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CHAIRMAN WELTY: Could I ask everybody 

to please be seated here and we can begin? 

It looks as though we will have a smaller group 

than usual today. Dr. Chalme rs is not able to 

attend the meeting. He sent a note instructing 

us to pursue scientific rigor, So, I pass that 

message along to the group of the co nsultants her • 

Dr. Stolwijk spoke by phone and perhaps 

some of you heard on the national news this 

morning that the Yale employees are on strike, 

Apparently that doesn•t include the professors so 

he is there answering the . telephone now and all o 

his ancillary peep .le are off on strike. So, 

unfortunately, he won•t be able to be with us 

today. He did .tell me he would be avai lable by . 

phone if there is any particular reason that we 

might want to give him a phone call. 

Devra Davis, if she comes at all, will b 

here late and would have to leave earlier becaus e 

of t he holiday today beginning at sundown, 

I don•t know about Dr . Upton, whether he 

will be able to make it or not, So, in spite of 

the people who are not here, I would like t:o make 

the best of those who are here, utilize your 
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expertise and try to pursue the issue of habit­

ability in relation to the EDA. 

To start off the meeting today, I will as 

Dr. Huffaker to go through the items that he has o 

his list to cover. Bob, are you prepared to go 

ahead with that:? 

DR. HUFFAKER: Yes. You have had a note 

from me about Dr. Christian. This is the vole 

study. This is the lack of access to the canal 

and this is a memo that I sent on. Since then we 
. 
have talked further with him and he did inquire to 

t he chief . of the task force which .was the Departme 

of Transportati.on at the time and asked for access 

to the canal to do a vole study and Mr. Hennessey, 

who is the Commissioner of Transportation, asked 

the Health Department if Dr. Christian would be at 

increased risk when he was on site and that was at 

the time when the fringe drain was being put in th 

canal and it was still uncovered and there was a 

lot of construction going on out there and the 

ans~~er was that we thought he would be. So, 

Hennessey said then he didn•t have access to the 

canal. So, that was the turndown he got. He was 

told no, not directed by the Health Department but 

t 

https://Transportati.on
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because he felt it was an increased risk, I think 

if he wished to ask now, there probably wouldn't b 

any problem but this would be something we would 

have to do and the decision would be made based on 

that. That would go ·to the Department of Environ 

mental Conservation since they are the agency out 

there. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Do you have anything els 

on · that? 

MS. KALAIJIAN: No but I think a decision 

should be made. Dr. Christian• s request was 

whether he could place cages within the fence or 

traps . He never really submitted a protocol to an, 

state agency . So, it's not that the study was 

turned down, we were refused access within the 

fence . 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Are there any protocols 

now on file for propos .ed studies for Dr, Christian? 

HS. KAUIJIAN: I believe he has obtai:ied 

a grant with the EPA. We could try to obtain those 

protocols if you would like. 

DR, HUFFAKER: But not for here. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Perhaps we could ask the 

EPA when . they arrive what the status of those 
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protocols are. 

DR.· HUFFAKER: There was some corresponde · ce 

with Dr. Pohland and myself the Environmental 

Conservation about DEC's failure to respond to the 

quest.ion or information request for information anc 

this time it was the mail's fault. It had been 

sent. I received it and others. Dr. Pohland did 

not and when we were aware that he had not receive 

it, it went on down. So, the record should show 

that the DEC this time, this material was sent but 

it was not received. 

We have been asked to have the DEC respon 

tP questions about t~e canal. One is, what sort o 

a storm was the present cap and storm sewer system 

designed to contain and the second one was, the 

frequency of monitoring for all of the wells off 

and on site and for what chemicals they would 

ex pect and we have Nelson Walters here from the 

DEC who responded to those questions. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Could we just come u p 

here, please? 

MR. BROWN: As far as the design for the 

storm sewers to drain the cap, have the cap 

installed, we don't have that yet. We don't have 
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the data. We will have it in two to three weeks. 

For the long term monito r ing--• 

DR. POHLAND: Wait a second. Tell me a 

little-bit more about what you have in mind with 

regard to the design of the storm sewers. I mean, 

I ~hink that maybe we are all running a little bit 

out of steam but I think these questions have been 

posed several times already and we continuously 

receive the same answer, that it hasn•t been done 

yet. You see, I don't know how I crack this kind 
. 

of facade over the re but I I m trying to get a notio 

of what you have in mind · and I am trying to, as I 

have mentioned in my last correspondence and I als, 

recognize that if the materials were sent, they 

would have answered some of the questions that I 

put in my correspondence, but I think that what I 

am trying to do is to help this committee, if 

possible, to develop a position of adequacy for 

the ef f icacy of the r emedial system. 

Now, this is difficu l t to do if your 

response each time is, we 11, we haven ' t done that 

yet. I need to know what you have got i n mind. 

I want to know. See, you put me at an impasse. I 

can I t do anything with that kind o f a nswer. I 



l 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

1331 

can•t make a judgment. I need to know what )Uu 

have in mind with regard to the existing storm 

sewer system around the site, whether it's going 

to remain intact, whether for instance you are 

going to close off along the expressway that storm 

sewer which is suspect of maybe still carrying 

materials and if indeep you are going to do that, 

how that is going to impact on your new plan and 

whether indeed under a certain storm condition, 

that storm sewer system can handle that flow with­

out it backing up and incurring all kinds of other 

questions. 

MR. BROWN: Let me just respond to that 

then. The request recently within the past three 

weeks or so went to our consultants CH2M Hill 

which is doing the work on site and they will res­

pond with the design considerations for storm 

runoff that they used in designing this site and 

that they have looked at . 

As far as changes in the existing storm 

sewers, the only change that we have planned is to 

sever the storm sewer that runs along Frontier 

Avenue between 95th and 100th Street and the reasor 

for that is that the sewer is pretty highly 
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contaminated and what we would plan to do then is 

to run a new storm sewer in there. 

So, the storm se,-1e r that now runs out and 

empties into the Niagara River at the 102nd Street 

outfall that runs under the LaSalle Expressway, 

that will be cleaned but that sewer will remain in 

place. 

DR. POHI.i\ND: Now, my point again remains, 

though, that it appears to me and I'm not sure how 

far you have progressed on putting this cap on the 

canal, that is already in progress, the liner? 

MR. BROWN: The liners are about three­

quarters installed. 

DR. POHI.i\ND: You see, I don't understand 

why, if you are already putting the liner on, we · 

can 1 t get this information. 

MR. BROWN: You can get it: and you will 

get it. 

DR. POHUND: Okay, because if you are 
I -

already doing it, I would think that you would have 

that at the tip of your tongue and that would be m 

answer instead of saying we 11, we went back to our 

consult .ants and they are going to get it for us the 

next month or so, I guess I a m venting my 
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frustrations. 

MR. BROWN: I will get you an answer. Yo 

will have it in three weeks or so. 

DR. POHLAND: Mr, Chairman, then I go baci 

to the question that I asked the prior time, what 

kind of schedule are we de a ling with? Are we 

wrapping up or are we trying to wrap up or how man· 

more meetings are we going to have or what is goin• 

on here? 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: As I said , as I see it .. ., 
we are trying to wrap up today and get as much of 

' 
the unanswered questions discussed and a better fi: 

on how to answer them and to circulate a revision 

of this criteria document that will be acceptable 

to all the consultants in attendance and those who 

are not in attendance as well. So, that would be 

the goal for today 1 s meeting and whether or not we 

will accomplish that, I don•t know and what impact 

this delay in getting the storm sewer plan will 

have, I guess I would look to you . 

DR, POHLAND: Yes, look to me, No~,,, I 

can't answer whether they have a sufficiency of 

capacity in those sewers to prohibit backup in 

every connection along the line and, therefore, th, 
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impacts that everybody has on concerns about those 

issues, this is all---just let me use an example 

and then I 1 m going to let you proceed and I am 

sorry I am putting you on the spot because I don•t 

think it's fair co you probably because some of th 

other principals ought to be here but here is a 

letter dated July 23 where Dr. Huffaker asked 

Norm Nosenchuck these same issues, not specificall 

on the sewer which came out as a subordinate item 

to these issues, the 23rd of July this letter was 

-written and basically it out lines the things that 
' 

I have been trying to get all summer. On the 27th 

of August, a month later, finally a letter was 

written from your office simply telling me that 

to contact Nick Kolac and Joe Slack and you have t 

recognize that I spent two days up there trying to 

get this information in the first place prior to 

the time this let.ter went out. It was recei ved 

the office of Pubiic Health on September 4th and 
.·: 

obviously I didn 1 t get it until I just came up her. 

So, we spent all summer trying to extract this kin 

of information out of this office and so far wear 

still being told, "We will have it for you in a 

month or so. " 

i 
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Frankly , I can't come to grips with the 

technical efficacy of this thing until that inform, 

tion is brought forward. I have my own impressio1 

and I think I can alraidy say chat I think what yo, 

are doing is proper and so forth but I think also 

what must necessarily go a long with this is sound 

assurances that indeed that is what is happening 

and is going to happen and I don't see why I can't 

get it in writing and forcefully from that office . 

MR. BROWN: Do you mean you want it in 

writing? 
' . 

DR• POHUND: Maybe that is the way to ge1 

it. 

MR. BROWN: A 11 right, 

DR. POHL.AND: Here is another thing. Her, 

is another issue. For a long time I have been try · 

ing to find out whether the operational personnel 

at the treatment plant in fact have a good handle 

on what is going on there, notwithstanding the fac 

that I think the treatment plant certainly does a 

good job and I have been trying to, therefore, get 
. 

your office to look at the data and see what it 

says to you; has an ything happened? 

The response to that request fin al ly came 

-

s 
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in and because of the loss in the mail I didn 1 t gel 

it until just now, but it came in in a stack of 

computer printouts of data and for me personally t, 

scrutinize and make my own decision, I want you to 

make the decision and then I will decide whether 

it's the right one or not, ''you" meaning your grou1. 

I mean, why should I look at the data and decide 

whether things are right or wrong, and besides tha1, 

the data is old, which also suggests that nobody 

is paying attention to the data, nobody would .know 
. 

something happened if it happened. ... 
. 

DR. KOLAC: May I comment on that? 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: This is Dr. Kolac, Do 

you wane to come up here and comment on that? 

.DR, POHLAND: I knew I . would get you up 

here in a minute, 

CHAI&'1AN WELTY: Dr. Kolac is responsible 

· for the treatment plant operation. 

DR. KOLAC: I am afraid I have to take 

exception with some of the things Fred has said 

and I would like to give you my point of view on 

them, 

DR. POHL.~ND: Good . Let's make it of 

record. 

.. 
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DR. KOLAC: You asked for raw data and yo 

were sent raw data, You wanted ·the complete 

record to date. The only thing we can give you is 

what is computerized and it: was through the year 

1983, okay. I don•t have staff which is perhaps a 

poor excuse to computerize the 1984 data. We do 

have the raw data for 1984 if that is felt neces­

sary, but I did have this discussion at length 

with you months back and several times over the 

course of the summer that that is what we have 

available and that has been available to you . 

DR. POHLAND: I agree, That is exactly 

what you told me but that is not satisfactory. I 

can•t understand, frankly, notwithstanding your 

. problems of staffing and everything, which I 

certainly don't have any control over, I can't 

understand how you as a professional can be comfor 1. ­

abl~ in that position. The reason why I asked for 

raw data is a way to see whether or not what you 

. .. . 
told ·me in fact could be confirmed. Now, I certai1 -

ly didn• t ask you for raw data so I could synt:hesi, e 

the answer. 

DR, KOL.AC: Well, we explained t:o you at 

that time that: that is all that we have available 
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that we could re lease and you said that would be 

fine and t:h·at: is what we have sent. Now, in the 

meantime, if I could just say another bit more• we 

don•t use 90 percent: of that data, I don•t: use it:. 

I should say, to determine how well the plant 

operates. The ultimate issue of how well the plan 

operates are the parameters that we measure in the 

effluent , okay, not necessarily what is up front 
. . 

coming into the plant. As long as the effluent 

meets our permit conditions with the ~ity of Niaga 

Falls, then the overall plant is operating well , 

within limits and meets our permit conditions , oka 

DR. POHL.AND: Why don't you have a seat? 

I think we are going to have a discussion for 

awhile. 

DR. KOL.AC: Okay . There is much more 

data at v arious stations through the plant and it 

is ·of . interest to understand what goes on at those 
• 

other stations but the ultimate analysis is what 

is coming out of the plant, which we in turn dis ­

charge back to the sanitary sewer which goes back 

downtown to the city. Okay. So, you don• t need 

to graph u p all of that data in order to just key 

in and focus on the ef flu ent data. 

a 

• 

. .. . 
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DR. POHLAND: Then why are you taking it 

t:hen? 

DR. KOLAC: We want to understand in so me 
-

respects on the academic side how the carbon is 

behaving, because there are not too many plants 

like this in the country. 

DR. POHLAND: Do you understand how it's 

behaving ? 

DR. KO LAC: By looking at the raw data, 

okay. 

DR. POHLAND: You mean that stack of data 

that you sent me? 

DR. KOL.AC: Correct. 

DR. POHLAND: Do you know what that data 

says ? 

DR. KOLAC: You and I talked about 

establishing carbon isotherms, floating capacities 

That data should be---should allow us to get that 

kind o f ::---to draw those ·kinds of conc l usio n s but 

we don 1 t need those conclusions in order to operat 

t:he p l ant. 

DR. POHL.AND: Okay. L?t ' s separat:e t:he 

t wo items t hen but let's, since I brought up the 

raw data and since there is a nine mont h de l ay, 
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when are you going to do all this kind of explora­

tion? 

DR. KOLAC: It should have been done, 

frankly, years ago, okay, I will agree with you 01 

that. 

DR. POHLAND: Okay. Let's go back to the 

issue of the plant, You say you have a permit, 

What are your permit conditions? Please have a 

seat; You are making me nervous standing there. 

DR. KOLAC: I am trying to address every­

body so you can all hear me well. We sent you som, 

· .. JDaterial on .a permit. That: was sent out. I have 

no. knowledge whether you received it but it ~.as 

sent out .a good month or so ago. Other people 

perhaps here today are inquiring also and we expec• 

to supply additional copies of similar material. 

DR, POHLAND: You mean that big stack of 

data? 

DR, KOLAC:. No, no. 

DR, POHLAND: Good , 

DR. KO LAC: Just the permit, the actua 1 

permit, 

DR, POHL.AND: You mean this thing 

(indicating)? 
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DR. KOLAC: That is our permit with the 

City of Niagara Falls, correct. Other people are 

inquiring about the state and federal permit situa : 

tion, what we hav~ done there, and the reasoning 

behind it. 

DR. POH L;\ND : It I s an interesting permit 

since it's not signed. 

DR. KOLAC: Well, we should have one that 

is s igned . 

DR. POHLAND: I don•t and it started off 

as a d r aft and somebody scratched through the fact 

tliat it was ~inal . 

D·R~ 'KOLAC: Thai is correct, Let me 

explain wha t the city is doing here . I wish some­

body were here from the city but I thought that 

they would be, Th ·ey have sw1:tched over perhaps 

through the EPA, if I understand correctly, and ar, 

readdressing all of the users · of the sewer system 

within the city boundary, okay. They have new 

moneys to rebuild their plant, get it back on line 

and they are reassessing all of their users as to 

the types of material and the locations and volume: 

that are being discharged into t:he sewer system. 

As a result, t:hey have changed the type of 

.. 
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parameters that they wish to have us monitor in 

our effluent. That started perhaps, I will say in 

the last ten months . Within the last ten months 

we are now monitoring new parameters in addition t 

the original ones under the original permit . 

DR. POH LAND: Do you want to te 11 us what 

the original ones were? 

DR. KOLAC: That was TOC, total organic 

carbon, and total chlorinated hydrocarbons under t e 

original. 

DR. POHLAND: The only thing lisee·d on 

here are flow, total suspended solids and total 

organic carbons. 

DR. KOLAC: I'm sorry, say that again. 

DR~ POHLAND: The only three things here 

are flow, total suspended solids and total organic 

carbons. 

DR. KOLAC: ·Those are now the new para­

meters, Fred, that the city has . directed chat they 

wish to have us monitor, 

MR. BROWN: Let me interrupt: he re. I work d 

on the pretreatment: program with . the City of Niaga a 

Falls and the City of Niagara Falls sewer ordinanc 

requires that all discharges to the cicy, unless 



1 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

1343 
they are allowed in the permit to the industry , al 

the discharges are required to meet the city's 

effluent limits which is really a stringent set of 

effluence that New York State has given the city 

in the SPEDES permit. Most of the requirements 

are for, for organics are at 10 parts per billion . 

So, even though it is not written down there, the 

limits- - -there are limits that go along with that 

permit that you . can find in the City of Niagara 

Falls . 

DR. POHLAND: You have it he re in pounds 

per day fl~ I c.:_a_n .calculate it? You know, my prob-

lem with that requirement, .it doesn't address the 

thing that c oncerns us because with organic carbon 

you would never be able to _determine whether or no 

something really toxic left the treatment plant. 

So, I thought when we discussed it originally 

. because of the fact that y.ou were taking al 1 this 

other . data, . tha.t .someho~i we. could merge these two 

-... . 
things so chat we could get the kind of a,surances 

that we are looking for with regard to what that 

treatment plant was sup .posed to do and you can• t 

get it out of organic carbon, unfortunately. You 

will get an inference. If you get a big re lease, 
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you know something happened buc--

DR. KOLAC: For this reason, Fr ed, I have 

chosen to continue generating what I will call the 

old kind of data. 

DR. POHLAND: Which is? 

DR. KOLAC: Which is not that, TOC and 

TCH. 

DR. POHLAND: Total chlorinated hydro­

. carbon. Well, you are generating data but---

DR. KOLAC: Wait a minute now, but in the 

meantime, to really meet our .permit condition with 
. 

the city, we are required to measure those para-

meters in tront of you under that existing permit. 

That is an interim permit, okay. The city is 

evaluating bow well we · are operating and I will sa· 

about this calendar year and I believe by next 

January or February ,. that permit, as you see there, 

. will become .binding. We are generating data and 

working with them as are all of the usars through-

out the city. So, we are sort of in an interim 
. 

stage. I can•t tell you today how our new ?ara -

meters compare in terms of numbers. 

DR. WELTY: Can you just reiterate those 

new parameters again? 
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DR. KOLAC: Yes. The new ones are flow, 

SOC, which is soluble organic carbons, okay, and 

TSS A total suspended solids. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: You feel those are 

adequate? 

DR. POHL.<\ND: Well, you know, if he 

continues to run his total chlorinated hydrocarbon. 

and would couple that with the routine monitoring 
, 

and not wait nine months to synthesize the data, 

you see, my problem is, I want assurances that if 

something happens at the treatment plant, you guys 

!lave got a , hold of it rig!tt away. 

· DR. KO LAC: But we have a few orobleins 
• 

he.re. · In some .cases it takes awhile for the labs 

to , generate-- .-

DR, POHLAND: We are getting to that next. 

· , DR. KOLAC: And· that is something I 

personally have no control over. 

DR. POHLAND:. But your office, damn it--­

ex~use me, erase that , You should have control 

over taking the data you have in doing something 

with it faster, 

DR. KOLAC: We look at it as fast as it 

comes in the door, F-red, .. to compare it versus our 
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permit conditions. 

DR. POHLAND: But don•t you see how vul­

nerable you are if something happens and you make 

a statement like that, you have no record of any­

thing. You just are saying things. 

DR. KOLAC: Well, this goes for all of 

the users in the city here. 

, ;DR. POHU.ND: I don• t care about the 

,other users. · I am just concerned with this one . 

DR. KOU.C: It shows you the problems wit! 

.the permitting program. 

DR. POHL.~ND: _What are you doing ? 

DR. KO LAC: We can• t get data in 24 hours 

on some of this. 

· DR. POHLAND: What : are you going to do to 

resolve the problem? 

DR. KOLAC: I have tried in the past with 

at least one of the local . labs, we can :get data 

sometimes within two, three and five da.ys usually 
, . 

is the , turnaround and that was for the TOC only 

but it still is within two or three da y s after the 

fact unless we put equipment on the site. 

DR. POHLAND: All right. Maybe we are 

approach.ing a solution th.en. 
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DR. KOLAC: That has been discussed and w, 

are going to have the ability to do that with the 

new administrative building that is under design. 

There will be one room there that will be able to 

handle that kind of equipment. The re is no place 

for that equipment. 

DR. POHLAND: I admire your eagerness 

toward developing all kinds of grand plans for tha 

place but we are talking about right now and now 

you have put another variable in there. Now ·you 

are linking it to the possibility of getting a new 

building and just having some practice in that 

approach, I know· what happens when budgets start 

shuffling around. You can•t get help to synthesi· e 

this·data, you may well not get ever near what you 

aspirations are. 

DR. KOLAC: Exactly what do you mean by 

synthesizing .data? 

DR. POHU.Nl;): I want you to have on recor, 

in a routine fashion all the analysis of your data 

that you can so that if something shows some trend 

toward being wro ng or going in the wrong direction . 

you will detect it. If it's in a computer file, 

know just from my own ex perience that---

I 
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DR. KOLAC: That is not where it is sitti g. 

I said earlier as far as my operations go, I look 

at that data immediately when it co mes in the door 

and I compare that against the permit. I don•t 

need to have people grab it six months later. 

DR. POH LAND: You are not listening to me 

You have it up here but should something happen, 

you would lose because you have no re -cord of what 

you are doing and the greatest assurances you can 

give me and the rest of the ·people here and every-. :, 

.bo.dy ._sitting out there is to show, look, this is 

what we routinely do and here is. the reco rd · and 

proof that that system is working. You can sit 

there and tell me it's working because you have go 

it up here until y.o.u are blue in the face and if 

don I t want . to believe you, I don I t have to be .l ie ve 

you. 

CHAIRMAN W'ELTY: Is it pos·sible for you t 

do an anal ysi s of this data on a monthly or quarte -
.· 

ly basis and submit a report that is availab le fo= 

the people to review? I think that is what F.:ed 

is sug gestin g . 

DR. POHLA~ID: Well, let's get to the 

fundamental problem that yo u have. When I was at 

I 
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the plant and you know that I was concerned about 

this, your samples are taken, as I understand it, 

they are left in a re frige rat or until the end of 

the week, that is one week gone. Then they go to 

the lab and you may get them back in another week 

but it may be three weeks. Now, what if something 

happened during that period of time and you find 

out about it after the fact? How are you going to 

respond? 

