PCBs in fish to
compare various remedial alternatives, including the No Action alternative (i.e., baseline conditions)
required by federal Superfund law.

Human Health Risk Assessment

The goal of the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) is to evaluate the cancer risks and non-cancer
hazards associated with human exposure to PCBs in the Upper Hudson River in the absence of
remediation of the PCB-contaminated sediments and any institutional controls, such as the fish
consumption advisories that are currently in place (i.e., under baseline conditions). The following
documents will be provided to the peer reviewers:
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Primary
• Human Health Risk Assessment, Upper Hudson River, August 1999
• Responsiveness Summary for Human Health Risk Assessment, Upper Hudson River, March

2000

References
• Human Health Risk Assessment Scope of Work, July 1998
• Responsiveness Summary for Human Health Risk Assessment Scope of Work, April 1999
• Executive Summary for the Human Health Risk Assessment, Mid-Hudson River, December 1999
• Executive Summary for the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment, August 1999
• Executive Summary for the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment for Future Risks in the Lower

Hudson River,  December 1999
• Executive Summary for the Revised Baseline Modeling Report, January 2000
• Suggested charge questions from the public for the HHRA, February & March 2000

The reference documents listed above are being provided to the reviewers as background information,
and may be read at the discretion of the reviewers as time allows. The reviewers are not being asked to
conduct a review of any of the background information. 

Additional Reassessment RI/FS documents are available on USEPA’s website (www.epa.gov/hudson)
and/or by request. Additional documents include the following:
 
• Hudson River Reassessment RI/FS Database, August 1998
• Executive Summaries for other USEPA Reassessment RI/FS Reports
• Peer Review Reports from first two peer reviews
• Responsiveness Summary for first peer review
• New York State Department of Health advisories for chemicals in game and sportfish

(www.health.state.ny.us/nysdoh/environ/fish.htm)

Specific Questions

Hazard Identification/Dose Response

1. Consistent with its risk assessment guidance, USEPA considered scientific literature on PCB
toxicity, both as to cancer and non-cancer health effects, published since the 1993 and 1994
development of the non-cancer reference doses (RfDs) for Aroclor 1016 and Aroclor 1254,
respectively, and since the 1996 reassessment of the cancer slope factors (CSFs). Based on the
weight of evidence of PCB toxicity and due to the Agency’s ongoing reassessment of the RfDs,
USEPA used the most current RfDs and CSFs provided in the Integrated Risk Information
System (IRIS), which is the Agency’s database of consensus toxicity values. The new toxicity
studies published since the development of the RfDs and CSFs in IRIS were addressed in the
context of uncertainty associated with the use of the IRIS values (see HHRA, pp. 76-77 and
Appendix C). Please comment on the reasonableness of this approach for the Upper Hudson
River.
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Exposure Assessment

2. Since 1976, the New York State Department of Health has issued fish consumption advisories
that recommend “eat none” for fish caught in the Upper Hudson River. To generate a fish
ingestion rate for anglers consuming fish from the Upper Hudson River under baseline conditions
(i.e., in the absence of the fish consumption advisories), USEPA used data on flowing water
bodies in New York State (1991 New York Angler survey, Connelly et al., 1992) to derive a fish
ingestion rate distribution. The 50th and 90th percentiles were used for the fish ingestion rates for
the central tendency (average) and reasonably maximally exposed (RME) individuals (i.e., 4.0
and 31.9 grams per day, equivalent to approximately 6 and 51 half-pound meals per year,
respectively) (see HHRA, pp. 24 and 37). Please comment on whether this approach provides
reasonable estimates of fish consumption for the central tendency and RME individuals for use in
the point estimate calculations. 

3. Superfund risk assessments often assume a 30-year exposure duration, based on national data for
residence duration. However, because an angler could move from one residence to another and
still continue to fish the 40 mile-long Upper Hudson River, USEPA developed  a site-specific
exposure duration distribution based on the minimum of residence duration and fishing duration.
The residence duration was based on population mobility data from the U.S. Bureau of Census
(1990) for the five counties that border the Upper Hudson. The fishing duration was developed
from the 1991 New York Angler survey (Connelly et al., 1992). The 50th and 95th percentiles of
the distribution were used for the central tendency (average) and RME exposure durations (i.e.,
12 and 40 years, respectively). Please comment on the adequacy of this approach in deriving site-
specific exposure durations for the fish ingestion pathway (see HHRA, pp. 23 and 49-57). 