DR. KOLAC: Well, perhaps this isn•t a 

good explanation for you at this time, but we have 

tended . to _ be very cQnservative in the operation of 

the four years, a 11 right. We have tended to ca 11 

in for an early carbon change rather than waiting 

to the last minute, okay. If in looking back 

through all the effluent data, that is the key to 

the whole plan, what is coming out, okay, no.t: nece 

sarily what is going in. Okay. The re is only . . . . . .. 

actually three or four days where at least on the 

TOC parameter in four years time the actual limit 

that the city has established was exceeded. 

DR. POHUND: That scenario is fine until 

something happens and what I'm trying t:o do is to 

put you in a proact:ive posture, preventive posture, 

-

. .. . 
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so ·that it doesn•t happen. 

DR. KOLAC: The only way that I can see . 

around this whole issue, and it I s not just for the 

Love Canal treatment plant, but for all of the 

users, is you have to have instant laboratory 

capability and the only way you• re going to do that 

perhaps is on site or across the street, and that 

is something that we right now do not have and havi 

never had, We would have to have instrument at ion 

right there in the plant. 

DR. POH LAND: Okay, You see, this is the 

kind of information that I wanted to see comlllitted 

to a long time ago because when we visit:ed the 

plant, . the same discussion was had. 

DR, KO LAC: Just for the record he re, 

you can't take some of this instrumentation that 

necessary for these kinds of analysis and operate 

it in that plant, The plant does have its own 

odors and volatile materials there and when you 

start analyzing for parts per billion, you don•t 

need to inject the sample into the instrument:, it 
. 

will detect that just by sitting there and, theref<re, 

you have a very poor analysis, a very high error 

thrown in that kind of data. That kind of equipme · t 

i 
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would have to be outside of that building. 

Now, as soon as you do that, you only hav, 

two options, one building that is under design or 

the local labs and as soon as you are into that 

picture of local labs or however distant they are, 

you have transportation and time problems and dela: s. 

You have their own schedules and backlogs and that 

is something that we·haven•t seem to be able to get 

around. 

DR. POHLAND: We 11, there are ways to get 

around it. 

DR. KO LAC: You -cari• t take a gas chroma to · 

graph, for example, and put it in that plant and 

operate. 

DR. POHLAND: Y·e s, I know a 11 those kin:! s 

of scenarios. The fact is, though, that there are 

treatment plants that do it on site and there are 

ways of doing it and ,you kno,~, what you are sugges 1 -

ing here and I don•t . think it's correct, is that 

because of the problem, you can•t do anything and 

I am suggesting because of the problem, you ought 

to do something. 

DR. KOL.~C: You are recommending that the 

instrumentation be pla ced on the plant? 
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DR. POHLAND: I am recommending that you 

get a better handle on what is going on in that 

treatment plant, period, and I think it's pretty 

obvious where I stand on it and I am sympathetic 

to what I observed as your staffing problems and 

everything, but that is nothing I can deal with bu 

I can deal with what I think is the way something 

ought to be done and you have been hearing or at 

least your office has been hearing all along that 

habitability crite ·ria must of necessity be linked 

to assurances that this process of remediation is 

prope ·r and that_ it wi 11 .be monitored correctly and 

cont:rolled correctly and I am not getting that kin 

.of vibes out of you guys concerned about this rag 

of a permit. I am not demeaning the .people that 

wrote . it but I don I t: . think it I s adequate to the 

needs of that plant. I am concerned about the fac 

and it's written, itt.s .documented, that t.he .state 

is running that plant and they .are malcing all the 

decisions on the plant and they are controlling 

themselves. There is no outside supervision of 

what is going on, I am concerned about the fact 

that you start off under RECRA and I am thinking 

now because of convenience and by a loophole in the 
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RECRA regulations, you are going to withdraw out 

of that circumstance. That at least would have 

given you some assurance that somebody else was 

taking a look at what was going on there and those 

are the issues that are a matter of record and I 

haven't got an answer back. 

Basically what I am being asked to do is 

to talk to rou guys again, but until you come fort 

with solid evidence of ''This is what we have in 

mind," I can• t scrutinize anything because you tan, 

to sit thexe and expect me to answer things that 
. 

you k1:1ow. is ther~ . bµt y91,t are not goiq; to offer 

~illingly and then we find out things incrementally 

and I guess, Mr. Chairman, I'm getting kind of 

tired of . this proce~s and ·I think we ought to wrap 

it up bu.t we are not getting there. We 0 
o et con­

tinuing postponements of receipt of vital informa­

. tion, at least.as I see my role in this group , 

Cl¾AJ:RMAN i-iE-LTY: I appreciate your concer 

and at this point I am not sure we are going to be 

able to resolve this question any further, We may 

be left with asking your professional judgment 

based on what you have received and a list of othe 

things that you consider important and have not ye, 

s 
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received rather than continuing to prolong the 

whole process. 

DR. POHLAND: You see, what you are say in 

is that°'--I don•t know what they have got availabl 

for me and I am encouraging them to fTeely provide 

me with those things that address the issues I hav, 

brought up. 

MR. BROWN: Let me make a proposal then. 

What we would certainly be willing to do is meet 

with you at our offices and discuss whateve .r thing 
. . 

that . you think that we haven I t provided, that we 

can provide and t .o explain whatever things are ava 

able so that we can absolutely iron this .thing out 

and · I understand exactly what you want and what yo, 

need and you can understand exactly what we have • 

and we can provide. Is that acceptable to you? 

·DR. POHLAND: Well, let me respond to thai 

.That was the intent of .my two day visit up here the 

first time and frankly, the visit and perhaps it 

was because I wasn•t familiar enough with what was 

available or what the circumstances were at that 

time and maybe I didn 1 t ask the right questions, 

but I may not be able co ask the right que stio ns 

the next time around. 

J.­

• 
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You see, what I am crying to elicit from 

those responsible for the engineering and tech­

nological issues associated with this problem is a 

freely given description of where you are, what yo1 

are doing now and what you are going to do in the 

future and not wait until I happen to ask a key 

question and then give me the data. 

The project can 1 t afford for me to do the 

kind of scrutiny that I think that you people shou 

be doing routinely and those answers ought to be 

there and it is discouraging for me that they are 

not there. 
, . You are s~ill thinking about the fact 

that you have got a problem here and a problem the1 

and maybe we ought to think about using some more 

· Supe rfund money and get a contractor to look at it 

for me, That doesn I t .give me very sound fee lings 

about what is here now. and what you guys have got 

ahe~d of you and what we are trying to determine 

here with regard t .o habitability. I mean, I suspe , 

this site will continue co have contracts associat:i 

with it at different times when different things 

come up , but I'm trying to see a thread of pro-
' 

fessional direction that I can eva luat:e that: 

indicates to me that you have solid, really state 

d 

e 

t 

d .. , . 
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of the art kind of notions about what must be done 

and this is why; not, "We 11 , we have got this prob· 

lem and maybe we will do this and maybe we will do 

that and, oh, yes, we really don•t have that infor1 a-

If tion yet because it's out on contract. 

I guess what you are telling us, "We 11 • 
when we are through with all these con tract s, we 

will give you these answers" and what I gather wha1 

I am telling t .he chairman here is that, well then, 

from my standpoint . at least, I have to wait until 

you give me the answers . 

Now, if you te 11 · me that .I have to ask thi 

right questions before I can get those answers, 

that is not a productive way of doing things becau:e 

then if some thing happens, .then you say, "We 11 , he 

never asked us about that." 

MR. BROWN: I have just tt •10 comments on 

that. One is that there . is remediation going on 

on that site, a lot of things going on and if he 

doesn• t have answers to soire things yet, we don• t 

have answers co them. That is because we are not 

done with this whole pr~ject. 

DR. POHL.AND: The questions I have asked 

are basic . They are basic, otherwise you ww ldn•t 
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have let the contracts in the first place and all 

I'm asking you to tell me is, what does the 

division have in mind. 

MR. BROWN: Okay , 

DR. KOLAC: I think if I could recommend 

something, it looks to me like maybe between our­

selves, and maybe a few others on the panel here 

and maybe our director and a few of the staff 

might be what is needed because quite often, Fred, 

some of your ~equests or anybody else's requests 

get funneled down· through other channels, all righ 

and I do ·re .spond and on any of those questions, 

that material has gone out, 

DR. POHLAND: Don•t take any of this 

personally but you see, I can•t deal with your 

system. I can•t deal with your personnel, 

DR. KO.LAC: We have a hard time too, 

DR. :POHUND: .o\nd eve r y s y stem is l i ke 

that but I don•t care. · I don•t care. All I want 

are the facts. That is what I wane. 

MR, BROWN: All right . Fred, I still 

think ~ou are going in the wrong direction because 

a litt l e while ago you told Nick that you didn't 

want al l the data and now you are te l lin g us you 

, 
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want everything. You want to know what is going 

to happen ahead of time and you want to know---wha 

do you want? You tell us and we will provide it. 

DR. POH LAND: I tried to. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Why don't you have a 

follow-up on his suggestion to get together once 

again if you can fit it into your schedule. 

DR. POHLAND: We 11, maybe I am not 

articulating correctly. I have written things eve y 

way that I can requesting things and I get reams 

~nd reams of information shuffled around that it•s 

almost .impossible for me to make rhyme or reason 

out of it. I don 1 t think that I have such a poor 

co111111and of the English language that my message 

isn• t clear. I -want certain assurances. I want t 

be assured that what is being done, what you 

people have in mind to do and how you are going to 

organize and control it is correct. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: How can such a meeting b1 

set up? 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: I would like to make a 

comment here. I have been thinking about this an< 

I'm not sure that what we need to do is to establiin 

what these criteria are. For example, with 
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reference to the discussion t h at is going on now, 

a simple question would be, is the treatment plant 

operated adequately on . a daily basis, in other 

words, is there a daily evaluation of the output 

of the treatment plant. That is a criterion. 

Now, clearly it is not---I mean, that is 

.clear. It is now I guess on a three week to a six 

week b~sis. · Well, that could be a criterion, dail 

evaluation of the output of the treatment plant. 

That would be a criterion. Then they wou l d have t 

satisfy you that that is going on, 

DR. POHLAND See, that is the key, ~ 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: That is the second 

criterion and that would be are certain things be­

ing examined for each day and then you can list th 

total organics or whatever it is, I don 1 t know any 

t~ing about it. · It seems to me that that is what 

the . criteria a~e. Then the data to satisfy t he 

criteria have to be supplied. 

No-w, if we were able to set such criter i a 

then I assume they could go to their funding a genc, 

and say, "Well, to meet the criteria you ha ve got 

to have a laboratory on site. '' I f they can ' t 

produce a laboratory on s i te, they h av en't met the 
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first criterion. I mean , if that can•t be done, 

then that criterion is not satisfied and on that 

basis you can•t go any further . 

Now, once the laboratory l.S 
• in place, I 

assume it has to meet certain standards of measure 

me_nt on a daily basis if that is what is the 

criterion . That is what I understand is a cri­

terion, like when you operate a milk plant, which 

I'm a little mo-re familiar with . 

DR, STOLINE: I think if I could pick up 

on that a little bit , I think that if you look at 

some of the mode ls that th .e industry h.as for quali y 

control, ic•s a little different, They are .produc ng 

a pr oduct and you are trying to render a product 

harmless but there are---or safe, but if you would 

simply look at some of those quality control chart . 

and pick .up on those, the parts of those that woul , 

be in common with the type of thing .that you are 

doi.ng .. and. liter.ally, in industry . . it. produces a 
.. 

product and checks the quality every hour. In you 

case it may be every day or something like this so 

that this is done so that we eliminate that one 

problem that I wrote down here where we have a thr, e 

week delay. We talked about there being a lab on 
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site so that you know what is going on exactly, 

say, within 24 hours, 

DR, KO LAC: Well, even that won• t satisfy 

everybody, We have perceived a need for that and 

that is being factored in but we have it today. 

DR, STOLINE: I think our report should 

reflect that from the discussion this morning, tha 

approach, 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: That might be much more 

. productive than having yet another meeting, if thee 

is a way that we can summarize the criteria. I 

like your suggestion, 

On page 15 of . the document we have tried 

to outline measures recommended to assure adequate 

.remediation and I would like .to just try to pursue 

this .a . little more now, t .hat we are into it, to 

think . about . in addition to the . four items that are 

liste .d thet:e, what a·dd·itiona l criteria should be 

.added . that . wou.ld assure adequate remediation. We 

have included analysis of ground water and reorgan· 

ization of the program so that it's not operated 

and overseen by the same agency and development of 

operating protocols and periodic reports summarizitg 

the analysis of the treatment plant operation, 

.. 
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Can we e~pand on those or do those four 

adequately reflect what you feel is necessary for 

adequate remediation? 

DR.· POHUND: Yes. You see, the words 

are all there I think. I think in the remedial 

attachment to the habitability criteria, as I see 

it, we are trying to provide the impetus to the 

agency that is responsible for doing this work to 

build into their protocols the assurances that I 

think the community, .both the local community and 
> . 

the professional community is l9oking for with 

regard to what is being done . Now, I think the 

local community issue is very ap!)arent and needs 

not to be dwelled on but I think another very 

important item to me professionally is that since 

I am associated with this deliberation, I have an 

obligation to my profession to make sure that: what 

is done here is done well and done comprehensively 

and ·qone in a way that the decisions can be actual 

fortified by technical kn0t1how and justified in a 

professional sense and because it is a test case, 

whether we want to think about it that way or not, 

I think that the state can do a tremendous service 

to the profession to organize this i n such a way 

y 
-· 
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that: it: serves as a benchmark decision for ot:her 

decisions and maybe t:he st:at:e system is not: set up 

to do that to the degree that I would like t:o have 

it be done but at least I would like t:o see some 

progress in that .direction. Right now I feel tha1 

we have a kind of generalizing of what we think 

we•d like to have attached to the habitability 

criteria, What I would really solicit: from the 

state is now the framework, the meat of the subjec1s 

listed here, "Hey, guys, this is the way we see it:. 

This is what: we are going to do . and this is some­

thing now that we are going t:o be able t:o resolve,' 

a very difficult problem and be pround of it:s 
. . 

resolution, 

What I am afraid I heard happening toward 

t:he end of my last dissertation was that I was be­

ing asked to do that for them. I think that would 

be totally improper because I don't kno,~ the infra· 

structure that we are dealing with and you do and 

I think you have talented people that can do this. 

You certainly had support from consultants and 

everything and there is a need to amalgamate those 

notions and ideas and fit them in this framework 

we have provided as to what we would like co see 
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attached or I would like to see at least attached 

to the habitability criteria that makes it salable, 

If we don't do that, then, you know, some of the 

problems of suspect and so forth are going to rema: 

.and I really think the ball is in your court now 

and come on forth with it and give it to us so cha 

I can professionally and technically endorse what 

you are doing, 

Don•t let anybody get me wrong, I think 

the plant is doing a good job, I think it • s 

designed to do a good job, Now just give us this 

added assurance so that we can build it into our 

decision. 

MR, BROWN: Would you like answers to 

these right now or---

DR, POHLAND: Well, I don•t think you are 

prepared co give them but I 1 m glad you are here 

because that is what I ha ve been after all along, 

Maybe you are prepared co give t he m, I don ' t t<no~~. 

MR. BROWN: I am prepared to give you som, 

of it, I can tell you right now about, number one 

the analysis of shallow ground water. Ri ght now 

we have ei ghty wells inside the fence chat we samp 

at lease once per year and we have fo r ty we l ls 

n 

e 
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outside the fence that are sampled at least once 

per year. 

We have a contract with JRB . We have a 

contract to get a long term monitoring plan . We 

don 1 t have the monitoring plan yet but we will hav 

and there will be - long term monitoring. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: When do you expect to 

have that? 

MR. BROWN: I don•t know, I think in abou 

a month. I'm not sure. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: This conversation I 

think suggests to me that one . criterion that we 

probably need to insert which I don• t: think _we hav 

discussed at all is that after we have established 

these criteria, I think we have to have a period o 

ti.Ille to evaluate whether the criteria are being me 

and I think that needs to be in the document and I 

would suggest three to five years. In other words, 

what I'm saying l.S • that, just take for example wha 

was just said, there are forty wells outside the 

fence in the EDA, is that right, in the ED.\? 

MR. BROWN: That is right, 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: .And obviously our 

objective is co set the criteria for the 
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rehabitation of the EDA. Now, one sample a year 

from forty wells seems to me to be probably not wh t 

the plan being designed is going to come up with, 

It will come up with many more tests than that and 

it seems to me that there has to be some time 

period during which the results of that monitoring 

program ·can be evaluated and that ought to be a 

criterion and I don I t see how it can be, you kriow, 

some brief period of time like once a month or a 

year but it would have to be some substantial peri d 

of time so that · someone could evaluate what was 

happening. 

Now, it could be a step-wise thing, for 

example, but I would think that the minimum as I 

see it would be something like three years and I 

think that is going to be necessary for all the 

criteria that we se ·t. 

DR. MILLER:· You are saying that there 

would be no deci_sion based on the---no decision to 
.. 

inhabit the neighborhood based on the satisfaction 

of criterion for a period of t:ioe ? 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: No. I'm saying until 

the criteria had been evaluated over a period of 

time, See, the whole documen ·e contains no ti mes. 
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It's as though there was instantaneous satisfactio 1 

of the criteria but there is no such thing as 

instantaneous satisfac t ion of the criteria since 

there isn•t even a plan. So, I think that built 

into a criterion ., there ought · to be a meeting of 

all of the foregoing with, wh atever the document 

says, over a period o f ti me to de monstrate, for 

example, what Dr. Pohland was just saying. I mean 

if you are going to monitor a treatment plant, you 

have to know that that monitoring can be effective y 

·· accomplished over some period of time. That perio, 

of time may be. debatable. I would suggest · that it 

be not less than three years. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: So that are you saying 

that habitability decisions then would be postpone, 

for three years? 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: Well, habitability 

decisions are going to depend on satisfaction of 

the cri t eria and all I'm sayin g is t hat t he crite r a 

have to have that built into the criteria document, 

There needs to be some sensible time s pan. 

DR. POHLAND: I think that holds for 

things to come but I wouldn•t want to su ggest t h at 

we encoura ge another three year dela y on the d ata 
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that is already available. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: But you can already tel 

that the data that is already---you have just 

demonstrated to us that from the data that are 

available to us today, it•s clear, I mean, unless 

you think---for example, let me ask you a question 

As a consultant is evaluating the output of the 

treatment plant .once a month adequate or should it 

be on a daily basis? 

DR. POHLAND: It ought: to be done weekly. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: All right: , weekly. So, 

it isn't done weekly, it's done essentially monthl : 

from what we nave just heard. 

DR. POHLAND: Yes, but see, it:'s difficul 

for me t:o answer that question because I don•t kno, 

all the ramifications of the situation at hand and 

I have .a real sympathy towards the staffing proble , • 

When we were at the plant they only had one 

operator at the plant and I don•t know whether . tha 

has been resolved or not. ! have heard in my di$­

cussions that the reasons why all this good data 

wasn't synthesized was because of the manpower, 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: But the criteria is 

weekly and you haven't met the criteria, Let ' s sa 
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we had a criterion that said weekly evaluation of 

the treatment plant, Now, you have just told me 

• that it is three weeks to a month at the present 

time, after all, it takes a week to get it to the 

lab. 

DR, KOLAC: On some of the parameters, 

some of them it is sooner but---

DR. POHLAND: The key parameters take too 

much time. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: All I am saying is, 

suppose that they, ae the present: time they don 1 t 
' 

meet: the criterion, Let• s just say that the cri­

terion was weekly analysis, Once .they met that 

weekly analysis, I would want to know that they 

could meet it for some period of time, not just fo 

one week. 

DR. POHLAND: Of course, all permits are 

kind of written that way .or should be written that 

way but the point that I want to put on the recordi 

though, is just knowing the treatment: system, I 

don•t think people should get the notion that the 

system has been operating satisfactorily because w 

don 1 t have the record of its operation at hand or 

at least in a format where we can get the 
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we want. I think we should recognize that the 

treatment system is a well designed and probably 

sufficiently operated plant. 

DR. MILLER: But without any records, the· 

is no way to make an independent evaluation of tha1. 

I say I accept that that is what he is doing and 

everybody is putting faith in everyone and it•s an 

empirical question. It is not a religious ques-

tion. 

DR. POHLAND: That's why I was saying tha 

he was vulnerable because if anybody posed that 
, . ' . 

· question to that be just simply him, would judgmen1 

and when you just use judgment without any proof ·, 

then---

DR. MILLER: That is a poor basis. 

DR. FOWLKES: Fred, two questions: Along 

with what Warren su ggested earlier as a way of 

alleviating your obvious and reasonable frustratio1, 

is it possible fo~ you to-take, say, point thrae, 

which I would define as a concept rather than a 

criterion and to ooerationalize it in terms of you1 • 

own pro f essionalism as ·to exactly what that means 

and your best judgment and then---

DR. POHL.AND: But so are they profe ssi ona · 

e 

s 
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and that is where the answer should come from • 
. 

DR. FOWLKES: Yes, you are right but the 

more concrete we can be, you can be about what is 

involved in satisfying this concept in operational 

terms. 

DR. HILLER: What I thought he has been 

saying all morning is that he is trying to figure 

out whether they are really up to par and he can 1 t 

figure it out because they are not giving him 

enough information to develop that. 

DR. FOWLKES: I understand that but what 

I I m .saying is let 1 s try to figure out what he is 

saying. The ·se are specific criteria that have to 

be met in order to meet this general criterion and 

go to it. 

DR. MILLER: But again, you are still not 

getting a critical piece of information either. 

DR. POHUND: It's kind of refreshing to 

get an argument between these two for a change. 

DR. FOWLKES: We 11, we are here to 

elaborate our concerns. The data and the person-

nel and the neighborhood have to be assessed in 

terms of whether they can meet these concerns as 

we translate them in~o specific criteria. His 
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concern is that he has a very concrete, systematic 

set of ideas derived from his own professional 

standards about what an adequate operating p rotoco 

is and I think that in a way you are going in the 

wrong direction trying to find out whether those 

people meet them. What you need to do is spell th, m 

out so that they will be very specific criteria 

involved in assessing. You are saying you can•t 

decide from an engineering point of view wheth e r 

their neighborhood is habitable unless you are 

satisfied that certain criteria are being met with 

respect to plant operation, personnel, efficienc y , 
. . 

commu n ication, evaluation o f analysis and so on 

and then put them in as part of the criteria. 

DR, POHLAND: Yes, and that is all acade m:·c. 

You see---

DR, FOWL.'<ES: Why? 

DR, POHLAND: You see, all treat me nt 

syste ms ara rather soeci f ic unto themselves and • 

,. 

must embrace all the conditions surroundin g the 

issue, I don't think there is any misunderst and in i 

in the t h rust of what I'm asking for and after all, 

there is a group of professionals t here t hat I 

think ha ve the capaci ty of doing this and 
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describing for us what they would do or propose to 

do to accommodate this item and then I would be 

very happy and fee 1 that it is my responsibility 

to critique that. You see, what I could say and 

please, I don•t mean any offense, I can say , "Okay 

I want somebody trained in engineering to operate 

that plant . 11 Now, that would be taken, if I just 

said that before prefacing by somebody in another 

discipline who feels equally qualified as an insul 

to his professional capabilities. So, in this cas 

I think I wouldn't require that, you see, and I 
. 

don• t · want to get into a situation where I want to 

be superimposing. 

DR. FOWI...'<ES: But what is involved in an 
. 

adequate operating protocol and I wondered if they 

couldn't just be listed? 

DR. POHLAND: You can list all the things 

you want to list and that doesn't provide you the 

assurances .that in fact those things are the thing 

that are being done routinely. It ' s far better to 

get an expression on the record from them as to 

what they are doing, how they are going to approac 

it, and resolve their problems, what they have 

planned for the future and then we have a notion o 
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how their structure accommodates what I would like 

to see the re. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: We have to write down 

what we want to see, You see, I disagree with you 

on one point. The Sanitary Code of New York St ate 

tells you what kinds of qualifications are for 

plant operations. I mean, at least there used to 

be a chapter of the Sanitary Code, who runs a 

pasteurizing plant, who runs a water treatment pla1 

who runs a sewage treatment plant. I mean, what 
' • 7 

are the qualificat~ons? They have to meet certain 

criter ia, Grade 2 Operator or whatever they are, 

DR. POHI.AJ.'iD: Do .you want to respond to 

that question? 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: Well, my feeling is 

that what our obligation is is to set the criteria, 

Now, we think that this plant should be operated 

above the level of the Niagara Falls permit leve 1, 

we ought to say so. 

DR. FOWLKES: That is the other question 

that I had a concern on. I am sorry to be naive 

in this respect but could you comment on the 

adequacy in terms of what we are talking about wit! 

habitability for, I guess I didn't understand, tha: 

t, 
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the---apparently the evaluation or t he set of 

standards applying to this treatment plant really 

is whether or not it meets the conditions of the 

permit for Niagara Falls in te r:ns of what it is 

discharging into the water. 

DR. POHLAND: That is a sewer discharge 

permit. 

DR. FOWLKES: And that is the single 

standard by which this plant is being e v aluated? 

It•s being treated as---

DR. POHLAND: The only legal effluent 

standard is this, Now • I---

· DR. FOWL.'{.ES: Well then, I guess I don•t 

really understand that. So, it•s being treated as 

though it were a factory? 

DR. POHI.AL'ID: It I s a waste water treatmen1 

plan~ discharging to a sewer and under those cir­

cumstances it needs a sewer discharge per mit, and 

usually those permits, notwithstanding the f act 

that the whole sewer discharge program is being 

re-evaluated, it's usually a negotiation bet ween 

the plant where it I s a state run plant, industrial 

plant or whatever and the local municipality doing 

it • . 

.. 

https://FOWL.'{.ES
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DR. FOWL.'ZES: Is that an adequate measure 

of toxicity or potential toxicity? 

DR. POH LAND: We 11, I have already infe rre < 

that I don•t think that soluble organic carbons is 

a sufficient determination of things that we are 

concerned about because it•s just a lumping term. 

I, on the other hand, I think that they are aware 

of the issue involved and are proceeding to take 

data that will at least give .an inclination as to 

whether or not some of these other components of 

more concern are being discharged and just my 
. 

cursory scan of that information suggests they are 

not •. 

But, let me turn the thing around , I 

think that is one of the issues that this group 

must of necessity deal with, is what do you want a: 

your indicator organics with regard to adverse 

environmental imposition, whether it's health or 

whatever it is, and once we come to grips with tha , 

.. 
it seems to me that we could also build in the 

monitoring, the plant monitoring protocol, some 

requirement for analyses for these key ingredients 

and then if the record demonstrates that they neve 

appear, then you can lengthen the times that you 

0 
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look for them and just make sure. I think the 

organic carbon analysis provides an operational 

analysis 

system is 

technique 

operating 

to be 

well, 

assured 

but it 

that 

doesn 

the 

1 t 

carbon 

answer th, 

question 

organic 

matter 

as to what 

carbon that 

does it---

constitutes 

is going out, 

that 

nor 

residual 

for that 

a second 

DR. 

here 

KO LAC: 

to add 

May I just make 

to what Fred is 

a comment j us1 

saying, so 

that the 

we have 

other 

been 

people 

analyzing 

he-re 

for 

don 1 t 

priority 

get off the 

pollutants 

track, 

which is volatiles , base neutrals and what is call, d 

acidic 

years 

fraction 

of data, 

for 

okay. 

; I think, 

About 

we have 

six months 

over 

ago 

three 

I 

decided to reduce some of those because of the cos 

and the 

years, 

fact mainly 

99 percent of 

that 

the 

an effluent 

data from 

for over threE 

the laboratory 

is be low their detectable limits on individua 1 

parameters, Now, it's true that we used soc. TOC 

as Fred has said, and these are like a bulk operec 

parameter but we try to go to a specific compor.ent 

. 
when it appears, Now, if it doesn't appear, even 

-. ng 

once or even twice in three years above the 

detect ion limit in the lab, how long should the 
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state continue ? 

I have been criticized t ha t we ha ve gone 

too long on some of those already and--

DR. POHLAND: You see, I was hoping you 

would pop in the re because see how much better an 

impact it makes coming fro m you than me suggesti ng 

what: you ought to be doing ? The point is and it 

relates t:O your question as to how long should you 

prove something and I chink, Frank, that is why I 

feel the plant is workin g we 11 because I knew you 

. had the data out there but it came about as casual 

conversation. 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: We 11, let: me gi ve you 

another example, The reason this conversation is 

important, it see ms co me, is that the forty wells 

in . the EDA ought to meet the same standards as the 

output of the •Sewage plant at a miniCIUm. So, that 

.is why I chink it's important spending ti me discus 

in g this issue. I would think, y ou know, t hat you 

would want to sample those forty wells, wor ry abou1 

where those forty we l ls are, but i f the forty well: 

don • t meet the sa me standard at a mini mum of t he 

outflow £.:om the treatment plant, t hen there is a 

problem. 

-

.. . . 
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DR. POHL.AND: We 11. let me suggest that wi 

may look at the fact that the well system is a dif· 

ferent system than the treatment system. The trea1 

ment system is a controlled, primarily conceived 

system for the removal of organics. 

DR.WINKELSTEIN: But it's to produce a 

safe output presumably. 

DR. POHL.AND: But what you may well do 

with that system is you may not find something be­

cause of the treatment system in the effluent that 
. 

may be out there in the wells in very low concentr• 

tions. Just because you don•t see it in the 

effluent t-reatment plant doesn• t necessarily mean 

that because of prior circumstances, it may not be 

found in .the well samples. 

Now, I think the well, personally I think 

the reason why I am particularly concerned or I am 

particularly endorsing · the we 11 monitoring program 

is •I wane to develop over a period of time the fac , 

that the concentrations, if any there in the first 

place. are waning, going down. I don•t want them 

to be growing, because if they are growing. we hav, 

got another problem. 

DR. FOWLKES: Couldn't you build that int 

-

-
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the criterion? 

DR. POHLAND: Sure, but I wouldn't want t, 

link of necessity the effluent quality of t he 

treatment plant to the purpose of the well. 

DR. HUFFAYJ:R: If I could make a sugges­

tion, that the effluent from the treatment plant 

should meet the same criteria that the rest of the 

Niagara Falls effluent meets, at least that would 

set a different standard for this plant, It seems 

to me that would be very difficult to defend, If 

you look out the window down the re, the end of 

Rooker and the rest of them, they have standards 

chat they have to meet and this is where the 

material comes from originally. So, I think the 

standards we are talking about, we ought to leave 

alone and not fool around with but what is going 

through is ethanol is going through, that is one 

of the like alcohols and that was all that ~~e 

picked up. 

DR. POHLAND: Yes, The carbon is not 

going to be picked up or the simple organics, but 

the simple organics a:re not problems to a waste 

treatment plant. 

CHAIRNAN WELTY: Fred, could I suggest ch t 
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you and I and perhaps some people from the state 

work on that list of criteria to add along the lin 

that Warren suggested, whereby we could monitor 

this process in an objective manner through the 

criteria document? 

DR. POHLAND: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: l don I t know any other 

resolution. 

DR. POHLAND: We could do that. l think 

the priority pollutant issue, he has already run 

scans on priority pollutants for the last three 

.years . I think it: should be made a matter of reco 

that he has and this is what he has found and base, 

upon that• that lends credence to the operation of 

the plant. 

I am not proposing that he stop measuring 

pri~rity pollutants and I think out of our deliber, 

tions on wh•t will be ehe candidate pollutants, we 

may well ask for some frequency of determination o: 

those same ones in the treatment plane effluent 

and chat 1 s the way I would like to approach that 

issue. 

The other issues, really, Tom, need to co 

from them. They have to tell us how they are goin1 

s 

d 

-

.. .. 
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to acco!IUllodate our concerns, I really feel that. 

CHAIRMAN WE Ll'Y: We 11, Nelson is doing th t. 

DR, FOWLKES: But I don't know that it's 

our job to critique it, I thought that the job of 

assessing what was . used in terms of the criteria 

to be met is not ours, that it was our job to spe 1: 

out the criteria that we wanted used. 

DR, POHLAND: Yes, and I 'think we will do 

that but as a proviso to the criteria, we also---I 

thought we agreed on the fact that we had to have 

vivid assurances that the remedial program in its 

monitoring and maintenance would exist . as a condi-

tion and that is really what we are talking about 

here, is we are trying to get up front this kind oJ 

·assurance. 

DR; FOWLKES: Well, I thought that they 

became a part of our criteria, that the criteria 

.for assessing habitability had to do wich spelling 

out what would constitute your vivid assurances. 
. . ... 

You are saying it is a precondition. 

DR. POHL.AND: What you are asking me to d< 

is to tell them the type of person that they must 

hire to run the treatment plant and I don•t want t< 

do that, I don • t think that that is proper. 
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DR. FOW I.KE S: We 11, that isn I t how I 

translated it. 

DR. POHLAND: Maybe I r.ii su nderstood you. 

DR. FOWI...'CES: I didn't say anything like 

that, I thought, about the type of person. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: What we need to do is 

we have to be explicit, We have to dee ide what ou 

c~iterion is and it is soc;iethi ng you have to meet. 

And I don•t see any problem. If we thought that 

that plant has to be run by a graduate engineer, 

we should put that do~,in as a criterion. If we 

don't .·wony about that, . then we don• t •. 

DR. FOWU<ES: · That wasn't what I meant, 

though. I just meant for you to concretize what 

you mean as an engineer by "satisfactory operating 

protocols'' to spell -it: out: then. 

DR, POHLAND: You know what: I come back 

to you ~~ith then, I say okay, and it's in he re , I 

. .. - ::ientioned •the fact chat I wanted an ope-::-ation and 

maintenance schedule, an emergency response plan 

and things like that and they provided that to me. 

That: is all we 11 and good, you know, but I want to 

see the i:.iplementation mechanism • 

. DR, FOWLKES: Fine, then you should spell 

.. .. 
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that out. 

. DR. POHLAND: No, I can•t tell them how t 

run their shop. They have got the pe rsonne 1. 

They have got the structure set up. They should 

te 11 me ho~,, they are going t:o accommodate these 

criteria. 

DR. KOLAC: I am really having trouble 

trying to give people answers when I don• t know wh, t 

the questions are, okay, and we have done our best 

over the summer. 

DR. FOWLKES: I think the questions ou-ght 

to be translated .into criterion that would satisfy 

your professional standards, Never mind what 

personnel they have now . If in fact in trying to 

meet these criteria they require three times the . 

personnel they have, then they are going to have t< 

have three .times . the personnel, okay. I mean, it•: 

getting circular. 

DR, POHLAND: We 11, it . is c:!.rcular, frank· 

ly, and the problem, of course, is that the state 

runs the plant and controls it too. Maybe that 

is the item that we can use as a forcing function 

here and maybe we should use that as a criterion, 

the fact that whate ver permit is i mposed upon this 
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plant should be regulated by an agency other than 

the state. 

DR. WINI<ELSTEIN: That is fine. That is 

a criterion. I don't see any problem with that if 

that is what your expert opinion is. I think you 

can convince me without much trouble and I think 

that is a good criterion. 

MR. BROWN: I a;njust a little confused 

here. Are we supposed to tell you what we have 

got and then you tell us if chat is okay, does cha1 

meet . your criterion or do you ·guys set the criteri, 

and then we come back and te 11 you what we are 
. 

·doing to · meet it? I don 1 t: really understand. 

· DR. POHL.AND.: No. See, we are mi:ting up 

criteria · ~qith the contingencies of the criteria. · 

What we are saying is that, and it started off in 
- . . 

the first group that _ collapsed and here we ara 

again with the same notion, that all criteria must 

necessarily be linked to the re medial action plan, 

both present and future, the treatment systera and 

everything, with assurances that that will be 

maintained, monitored, operated, controlled properJy 

in the future. Okay. That has nothing to do wit! 

criteria per se. It has co do with the · assurances 

a 

.. 
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with the system to accommodate the criteria is in 

place, is going to be properly supervised , operate<, 

maintained and everything. Let•s face it:, fhe 

criteria that come forth to you people are going t< 

be a lot: more rigid if we don• t: get those assurances 

and all I am pleading for is an obvious expression 
. 

and a recorded indication that indeed, based upon 

past experience, we can have confidence that this 

is g .oing to happen. 

Now, if you don 1 t want t:o---frankly, if 

you don• t want i::o provide that to me, . I will tell 

you what · I ~-,ant to see in that and I would prefer 

to have it come from you, I am sorry I am such a 

. : poor articulator, 

. MR. BROtvN: All I could ask is that you . 

would work with us and I will be calling you up. 

DR, POHLAND: I would be glad to work witt 

you. 

M:R, BROWN: And I \-Jill make .s:ure that we 

get what you guys want, okay. 

CHAIR11AN WELTY: Let's go back to un-

finished business, Bob, , We are on the item of, 

I believe, frequency of chemic a 1 monitoring in the 

wells. 

.. 
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DR. HUFFAKER: Yes. He just commented on 

that. The plan was being designed and hadn't been 

completed and he thought a month or so before it 

would be. 

Now, I sent you a couple of things along 

with the letter inviting you to come and one of 

them was a draft sampling plan and what: I wanted 

to do was start the people thinking about some very 

specific tasks that we had to accomplish hopefully 

today. The first one was that Dr. Miller and 

Dr, Fowlkes were going to attempt to divide the 

EDA up into l'.leighborhoods and come back with that . 

We could use . that as a basis for the sampling areas; 

that in the EDA, a certain percentage of occupied 

homes in . each neighborhood would be sampled, the . 

basement air, surface soil in the yard, surface and 

subsurface water . and dioxin and Dr , Stoline would 

give us so~e help on how many homes actuall y need 

to be looked ar;: ?nd .. t~ _ar;:_ the control area needs to 
.. 

be selected and a similar sampling plan put in placa · 

for it . 

In tha~ regard, we have asked our people 

in demographics to g i ve us some computer runs on th, 

kind of information that is available fro~ the 
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federal census, from the State Department of Com­

merce, and from other sources and there are pages 

of information that have come out for just the Love 

Canal neighborhood here. They will do this if we 

ask them to go ahead and complete it. My suggestiOQ 

would be that we do this and we select or allow 

t hem to select some cr iteria to be used to match a 

controlled neighborhood with the houses in the EDA 

at the time they were occupied. Now, t h at would 

be the type of construction, age of house, number 

of bedrooms or total size of the house, perhaps the 

median income of the occupants, \•7hether they were 

owners or renter property and things like this and 

then attempt to find a comparable neighborhood some­

place in the Niagara Falls area .that could be used 

as a control, comparable in all ef fects except it 

isn't next to a landfill. 

. If I could · get so me direction from the 

panel, if that is what you would li!<e us to do, I 
, . 

will ask the people down there to give us some 

computer time and generate a sampling and one o f 

the neighborhoods we have talked about would possibly 

be Lewiston or Lockport, if it's large enough to 

provide this kind of sample we need, per haps so~e 
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neighborhoods down in Buffalo. It's almost 

illlpossible to fin .d any here in the Niagara Falls 

area that don't abut a landfill someplace. 

Dr. Sipes and Stoline were to help us wit! 

a list of chemicals that might be monitored and 

Dr. Stoline has prepared a statistical analysis of 

those chemicals which were f .ound in the EDA and 

the control area and in the canal and how often the~ 

appeared, and that has been included in the package 

which you have which is in the handout the i:e also, 

One of the problems that has bothered me 

was how does one _compare data from _ the contr _ols and 

the test houses and the problem he re is basic, that 

you are not going to find the same chemicals in 

all of the houses . Some _houses you may find some 

things, even a small list of ten or fourteen, what­

ever we select, and you are going to find other 

chemicale . in the ·other houses. You are going to 

find them in different ratios. They vary in 
.. 

toxicity. So, the question is how can you compare 
. 

these . You have apples and oranges, so to speak, 

One suggestion that the toxicologist said would 

work would be to divide the che~icals into two 

groups, carcinogens and those that are straight 
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toxicants, find the NOEL, the NOEL is the no effect 

level for the chemicals that we are interested in 

and use that value as a denominator so that would 

be the NOEL. The NOEL is usually given as a dose 

because it I s-- - it comes from experimental anima _l 

work or sometimes from human data. So, it 1 s in 

grams per kilogram and it would be the format that 

that would show, and those would be derived from 

each of the chemicals that are on the list that are 

straight toxicants, not carcinogens. The measure­

ments we will do, for example, take the material 

_in the air, . ·we would be measuring it in grams per 

cubic meter of air and that would have to be con­

verted to grams per kilogram on a dose basi.s and 

this ·cai:i be done but it require ·s some work from 

Dr. Silbergeld .and Devra Davis. You add these 

things up and then · this could be your control area 

·and compare them with the test area. 

We have discussed tenfold ·diffe:::-ences .using 

19 being acceptable so we would say that if the cont:ror ·: 

20 area equalled · the test area eicies ten, that the 

21 test area will pass. 

22 D.R. WINKELSTEIN: Where did you get that 

23 ten? That bothered me everywhere I read it. 

I 
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DR. HUFFAKER: Let's go back to that a 

little bit later, if I could go on with this, The 

other half of it would be the carcinogen data and 

use ten to the minus six as the effect level on 

that, whatever the dose is, that gives you the ten 
. . 

to the minus six level on the carc inogens as 

opposed to the toxicant and accept a similar sort 

of an equation. If the NOELS for the carcinogen 

levels are a little bit off, it doesn 1 t matter too 

much because it's an equation that balances. What .• . ~ · 

you see . : 
on one side in the control . area, you are 

going to ~use the same value in the test area where 

you make the comparison. So, you don't have to . be 

absolutely accurate, For example, if there is not 

a NOEL, let the toxicologist estimate one, and if 

it's close, if there are differences, really that 

would cancel out, We just want it so that it's 

close enough so that it won't weight the equation 

badly Out of kilter one side or the other. That j s 
-· a very brief discussiPn of what might be done 

there. 

The final fa ctor or item that I had that 

we need to resolve was to discuss this ti::ie s ten 

and that was, I believe, Dr. Stolwijk and he is not 
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here. 

DR. WINKE LSTE IN: Do you have any collll!lent s 

on where that came from? 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: I asked him about that 

and it was felt to be that at low levels that we 

will be dealing with, that this level of ten which 

is an order of magnitude, would be something that 

would be within the---I don't know whether you woul 

say the lab precision or, you know, just the fact 

that these were . such low levels that that particu­

lar factor would be an empirical factor. 

DR·. HUFFAKER: What he is .saying is that 

if we have two. parts per billion on one side of the 

test area and twenty parts per billion on the other 

side, . it really doesn't make any difference. Those 

two numbers at this . level of dilution are not 

different. 

CHAIR."1AN WELTY: . And other people have 

said a level of fifty would be more reasona bl e at 
.. 

these low levels. So, I would say, you know, if 

you have any ot her suggestions on how t o do that. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: Well, I certainly 

wouldn't put it that way. I would put it in terms 

of t he variability o f the test, not in term s of some 

I 
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number, When you put a---sor.iething like that into 

a criteria document and let somebody like me read 

it and every time they see times ten they react 

negatively to that, I mean, now what you a:ra tell­

ing me is that that is within the variability of 

the test, Well, that is an easier concept to under­

stand than to say that you are ·going t0 accept a 

factor of ten. In fact, it's a different concept. 
' ' 

What you are saying essentially is, and incidentallv 

there is some correspondence in here, one of our 

members who never coraes to the meeting---

CHAI&'1AN WELTY: Silbergeld. 

DR, WINK.ELSTEIN: Objected to that, point­

ing out tha~ I guess the limit is one part per 

biilion for dioxin, is that right? 

CHAI~MAN WELTY: Right, 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: So what you are saying 

was, so, let;; 1 $ take a concrete ex amp le, suppose we 

go to the test neighborhood . and we ---

DR, HUFFAKER: Don•t do it with dio:,in . 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: Well, I want to use that:. 

I want to use dioxin . 

CHAIR..,.!AN WELTY: Well, see, dio:tin is not 

going to be done in this .:node 1 because we ha ve a 
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standard for dioxin. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: I understand that but 

am just going to give you an example. I mean, 

dioxin is a good example. Suppose somebody hadn 1 t 

legislated a limit: of one part per billion but - we 

sti _ll didn't have the level. So, what you• re say­

ing is that if the control area is .9 and the test 

area is 9. par ·ts per billion, that is okay. Now, 

you tell me, well, we do have a standard for dioxin 

and that is one part per billion. So, that is no 

longer operative. What I am -telling you is that 

I . t .he chemical B, le .t s call it that dioxin is 

.chemical A, now we have chemical B for which we 

have not yet set a standard but there is some 

animal evidence that it is a carcinogen. There are 

how many care inogens in the IARC list, forty? 

There is some number, twenty or forty, · W·hat is the 

difference . It doesn't matter. The point is that 

w.hat l am .t rying to .say is that the way ~~e have it 
.. 

in the criteria document, I would like to hear some.­

body else that is more knowledgeable . This is 

unacceptable to me. It suggests that we are 

tolerating ten times as much exposure in the test 

area as we a:.e in the control area, when in reality 
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what we are trying to say is that the limits of 

measurement are such that we wi ll tolerate va:;:-i­

ability within the limits of measurement. 

DR. SIPES: I don•t think it has anything 

to do with limits of measurement . It had to do 

with the assessment that these chemicals are, other 

than the dioxins, are essentially much weaker as 

far as their toxic potential. Therefore, we were 

working at a no eJ;fect level and also at very low 

levels of the chemic a 1. 