4. PCB concentrations in Upper Hudson River fish generally have declined in past decades and the
decline is expected to continue into the future. Therefore, to evaluate non-cancer effects for the
RME individual, USEPA used exposure point concentration in each medium (water, sediment,
and fish) based on the average of the concentrations forecast over the next 7 years (1999 to
2006), which gives the highest chronic dose considered in the HHRA. For the central tendency
exposure point concentrations, USEPA used the average of the concentrations forecast over 12
years (1999 to 2011), which is the 50th percentile of the residence duration developed from the
population mobility data (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1990). In addition, for completeness, USEPA
averaged the exposure concentration over 40 years (1999 to 2039) to evaluate non-cancer
hazards for the same time period over which cancer risk was calculated. Please comment on
whether this approach adequately addresses non-cancer health hazards to the central tendency
and RME individuals (see HHRA, pp. 67-68). 

Monte Carlo Analysis/Uncertainty Analysis

5. USEPA policy states that probabilistic analysis techniques such as Monte Carlo analysis, given
adequate supporting data and credible assumptions, can be viable statistical tools for analyzing
variability and uncertainty in risk assessments (USEPA, 1997). Consistent with this policy,
USEPA used a tiered approach to progress from a deterministic (i.e., point estimate) analysis to
an enhanced one-dimensional Monte Carlo analysis of the fish ingestion pathway (see, HHRA,
Chapter 3, pp. 33-59). Please discuss whether this Monte Carlo analysis makes appropriate use
of the available data, uses credible assumptions, and adequately addresses variability and
uncertainty associated with the fish ingestion pathway (e.g., defining the angler population, PCB
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exposure concentrations, ingestion rates, exposure durations, cooking losses) qualitatively or
quantitatively, as appropriate, in the analysis (see HHRA, pp. 72-74). 

6. For the Monte Carlo analysis, USEPA evaluated a number of angler surveys, but excluded local
angler surveys, such as the 1996 and 1991-1992 Hudson Angler surveys (NYSDOH, 1999;
Barclay, 1993), due to the fish consumption advisories. The 1991 New York Angler survey
(Connelly et al., 1992) was used as the base case and other surveys were used to address
sensitivity/uncertainty in fish ingestion rates (see HHRA, pp. 37-46). Please comment on the
adequacy of USEPA’s evaluation and use of existing angler surveys in the Monte Carlo analysis
of the fish ingestion pathway.

Risk Characterization

7. The risk characterization section of the HHRA (Chapter 5, pp. 67-80) summarizes cancer risks
and non-cancer hazards to individuals who may be exposed to PCBs in the Upper Hudson River.
Please comment on whether the risk characterization adequately estimates the relative cancer
risks and non-cancer hazards for each pathway and exposed population. Have major uncertainties
been identified and adequately considered?  Have the exposure assumptions been described
sufficiently? 

General Questions

1. A goal for risk assessments is that they be clear, consistent, reasonable and transparent and
adequately characterize cancer risks and non-cancer hazards to the exposed population, including
children (USEPA, 1995). Based on your review, how adequate are the HHRA and
Responsiveness Summary when measured against these criteria? 

2. Please provide any other comments or concerns, both strengths and weaknesses, with the HHRA
not covered by the charge questions, above.

Recommendations

Based on your review of the information provided, please select your overall  recommendation for the
HHRA and explain why.

1. Acceptable as is
2. Acceptable with minor revision (as indicated)
3. Acceptable with major revision (as outlined)
4. Not acceptable (under any circumstance).