If we make the two areas absolutely equal 

without some . factor, then we will ne.ver ' be able to 

make any accomplishments. These are basically 

chemicals in concentration~ that are nontoxic. We 

are probably · at below or around the no effect level 

where these have been exposed to animals. So, this 

was a factor to sort of get us moving when Dr. 

Stolw .ijk brou.ght '.that . up . . It didn• t have anything 

to do with , \-1hen he . brought it: up, x~ith the 

sensitivity of the chem ical measurements as fa;:- as 

detecting how much was the:::-e and how :nuch wasn• t 

there. It was related to the to:tic potential of 

the chemicals and he sort of pulled that out of the 

fact that we have li~its now for occupational 

, . 
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exposure on an eight hour day or et cetera, and we 

don 1 t have anything for ambient levels for 24 hour 

exposure in a residence. So, we don•t have a 

standard so let•s pick up these no effect levels 

and in some fashion factor them, 

DR, STOLINE: I have a problem with the . 

ten too, two things about it. One is e:tactly what 

Warren said and that is that if we do use some 

factor in there, why not 10. 5 or why not 20 or why 

not 5?. I mean, why 10 and it just seemed to be 

kind of -.. --
' . 

DR. SIPES: That just came out of a 

conversation. I really think it did more than 

anything else . 

DR. STOLINE: But that is what we have to 

be able to defend and I don• t think we could defend 

DR, SIPES: I agree with that. 

DR, POHL.~ND: H.ow about one over ten to 
.. 

the minus one? 

DR. STOLINE: The other thing is, if you 

are talking about variability, that variability 

exists for the control group coo . I -e .u an , 1.· :-- ' s 

like you are talking about the variability of the 
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measurement you are going to make in the EDA. Well 

that same variability presumably is going to be 

operating wit:.hin the control area. I would simply 

suggest that if you don't like the ten, simply use 

maybe some sort of standard technique to compare 

t:reatment t:o control, where you don• t give one 

group the advant:.age over the other. The no hypo­

thesis is that they are the same. The alternative 

hypothesis is that essentially the EDA is more 

contaminated or contains more air pollutants, what-

ever , it's a total measurement you are making or 
' . . 

. individual measurement of whatever, be ·nzene or some 

of those other materials and do it that: way rat:her 

than leaving ourselves open, because I can 1 t:. defend 

t:.he ten and Warren can't defend t:.he ten and the 

.person that .proposed it is gone and it was a 

number apparently that .was in ,conversation here. 

DR. SIPES: ! know Dr •. Silbergald didn't 

care for it either. Like you sa7, , . it 1:s hard to 

defend on that issue. 

DR. POHLAND: But it's not unusual, this 

is the approach that has taken and I ac wondering 

whether we couldn't g o back to the ori g inacor of 

the proposa 1 an .d ask him to enlighten us in r:;ora 

, 

_,: 
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detail on why that number came up. I mean , the 

t policy has been established and accepted by the 

scientific COll!Iilunity to do that , then, you know, 

then I think I would feel comfortable with it and 

maybe we need to go back to him and see what he has 

to say, I vaguely recall him talking about it anc" 

how this group really struggled with this concept 

and maybe there is some value in trying to air that· 

out. 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: My point is that if they 

had used this in comparable- studies where it I s in 
' 

print somewhet:e or--- . 

· DR. HUFF·AKER: variations or standard 

variation or something of this kind of data---

. ·DR,; STOLI .NE· : You have a problem when you 

have . so many dates and points that are be low detect . 

You then .have to de .cide how you are going to 

• i _ncorporat _e ·t _hose dat _a _points into the actual proce .. 

dure. So, I cat:_'t , answer the question off the top 
,. .. of my head but---

DR, WINKE LSTE J;N: I can tell y ou just a 

logical problem, forget the dioxin for a moment and 

take some other cai:-cinogen on the list, you guys 

are ~orking up a list of chemicals for your list . 
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DR. SIPES: We 11, we have lindane. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: All right, lindane. So, 

we do a test ,~ell in the EDA and lindane comes up 

nine parts per billion, · is that likely? 

DR. SIPES: Yes. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: Okay and then we do the 

cont:rol area and it•s too low for detection. Now, 

according to the criteria, this criteria document 

as it presently stands, that is permissible. We 

are not concerned about lindane , right? That is 

what we say. 

DR. SIPES: With the factor of ten. 

DR. W INKE LSTE IN : With the factor of ten. 

Well, of course, the factor of ten, ten times zero 

is still zero. I don•t know how you deal with , 

,that but my guess is that the---well---

DR. STOLINE: See, that is the question I 

was raising. You asked the question about standard 

deviatiotl and you have, t he answer is ., how are you 

going to handle those below detect. How can you 

put that in your algorithm. That is why I don•t 

kno~ that anybody has dealt with chat necessarily. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN; If you look at the Clean 

Air Act, I don' t think they allow a factor of ten 

, . 
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for particulate pollution in air, do they? That is 

more like two . 

DR. SIPES : I still think it comes back 

to all the other chemicals we are talking about , tha 

toxicity data that is generated where you see tox­

icities in the parts per million range instead .of 

the parts per billion range and what we are measuri11g 

here is in the low parts per billion, ten parts per 

billion, maybe one hundred parts per billion. How 

do we get back to the toxicity data that is in the 
•' 

parts per million and that is where that factor of 

ten was coming in . It I s still, if we are looking 

at one part, let•s say ten parts per billion if 

your factor is ten, then we are up to one hundred 

parts per billion but the toxicity data that we hava 

is still in parts per million. So, that is sort of 
-

bringing two ends together , the toxicity data and 

the environmental data. 

DR. STOLINE: But let's taka l;ndane, what 
.. 

is the toxicity level of lindane? 

OR. SIPES: It's all here, anything you 

want to read, it's in milligrams per kilogram but 

that is basically in parts per million. 

CHAIRtiAN WELTY: I don• t think that is a 
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particular problem in air, though, is it? 

DR. STOLINE: All I am tcying to say is 

that the way it's put, I don•t think we can defend 

this. I think we will be in---I think they wi.11 

just take that and settle on that as point number 

one to abolish the entire criteria document because 

it doesn•t make sense, 

DR. POHLAND: There is some precedence 
. 

for doing that. If you look at the monitoring 

requirements under RECRA, for contamina tion of 
. 

d·rinking waters, there is a, I think it 1 s a one 

hundred factor in there above drinking water stan­

dards. 

DR. STOLINE: You mean you think you can 

exceed the standard by one hundred? 

DR. POHLAND: Yes • . I think it's one 

hundred, ten or ·one hundred, I fo .rget, but the 

point was that the concentration of what ~ould be 

released and it ~~as basically with land.fills into 
.. 

the environment, because of the high dilutional 

potential of t he ground water system, would indicati 

that probably the effective impact would be diluted 

out and somebody came up wit:h a hundred figure but 

it's a precedent. 
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DR. FOWLKES: But in this particular con­

text I think it merges as a double standard and 

then I think the problem that---

DR. POHLAND: Yes, it always merges that 

way, at least for those toxic or co nstituents of 

concern in drinking water which are li sted as 

standards, they apply. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: One particular point that 

might help in this regard, it is going back to the 

experience with dioxin and although the leve 1 is 

one part per billion for residential areas, there 

is . a tre .:nendous amount of · variation in this and 

Dr, Wiesner ~as involved in the creation of that 

standard. He is wit h us here today and I wonder if 
. 

Paul maybe just a slight digression on how this 

standard was arrived at might give us some help in 
. 

grappling with the other chemicals that we are deal~ 

ing 1~ith here, 

DR. WIESNER: Well, I t h ink i t's wo rthwhi:e 

to talk about that, just on one point. ~r irs · t o f" ... , 

it's not a standard. That is the first point. It 

was an attempt to describe a focus where we should 
. 

have sorae concern about health effects and there is 

an enormous variation where one would put one's 
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finger on the whole range of possible areas where 

you could have concern and the three major factors 

that influence that are, first of all, what level 

of risk, say, for cancer do you consider to be 

society• s judgment where you should have concern 

about it, is that ten to the fourth or ten to the 

fifth or ten to the sixth and actually the way that 

was presented in the document that came out of 

Kimbro, and our people worked on it in that risk 

assessment, was to present all of those. If your 
' • ')' 

area of concern is one excess cancer case per ten · 

to the fourth population, then you look at this 

' ' 

part of the graph. If it's ten to the fifth, then 

you look at this part of the graph and if it's ten 

to the sixth, you look at that part of the graph. 

The second bi g variable is, of . the univers~ 

of soil that is sampled there, the sample that you 

have in the laboratory, is that re p resentative of 

one per~ent o f al l the soil in that: area, ten perce:1t, 

. •' ' 
one hundred percent? You can make as many ranges 

as you want and that creates a range. 

Then there is just the intrinsic uncertair ... 

ties around risk assessme n ts themselves, the whole 

process of looking at ani mal data, wh at is the 
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correct model and looking at the exposure data and 

what is the correct model. 

So, I mean, I think it is very difficult 

for us to communicate a concept at the one part per 

billion dioxin in residential soil. It is not a 

standard that anybody could use for a legalistic 

enforcement but it's more correctly stated, it's 

the area around which all of this variation related 

to what society's choice is as far as risk . might be 

considered, what the vagaries of the sampling are 

and the vagaries of risk assessment. 

I actually don 1 t think, Tom, that the diox~ 
. . . 

in issue in Missouri is relevant to the discussion 

of the ten factor that is going on here. The 

dioxin is a risk assessment, trying to focus on a 

level that would be of concern and I think what you 

·are discussing here is how do you make compat'isons 

between levels of chemicals in the EDA versus some 

chosen control area and when are you going to say 

they are different enough to be of concern and that 

is a different question than what is being asked in 

the Missouri dioxin risk assessment. 

I think every one of us who has looked ac 

that factor of ten is wondering where it comes from 

.. 
· · 
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and it does come from this informal discussion froa 

Dr, Stolwijk and I think it is difficult to defend 

and so you may want to say, are these different or 

are they not different from a statistical point~£ 

view, Then you have got the separate problem ·of 

the no detects, what value do you put on them. 

DR, STOLINE: That seems to me to be the 

hard part of the problem. I mean, suppose you have 

90 percent of your data in that has no detect. How 

do you actually build that into the algorithm that 

determines yes or no whether these · areas are the 

same or not and I don •.t know that we ·_have thrashed 

· that out. 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: I would just rather see 

it put in a different way, to recognize that this 

is a problem at these very, very low levels rather 

than putting it in the manner that it's put in the 

I _doc.ument at present . I don I t think the t,1ay it s 

seated in the document is going to f!y. I'm not 
-· 

sure how to do it but---

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Everybody that reads it 

says that they don 1 t like the way it is but nobody 

has come U!:> ,-11th a better way to do it. 

DR, SIPES: Even without any statistical 
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analysis, if it's 9,9 or 10.1, then where do you 

make a decision, I mean, without some variation 

around that particular figure, 

DR, STOLINE: If you want a factor of ten 
. 

in there, this is just a conversation, I haven•t 

thought it through, but if you wane a factor of ten 

there, you might say that the null hypothesis is 

that these two areas are the same and that if you 

want enough · assurance in here, say, with a certain 

high probability, 95 percent probability, that if 

these areas differ by as much as a factor of ten 
. 

either individually or per chemical or somehow 

totally, ho,-1 do you word that? That you have that 

high probability of 95 percent probability of 

detecting the situation if they differ by a factor 

of ten or something like that and you will find 

that out. 

DR, POHLAND: How do you acCO!lllllOdate the 

be low detectable? 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: Well, that 1 s the probleml .,: 

You assu.ne that to be zero and then you just 

develop that. 

DR, POHL.s\ND: What is the faceor of ten 

against zero? 
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DR. WINKELSTEIN: So, what you do, I thin~-­

correct me if I am wrong on this but you take a 

series of measurements when you have a measurable 

quantity, let us say o f something in one of these 

test areas or in the control area and you get a 

series of numbers from which you can calculate what 

the distribution is, If that distribution includes 

zero, then it's accepted as no difference. 

DR. POHLAND: What do you end up with, a 

mean value that you are going to compare then or 

something---

DR. WINKELSTEIN: Yes, a mean value dif­

ferent from zero. 

DR. STOLINE: The only competitor to that 

would be something like what was put on the board 

where you divide by that NOEL, convert . everything 

to the lowest detectable quantity and I guess in 

that case the no detects would become ones and 

everything above the detects would be somethin g 
_,._. 

greater than one, but that would be the same thing 

essentially but some way to deal with that so that 

is counted as a legitimate observation and that is 

really infor~ation there, that you have got the dat 

point that is indicating that it is . be low detect, 
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a zero or a one, depending on ho~-,ever you scale it. 

DR. HUFFAKER: With t:he houses here, we 

took the value to be found and put it: over TLV's 

to see what: we are taking at homes and compare it 

to work place standards, not for the purpose of 

establishing habit.ability but just to see where the" 

fell and that came out at about o~ point one 

thousandths the way I recall it now, . five or six 

years .ago, but the value was way down. If you do 

this and put a one on it, that would mean you have 

a biological effect:. So, a no effect should be not 

even a one. •One •indicates somethi.ng happened. So, 

that should be a zero or something of that sort. 

CHAIRMi\N WELTY: What if you took all the 

chemicals and did the scheme as Bob outlined here 

and added them up and · compared them. Is that a 

concept that you would support? 

DR. STOLINE: Well, I am somewhat opposed 

to that because then it becomes a question of, if 

somebody else would do that and have a different l.ist 

of che:nicals. I al:nost think there is---you !<now, 

I taught statistics for 17 years and I think the 

:nose direct ,.~ay co do things to co::imunicate ~·~hat is 

going on is just take little pieces of it and deal 

I 

https://somethi.ng
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with this little piece and this lictla piece and 

I almost think you answered the quest ion with 

benzene a nd then you move over to carbon tetra­

chloride and you do it that way rathe r than su mmin: 

these things up because what you have is somewhat 

a bag of apples and oranges to some extent and the1 

it becomes a function of, did I make t:he correct 

determination of chemicals to put into the hopper 

here and so that I can gee my totals to come out. 

Well, that is a germane point, the chemicals that 

we are selecting but I think totalling them to­

gether ., I have a reservation with regard ·co that. 

DR. HUFFAKER: Out prob lem was one of the 

houses has benzene and the other has carbon tet. 

How do you compare and this is why---

CHAIRMllN WELTY: You can compare the 

medians. 

DR. STOL!NE: And you are goin g to show 

essent:ia!ly that if the statistics c cme out , that 

in the control area you have more benze ne or there 

is no difference between- - -let ' s out: it chis 
• l' ., • '·'3" J 

if the benzene is higher in the control area than 

in the EDA buc, s~y, with carbon cecrnc hlorid e 

cones out the other way around that the EDA is 

. .. . 
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statistically higher than the control area and you 

ju~t report that out, then you make a habitability 

decision based on those things. I mean, you may no: 

be able to do that, rather than trying to lump thos= 

two together and adding them together in some type 

of way here and saying, well, that may be useful 

but I wouldn't say that is the only thing we should 

do with that data. I think that you should have, 

my feeling is that there should be separate data 

analysis on each of those chemicals because that 

gives you the information. You know that benzene 

is a problem and carbon tetrachloride might not be 

or the other way around. 

CHAIR?·!AN WELTY: Off the record. 

(Whereupon, the above proceedings were 

recessed for ten minutes .) 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Can we get star.:ed again, 
.. .. 

please. Mr. Reporter, are you ready to go? 

THE REPORTER: Yes, sir. 

CH.,~ IRNAN WELTY: ~t I s go on with th2 

discussion here then. '.~e have talked about the 

options for comparison and ,._ _ ..... ~i·s .. 1 l,,,.t,t, 

- . . 
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discussion I think we have been talking primarily 

about air because that is where we have said in 

the criteria the comparison of at least ten homes 

the EDA with ten homes in the control area and, 

again, that number ten was rather arbitrary. We 

will have to discuss that but: in terms of the 

methodology, the way the criteria is now written 

is we are comparing medians of the samples in th~ 

homes, comparing the EDA 1,ith the control and 

saying that the EDA shall not be greater than ·ten 

times the contr1:>l. 

·. Dr. Huffaker•s proposal was, and this was 

done on individual chemicals, these determinations 

wem on individual chemicals and as I understand it · 

---well, yes, I will try co write larger and darker 

here. This is indoor air. The way it's written 

is medians in EDA less than ten times control and 

we .are looking at . individual chemicals. I I m sorry, 

that is means but we should talk about whether it 

should be means or medians. One of the considera­

tions is that the median is a better statistical 

measu _re of central tendency when you hare non-

detects, I would think that we should consider 

whether to use the medians or ~eans but at any 
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that would be individual chemicals ., looking at thes 

chemicals individually. We had listed five and we 

may need to expand that list based on your recom­

mendations. 

The second proposal that Bob had was to 

look at proportions and again, some of the propor­

tions for all ~hemicals and then the sum of these 

proportions in the EDA should be less than ten 

times the control, 

The third proposal that Dr. Stoline recom­

mended was the null hypothesis that the control 

equals EDA and the alternative is that the control 

is different than the EDA and there may be addi­

tional options that people l~ant to discuss or may 

want to elaborate on on each of these three. Yes; 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: l think option number 

two is unacceptable to me. The reason is quite 

· simple, suppose you have a known toxic agent or a 

known carcinogen that is strongly demonstrated 
.. : :· 

carcinogen ad.ded into all the others which, let's 

say, are occurring in lower than e:<pect:ed propor­

tions, The sum could be not different than the 

control but the true hazard is substantial. So, 

don 1 t see i'low you could accept option two under the 

I 
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circumstances whe.re you are concerned with the 

occurrence of a hazardous agent in t:he environment. 

DR. HUFFAKER: Tom, the rebuttal was that 

we are weighting those by t:he use of refraction if 

it: was a carcinogen and are an effective dose, it 

was ten to the minus six, that wou.ld be very• very 

small if it was a carcinogen and if we found it in 

higher levels in either area, that would show up 

very strongly in the equation. I'm not de f ending 

it, I 1 m just explaining . it. 

DR. SIPES: You are stiil comparing it 

to the control houses and I sort . of agree with 

Warren, that you would be ~iluting out a potential 

agent because you are summing it up and I think thab 

at the moment it doesn•t seem like the best ,alterra ~ 
I 

ti ve. I 

DR. WINKELSTEIN; Besides that, you have 

to have all the information anyway · to do the exerci~e 

and the tendency when you have situations l::.ke that: 
I 
' .. ... 

would be to write some kind of a computer program 

which will grind out the ans~ver. So , since you 

have all the information anyway to execute option 

two, why not use options one and three together in 

some fashion anyway. I mean , you are go in g to have 
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any com

CHAIRMAN W~LTY: Dr. 

ment on option two? 

Stoline, do you have 

DR. STOLINE: No. I think I already com­

mented on that originally. I am not in favor of 

that particular procedure. As I understand it, it 

simply puts everything together in so:ne sort of a 

weighted linear function and it dilutes out the 

individual effects I think of the particular 

chemicals and I prefer, I think, looking at the 

individual comparisons of the chemicals that are 

being raonitored, Then I think you have co then 

defend l.inear equation that you are putting togetheb:­

or totalling or the proportion or whatever it is 

and then you get into the notion, is benzene ten 

times more, should it be weighted ten times more or i 
' 

should it be weighted ten times more, if I am 
I 

under ! 

standing what the procedure is, should benzene be I 
weighted in . he re ten times more t han carbon tetra­

chloride and I think some of those issues, you have I.·: 
got one additional element chat is i::ibedc!ed in 

nuQber two that makes it a little more scientificaiL 

ly difficult to ?Ut together and to test. 

DR, HUFFAKER: I have no pride of 
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here at all . Whac I was trying to do was gee some­

thing started so we would have a way co compare. 

We have a real problem with one and three in that 

you are going to have a list of chemicals, two 

different groups of houses and some will be high a a 

some will be lower and how do you make the co .mparis n 

between the two? You are going to have to weight 

them at some step in the process and decide that 

these five chemicals are high here, they really are 

not different than these four chemicals which are 

high over here. How does one do that? 

DR. MILLER: · But I think that is a dif­

ferent question than . this one. Well, this feels to 

me like . nu::iber t~,o . fee ls without---I don• t want to 

hurt your ·feelings eithe •r, I realize what you are 
I 

crying to do is . take the initiative but it fee ls co i 

.. me like it adds more arbitrariness to the process 

than we already have in one and three and that the I 

goal is--- I 
DR. HUFF,\KER: Say objectivity. It would 

I .. .. . 

make me feel better. Objectivity rather than 

arbitrariness. 

DR. MILLER: No. I mean the sort of seat: 

of the pants kinds of standards. I mean, the thing 
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that don 1 t have---

DR. HUFFAKER: We 11, yo u can take both 

sides of your equation. If they are a little bit 

arbitrary, it is not that terribly important 

because if you overrated on one side, you are goin~ 

to overrate on ths other. 

DR. MILIER: We 11, u nle ss, of course, it's 

a zero on one side and not the other. 

DR. HUFFAKER: We 11 then, how then do we 

compare this mixture of chemicals that we ars going 

to see in the control area with the mixture that we 

are going to see on the other side? . That is all I 

was going to do. 
I . 

DR • . M:tLIER: We could say that if one of 

the m exceeds the criteria, then that is it. 

DR. HUFFAKER: _What criteria? 
I 
I 

DR. MILU:R: I mean, if one of them, if wej 

.sett led on . number three and we said that one of thetn 
I 

is statisticall y significant, we don•c care about 

i ·. the other fi·,;e, The face that five weren't is 
I irrelevant. What matters is chat one was. I ::iean 1-

or am I mi ssin g the point ? If there are six I 
indicator chemicals, each of them was chosen 

independently of th e other fo;: a reason. What is 
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at issue is that one is statistically significant, 

DR, HUFFAKER: Then we would be doing it 

not against a control area but against a risk 

assessment. We would establish a t:rigger leve 1 for 

each chemical and if it exceeded that level, then 

the house failed, 

CHAIRl-fAN WELTY: No, not if you are compar­

ing some measure of central tendency and you are 

measuring these chemicals individually in five home 

or ten homes and then if you compare the median or 

the mean from those ten homes in the EDA with the 

median or mean of _t:en homes in the cont:rol area, 

that would give you, I think, ~-1hat :,ou are talking 

about. 