APPENDIX C

PREMEETING COMMMENTS, ALPHABETIZED BY AUTHOR

Note: This appendix includes a copy of the premeeting comments that were distributed at the peer
review meting. Comments submitted by Harlee Strauss and Owen Hoffman just prior to the
peer review meeting are included in this appendix.
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John Haggard
General Electric Company
320 Great Oaks - Suite 323 
Albany, NY  12205
E-mail: john.haggard@c
orporate.ge.com

Stephen Hamilton
Manager, Environmental Science
and Technology
Corporate Environmental Programs
General Electric Company
3135 Easton Turnpike 
Fairfield, CT  06431
203-373-3316
Fax: 203-373-2650

Kevin Holtzclaw
Manager PCB Issues
Corporate Environmental Programs
General Electric Company
3135 Easton Turnpike
Fairfield, CT  06468
203-373-2610
Fax: 203-373-2650
E-mail: kevin.holtzclaw@
corporate.ge.com

Russell Keenan
Vice President/Principal Scientist
Ogden Environmental and 
Energy Services
15 Franklin Street 
Portland, ME  04101
207-879-4222
Fax: 207-879-4223
E-mail: rekeenan@oees.com

William Kells
ULSTER City Environmental
Management Council
54 South Mountain Road 
Wallkill, NY  12589
914-895-2014
Fax: 914-895-2015
E-mail: mwklz@frontiernet.net

Karyn Langguth
224 River Road n
Glenmont, NY  12077

Aaron Mair
Arbor Hill Environmental 
Justice, Inc.
200 Henry Johnson 
Albany, NY  12210

Richard Mansfield
President
Saratoga Chemicals, Inc.
26 F Congress Street 
Saratoga Springs, NY  12866-4817
Fax: 518-583-0917

Brian Mayes
Staff Toxicologist
Environmental Programs
General Electric Company
Building K1 - Room 3B29 
P.O. Box 8
Schenectady, NY  12301-0008
518-387-7191
Fax: 518-387-7611
E-mail: mayes@crd.ge.com

Margaret McDonough
Environmental Scientist
Office of Site Remediation 
& Restoration
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency
1 Congress Street
Suite 1100 (HBS)
Boston, MA  02114-2023
617-918-1276
Fax: 617-918-1291
E-mail: mcdonough.margaret@
epa.gov

Robert Montione
Public Health Specialist
New York State 
Department of Health
547 River Street 
Troy, NY  12180
518-402-7870
Fax: 
E-mail: rmt04@
health.state.ny.us

Colleen Morgan
Senior Environmental Counsel
The Marasco Newton Group, Ltd.
2801 Clarendon Boulevard 
Arlington, Va  22201
703-516-9100
Fax: 703-516-9108
E-mail: cmorgan@
marasconewton.com

Marian Olsen
Environmental Scientist
Emergency & Remedial 
Response Division
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency
290 Broadway 
New York, NY  10007
212-637-4313
E-mail: olsen.marian@epa.gov

Baret Pinyoun
Associates Regional
Representative
Sierra Club
85 Washington Street 
Saratoga Springs, NY  12866
518-587-9166
Fax: 518-583-9062
E-mail:
baret.pinyoun@sierraclub.org

William Ports
Environmental Engineer
Division of Environmental
Remediation
New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY  12233
518-457-5637

Elizabeth Rettenmaier
Outreach Specialist
The Marasco Newton Group, Ltd.
2801 Clarendon Boulevard 
Arlington, VA  22201
703-516-9100
Fax: 703-516-9108
E-mail: lrettenm@m
arasconewton.com

Jim Ridenour
Research Scientist
Exposure Assessment
Bureau of Toxic 
Substance Assessment
New York State Department of
Health
547 River Street - Room 330 
Troy, NY  12180-2216
518-402-7815
Fax: 518-402-7819
E-mail: jar05@health.state.ny.us



John Santacrose
Attorney
The Santracrose Law Firm, LLP
251 New Karner Road 
Albany, NY  12205
518-456-6300
Fax: 518-456-7781

Rich Schiafo
Environmental Associate
Scenic Hudson, Inc.
9 Vassar Street 
Poughkeepsie, NY  12601
914-473-4440
Fax: 914-473-2648
E-mail: rschiafo@scenichudson.org

Susan Svirsky
Project Manager, Lower 
Housatonic river
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency
1 Congress Street - Suite 1100 
Boston, MA  02114-2023
617-918-1434
Fax: 617-918-1291
E-mail: svirsky.susan@epa.gov

Andrew Thomas
Corporate Environment Programs
General Electric Company
3135 Easton Turnpike 
Fairfield, CT  06431
203-373-2268

James Walsh
Principal
Avatar Environmental
610 Jeffers Circle 
Exton, PA  19341
610-594-7975
Fax: 610-594-8286
E-mail: jwalsh@avatarenviro.com

Lloyd Wilson
Research Scientist
Environmental Health Assessment
New York State 
Department of Health
Troy, NY  12180
518-402-7870
E-mail: lrwos@health.state.ny.us
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APPENDIX E

AGENDA FOR THE PEER REVIEW MEETING





W E D N E S D A Y ,  M A Y 3 1 , 2 0 0 0

  8:00AM Discussion of HHRA Question 4

  9:00AM B R E A K

  9:15AM Discussion of HHRA Questions 5 and 6 

 10:45AM B R E A K
 
 11:00AM Discussion of HHRA Question 7

 11:45AM Discussion of General Question 1

 12:30PM L U N C H (on own)

  1:45PM Discussion of General Question 2

  2:30PM Observer Comments
 

  3:30PM B R E A K

  3:45PM Recommendations and Chair’s Summary

  4:30PM Closing Remarks

  5:00PM A D J O U R N
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SUMMARIES OF OBSERVERS’ COMMENTS



F-1

List of Observers Who Made Comments

May 30, 2000

David Adams, Saratoga County Environmental Management Council
Rich Schiafo, Scenic Hudson
Jacques Padawer, Ph.D., Member, Conservation Commission, Hastings on Hudson

May 31, 2000

George Hodgson, Saratoga County Environmental Management Council
David Adams, Saratoga County Environmental Management Council
Marion Trieste, Scenic Hudson
Rich Schiafo, Scenic Hudson
Joe Gardner, Conservation Chair, Appalachian Mountain Club, Hudson River Chapter 
Ed Valentine, Private Citizen

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.



APPENDIX F—Summary of Observer Comments

Tuesday, May 30, 2000

David Adams
Saratoga County Environmental Management Council

After noting that he has been following activities and providing comments throughout the
reassessment of PCBs on the Hudson River, Mr. Adams raised the following three issues:

1. Mr. Adams requested that the peer reviewers consider whether the size of the exposed
population is important in characterizing risks to the angler population and how the risk for
the reasonable maximally exposed (RME) individual should be used in assessing risks. He
expressed concern that EPA indicates in the Responsiveness Summary that the data and
assumptions used to estimate dose to anglers were not critical to the risk characterization
because the calculation of the RME risk was not dependent on the population exposed.
He questioned whether EPA would base its cleanup goals on a single individual if only
one person in the Upper Hudson were identified as receiving a dose equivalent to the
RME dose.

2. Mr. Adams commented that he believes EPA’s analysis to be excessively conservative.

3. Mr. Adams requested clarification on the cancer slope factor used in the Monte Carlo
analysis. Upon confirmation that a value of 2 (mg/kg/day)-1 was used, he noted that this
was too conservative. Mr. Adams stated that a slope factor of 1 (mg/kg/day)-1 should
have been used.

Rich Schiafo
Scenic Hudson

Mr. Schiafo explained that Scenic Hudson, based in Poughkeepsie, New York, has been involved
in Hudson River PCB issue for 15 to 20 years. Mr. Schiafo commented that the risk assessment revealed
what has been known for some time—that PCBs in the Hudson river pose a “substantial” and
“considerable” risk. He commented that EPA’s assumption that no fish advisories exist is appropriate
because even with the existing advisories people are consuming fish from the river (as confirmed by
anglers surveys conducted by the New York State Department of Health and Hudson River Clear Water
group). He commended EPA’s work in assessing angler risks.

While not free of technical jargon, the risk assessment is overall clear and will be helpful to his
organization. Mr. Schiafo indicated that Scenic Hudson hired Dr. Ian Isbet to review the technical merit of
the risk assessment and he generally found it to be a thorough, transparent assessment of present and
future risks. The PCB data were used in an appropriate way and the analysis of the target population was
reasonable. He urged EPA, however, to update IRIS as soon as possible to reflect the newer toxicologic
and epidemiologic studies; he commented that using the data from the newer studies will lead to an
increased risk estimate with less uncertainty. He noted that the Monte Carlo analysis was reasonable and
scientifically defensible.



1The specific citation was not provided and the reviewers questioned whether this was the correct
reference. The citation may be Brouwer, A. et. al. 1999. Characterization of potential endocrine-related health effects
at low-dose levels of exposure to PCBs. Environmental Health Perspectives 107(4):639-649, or Cogliano, V.J. 1998.
Assessing the cancer risk from environmental PCBs. Environmental Health Perspectives 106(6):317-323.
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Mr. Schiafo commented that the Scenic Hudson does not feel that the Food and Drug
Administration’s (FDA’s) “acceptable” limit of 2 parts per million (ppm) PCBs in fish is adequately
protective for fish consumed from the Hudson River.