DR, MILLER: I . was talking about six 

.T tests. I 
I 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: You were thinking that the 
I 

comparison would be made home by home. I 
i 

DR, HUFFAKER: We 11, what our commissioner : 
, . . . 

said when he was here and I think t:he practical 

part of the matter is, we a:::-e going to have to do 

it home by home when we start to reoccupy and so, 

there would be a judgment made there. So, if our 

individual house exceeds one para~eter, t:he ~edian 
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or mean or whatever we decided to use for the 

control area, then that would be either non­

habitable or requiring remediation, is that correct 

DR. WINKE LSTE IN: We haven I t set the 

criteria. You could set a criteria that you would 

have to be t:'WO or three, c,~o or more, I mean, 

that's a criterion. I would say one or more but 

somebody else might say two or more, have to be 

significantly elevated over the control area. You 

could set whatever criteria you want. 

DR. MILLER: If you have an individual 

the question • then becomes whether, I mean, we 

establish something like two standard deviations, 

whether the ind iv idua l home exceeds by one or two I 

standard deviations the mean for the group. I meanl 
. I 

the control group, I'm not talking about internal. I 
I Am I missing something? j 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: What are you going to do l 
' 

with the control homes that are higher chan the EDA? 
I 

• . . 
DR. HUFFAKER: Well, there will be some, 

If a guy has a snowmobile in his basement and he is 

repainting it and we go . in there and sample---

DR. SIPES: From the data, that could 

happen frequently for benzene, for example, I a:n 
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sure, just looking at the data that you generated 

and the discussions we had on that be fore, that eve 

though we are concerned about that and its toxic 

potential, the uniqueness of that chemical to this 

particular area or to the EDA may be a real proble 

in our establishment of criteria and from looking 
. 

at: total numbers, oftent •imes the benzene was higher 

in an area that was not in the EDA t:han the control 

area and Dr. Stolwijk pointed that out and I think 

Devra did too, that that was a problem. 

I was just going to say that that is why 

my original criteria for select:ing chemicals was to 

insure . that they were in the Love Canal and that 

they would give us a reasonable chance of-- - chat 

this was · migration from the canal, not just because 

---£or the way I thought we were going , if it was I 
I . 

a risk assessment based, then it's a ·different stor r 

but we want the chemicals to have been in the canal ! 
, J I 

and there is a chance they have migrated and we can ! 

.. " have a reasonable chance then of quantifying those. 

DR. STOL!NE: This is your chart her~, 

okay, and I think there is something here that I 

would just like to point out on the table here, 
tha r 

is one of these little---it•s a tree dia g ram on 
a I 

I 
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decision process and I think it's something,,1orth 

discussing. It may well be that the alternative 

here _is just, instead of making a decision at chat 

point, what that _ leads you to do is that the 

control does not equal the EDA, as a further test, 

and compare both the control and the EDA to existi 

standar .ds if they e:tist and then a decision can be 
. 

made if the control is greater than the EDA and the 

you try to find out: ,,1hy that happened. If the re is 

a snowmobile in somebody I s basement , that: is okay . 

If it 1 s the EDA that is great:er than t:he control, 

t·hen there is again .a snowmobile problem or it may 

be that there is some real proble:n here that is a 

Love Canal related thing and you try to ascertain 

it: but 

think 

anyway, 

one further 

y ou then 

analysis 

do further 

would be 

analyses 

then co 

and I 

compare 
I 
i 
' I 

it to existing feder•l standards that exisc · apparen~­

ly for many of these pollutants for air standards. I 
I 

DR. HU7F .~KER: But the:-e aren I t a:1y federai 
• 

I -.. . standards for residences. This is oart • of our 

whole problem . 

; 
DR, STOLINE: There are none for residence 

or work places? 

DR. HUFF .;KER: The re are for wor!< places 
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but the whole point is, we can•t use those standard 

here. 

Statistically, could you increase your 

sample size for the control area so that you could 

take care of th~s problem? It seems to me there a 

outriders in your control po pulati on and to go bac' 

and resample or samp l e another house because I 

don't like the values you have got there is unfair. 

That is doing the sa~e thing in the EDA and perhaps 

one way to go about that problem would be co ha ve a 
• ? 

big enough sample in your control so that the out-. . 

riders could be absorbed and the guy with the paint 

shop or whatever or set up criteria for those 

houses that we would not look · at homes where that 

sore of business is going on. 

I CHAIR.i'W-N WELTY: In terms of the sugges- I 

tion to use standards ., Dr. Stolwijk who I spoke to I on the phone suggested the possib ·:!.lity of usi ng 

one-tent h of the TLV' s bu.t in the past thi s particu 1 
• I .:: 

lar recommendation was felt to be not re ally ::hat 

valid so it hasn•t been used for standards in homes 

and this would be so me thing that would be so.newha t 

of a precedent but it is something to consider. 

DR. S1'0LINE: .1. think that I have :.ientionea 
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this before but I think if I were a person living 

or contemplating living in those homes, I would lil e 

to know are those levels of chee1icals that are 

native in the area and so on, are those safe for me 

and my family to live in and I think that is a 

reasonable thing to ask here. I :nean, even if they 

don't exist, I still think you are asking them to 

live in these areas and we are doing these tests, 

we have got to somehow grapple with that issue ever 

though it hasn•t been grappled with before , we have 

got to, I think, a ttempt to persuade or c,onvince 

the . scientific community that we have got to get 

that, li'ke the one pa rt per billion for d ioz in 

testing, that with re s pect t:o these other kinds of . 
chemicals · here, we are going to have to try to, · I 
if we can I t answer it ourselves, which I don•t think 

I we can, but ,,e are going to have to try to persuade ! 

the scientific community that we need some kind of I 
stan,ia,rd. he:::-e so that people can · know whett1er in 1-·: 
fact their araa, their house or base:nent o:: whatevei 

is safe or not. ! 
DR. HUFFAKER: The pane 1 approach to that 

was to say that that information doesn:t exist, 

let•s use occupied homes where people are livi~3 
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that are away from landfills and say what they are 

living with is prima facie acceptable and we will 

compare it with that. So, instead of attempting to 

derive this business through risk assessment or 

whatever you are talking about , let's go where 

people are now living successfully and compare thos 

homes with the homes tested and that is why we have 

the contro 1 test for the a ::ea . 

DR. FOWLKES: But that doesn't solve your 

problem of standards. That is a problem of measure 

ment _. Then you have _ to make a decision about what 
' . 

difference means .when you find difference, especia 

ly if the · diffe .r ence is more than. 

DR. HUFF AKER: What she .is suggesting is 

standard deviation. 

DR. MILLER: Well, i~ would seem obvious , 

I don't know as. I was advoca -ting but---

DR. FOWLKES: But I mean, the :re is no way I 
I 

around the question of standard . It is a question ! 

of how it gets derived I suppose , whether it gets 1~, 
derived out of this comparison and the comparison I 
provides the basis for assessing when the differenc · 

is unacceptable or whether the difference is then 

assessed in terms of some other standard because ic 
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is also possible that the difference really might 

not be important. 

DR. WIESNER: Tom, it may be worthwhile 

for me to put this down . I'm just trying to listen 

to this and the decision tree that I think we have 

progressed to so far and where we have stopped and 

maybe we could take it on a piece of paper and put 

it up there. Again, I don• t want to direct this 

in any particular direction but it seemed to me 

like we decided or we were in the direction of 

deciding that the first step would be a comparison 
' . 

of the levels of · cheraicals between neighborhoods 

in the EDA and neighborhoods in some control · area 

so that: the initial step was this , we we re going to 

do a comparison except that through the development 

of · these drafts, the initial steo ,~as different foJ 

one selected area and that was d~oxin and so on in j . 

soil • . So, ,•1e really had two different decisions, 

We were actually using a risk estimation o:: risk 
.. 

assessment as far as dioxin in the last draft I 

think that was. So, we had for dioxin in soil, we 

we re actually going to ·go directly to the standai:-d. 

We said, no matter what ~e found in the comparison 

group, if we found dioxin above some sort of level 

' 
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of concern, one part per billion, we would still 

have to pay attention to it . That was the basic 

argument and it seems to me that what we did was to 

set aside the comparison then and it wasn't much 

utility in measuring dioxin in the control area if 

we were going to ignore that comparison anyway. 

But, we were going to begin with a comparison for 

air indoor and air the ambient and· soil for the 

non-dioxin chemicals and then the first question 

that we are grappling with now is, there _could be 

a difference . or there could be no differences and 

we are right here actually at the methods. t.J'e are 

saying the diffeTence. 

One method was to say that we will conside 

it different if it goes tenfold above something or 

other. Another method which I think most of us 

would accept is •just do a---is there a statistical 

difference by ~hatever appropriate statistical 

methods are to be used in comparin g this kind of 
.. .. 

population and we know that there are some proble ms 

in those . methods because we have got this no detect 

and t•1e don•t know how to value a no detect, Do yo 

... I put l. .. at the detection li :nit or do you ;,ut it some r 

whers half bet~1een zero and the detection li::iit and 
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how do you quantitate that? 

We are worried about the me t:hods of sayin 

---of testing t:he null hypothesis and there are 

any number of ways you can state the null hypochesi. 

lve have two or three ways that they have been 

seated and those can be statistically tested and 

you can get a group of people to agree on some 

st:atistical methods for doing it. I don't know 

whether we need to go into that kind of technical 

detail in this , rather than to say, what the null 

hypothesis is that you are testing . 

So, we ended up with no differences bet­

ween the two . As far as this decision tree is 

concerned, I thought we were concluding that there 

would be no further, I mean, you would have to say 

for this portion of the tree that there is no dif-

ference in the habitability with regard co these 1 
I 

c hemicals that are tested, 

DR. FOHL?-ES: We 11, my unde rst:and in; is l 
.. .. 

that be de facto you have derived a standard then 

against: which each house will be i:ieasured . 

DR, WIESNER: · Okay. That is a legiti~ate 

subset of this and then you are really not talking 

about a comparison of nei 6hborhoods co neighborhood 

I 
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and you are not speakin g of com parison of le v els 

of che:nica ~s . You are talking a bou t: a risk 

assessment, a standard risk assess ment measuring 

every house in the area and you might as we 11 not 

do . your comparison. I mean, this was the big area 

of discussion, The question ts whether you apply 

this kind of abstract standard to every house, 

irregardless . of the concept of a neighborhood or ar 

area. · 

DR. FOWLKES: The unit of analysis has 
. 

always been the indivi .dual house. The basis of 

dee ision making has been a subne ighborhood and the 1 ~ . 

is a difference between the . two. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: Well, there could be, 

Suppose you made a decision regarding the neighbor­

hood and the decision regarding the ne .ighborhood 

was that there was no diffe .rence, Then I think wha:: · 

we are saying is then that having made that decisio:i, 

then you have to :nake a decision on .the l1abitabilit; 

~·: of each house. · So then you ha ve to com pare each 

house to that neighborhood study, 

DR, FOHLI<ES: But you see, y ou can•t 

decide the nei ghborho od is habitable until y ou see 

what: is going on with the individual houses because -
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DR. WINKELSTEIN: Well, tha t is I think 

the issue. We have made that decisi on , We have 

made a decision that: we are going to make a decisiop 

on habitability of the neighborhood rather than of 

the individual house. 

DR. HILLER: We lr, that is certainly no-c 

the argument we have made and that is not where I 

·chought we ca..ie down t:he list: when we met. Hay be 

that: is right, it slipped away from me, but I thoug 1t 

we were tal!cing about sampling grids and varieties 
.. 

of sampling strategies but it was my understanding 

that we were talking about pooling samples in such 

a way so that .half of them, the material would be 

used for a macro assessment and the other half would 

be reserved and then subsequently used for, I 

guess what I am call~ng the micro assess:nent with 

some kind .of pooled sa:.iple, I thought. 

DR. WIESNER: I think it: is fair to sa y 

that • that area, · this · area o f discussion wa s not 

-· decided on. There were still considerable debate 

and vagaries about what 1-1ere the steps and that is 

one of the reasons for trying to put a decision 

tree and the real answer for at least a ?a::::-t of this 

is to sa y that it doesn•t do anything furthe~ than 
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it's habitable. It is, what is the next step , if 

· you find no differences in the comparisor..s. You 

might as ~-1ell follow this part of the tree do1-m 

first because the other one is far more complicated 

but so, if we did a comparison between a control 

area and the EDA with these media and with selected 

chemicals or appropriate chemicals from the Love 

Canal , and we find no . statistical differences 

between the areas, what is the next step? 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: It was my impression that 
.. 

the way you set up your sampling plan, you would be 

able to project . from that statement: that there is 
. 

no . differences from this particular point, from 

that sample you were able to project to the entire 

population which would be the entire EDA, that it 

.was habitable with regard to those specific . para-

. meters · that were being measured. In other words, 

you would have to design your sampling ·procedure 

so that )OU would then be able to make that leap 

froui the sample to the entire population which is 

t he EDA. 

So, conceptually that is the point whe~e 

I thought , ,e wer2 and perhaps I misinterpreted the 

feelings of the group in that re g ard because if you 

.. .. 
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make that projection, then by doing that, then each 

house within the EDA ,~ould be determined to be 

habitable if it met that criteria, 

DR. WIESNER: Well, I think that there is 

some division on the perception of that on the part 

of the consultants and it would be worth,~hile, 

again, not to drive the decision in one way or 

another but to think through t .he conclusions that 

would be made on a decision tree like this and then 

see if it 1 s because we didn•t do something we 

thought we were doing when we got to that point or 

is it ~hat we were---I mean , or that . there is agree,.. 

ment on it. · So, if we ·did that, if we took the 

neighborhoods and took a sample that we thought was 

as • closely representative of the neighborhoods as 

defined from the EDA and control area, measured ai1 

· and soil and chemic a ls that were re lated to Love 

Canal and found no specific statistical differences 

by the appropriate statistical methods, what •Nould 
.. 

the conclusion or what would the application of 

these criteria end up in? That there is no dif­

ference with regard to these chemicals as far as 

habitability is concerned or is there something 

further that needs to be done and I think that is---
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I mean, that is a very important step. 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: I think it's clear that 

no one would buy the house unless they were assured 

that the house was also clean, let us say, no 

different, So, it• s a step-wise decision. If 

there is no difference, then I think that the next 

step is not no further, the next step is probably 

evaluation of each house or each property within 

that area, otherwise nobody .would buy it and/or you 

couldn't convey the deed with any kind of assurance 

of anything ·, 

. DR, FOWL.'<ES: I think we had at least 

begun to forgj a definition of neighborhood such 

that if it was within the subject areas, houses 

fall shore of meeting the standards, then the 

subarea itself is disqualified from habitability. 

DR, WINKELSTEIN: Then the decision, the 

strategy is now what is being described. Then you 

have to have---you should have said the:e was 
.. 

another option, option ni..nber focr, that you go bacc .. 

to the previous page and say chat the ~ampling 

scheme that is proposed is not satisfactory, 

DR, POHLAND: No, not necessarily, You 

could come down this line and what you have done no• 
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is qualified your decision and should you find ­

something that: serves as a feedback into another 

part of your group. 

DR. WIESNER: This says that if all 

houses . pass, then they are habitable and if a 

number of houses that would destroy that: neighbor­

hood don't: pass, then it goes back because it is 

not habitable. So, you can still follow the tree. 

DR. MILLER: Nope, there is another 

option, that if it is cleaned up, it may be clean­

able. 

DR. WIESNER: Cleanable and get it to that 

position, all right:. So, · I mean , Tom, I don't know 

b.ut this is int:eresting because I think what we 

are t:alking about is there are niany ot:he r steps 

after in the views of the . consult:ants, after, if it 

sh9uld happen that the re is no difference, now, 

okay, I mean, and those we hav .e not yet defined . 

CHAIRi.'1AN WELTY: That is true and the 

other thing is, what do you compare the house to 

when you measure the house to when you mea sure the 

house. See, there are no standar d s. 

DR. POHLAND: You have an opportunity to 

look at the other limb of t:he tree t:here and it may 

.. 
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be that you will be pushed over into that side and 

your decisions will be guided by that. 

DR. WIESNER: Or you might have go go 

down the tree. 

DR. POH LAND: Or you could go down the 

tree should you find that, if you wanted to use 

your smallest unit as the house, that is a decision 

that has to be made anyway and if that contradicts 

your other decision, you can have a feedback loop 

into the other set of conditions where you did find 

a d.ifference and t hen you start dealing with 

degrees of difference and how you accommodate those 

differences either ·coward the decision of nonin-
' 

habitable areas or habitable areas. 

DR. WIESNER: It may be ~orthwhile just to 

fill out the other tree because there are some 

other things that happen, Say, just to move this 

up here a little bit, say, you find differences. 

There are at least two kinds that you could find, 
.. 

one that is for~ chemical action EDA is greater 

than control and for the sake of argument, che~ical 

Y control is greater than the EDA. Those are the 

three possibilities: Thera are no differ2nces, 

that one is higher than the other and the other is 

I 
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higher than the other, All right. Now, I 

personally don't know, It's something to think 

about, though, what one could do in this circum­

stance when the control for a given chemic a 1 is 

higher by whatever statistical method we are using 

and we can predict .that it's going to happen, I 

mean, almost assure ·dly because of the variation in 

environmental factors, that it is going to happen 

but that is really not our problem, I guess, 

DR. WINl<ELSTEIN: It will be, though. 

DR. WIESNER: No. It may be the State 

Department 0£ Health's problem but it's really not 

this consultant group. 

Now, next, this one, I think from an 

epidemiological point of view, these are statis­

tical differences and the next question we would 

ask is, is this biologically significant, In other 

words, does it: mean anything to these people be­

cause we all, we all · accept: chat some chemical, if 
.. 

it were ,001 parts per trillion in one area and 

.00110 parts per trillion, that the different might 

be there but it may noc be significant in terms of 

the population and then I think you might gee into 

the question of some ·sort of standard ~hich would--
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TLV1 s are one but I think a lot of peo .ple would 

object to them because TLV 1 s are made up of not 

only the science part but the practicality part of 

decision making , whether you want to keep the manu­

facturing going, whether people wane to choose to 

work there, et cetera, and so, any given TLV, the 

science may contribute part of it where the other 

contributions, cost factors may be considered. 

CH~IRMAN WELTY: The question is, though, 

if you get down to the pomt of having a standard, 
. . 

maybe you should take the right hand limb of the 

tree fu .rther up. 

DR. WIESNER: That is why I am 1~ tting 

this down. At least that has to be discussed. 

If it is greater than the standard, then you could 

eit:her say let's say it 1 s not acceptable or you cat: 

really do a more formal .look at the risk assessment 

that .underlies the standard and decide whether that 

is really i:nportanc or not • . If . it is less t ha n the 

standard , you may also decide to do a formal risk 

assess:nent. It depends but you would have to take 

a look at the specific chemicals involved and when 

do you sto p? When do you say, "~o fu::cher," This~ 

I suspect that if we got down here and this s ay s 

.. 
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that there is still a risk, in other words, we 

said that there is a risk, the EDA was greater that . 

the control, that we thought on the basis of compa1 - · 

ing to a standard that is biologically significant, 

the formal risk assessment said it was associated 

with a risk that no one would accept, we would say 

it has to either be cleaned up or people can• t live 

there . 

DR. MILLER: Who is no one, a risk t .hat no 

one would accept? 

DR. WIESNER: We would have to talk about 

that. I mean, it's clear that we can easily define 

a risk that no one would accept, one in a hundred 

cancer risk no one will accept. 

' DR. MILLER: Yes, I understand that but I 

am more concerned about---

DR. WIESNER: The involuntarily imposed 

risk they would no~ accept. 

DR. FOWL..'<ZS: Was there a standard for~al 

.. risk assess!llent ? 

DR. WIESNER: Then you have to do a for~al 

risk assessment, sure ., if you wane to ta!<e that tre=. 

DR. HUFFAKER: Paul, the ;,roblem with the 

standards, they keep popping up as though they we~e 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1.7 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

1437 

out there someplace and there aren• t any and ho.w 

long did it take you to put one t oge ther for dio:cit1 ~ 

DR. WIESNER: Again, now, ~~e had a risk 

assessment. We didn 1 t establish a standard that 

would be any kind of a regulatory---it took a lot 

of people a lot of ti me. I think you are talking 

about four to five person years. 

DR. HUFFAKER: For one or more chem icals? 

DR. WIESNER: This is for one. Now, that 

person years doesn•t have to be years. I mean, it 

• took probably .four people working very intensively 

for four . co fiv e months, plus one meeting I guess 

' of an outside consult.ants . of · about fifteen people 

for four days and then separate mathematical mode li1g 

up at NIEHS and I don• t know exactly what that was, 

probably three months for a couple of people. That 

is for one chemical, 
' 

So, this is the part that I think we have 

not talked about. If you make a coQp3rison and 

there is no difference, then we are really only 

stating the hyp othesis that the neighborhood migh t 

be h abitable and then there is a lot more co be don,. 

Now, I don't happen to agree with this 

pe~sonally, I think that you make a comparison an d 
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you say that there is no difference and these are 

inhabited areas and these are not inhabited areas, 

but that is the way I would do it personally but 

that doesn 1 t seem to be acceptable to the communit) 

or by other professionals. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: I would like to hear 

Dr. Stoline•s comments on the seatistical rationale 

for doing it based on just a sample and projecting 

that to the entire population of the EDA. Is that 

a valid ' methodology in terms of establishing · 

habitability, stopping at that point where there is 

no difference • . 

. DR. STOLINE: ~~ell, I am not going to 

answer that question directly because what I think 

we are talking about here, it has been my understand­

ing the framework is that we are going to be dividing _ 

it up into neighborhoods, t'hat we are going to be 

based upon sociological and historical patterns so 

that the unit of---actually, there are two units, 

actually three, the EDA is the big unit and then th 
" . 

subunit below that is the neighborhood and I thoughc 

that is 
' 

kind of where we were going to focus on 

these neighborhoods, whether we were talking about 

five or ten or whatever and that the subunit within 
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the neighborhood was the home and maybe you could 

even .go even further than that subunit upon subunit 

like we are taking several soil samples within a 

home or a lot or whatever. The answer to your 

question, though, . is that if we talk about that 

unit, let's just say that the primary unit is the 

neighborhood and let• s say that there are ten 

neighborhoods, can you do effective enough samplin~ 

to make some sort of decision about whether there 

is anything in th~re that is of an unsafe nature 

and I think the answer is yes, but you may have to 

take quite a large . sample and the sample size is a . 

function of two things. It I s how much do you want 

to detect or how accurately do you want to detect 

that and the closeness essentially. If you want . to 

detect something that, say, the standard is~--well, 

let's put it this way: If yo\lr ex perimental 

design is control versus the EDA, ho,, much differen:e 

betwee~ the control and the EDA do you wane to 

-· detect. If you are talking in ter.ns of, let's go 

back to dioxin, if you are talking about maybe one 

part . !?er billion, there is a real difference betwee:i 

those two, of one pare per billion, you have co knot 

that. 
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The second thing you have to know is, you 

have to have some idea of the standard deviation 

of the machines that you are using to measure the 

mace rials. After you have agreed on what difference 

you want to tolerate with standard deviations, ther 

you know or can guess at, then you ask the questio1, 

okay, with what probability do I wane to detect that 

difference and then once you have that, then you 

put that into various mathematical equations to 
. 

determine the end. Then the validity of making 

the decision is based upon how thorough your 

sampling scheme is. Is it truly a random . sample. . . . 