Lastly, Mr. Schiafo commented that he was disappointed that Dr. Schecter was not included in
the peer reviewer group, noting that he did not feel a conflict of interest existed.

Jacques Padawer, Ph.D.
Member,
Conservation Commission
Hastings on Hudson

Dr. Padawer was unable to attend the peer review meeting, but asked that the following
statement be read:

“Too narrow a focus on the effects of PCBs on human health can be misleading because it
ignores important indirect interactions with other environment pollutants such as polyaromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and other substances. PCBs activate forms of the liver enzyme
cytochrome P450 which convert some common PAHs from relatively weaker to strong
carcinogens. Other compounds may gain new physiological activities such as endocrine disruption,
etc. Statistical population studies that focus solely on PCBs as the dependent variable (all of those
I am aware of so far) therefore are likely to be misleading in suggesting no correlation with
disease. Whereas these considerations admittedly may be difficult to evaluate in practice, they
must be given weight nonetheless in order to adequately protect public health. The hard fact is
that negative information is useless.

An EPA paper on PCBs and cancer published by Dr. Brown touched on this point in passing. It is
well worth revisiting.”1
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Wednesday, May 31, 2000

George Hodgson
Saratoga County Environmental Management Council

Mr. Hodgson first explained that Saratoga County Environmental Management Council is a
citizen’s advisory group appointed through the county legislature and advise the County Board of
Supervisors on various environmental issues. Mr. Hodgson stated that the council has been involved with
the PCB reassessment since 1991. He noted that the council’s chief researcher, David Adams,
commented earlier. 

In a letter transmitting the council’s comments on the HHRA, Mr. Hodgson commented that the
council has concluded that the HHRA is not useful because it overestimates risk. In light of these
conclusions, the council feels that significant revisions to the HHRA are needed. He urged EPA not to
rush the process in trying to meet the December 2000 goal for the Feasibility Study (FS); EPA should take
the time to incorporate reviewer comments and prepare the best possible HHRA to support the FS
process.

Mr. Hodgson presented highlights of the comments that the council has submitted to EPA:

• The HHRA reflects an unrealistic degree of  scientific overconservatism.

• The information from the 1996 NYSDOH study should be presented. Using the results
from the 1996 survey—that indicate that 92 percent of the anglers do not eat the
fish—would lead to a 10-fold decrease in the risk estimates. The 1996 survey results also
contradict the conclusions drawn by EPA on page 45 (bottom) that the consumption ban
would have no effect.

• Page 40 (Section 3.2.1.1): EPA discussions of the 1990 survey focuses on matter
irrelevant to the risk assessment. EPA fails to present the following information: what fish
the anglers harvested; sex and age of the anglers; differences between shore anglers and
boat anglers, fishing tournaments. The HHRA does not identify the percentage of anglers
that actually keep the fish or their awareness of the fish advisory.

• Page 54 (Section 3.2.4.2): The surveyed population is too small to obtain reliable values of
fish consumption and exposure durations; therefore, conclusions based on this information
are not fully supported.

• Page 57 (Section 3.2.4.3): Table 3-6 shows that of the 226 anglers in the survey, less than
one angler fished for 70 years. This is meager data on which to base the 70-year fishing
duration in the Monte Carlo analysis. Therefore, consideration should be given to using a
lower upper bound in the Monte Carlo analysis.

• Page 62: The council recommends that the Monte Carlo analysis include uncertainty as
well as variability in the toxicity values. 
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• The American public expects regulators to err on the side of conservatism, but common
sense still needs to be used. 

Mr. Hodgson also noted that the council shared their concerns in a letter to EPA Administrator
Carol Browner, to which the council’s comments on the HHRA were attached. The letter highlighted the
concerns regarding unrealistic overestimates of human health risk, specifically criticizing EPA’s disregard
of the Kimbrough study and failure to use a weight-of-evidence health risk approach. He noted that,
because the report so overestimates risk, it is not useful.