I think some of this is going to depend also at 

least: with what I have been raading with the 

Missouri di~in sampling .plan here, is that we can 

pretty soon can a sample size so large that you 

can•t afford to--,--che costs of sampling even withic 

a lot are going to, just doing the dioxin testing, 

I think might . exceed the .price of the real estate, 

but with the Missour .i dioxin sampling plan, there 

were ways of pooling together fifty separate soil 

samples into one single samp l e and that sin g le 

sample, thl;lre is a dio:tin measure::ient mace of that 

single sample and that sor.iehow that is used in 
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making an inference about the fifcy se!)arate 

samples that constituted that pooled, thoroughly 

mixed measurement, 

Now, that is going to have to be built 

into the equation too but I think to answer your 
• 

question, I think , yes, if you have got all these 

limitations, what do you want to detect, with what 

probability, you need some idea of the variability 

and also you can•t just say that you have got an 

unlimited budget in all this, That is the problem 

.and you want some assurance here that you are goini 
. . 

to detect---well, as I ~a~ reading in one of , the 

newspaper articles here, there was-some dioxin 

recently found in, I forgot the name of the school, 

but it's in the EDA. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: That is 93rd Street School. 

DR, STOLINE: 93rd Street School there was 

some dioxin discovered there in the lower parts 

per billion, I think 1,6 parts per billion o r so me­

thing li~e that, but that is exactl y the kind of 

thing that we need to be aware of here, thst that 

is ~.hat I would call a- --I don• t know wheth er I 

would ca 11 it a hot s :,ot but it cerca in !.y is some -

thing chat you would wane to ''n ow .; f: ~ - ... ,o ---,...~ out 
. . .. , -- -- H 

.... ---··-
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there, wit _h your samplin g plan. 

Assuming that those are only like one in 

thousand or one in a hundred or so mething like tha1, 

then you want some p~obability of detecting those, 

a fairly high probability of detecting something 

that is, say, ten parts per billion with, sa y , a 

95 percent probability even if it only occurs may bE 

one in a hundred or one in a thousand times. You 

want to get a sample size that large that you can 
. 

assure the public that you are goin g to f i nd this 
... ~ 

if it I s out there with ehe ·sampling plan. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: mention this I . . should . . at 
. . 

point ~hat I did pass your comments along to the 

EPA i~ regard to sa~pling and Vince Pitruzzello, do 

you want to just mention what has been done with . 

regard to the sampling plan? 

. MR, PITRUZZELLO: As noted, we have a 

liaison with the EPA and Rick is in charge of doin g 

the local dioxin strategy. So, if an y bod y , Ri ck 
.. 

knows how to do this and what should be used. We 

got Rick in touch with Tom and we set u p a conferen~e 

call and Rick is going to be developin g so me of the 

papers to assist Tom on what sh ould be done with th. 

EDA and ·1 think that should answer ~any o f the 
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questions, at least hopefully it will. 

CHA IR MAN WE I.TY: We 11 , does anyone have 

any questions for Vince about the dioxin sampling? 

(No response.) 

I just wanted to make you people aware of 

that and then back to the issue then of making that 

leap from the sample tc the entire neighborhood, if 

the sampling plan is designed to pick up levels of 

chemic a ls within 95 percent: assu rance , how do the 

consultants feel about stopping at that point versus 

evaluating each house? .If you feel that you need 

t:o . eva .luat.e each house, . what do you evaluate it · fo:c; 

wha .t · chemicals, and more importantly, what do you 

compare it to? 

DR. SIPES: I guess the only thing you · 

could evaluate for would be indoor air. The last 

time we talked about doing neig~borhood soil 

sampling and developing a pool and saying as you 

were saying, if we find chemicals in that, we could 

go back and try to localize where but I think, at 

least in my mind, the only area that b·asically 

would be of concern would be monitoring the indoor 

air. 

DR. !'fILU:R: Why? 

, . 
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DR. SIPES: Unless we find in a sample or 

pooled samples from soil, for example, that there 

is a difference and then we go back and try to 

detect where that difference is, Is it in a partic.1-

lar lot or a particular yard, 

' DR. MILIER: No, no, Okay. Maybe there 

is some confusion, If you begin, I understand and 

I don't think we have any proble111 with a scenerio 

that looks like this, there is a sampling strategy 

which involves pooling samples from each lot, 

. . whether -there is · a house on it or a lot ··, a structu? ~ 
. . 

on it or not, and pooling those samples and the 
, . .. 

judgment is made about the community• the corwnunity 

that · can then be generalized or, excuse me, the 

larger unit, the block or -the neighborhood 

generalized to each of those homes within the area, . 

What I have a problem with is, some strategy where 

sa111ple point •s involve only 10 percent or 20 per cent 

or even 80 oercant • of the structures in the lots 

and the square footage, if you would, within the 

boundaries of that area, Am I communicating that? 

DR, SIPES: Yes. 

DR, MILLER: Okay and so that there are 

pieces of property that people are going to be 
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asked to buy that we can•t speak to at all because 

if it happened to be there is a dioxin hot spot on 

that lot:, that is eccentric and we have reason to 

believe there are a number of eccentric instances 

of contamination in the area, at least as Dr. 

Huffaker here has implied in the past, there has 

been a lot of moving of soil around for landfill a 

what have you. 

DR. FOWL.'<ES: But I think there is a · 

sociological procedure and a statistical procedure 

and in ordinary circumstances a · statistical proce-: 
• . 

dure •· you recoinmend is :tr _ied and tested and accept-
.. 

able to generalize, if yo~ will, . from a sample and 

to .make predictions, but that is really what you · 

·. are doing statistically is assessing the probabilit 

for the individual resident to answer the question 

. about what about the particular and I think that is 

whe .re the impasse is and in t:erms of .what will be 

acceptable to a co=unity of residents there now 
.. 

or potential residents, not knowing what has been 

found for a particular house, is not going to be 

compensated for by statistical reassurance. 

DR. MILU:R: It's also the case that I 

think there is a bias in this whole line · of argu:nent 
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because I, myself, wonder, Dr. Welty, if you found 

l an area, a neighborhood, a cluster of 25 homes, tha 

2 I - isn•t safe, that is to say, there is a very clear 

3 and compelling statistical difference between EDA 

4 and control, are you going to stop there ? Are you 

5 going to look for the source of it ? My guess is 

6 
that somebody is going to look for the source of it 

7 
If it can be isolated to two or three lots, then 

8 
we_ want to go ahead and clean up. 

9 
DR. POHLAND: ~vell, I think we agreed to 

10 
that .strategy last time. 

11 
DR. MILLER: That's right but what that 

12 
means · is chat we are prepared to spend the money a 

13 
time to look and ask those questions under one set 

14. ' 
of conditions but not under another. 

IS 
DR. POHLAND: But you see, what you are 

18 
suggesting, what it . eventually comes down to is 

17 
the question · of what is the size of t he sample to 

18 
be taken, really, bo t h in ter~s o f l ocat io n and 

.. 19 
ju~taposition and so forth and you soon e~ haust you 

20 
analytica l and resource ca 9abilities co do it. So, 

21 
a ny _kind o f situation l il,e this, yo u must de ve l op 

22 
t he strate gy t hat can be accommo dated ho , e f u lly 

23 
~1ithin y our sc i ent if ic oe =s !'). 0 -i: 1- -1 _ n,,. ~ bu t . ec t iv ~s .. _ ... c:,.:> 
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also in terms of the ability to pay. 

DR. MILLER: I have no probleo with all o. 

the time/cost stuff. I took the obligator y numbe· 

of statistics courses as well. They don't. t 

mean, they have got a problem and I don _' t blame · thi m. 

DR. POHLAND: But that should not detar u: 

from proceeding with our recommendations, I be lievE, 

that are accepted for determining what the general 

nature of the neighborhoods are, the nature · of the 

neighborhoods. 

When we find one that suggests that: some-
. . 

where within that cluster __ resides a spot, there .are 

also techniques of deter:;iining the hot spot . and I 
• 

would propose that the next step would then, 

therefore, be directed toward determining it. Now. 

all of these strategies presume that you accept 

some go or no go proposition. If you don 1 t find 

anything statistically co mpelling, reall~ the 

strategies say you can stop. 
,. 

DR. MILU:R: But how many sam ple points 

hav e been taken? Where are they l ocated ? 

DR. POH!-~ND: That is pa rt of t he s a:npl in g 

strategy tha t y ou have t o a e:ree 0 on up front . Once 

you decide t hac , you h ave to be satisfi~d with y our 
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decision. You can•t all of a sudden get second 

thoughts and say, no, we should have done it ·dif­

ferently. · 

DR. MILLER: All I am saying is, I want t< 

know that there is, I don•t know, some agreeabl~ · 

number of samples taken from each lot. 

DR. SIPES: We haven I t done that yet so 

you have jumped ahead and have been very specific 

and we are still talking about: generalities and if 

I could just make a statement, from how I perceive 

that---

. · DR • . MILLER; But you see, .if I agree with 

this · now, ,,hen we get: down · to the other-- -

DR. SIPES: I am going to tell you how I 

perceive it: · and you can disagree or agree or what­

ever because I agree . with · Paul, that no one is try­

, ing to · direct us but at the last meeting we talked 

about t .he possibility . of having soo:eone est:ablis .h 

a grid type of pattern whera we would sample from 

different areas. These would somehow be pooled. 

We haven't set the specifics. We will get a pool . 

I i' there a= no d·.c:.c: r nc " h r - ~~ 1 ... e e es~ e e, then the re a :-e 

no differences. If there are differences or ~-1e 

find that there is a large amount of chemicals that 
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we are concerned about, _then we have samples . ta 

research, we can go back and ask where are they 

lot by lot and house by house, however you want to 

do -it. Then we pick a few houses, . again, we haven• t 

set a number for measuring or a lot for measuring · . 
. 

ambi:ent air, indoor air, ten houses for exam pl e -. 

That is just a number not set in concrete. 

There are concerns that then we have to 

expand the number of houses. All I am saying is 

that the question was asked, if we go down to here . ,, 
and !:here were no differences and we _-had sufficient 

numbers of samples . and we tested sufficient ho .uses . 
' . . . . 

. . .. 
here and·now you wanted to make an evaiuat;ion of 

each house, then perhaps the only thing we need is 

ambient indoor air to monitor that particular house~ 

Do you h&ve to go out and get 50 samples from that 

particular yard or measure the air, the ambient air 

on that particu l ar lot. I f we used so:ne criteria 

here to sho w that in an establis hed sa~pli ng p lan 
_ .. _. 

there were no differences, that is all I am saying, 

that if we establish some nu!!lber o f saooles that 
• 

have to be taken, they are pooled and if t here are 

any chemic a ls in the re, t hen we want to go back and 

take each particular lot and tak e f if ty more sa mol e 
• 
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to determine if there is an area there, 

So, I think we are getting, at . the moment, 

down to the very specific without having a plan to 

get there and then solving it: when we get to this 

particular point. So, if there is no diffe ,rence . 

. _hete, then what do we do for tha ·t particular house. 

Isn't that what your question sort of was? 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Yes. 

DR. SIPES: My statement was if we found 

no differences and that means no differences by an 

accepted plan, then what do we do for each house. 

Now,. somebody cou.ld say nothing, sell it if sqme . . 

body w_ill buy it, fine ·. To be perhaps more 

rational, if I were living in the house, I would 
. 

want . to know what the ambient concentrations of 

· selected chemicals .may be in that particular house. 

t would probably be much less concerned knowing the 

other data that had been generated on the outside 

relative to the soil and the a mbient air. 

DR. HUFFAKER: They Commissione r• s positio 

is already that: we do it house by house a!ld we coul 

start: in with a given that the indoor air would '· be-~ 

DR. WIESNER: I am ver y dist:ur be ci, ! wasn 

here when Com!ilissioner Axe 1-rod was here but: I don • c 

1··: 

• c 

i 
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care what commitment he has made because ycu have 

got a group of consultants here to give you the 

best advice as far as what ought to be made and if 

he has predetermined that you are going to measure . 

house by house• then what are we sitting around 

here talking about it for? 

DR. HUFFAKER: We are talking about 

ambient air and soils, 

DR, WIESNER: No, Well , I mean, that the 

call for these consultants was to consider the 

criteria for habitability . If he wants to; he can 

make any decision h~ wants to make, but I mean, . I 

think ·we ought to be providing him some advice and 

then he makes his decision. So, I mean, for him 

to say he is making---if he is saying he will do 

this if the consultants think it should be done or 

is he saying this will be done? 

· DR, HUFFAKER: I think it was a pretty 

direct commitment in response to so~ questions. 

..·: DR. POHLAND: But I agree it should not 

enter into the way we try to synthesize the ;,lan 
. 

here towards a decision that we then, we think we 

can stand behind scientifically. If there is 

another political e:tpediency · for doing something, 

- - - - -.. . -·· - --. 
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that is the imple:nentation stage of our criteria 

and I heard what he said but I try not to think 

about it because I am trying to listen to the peopla 

that I think are better at setting up sampling 

plans than I and think through the logic of them. 

However, I would admit that I know what too detailed 

plans d~ to you. Usually what it does is that it 

puts you into the mind set that: you are not going 

to be satisfied until you find something and then 

when you find it, then you have imposed upon your­

self a decision that when you backtrack, you can• t 

~cienti.fically justify. · 

CHA!Rl-!AN WELTY.: · Warren, you had a com-

ment. · 

DR. W'INKELSTEIN: Well, I jus!: wanted to 

remind us that in this decision tree, ! think that 

there is a point before we get to the neighbo::hoods ', 

in other words, I think we have co establish th~t 

the EDA through se~pling scheme is habi~able, In 
.. 

other words, if the ED~\· as a whole pot2ntiall y does 

not ceet the standards, there is no use in goi~g 

on to the next step. le ocher ~ords, there is an 

initial decision to be ~ade based on, a gain, 

sampling anc so you will have to take .:i sa;:iple o f 
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some control area and the EDA, havin g established 

that that meets your criteria, then you could go to 

the next step, which is the neighborhoods. 

DR. WIESNER: I think that the feeling 

from, and this is not reflecting my own personal 

feelings but from the previous discussions, that 

it's likely that they we re going to use some 

neighborhood . sampling and that neighborhood sampli 

should be sufficient to address the EDA because, I 

mean, it's likely to move in that . direction based 

on people looking .at numbers and what has been dis­

tributed, that you are not going . to be · able to, en 

an initial scheme focused on the EDA. as a sac,.piing 

frame, be able to say that it I s not difinite ly a 11 

the neighborhoods are not habitable. 

DR. WINKELS.TEIM: I guess what . I am sa ying , 
I -
I what I had in the back of my mind be f o r e was re late · 

to t:he beginning discussion this morning, that if 

the creeks and the out f all of th e t reat~e nt pla nt 

.. 
and the se~cers do not meet the criteria, then there - · 

is no use going on to the neigh borhoods. In ocher 

words, fir:it you have to establish that t he crite r i · 

are met as it we::-e for the big picture before you 

go to the neighborhood, 

-·--- .. - --- --· - ---···· -
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CHAIRMAN WELTY: That: is al.ready included. 

DR. WIESNER: And I think , Warren, the 

question is what: the sequence ought to be and 

actually I have been trying to record areas of 

uncertainty, you know, this doesn• t seem to be:---

this is a serious . area of uncertainty and discussio:i 

but it seems to me it will fall short of the degree 

of uncertainty and concern that Fred was expressing 

about these other things. So, I have got to ask 
. 

a question and it's a question that can be mis-

interpreted . so I hav .e to ask it with a preface 

because .I happen to share . an individual in ·chis 

community's concern about his or her house~ If I 

were moving into, I mean, we a 11 have moved into 

houses and ~4e don't generally think about the toxic 

environraent of houses maybe as much as we should, 
I 

but if, tam just asking the practical question t:ha~ 

would be on my mind, wou ·ld not be whether that 

house that I'm going .to move back into, sa y, or buy 
.. 

in the EDA was "safa" but my question would be, is 

that house more or less safe than the house I am 

living in. That is how I would decide w~ether I 

would move in, I mean, it is possible, now, it is 

possible that for those people and I don 1 t: want the 
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co!lllllUnity to misinterpret this but i t 's possible 

for those people who .moved out of the EDA that they 

may actually have moved into a more risky home that 

that which they left and it is possible for those 

people who want to move back that they may be 

moving to either a safer home or less safe home , 

Both are possible and I mean , when the Commissioner 

makes the commitment that he is goi n g to sample the 

ho!lles of peop,le who may want to return to the EDA, 

is he making the same commitment: to sample every­

body• 
• 

s home . in the State .of New York and to 

determine their safety ra lative to the possible 

movements of people and I ·mean ·, well, I mean , that 

is . an enormous cost and it's an e nonnous quest ion-

able benefit but it's also, I mean, that is the 

question that I would ask , not whether their house 

is safe but whether it I s safer or less safe than 

the house I am currently in, 

DR, HUFFAKER: I think t he d i f f erence is 

in part that the state owns the real estate so we 

are the landlord so this is somewhat of an unusual 

situation for the state _and the second one, that 

this is Lov e Canal . 

DR, FCWI-'ICES: If we are ta l kin g about what 

. 

,. 
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fs scientifically applicable he::-e and if you would 

grant that sociologists can be considered · scient .ifi :, 

it is the judgment I think of the sociologists on 

the committee with, I think, some fee ling of 

consensus from the rest of the consultants, that 

credibility, as Dr. Huffaker says, because it is 

Love Canal in this case , rests with being able to 

tie the general to the particular and I - have no 

trouble at all with what you are saying, you know, 

in the abstract, but the history and the context 

and the set of concerns that have emerged about 

Love Cana-1 ~ocus on particular questions al:>out 
.. 

particular houses and I, myself, wouldn 1 t have any 

trouble making a decision about whether to move 

·into a neighborhood based on a good random sample of 

that subject area but I think the residents of Love 

Canal have had another kind of experience and 

another set of perspectives and I don•t want .::o 

speak for the:n if I am wrong, but ! th in!< ! migh t 
.. .. want to do something with the inside air any~•:ay as 

a ,~ay of saying, how does this measure up to this 

neighborhood which looks in general li~<e it:• s okay . . 

co mpared to another neighborhood that ~-1e ha,,e all 

decid<::d is okay. 
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So, Dr. Axelrod, I think, has two sets of 

raasons, one is the practical, the financial, and 

the other is I think sociological also based on 

his own ex perience of working in this neighborhood 

and knowirig the kinds of questions that people want 

answered about their indivi .dual homes, 

So, that is just to give you a little b·it 

of background as to how---

DR. WIESNER: Actually I am hearing that 

from a social point of view, It: may be actually 

that we want to have evidence that the houses in . 
. . 

the EDA are act:ua lly safer than houses in which 

people who formerly lived in the EDA are now ' living . 

I ~ean, that is---

DR. t'1INKELSTE IN: I chink that the fact · 

that, see, if we go through this thing again, we 

declare a neighborhood on the basis of a sample to j . 
be habitable, then to meet certain criteria, then 

you would have to, r•ra su:::e you wculd ha•,e to tsst 
.. 

each house in so~e fashion or anothe~ before you 

conveyed it or nobody ,•1ould !:,uy it. 

DR. FOWLKES: Well , that is what ! am 

talking about, the credibility of a decision co 

re inhabit. 
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DR. WIMKELSTEIN: Now, having ,done that, 

I think you autoQatically---and it ~ets the 

criteria since the rest of the state is not tested, 

you almost automatically said you are probably 

safer moving into that house where you know ~~hat 

the situation is than moving in sor:ie house where 

you don't know, but I think---I 1 :n not sure that tha 

is terribly relevant to this decision making but I 

don I t see how you are going to g_e t around it, 

I mean, I can 1 t ii:lagine, given the . situation, that 

you could convey these houses without doing some 

tests _. 

DR. WIESNER: Well; don't we have to 

remembe~ that there are people who are living in th 

EDA and have chosen to live there and chosen not to 

sell their homes and that is, I mean, you have to I . 
imagine it because it• s going on right now. I 

DR. WIM!<ELSTEIN: But they have accepted I 
it, whatever the unknown risk is, just as they do 

.. 

if they s:noke a· cigarette or some thing. They have 

bean told that it • s -i· s '·" I mean , giv en t he oppo -.... " "~ · ♦ 

tunity to move and they c hose not to, 

DR. WIESNER: So, you must be aole to 

i:nagine some ;ieople will ::iove into those ho::ie s 
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···'"-·- -~· 

a neighborhood sampling without tha households, 

specific household sampling because people hava 

moved int ·o the homes with what has been considered 

insufficient analysis of the neighborhood sampling . 

and no household sa mpling and have chosen not to 

move out. So, it's not some·thing · that: you have . to 

conjure up or i:nagine. It I s actually a fact and 

I• m not saying that afo/ one of these groups have 

made the correct decision but it is, I mean , t•ie 

have to be careful not to project . our assumptions 

about what people will do onto---based on our 

scientific basis • . 

DR~ WINKELSTEIN: I guess what we have to 

do .is decide . if .a criterion for .habitability is 

that the neighborhood be declared habitable and 

that each property then be tested and the levels 

be below the neighborhood levels or some · such thing!. -

DR, FOWLKES: Well, that: doesn• t neces -

sarily ha ,,e to be. We haven't decided ;,hat it • 
.. .. 

would be tested for. I suggested they don't have 

to be a sat of duplicate tests on all indicators 

but perhaps indoor air. I Mould point out to you 

that more people left the neighborhood than stayed, 

though, on the basis of insuffici~nt or inconclusiv~ 
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information. 

DR. MILLER: And some of stay as captives 

of a certain kind and we have people living out of 

shopping bags and doorways in New York City . 

DR. WIESNER: I realize that but there are . 

also---there are other people not necessaril 7 in · 
. 

this particular circumstance that, I mean, ~-iho may 

choose to do so. We have differin g degrees of 

a_ssurance about their environment and the point thac: 

, I am making is that very few of us who live outside 

the EDA in . the whole country have any assurances 

about our house ·hold e~vironmenc .,as f_ar as t .oxic · 

chemicals are c.oncerned and we have all chosen to 

live in that environment. Now, we migh t want to 

c h ange if . w~ were to b ecome aware o f a risK, . I b ut . 

I _ mean , I don• t know of anybody around this table I 
I 
I 

who has had their _ indoor air sampled. I 
DR. HUFFAKER: I would like to comment on I 

I 
thac. We are doing this no~~ on a commercial basis 

.. 
and the government is doing it and this may be the 

nor:n that is coming up, the chipboard construction 

or the urethane foam, that sort of thin g, and 

for:naldehyde levels especiall y in mobile hoa:e s, 

things :nay be chan gi ng a little bit so people are 
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aware that there are 

.. 

certai n risks t:hey ought to as ,<; 

about and an analysis . be done. 
. 

CHt.IR!-fAN WELTY: Glenn, I was wondering, 

in terms of your suggestion to monitor the indoor 

air on each house, how would you hand le that data 

then? What chemic a ls would you measure and what 

would you compare? What would be your standard? 

DR. SIPES: I think we would have to just 

basically use the chemicals that would have been 

chosen because they are chosen because of their 
.. 

vola _tility and the faci: that they have been---at . . 

least; some of !:,hem have been found in . the canal. 

So , they are 'thought to be canal derived. So, 

there again, we are coming back to, . if ~1e are 
. 

monitoring that, we have to ha ve some sort of 

standard I guess. That is what we are saying. 

Th~t makes it difficult. 

DR. FOWL..'<ES: But if t he indoor air in 

occupied ho;:;ies turns out to be wor se t han th e 

indoor air in the sam p le, the earlier sa~pla of 

occup i ed h_omes, something is wrong , bec ause 

presumably there are no sno wmobiles and paint cans 

and pesticides and herbicides and t he bulk of t hese 

ho .:ies are unoccu p ied a n d I would t h ink t:hat would 
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be a rather sensitive indicator, 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: You are saying use the 

comparison area as the standard? 

DR. FOWU<ES: I think that is what we keep 

coming back to is,- how big are the differences 

before we have already decided, maybe, that a whole 

subneighborhood is wrong. 

DR. S.IPES: I guess what it would do t:oo 

is, to come back to your co=nt, that is giving yoJ 

more credibility on the fa ct that the houses that 
... :J, 

you . chose to mak~ your neighborhood decision, then 

you . come back and ' you . bring that do~~n to individua _l 

houses and .that gives you more as~urance that your 

sample size was correct: and your data was correct:. 

So, I guess I am being equivocal in sa ying what: I 

would compare it to but my line of reasoning was 

that we have only chosen a given nu:nber of houses 

in the neighborhood to do indoor air ~cnitoring 

initially and made a decision, 
.. 

each and every house in that particular area to 

assure that our decision was correct for that 

part icu la::- hous e. We made the decision on the 

neighborhood. 
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Commissioner was advocat:ing r:his as we 11. What: 

standards does he plan to use? 

DR. HllFFAKER: I have no idea; as safe as. 

CHAiru!AN WELTY: So, he is planning r:o use 

tµe comparative dar:a as a sr:andard? 

DR. HUFFAKER: Yes. That is all we have. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Well, I just: asked t:he 

question because I know that: if we are really going 

to do this, there is no point: in doing it unless we 

know what the sr:andard is going to be basically. 

DR. HUFFA.~ER: Well, that gets us back to · 

where we wer ·e , about an hour ago, how are we going 

• to compare- a control . if that is what we are oo,n<> 
0 - c:, 

to use with l1hat we test: in te:::-m.s of specifics now. 

We do a cartridge in a house and we run it for yout 

indicator chemicals and .we get .these . nu~bers out, 

how do I make r:he comparison bet:ween ·tt:iose numbers 

and whac we have seen at the controls. That is a 

:iean or . median of controls, how do we total the rise 
•.. 

that we have measured in this house that we just 

sampled, providing we find things? 

DR. WIESNER: I thought there was a 

consensus chat you don't r:otal the risk, that , "IOU 

do individual chemicals and you do probably the 
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median because you kno1~ t:he tech problems , 

DR, HUFFAKER: Okay, the i.1dividual 

chemicals from t:he EDa house a.1d run them against: 

the median of that chemical in the control area. 

DR. WIESNER: That is what the people were 

saying, 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: ~es. At this point! 
, 

would like to open the discussion up to the commu-

nity, open it to the community and mention prior to 

this discussion we will have a working lunch but 

after the community comments at .12 :30, I would . like 

to give folks ten to fifteen .minutes break to give 

them a chance to check out of the mote 1 and also · 

to give the coramunity a chance to get their lunch 

and continue to listen in to our discussion during 

---while they eat their lunch, 

So, Anita, can you handle this part? 

MS, GAB,\LSKI: There are about si.lc or 

seven _people, So, ~-,e h_ave got a half hcu::: before 
.. 

~-1e b:::eak for lunch, So, why don I t t·1e st.a:::t off 

with Joanne Ha le, 

What I was wonder i ng was, I 

h ave it all tied in together but there are only 

six points, okay. The first is, why would they tes~ 
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. a· home that has a snowmobile in the base ment ? That 

was one of the points. If it was sit:t:ing in t:he 

basement or obviously if you walk int .o sor.ieone•s 

.basement, you can tell if there is a smell of so me 

sort or an oil smell in a control area. 

Second of all , if the chemicals are presen 
. 

in Love C•anal, then why do you really need a 

control group? We are not making a risk assessment 

and the fellow with the beard there, I don't know 

your name . 

DR. WIESNER: Paul Wiesner. 

.. MS• H.<\LE: I am sorry, t:he re is no risk 

assessment. I remember a discussion and I assume 

it was this scientist group here ·• that risk assess­

ment is not really a science, that it:'s only a 

guess . 

The other point was• if the Commissione ·r 

i~ants . t.o test each home individually, it: could be 

to cover Ne,•1 Yo·rk State •s rea:: end in the end, you 

know what I 1 ::i saying, legally, when we try to sell 

or decide to sell or not sell those ho~es or the 

DEC's and then the other point was, , Pat had mention ' 

and :naybe I go .t lost on i:::, if you are testing f o:::­

five or si.:t chemicals in a ho::ie and only one 

d 
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che:nic:al shows up in t:hat home, t:hen are you going 

to base the habitability on that one chemical in 

particular and forget about the other four that 

weren• t---didn 1 t show up and then possibly make it: 

uninhabitable because one chemical was in that 

home, or are you going to do it as a 11 five cher::iicals 

together? You know what I am saying. I don 1 t 

know if I lost that somewhere or not. 

What I am wondering is, where is this 

Norm Nosenchuck from the DEC? Is there any reason • 

why he isn• t here? Does anybody know? Has he beet 

asked to come to this .or---I wasn• t here for the 

first hou::. 

DR. POHL.AND: He does have some represent.,.. 

tive here so I guess that is the answer. 

MR. BROWN: Let me answer that. We are 

asked to come :as ·a representative of New Yo:::-k State 

because if there ·is . a question we can't answe.:-, we 

can get the answer fer you . 

-· 
HS. HAU:: ,\nd was it brought up about a 

. 
tank car? At one time we discussed about the 

barre ls and the dump , Did I miss chat in the first 

hour of the meeting? 

Well , okay. The tank car is still on site 
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and it has been emptied out and nine or ten barrels 

of, I think it is called semi-solid, gritty sludge 

was remo~ed fro:n this just last week. I think we 

had maybe a 12 hour notice or 14 hour notice that 

they were opening t:his up and I just thought that 

you might be aware. lve had a twelve hour notice 

that they were going to empty it. We had a t,-10 

hour notice that: it was being opened, okay. I 

thought you might want to be aware of that because 

lase ticie you people were concerned about the 
.• ? 

barre ls being buried without not .j:i::e, okay, , ?U t 

maybe . Pat . can ·elaborate on · the five che:nicals or 

.maybe . I missed something the re . 
. 

PR. MILLER: Well, I don I t know that we 

really reached a conclusion, definitive decision o 

that point. The point that I was trying to :nake wa.s 

that it ·see.cad to me t:hat one chemical depa::-ted 

from significance or was significant, however we 

are establishing significance, was cause for i.!3king 
.. .. 

a dacision that we are not, you know, that each of 

these is an inde~endent indicator and should be • 

treated without respect to t:he others and that if 

one is over, then I thi~k you have get a real 
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11S. HALE: The r e is still discuss i on on 

that. 

DR. MILU:R: Yes. 

DR. HUFFAKER: I suggested that we scm 

theo and go on that basis and they threw that out. 

They said they didn't like that, that it was a 

washout of the high values of sorne and lo w values 

of others and they didn't feel that was fair. 

DR. SIPES: I think, :Sob, if you were 

looking, let's s.ay, a.: five chemicals and you foun 

thos 7 five chemicals elevated, then it would Clake 
' . 

:,ou stop a·nd think .that perhaps there was so:?1.e_ prob 

lem wir:h remediation or thesci chemicals are still j 
!!li.g::at:ing s.omeh.ow. If :,ou found one and the othe 

four were not eleva~ed, then you may want to .ask . 

the question, why am I finding this one particular 

chel!li.cal and then you would have to perhaps ha ve a 

d~cision point at that ti~e. 

--~ ::Lw • f! ·' i E· .n . But i f the=e is no sca nda ~d and 
. . 

you have ona chemical, then h ow can you :.iake a 

h abicabilit v deter mination? How c an the Commis sion r -
~a ke a habitabilit y deteroinati on? 

DR, HUFF AKER: What !:~ey said t he y NOuld 

do would be sa :n;:,le cont:rolled po9u.lat i on, le t 's sa y 

https://s.omeh.ow
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Le~·1iston or socieplace, houses, establish for a 

series of different chemicals what the levels were 

in those houses, do a median like that centrai 

value, that would be your standard and then compare 

the test houses with that. If you exceeded that, 

then we would say ,1e had a problem with that house. 

So, we don•t have a standard per seas far as 

biological effect. He have a standard to compare 

it to another, to an occupied house and a~•1ay from 

the landfill. 

MS. HALE: So possibly like an CSR.A 
' . 

standa-::-d or something .. lilce that. · . . . . 

DR; HUFFAKER: · No • . It isn't a standard at 1 

all. It's just a comparison. 

MS. HALE: All right. Thank you. 

CHAIR!1AN WELTY: Joanne, 1 would like to 

answer ·one of · your questions re lated to the 

.chemicals in the air and the measuret?1ent thereof. 

One of our consultants ~entioned that same point 
.. .. 

as ~~11 , that there should be standardization with 

regard to factors in the indoor air, in other words, 
. I 

24 hours ahead of ti:ne they should close the window , 

that increases the amount of chemicals ,,resent 
• 

a:lci 

there should be cha testing which should be dcne i~ 
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a com?arable manner both in the EDA and in the 

comparison area. So, whether or not that would 

involv e r emoving snowmobile machines from the base-

.nent would have to be deter:nined by the experts thac: 

would do the testing but certainly there should be 

a set of criteria that would be consistent in both 

areas •. 

?·fS. HALE: Possibly a watchdog comcittee 

or something or who is going to _oversee this? I 

think I asked that at e,,ery meeting but is there 

going to be · a watch~og committee ,~at:ching over that 
. 

typa of situation? 

CHAIR1-!.~N WELTY: An oversight group has 

been proposed by Dr . Huffaker and the composition o · 

that group has not been determined but certainly -a 

com:nunitive rei,resentative would be invited to • 

partici?ate in such an oversight committee. Do y ou 

want to elaborate further on that concept? 

DR. HUF.c'AKZR: There are two areas it seem~ .. 
to me that are vulnerable for misunderstanding, one 

of them would be when we select the control houses 

but what you are talking about here, that we do 

find houses that are very much like the houses here 

and the other would be when we start: to apply the 

I 
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criteria, the data against the criteria, ~o make a .. 

, ' 
decision on the house by house basis within the EDA, 

that someone or several should be sitting and 

participating or watching that pr ocess while it goes 

on. This has to be squeaky clean, We want every>-
. 

bodY. to see exactly what goes on the re so the re is 

no problem on anyone•s part. 

MS. GABALSKI: Okay, could ,-:e have Luella 

Kenney, please? 

i-rs. KEfillZY: First of all, I have enjoyed 

this this morning because you have really put my 

fait~ back in scientific deduction and I have seen 

there is objectivity again in this ~~hole · area. · 

However, I do ha-ue a couple of questions. With 

regard to the -testing on the waste treatment plant, 

the gentleman who was sitting there a little earlier . 

state f. that some of the compounds we re no Longer r 
bein~ tested for because they had not been seen in 

th:-ee or four year s. We. ara t:alking abou::: having 
-· . 

dum?ed in the Love Canal 30 years ago and using the 

state of the art. Now, :t.?ny fa ccors ,;;e::-e i~vol.ved 

supposedl y chat cause d chat state of che ar: not to 

be feasible. So now are we go ing to be 30 :sea::s 

. . do~•1n the line and a::-a ~-1e going co see tha:: :: ::. 4 S 
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state of the art may not be as feasible, it may or 

:nay not because 
' 

we learned a lot more but what 

precautions are we taking as far as t:o monitoring 

this waste water t:o see that the re isn 1 t: sor.ie chan! 

after ten years or five years or something like 

that:? 

Secondly, in this determination on the 

chemicals, the NOEL that was written up there , · I 

was just wondering, is there any concern as far as 

the synergistic effects of these chemicals? As fa~ 

as I . could determine, you are taking each chemical 

individually and not concerned with the fact that 

we hav~ these che _Clicals no~ mixed • together and I 

think that most of us a;e aware of the fact that yo~ 

put t:1,0 chemicals together, that it potentiates the 

effect of the chemical and you have a synergistic 

effect. So, are we going to consider that? 

Another comment:, I don't want to pick on 

Dr. Wiesner here because I thin!t he has sort of le::: 
,, -· himself open, but I think I just would like to 

express the fee iings of a former resident. When 

we discove:::-ed that there was a danger in our ho:::e, 

okay, my husband happened to be a chemist and .I a ls J 

work in cancer research so ~-;e had a li::t: le bit: that 
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we could delve into and find cut what was going on 

based upon what we read in the medical journals. 

We decided in 1 79 to just la ave the house and that 

is it, I don 1 t care what happens to iti Ic was 

burglarized and so f_orth, okay. However, we had an 

advantage over our neighbors and our neighbors we::::e 

not able to make that decision and they are still 

looking to you to make that decision for them so 

that, you know, based upon that, I think that you 

have t:O sort of start, you know, just don't say, 

well , the neighborhood is going from one house to 

the othe::::; We were extremely selective, let me 

te 11 you, in choosing . a new house and with that in . 

mind, . Lewiston was a no-no for the person t:.i.at 

mentioned Lewiston should be a control g::::oup. So, 

that is all I have to say. Thank ycu. 

CEi1I~!AN WE !.TY: Did you want to ::::es oond 

to that? 

•··e 11 ~n· " 'l'"•-r: • 's a,..c! ~ ... ,. 
.. , - ' \,,, - .I.. '-' - L., -· - .... .... 

. . 
ten to the minus six were tossed ouc as not being a 

way t:o go on it so t:he question is meet ! think. 

e ffacts. Tha::::e is no ~ay you can bcild 

bec3use this infor~atio~ isn't ~new, buc t~at is 
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what we wanted to know. We wanted to c!o soma 

cocparisons on a different basis. So, the answer 

there is, that is not being considered at all and 

we are not using that: a pproach . 

MS. KENNEY: All right, I am ~,are of the 

fact that the synergistic effects, I cean, are not 

known only on individual co~ pounds but in ~aking 

the final decision, I a:ean, in the back of your 

u1ind, I mean, will you decide that the :,ossibility 

of synergistic effect does exist and so forth? 
•' 

DR. HUFFAKER: l would defer to the ot!ier 

people here. 'They. are the · exp _erts. I think that 

the reason they chose a comparison · raehe r than a 

risk assessment approach ~~as that it obviated maki _n ~ 

this sort of decision. We have an area that is 

· inhabit'ed now and that is the prima facie evidence 

that it is habitable. People are living there 

successfull:y. Thera is not a landfill there and 1 
that is our control area. Does anyone else wish to 

, . 
respond? 

DR, SIPES: I think, just to put '!,
• 
,our fait 

back in the government also, there is now a . :::ajor 

a:aphasis by N!EHS anci EP A to have s yne::-gistic 

st:udies pe-::for:ned and to deter:nine what this :;ia;r do 

i 
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t o no effect levels and what the mechanisms of 

these synergistic effects may be and I have seen 

numerous requests from the government for applica­

tions and contracts to be done in this particular 

area to determine .it, So, you are indeed right 

.t .hat that - --I don• t think that there are synergistic 

e .ffec ts. You sh ·ou ld also kee !? in ::iind, though , the 

effects . may be additive or they may be antagqnistic 

and in some particular cases, strange as it cay • 

sound , one chemical, ex,osure to one che ·mical may 

reduce the severity of toxicity to another~ I . 
. . 

· don • t think that would be considered reall ;r in this 

but ! · tliink the syngergistic 
' 

effect is one that 

would be of major concern. So, that has always 

been in the back of my mind but at the moG1ent: there 

is just no way to really handle that and factor it: 

in. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: ! just: wa.i.ted to mention 

chat: one cf the things the tests that were done en 
, . I ... 

the sludge seemed to indicate chat the majority 01: -

toxicity was related to dioxin and aga in, 1 •~ not 

sure hew to factor that: in to the cecisions that: 

people ha ve here but. they did loo!-:. ac the ~~h:ie 

cocbinat:ion ?f Love Canal chemicals and c~eir effec~ 
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in various ani:nals and dioxin was felt: t:o be one 

of the major, if not the :najor toxicity. 

~IS, KENNEY: In line with t:hat, the dioxin 

was probably more potent because of all the 

halogenated hydrocarbons that were present and 

~y~rything and it: was more soluble and probably mor~ 

accessible to raany of the children playing in the 

area. 

DR. WELTY: I would j4st like to address 

your other ques .tion on the testing .re lated to the 

treatment plant. I know that Dr. Pohlarid has your 

same concerns and , hopefully we will be add~essing 

that ques ·t:1.on as . we proceed in developing t;hese 

criteria • 

MS. KENNEY: Okay . 

~ts. GABALSKI: Violet !adiacco. 

MS. !ADIACCO: Yes. Dr. Huffaker, about 

the treatment plant, Dr. Pohlan-d mentioned a 

standard, where he had a standard alread y set chat 
.. .. Hool,er is al::-eady follo v1ing a cercain standard fo;: 

the treatment plant. Did ! understand you right on 

that '? 

I a~ sor ~; , as fur as ! 

know, I wou ld have to talk to the Di::G. The SP!::DES 
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st .andard, they are applied to the various manufactt 

ing facilities here, all. over the state for that 

matter but here in Niagara Falls also, There are 

commission standards that are set by the DEC that 

says how much of t~hatever it is that the state can 

re lease at any time of what chemicals and this is 

integrated with the Niagara Falls Sewage Treatment 
• 

Plant, So, what I am trying to say is, all the 

various industries and things are being regu lated 

depending upon what it is they are producing, 

including the tlreatment: plant here, 

MS. IADIACCO: I just wondere ,d if it: was 

a standard set: by Hooker because Hooker- --thei r 

standards are kind of what got us to where we are 

right now and I am. a lit:t: le le ary as to what they 

set the standards for the treatment plant, 

DR, HUFFAKER: I don _• t: know, 

MS, !ADIACCO: And another thing I wanted 

to know is, on this t:ioes - t:en thing, for the peopl a 

who aren•t: into all that, are you really-- - we can•t: 

understand that but are you going to be basing the 

habicabili .ty on this calculation as a whole or the 

~opulation as a whole o: just 90 percent of it 

be cause I mean, like to an alcoholic, or.e drink is 

i:-

•.. 
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harmful but there are other people that can drink 

ten and , you know, still not go on a binge forever • 
. 

So, sometimes one is harmful but ten might not be . 

I mean, are you going t:o base it: on one hundred 

percent of the population or just 90 percent of it? 

Th.at times ten thing, is that going to be for every~ 
. 

body or I mean , I wouldn 1 t want to be one of that 

percentage that .is not: considered . 

DR. HUFFAKER: You were left out . once 

before. 

MS. IADIACCO: I was left out several times 

.and Luella posed a very good quest:iot1 right . along, 

when you . mix your chemic -a ls,- seve -ra l kinds, some 

people say that my chemicals aren 1 t attributable 

t:o Love Canal but: ·nevert:he less there is chemicals 

there. Are they attributable to the 102nd Street 

dump and if they are, is the mixture of the two verv 

harmful to any homes in that are .a and after si::t 

years, Dr. Pohland said he doesn ' t: wane to inault 

anybody ' s expertise. I think a lot of the citizens 

here have si.~ years o f on the job trainin g at our 

own ex:;,ense. So, there is a certain amount of 

e~pertise the.:e that I don 1 t C i-..; .... _ n'· .. •'- you ara really 

considering. I think si:t ye ars is a lon ·g tii:e to 

. .. . 
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answer a question, r asked that six years ago. 

DR, HUFFAKER: If I understood the first 

part of your question, it was a question and a stata-

ment, that in 1-ihat order l,ere we going to consider 

the areas as far as habitation, is that correct ? 

HS, IADIACCO: ' Are you going to consider 

the whole one hund-red percent of the p;>pulation or 

just ninety percent of it? 

DR. HUFFAKER: No one has discussed that. 

We are dealing with a neighborho .od concept. Ny . ,, 
own feeling and I haven't talked to anyone about 

this ., is that everything would be consi .da red • 
. 

There are a . couple of caveats, one is that if you 

own private . property here, we ·can•t test that 

unless you ask us or will allow us to do so. We· 

c.annot . come .in and .test you on your property unless 

you agree to this, 

,1S. IADIACCO: But by this are you saying 

~hat, in other words, h~ve we neglact3d to si;n 

so~ething giving you that permission? 

DR. HUFF AKZit: We 11, wa a re a long ways 

:roQ this so I can•t say what i~ going to occur 

:he re. :,ry fee ling --~ ,...,. ~ .. e ._.,{ 1 l 
•-- ~ ~ ' ,;, ',v - -

~ake a judg~enc on t h- en~•,..e _,_ , 
,.4c::, --· ~..,~, on all cha 

. 

.. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

1480 
property there and with the 1.1nderstanding that we 

will not be able co go into your hou se or a pharmacw 

or whatever un l ess the people who own chose sa y , 

yes , you may come in and examine, 

MS. IADIACCO: Are you sa y ing that th e re 

is .. a for:.ia 1 request that we should have dona . OOfo~e 

this? 
. 

' 
DR. HUFFAKER: No, no, 

CHAIR.'!AN WELTY: Cou la I res:, ond to that? 