David Adams
Saratoga County Environmental Management Council

Mr. Adams commented that he was interested in the panel discussions pertaining to putting the
findings of the HHRA into perspective. This reality check would assist those making remedial decisions.
He, therefore, requested that the peer reviewers and EPA consider what is known about the health of the
Upper Hudson River population. Specifically, he encouraged consideration of the Kimbrough study and the
findings that cancer rates are not elevated in this area and that overall health is better than the general
population. 

Marion Trieste
Scenic Hudson

Ms. Trieste introduced herself as a private consultant hired by Scenic Hudson who lives a few
miles south of the Thompson Island Pool. She commented on the importance of making the HHRA more
transparent and helping the public better understand what the HHRA means. Ms. Trieste noted that the
messages that the public are receiving from General Electric (GE) and EPA are conflicting and therefore
confusing. She noted that the HHRA concludes that increased risks exist, yet she presented excerpts from
an information piece put together by GE that indicates the following: (1) studies show no threats to human
health; and (2) PCBs are considered a probable carcinogen based on studies in which rats were fed large
doses of the chemical, but after 20 years of research and 20 studies no evidence exists that PCBs cause
cancer or other serious effects in people even among the most heavily exposed populations (i.e., those who
worked with PCBs on a daily basis). Ms. Trieste also noted that Dr. Kimbrough will come to public
meetings and explain that no risks are associated with eating the fish. 

Ms. Trieste closed by stating that, based on her review of the peer reviewer premeeting
comments, it appears as though it is important to carefully evaluate potential risks to infants, children, and
fetuses. She quoted sections of Dr. Shubat’s and Dr. Strauss’ comments related to potential hormonal and
immunological effects and concerns related to in utero and breast milk exposures. 

Rich Schiafo
Scenic Hudson

Mr. Schiafo recognized the value of this and the previous peer reviews of the reassessment
process. This unprecedented amount of peer review has clearly indicated the importance of good science.
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He noted that we are far from a consensus on exactly how to do a risk assessment, but emphasized that
the bottom line is that increased risk has been identified. Therefore, it is important to move forward with a
decision and Mr. Schiafo encouraged EPA to meet the December 2000 deadline for the FS to ensure the
protection of public health, especially children. He commented that potential non-cancer effects definitely
need to be emphasized, noting that the Kimbrough study did not really address non-cancer effects. 
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Joe Gardner
Conservation Chair
Appalachian Mountain Club
Hudson River Chapter 

After complimenting and thanking the peer reviewers, Mr. Gardner commented that, while other
approaches to conducting the HHRA are possible, it is important to focus on the conclusions of the
HHRA. He indicated his great respect for the remediation efforts at Hudson Falls, etc. and complimented
EPA for the sound quality scientific effort. 

Mr. Gardner commented that he was impressed with Dr. Kimbrough’s presentation of her study,
but noted that she seemed perplexed when asked whether it was “okay to eat the fish.” Mr. Gardner
posed two questions: (1) Why are PCBs being removed from Hudson Falls and Fort Edward, but not from
Thompson Pool, and (2) Why is so much money being spent to convince the public there is no problem?

Ed Valentine
Private Citizen

Mr. Valentine explained that he worked dredging sediments from the Hudson River in 1974 for
about 2 years, with no knowledge that he was being exposed to PCBs at concentrations up to 1,000 parts
per million or of potential health risks he and his coworkers faced. He and his coworkers observed that
cinders and woodchips were eating paint off of the equipment and turning exposed metal black. He
indicated that he now has myelodysplasia and may face the need for a bone marrow transplant. He
expressed concern that others in that worker cohort also have had health problems, including cancer. Mr.
Valentine reported that, of this cohort, 12 or 13 are deceased and 10 reportedly died from cancer. He also
noted that a woman who resided on the property where the “pumped” materials were placed died of
cancer. Mr. Valentine indicated that he has requested help from numerous state and federal officials to
follow up on this matter, but has not received any response other than advice to hire an attorney. Mr.
Valentine expressed great concern that nobody seems to want to help him. Mr. Valentine also noted that
he was amazed that it has taken 25 years to get to this point in the assessment of the PCBs in the Hudson
River.

Mr. Valentine also cited what he thought was a Belgian study that has shown PCBs to be
associated with cancer in cows and chickens. He questioned why this has not been pointed out by
NYSDOH or GE.
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