I want to just interrupt he re. We are not at th a t 

point yet, Violet, so let me just clarify a couple . 

o~ things~ First of a~l, your question on standards 

for . releasing of effluence from sewage treatment 

.and indus t rial sites, your question was does Hooker 

set these standards and I would just like to ask . 

that question again of Dr. Huffaker. The chemical -
companies do not set the standards, do they ? 

MR. BROWN: ! will ans wer th ·at q1.:est.i.on, 

New York State sets th e standards fo r the N!aga=a 
; . 

Falls Traat:aent Plant and Niagara Fal _l s, C!:: y of 

Niagara Falls, has an obligation to meet that 

.effluent standard. The way they do it is by 

e~t:andin g st:andar ds f ro m eac h individual discha~ga 

on all .. che indust:ries and the Leve Canal treat:::ient 

https://q1.:est.i.on
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plant and I can tell you from experience that the 

standards that they have set for the Love Canal 

treatment plant are much more strict than most of 

the industries in the area. That is based on, at 

the Love Cenal treatment plant , that is the ~-iaste, 

they are removed right down to the detection li:nit, 

the chemicals chat are co;;:iing into the t:reat:nent 

plant but it's not Hooker that sets the limits, it•s 

the City o f Niagara Falls based on the limits that 

are set by New York State. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Okay. The other point 

in yo1.1r question · was, y ou asked .about this tenfold 

difference and you can see by the debate that: we arp 

having that this is not sett led Jet. We are still 

debating this and a lot of other people have ques­

tions about that . 

The other point is, .will this apply to 

evers;one in the EDA and we are grappling with that 

issue ·· as we 11. ;-le a;.""a t:--;ing to say, 
..• . ' 

an adequate sample, it should be able to apply. Yo, -
should be able to :nake inferences or conclusions 

from that sample and projact th.at to the ent:ira !::D,\ 

So, in a::iswer to you:i: question , yes, t:!te consul­

tant s are considering the entire ZDA and thase 
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criteria will be applicable co everyone in the EDA. 

There have not been requests for individual sa:npling 

as far as I know because we still have not developed 

a sam pl ing proi:ocol, When the protocol is develope 

Dr. Huffaker has indicated that if your home is 

selected to be part of the saraple, o:::- your yard , 

it would only be done if you, as the horae owner, 

gave permission to h ave the samples taken. So, tha~ 

is the sequence and that is whe're i1e a:;:e at this 

point. I ho9e that answers your questions, 

MS, GABALSKI: . We have a co uple of addi-

t .ional questions, Pauline Badorian . 

ifIS, BADORiaN .. : . I still understan d it will 

be three to fi ve years before we get anything done 

here-. There a ·re thirteen houses. Some of them · 

are inside the canal sector. Six of us a:;:e outsider 

We are about: three hundred feet off. We live on 

Berkholtz Creek. We have not: been able to sell 

our house . We can't get anything in writing from 

anybody saying there is nothing w.:-ong and 11e have 

to weic another th:.:ee to five years, 1•1e are not 

that young anymore. We will be dead and · zone. wa 

will be dead and gone befor e you can co:i:e up ,-1it!:l 

an answer and the:.-e is ::-:o .,zay, :!.n · tha last: t ,:-10 '.•leek 

1, 

_ 

-· 

, 
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both of the people want:ed to buy t he house but were 

afraid of the location. We don• t: know about the 

chemicals. We are afraid. You can 't blame . them •. 

I am honest enough with them so we are in a bind 

too and we would like t:o know why is it going t:o 

take three to five years to come up with an answer? 

Why don 1 t: we get something in writing saying there 

is nQthing wrong if we a re not included within the 

sector? We are on a street that carries the same 

things as those houses that are inside so we are 

on the outside looking in. We put our house on the 

market . and i .n . one . week, the Love C.anal broke and 
. 

that was the end of it. 

MR. BADORIAN: We have been captives for 

six years .and I have been reti.red that long. 

MRS. BADORIAN: I have asked to have t:he 

creek tested behind our house and they just kept 

saying ::he-re is ciioxin in Bertmoltz Creek and I 

asked to have the creek tested. We got no :::-e :' ly 

and you are talking about: permission to have the 

soil tested, we si gn ed a !)aper a long ti:ne ago but 

our soil has never been tested. 

HR. BADORIAN: Long befor e t::1ey s t a rted 

testing, we requested it and 1:'.1e thin g is h~r<a, 

, 

' -

:: 
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there is another thing, I would like to know 'l;lhere 

all this money is coming from to revitalize. Where. 

is it all coming from and what is the condition of 

these houses that have been vacant for four to five 

years and no heat in them and the way you people 

. are talking here, you, sir, that you are in the 

direc _tion of revitalizing and the thing is, nobody 

talks about money, finances and in the meantime we 

are captives there and we can't get out and I would 

like to know ho~q much longer I have to put up with . ., 
it. . . 

Another thing, sir, and then I will shut 

up, this line that you people drew, nobody would 

own up to it, but if the line was . drawn straight, 

we would have been in it: but they went northerly 

crooked, they went northerly, westerly, northerly 

and finally they kept us out of there, Now, 

~hether or not chat was politics I don•c know and 

I t!:link it was. I t:hink there has bean a lot oi 

politics in this. 

H:R.S, BADORI.<\N: This is 100th Street from 

Ri ,.e.,._ R·oad :-o the c-<>e '' 
,I - ........... ._. 

~~om 103::-d. " . 
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of the sector, it is 101st Street and we are 101 

~•zhich actually we a re thera but because they jogged 

over to Colvin and back from 103rd back to Colvin 

and over to 103rd, they just chopped us right off 

and we are on that creek and we cannot get anybody 

to even sample the creek for us. 

?1R. BADOR!AN: If this is justice in t:his 

country, I don•t know. I can't buy it. Cvernight 

they have talten my house away fro1:1 ::ie. It 1 s worth-

less. So, . I don't know what else I can sa::,·. The-::e 
' 

is a . lo •t . ! · could say. 

. CH.G.IR~IAN T,TELTY: We apprec:!.ate your COi:1-

~ents and your concerns and certainly---

HR. BADORIAN: Sir, one other thing: Let 

me ask, if this is going to go on for another thr ee 

to five years , God, I don't know . I have been 

-;• 12 ... 1~0 d --'- -- six years, I ·don ·• t knew ho~-1 many :nore I 

sot 1aft . 

-,-
1.'J.W • G n;:)'1 -·~'L S"-· ,. ..... ...:.. • Thank you , ve r:-; .:iucn. • ., • 

?l 2asure co he.:r f=o:.1 you . Br.le~ Stae la. 

'!'o co; lo••• \! ""' ._':"'•j~c., .~ c-n 
.. ... - - • • .., l,J .. -- .. ... • ., . -

... r-
:i. ..... -nd '1~ -~:. .:-o . I. r-2 !'re sent 

!:ion to th:a !.ova C~nal lentars 1. t,;;:.. :i-ion - :... ... ·ssoc~ , ~•,a .. -
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Iadiaccos and also !1:rs. :•!a::.-ion Smit:!:\ and her famil:;,. 

Each of you have heard directly froc Mar ion Smith 

about what you could do, ! dcn•t ~:an t you pecple 

to be afraid to deal wit h the issue of the lines 

and if it looks like :in your e::pert judg.nent that 

th:: lines may not . be in the right !)la ce, please be 

up front and honest and atte~?t to ge t them moved . 

Dr. Huffaker encouraged you to do so several 

metings ago. This docu::ient accepts the EDA as a 
. 

given and accepts sociehow the lines as sensibly 

placed. Now, that is not true~ We have information 

now that we. didn 1.t have before t hat cakes i:t -ver y , 

very clear that the north shore of the ... - t,. , .. , C -eti -ro-"" 

example, is very, very contaminated, There is 

nothing at all in this thing talking about that area. 

We have evidence . that suggests that south 

of LaSa l le Arterial there ma y be continu in~ migra­

ti-on of 1re ground water. • We don• t h.:ive a ;_'.lrog::ao 

that talks about chat, 

In talking to the DEC peop le several w~e,<s 

.:igo, Violet and I laarned that the D~C in t~eir 

sa mpl in g p roir.:i;:i identi.6.ed an 3 ~ea o f contamina -

tion un de rneat h t he LaSalle Arte -:-i zi ::.ut ..:nconn -ec -

ted with the Lo•;e C.:1na 1 and so, ev e ::-;bod7 chose to 

https://identi.6.ed
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ignore that. 

Now, if there is, for. whatever reason, an 

undisclosed and undetermined amount of contaminated 

material underneath the LaSalle Arterial but uncon-

nected with the Love Canal, ce::-tainl;r perhaps some­

h0\·1 you people can fit that into how that might 

impact on your habitability determination because 

other things besides the Love Canal ~qill det:er!:line 

the habitability of a particular geog.aphical lo~a­

tion . 

rn that regard, Dr. Stoline mentioned 

today the 93rd Street School , Now, I don• t see . . . . : . . . . 
. 

that appearing in this document at 
' 

all . I 
. 
mean, 

when we talked about ::-emediation, I think ~~e shoulc 

talk about more than just reoediat:ion fro:n the Love 

Canal. I think •\•;e should talk about . :::-emediation 

from the 102nd Street. I think ·we should talk aboi;:t 

remediation from the 93rd Street School and I think 

we should talk about remediation of the prob!.an 
.. ... 

with the LaSalle Arterial. 

Now, I was spea!<in 6 to Mr. Walters about a 
' 

,-1eek or so ago and he e::;,lainecl to me that: he 

thought that the cree k s were li~ely tote dred ged 

befo::-e t:he '93rd Street School d:!.o~in ;,robla::i ~-1as 

https://prob!.an
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taken care of . Now, does that mean that after the 

creeks are dredged, the contaminated material and 

ground water from the school is going to recon­

taminate the creeks and how do we deal with that? 

That adds some, I think, some importance to some­

body's point here earlier about continuing monitori g. 

But let's not interpret our mandate as 

narrowly as we could and let I s think about making 

sure that an area is in fact habitable and if what 

some might determine or define as extraneous fac­

tors ., non-Love Canal re lated, affect · habitability 

a.nd that .. should be dealt • with, let's deal - with thos~ 

too · please. because whether or not we define a 

neighborhood as habitable or not, those factors will 

in fact determine whether or not a neighborhood is 

habit ab le. 

A couple of ocher additional areas of 

concern: Briefly , and then I will ~ry to finish 

up at the afternoon session, on page 4·of the 
, . . . 

report, the draft , the third section in the habit­

ability draft provided that an administrati ve 

structure and resources at'a in ?lace which assures 

chat the maintenance of the Love Canal si::a would 

be effective, continuous and clearl y accountable. 
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I would like the comr.iittee to think about: what: t,in 

of administrative structure and resources are in 

feet necessa-ry to insure effective anci continuous 

and accountable maintenance. I think that kind oi 

a criteria, while very important, is sufficiently 

important to bring forth and require specific things 

so what can we do to bring some life and some 

substance to that particular recommendation • 

Again, I see on page 5 at the top, throug t ­

out the process of developing and applying the 

habitability criteria, cotnmunity involvement must 
. . 

be solicited. · That is a really i ':nportant · ;;;riteria • . 

Let I s try to see what specif 'ic requi!'ements we · can 

bring forth to objectify that, what kinds of com­

mu~ity involvement mechanisms are important and · 

will you require to make sure that that involvement 

. will in fact be real. 

The problem with the ten, the :nu l ti? l i ca -

tion of ::en, I ;;iean , it ,-,as unclear to ~e ~·ihe the r 
.. 

or not the people here today disagreed t·1ith that 

in ph:!.loso:,:>hy or disagreed with the language that 

that. conce p t was expressed in. I:: see ms . to :ne that 

the Love Canal should be as habit.able fo~ ::r: , clien::s 

as any other nei~hbo~hoocl in t.hi3 coun~~7 is 
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habitable fo:r theirs and any langua ge thac would 

s .~rve to allow my clients to face measu::::able risks 

ten ti:nes greater than other people in this countr~ 

would be unacceptable . 

On page 7 you talk about a very, very 

important factor of neighborh oods. . I would like tc 

uiake sure that the committee deals wit:h that: in an 

important way and when the coGllllittee members are 

putting together and thinking about what neighbor­

hoods exist, to ask that the committee take advan­

tage . of the community and the resi•dents and gee > a 

sense from them and feedbacI~ from them as to what 
.. 

·neighborhoods they see and what neighborhoods they 

perceive. I wouldn't tell the COGllllit:tee how to do 
. 

that but . let• .s, if we can, perhaps talk to the 

people who live in the · neighborhood and t=-f to get 

a sense of what neighborhood they ;,erceive or what 

ne ighbo:rhoods they perceive.. 

On ?age 3, I chink it would be 

me ::o anderstand the e::tent to 1-,hi:::h the :::hemi cals 

'Which are sa lee cad for the indica:o~s =eet the 

characte~istics o= gcod , indi~ato-::s, to oake oore 

c:!.ea:rly ,,;hic:1 indica~o-rs ar~ c!::csen ::i-:: ~;ha~ 

...,urcose . and! .-ha ----. 
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when I looked at: the indicators for soi!, ot~er 

chemicals, I didn•t seem to find ouch ot:har than 

dio:xin that had anything to do with to::icit:y and I 

wanted to make sure that all of the char~ct:e ristics 

on page 8 of good indicators a re appropriately 

represented in every media that: 1-1e choose. 

I guess what I will do is just give one 

more concern and then sort o f hold the rest until 

the end and that is on page 9. Somebody ~ ade 

reference today to the Health De part:n:ent: •s h7:,o­

thesis t:/1a·t the only deadly chemical o.:- the only 
. . 

dangerous · chemical was dioxin. ;:..[y recollection of 

the title · of ::hat stud y ~•ias "Acute Problems" and it 

said ~hat the research that it did indicated that 

dioxin w.as the only chemical associate d ~·1it.h acute 

concerns, my recollection oi the title. So, ~·,e 

have to be careful not to confuse any hypoth esis 

li !":i that ~•1ith dio::i:in as t:he only dangerocs 

chemical, especially ~•ihen we :night al:;o 1·1ant ::o 
.. 

aware o f long te =m kinds of concerns. 

Finally, this ~orning, t~e one part pe= 

billion, my ~nderscandi=g for dio::in , ~7 uncierst3nd-

l.·n,, ;~ ooin g !:,ac', and -e •·•~,,, ;n a !"'- -~ - ,•,,d· · .:i •:=f"~,. 
• ;.:, - " ' Q - a. "" a, ., , _._. • - V - .,,. lioi,.. .:, - "' ., ) - - - -

all was sai d and done and ~e got to ~age 50 of ::hat , 
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we learned that the one part per billion standard 

or guideline or area of concern seemed to be founded 

on only one particular study. In addition, the 

Kimball study that I read indicated that there had 

been a significant amount of co:mnent generated with 

respect to that reco=endation. We haven• t had the 

opportunity to read the comments that other 

scientists . generated and talked about with respect 

to the one part per billion and until we have an 

opportunity to review that, I':n really at a loss to 

give . you much . feedbac!~ as to whether or not I or 

any of . my c lieni:s might; fee ·l .. comfortable about that 
. · . 

So , I think we need some more in for.nation about the 

one part per billion and whether or not that is an 

area of concern that is shared bv • the consensus of 

the scientific community. 

,-1S. G;.BALSKI: I don I t know what you want 

to do at this ti::ie. I have two ot'.~er individuals 

~~ho would like to add:-ess the comrai:tee at this 

poin:. 

. ,: Drt. FCWL.'<ES: I ~~cu ld to resron d , L .. 

I ~ay, to one point and one point only and th~t has 

to cio wi i:l, your c once :::-n about: how tha ne i 6 h~orhoods 

• 

.. •.. 
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would like to try to clarify chat i E I could . 

Pat Miller and I have been assigned the 

responsibility on behalf of the ccramittea for goin 

through the EDA, that is, those are the boundaries 

within which we are ~andated to work. So, I can•t 

speak to your other concerns . and to define what we 

. . call as sociologists, I guess, natural neighbor­

hoods within that which a::e formed as a product of 

the layout of houses, the streets, ieography and th~ 

pattern of socializing with whi-::h people at'e familiar 

and because Pat and I have both in .effect begun ne":1 

jobs this fall, I took a shortcut and I ~alled Pat 

B):own at . the ET:F, not out 'of.any favoritism for the 

ETF but because I have learned over the years on my 

own work that Pat Brown has always been a source 

of information in the form of newspapet' c li9pings 

and as a source of infor:nation and communication 

out into the co!!llllunity and explained to her that we 

.. 
neighborhood an~ who have lived in the neighbo~hoo~-

to crave 1 t::irough it to:norrow, to begin to ::-ouoh out "' -, 
~ap out the subneighoorhoods ' and as far az I kno-;-J, 

she has been in t:cucl, 1·1it:h -,eo-,la ~-iho .3;:e---so:ie of 

the~ are clients and I think so~e of then are oeo::,l . . . 
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that 

. 

have worked with Anita and so rae peop ·l e are 

known to her through ETF. If that . is not the case, 

I extend the invitation to any inte~ested resident 

to be with us tomorrow as we go th.:-ough the 

neighborhood or for us to meet with briefly in the 

afte moon and to fill you in on where 1,e az-e at. 

MR. I.AVERDI: There are other groups of 

people that rep _resent a portion of Love Canal and I 

don•t think anyone should be left out of this, I 

was never notified . 

DR. FOlvI..'ZES: I want to make it clear on: 

what I said just now, . that nobody is left out and .. 
. . . . . . 

that if you -are avail.rble and yo~ wish to take the 

time and meet as we go through the neighborhood and 

have your input into it, that . is fine. 

MR. STEELE: One day is pretty short notic. 

but I will certainly ma!~e sure my clients know that 

you plan on coming through, If you could help me 

a nd give t:hera information, perhaps give us a sense 

-· of ~vhere you might be · at a particular ti me and they 

can get into your schedule. A da y is short noti~e 

but I am sure that: my clients want to ta 1k to you. 

So, I will tr-; to get that: back to you as ~1e can, 

C•.J,\T""',_ ...'I.11." ;*,'"!;"T'i"'''· " --~ 'n-f-ta is 1.·t "oss1.'b'e " , .. . "·' . . . ..... ' ... 
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that those other two questions could Nc?it until 

3 o'clock for our other que stion and ans,~er period? 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I arn not sure 

whether the quest .ion has been answered already in 

the document you have distributed, I just wanted 

to knol•I in the entire context of the discussion of 

habitability, whether you have constantly been . 

assuming that the sewers and the drainage tracts 

will be cleaned out and the constant monitoring 

will be done of the remedial clean up work, whether 
.• ? 

that has been 
. 

part of the 
. 

framework of your discus-

sion of habicability all along, .. 
. . . 

• CHAIR.11A:N WE U'Y: · The quest ion that you are 

asking is addressed somewhere in the---

. UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I believe chat was . 

discussed at page 13 of the draft, 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: That: is r ight:. That is 

correct:, that future habitability decisions are 

contin gent: on .the clean up of t::i.e stc= sewers, 

creeks and their drainage traces . Was there so.:ie­

i:hing else that- - _. 

UNIDENTIFIED VC!CE: !·le 11, I jus:: wanted 

to check as to whether discussions hav e b~ en so ing 

on within this context, with this assu.:t?tion, 

. 

,. 
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CH.<!, IIU-1AN WELTY : Yes • 

?15. GABALSKI: Finally, Jack Vire land. 

MR. VIRELAND: I just would make an over-

,vie~~ colillllent as an outsider here, I appreciate the 

opportuni .ty and privilege of being ha re and con­

sidering the freedom of information and everything 

and! don•t know if everybody realizes th~ a mount 

of talent that is at the table. · Being an outsider 

and being able to look on this is a gre3t privilege 

and I can see the problem.s that are being discussed 
.. 

here . can be applied to other sites a-nd this being 

a new . open forum, I . think it is an • ex.::re:::e ly goo::! . . . . . . . 
. . 

.. area . of discussion and the amount of · edu~ation t~a:: 

is fed from the group such as this, the techni=al 

review committee to the public or other interested 

;,arties in the area of science I thic!, is inva luabl! 

because you can't: always get: a gr oup of ?eo!.'le like 

this together and I ?ersonally find it: <>ood 0 

. f:aedbac!c and if tha r.:a a:ra an:r cc!':lments thct ! ,::sn 
.. 

-al,-:. T "'·I ; 1 1 ~· ,_ ' - . --- know ~-zhich :?arty to :iake it to 

~-:het:ha~ it: 02 const :cuct i va er c~itic~l or uh :lt:.~"';e::. 

So, I jus: ~ould li ~a to 5s7 than~ you== 

t;!e grou:, and the :,r:.,1:!.la~e o:: 

~ • T ... I - --· ...... - ... t -~ ~ ... ~ . .:...:.. ... .;, and 

. I 
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I have known about it and ! or so~e r e?res entative 

<1.ill probably attend some of the :'.:ut>;1re meetings if 

there should be any furthc r meetings. 

CHAIP...'1AN l'ffiLTY: Anita, we will have ::iore 

questions at three . and I think that soce of these 

questions that the various people have posed will 

be ans~1ered in the afte=oon• s discussion. If not, 

I will try to make sure that · they are. 

MS• G ABALSKI: Could you once again 

reiterate when you plan on reconvening? Can you 

give _ us a specific time? It's about twenty minutes 

to one right now • . 

CHAIR.'fAN WELTY: One o'clock we will . have 

lunch served here for the consultants and other 

people from the community can join us. No dis­

cussion until one. 

(Where upon, the above p;:ocee dings we re 

adjourned for lunch.) 
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PROCZEDINGS AFTER LUNCHEON RZCESS: 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: We have until 3 o'clock 

to cover the rest of the outstanding issues. Just . 

to summarize ~~hat I see as we need to cove::-, I will 

start off this afternoon• s session and I would like 
. . . 

to spend so:ne time just going through this decision 

tree to get a better feel for how the consultants 

reco=end utilizing that decision tree. 

Second would be a discussion on sampling 

schemes, a little bit more on that and third, a 

discussion on the health st~dies a?d fourth, co 

consider other ced:!.a . and how they might be inco.:-poriate 

into the criteria such as ground water, sumps have · 

been mentioned, to determine whether an;1thing in 

addition to indoor air, ambient air and soil need tp 

be considered in our criteria document. 

·Does any other consultant he:::e feel that 

chere is anything else that: HG need ::o dis,:uss 
. . 

further during this limited tirae between no~-, and 

3 p,m.? 

. .,a DR. WI}ln!LSTEIM: · Y.as. I think .. , -
to discuss briefly the format fo~ ths c~i~aria · 

docucent:. 
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CHAIR?·tAN WELTY: Anythin g else? 

DR. SIPES: Did you say we were discussing 

the chemicals? 

CB.AilU1ANWELTY: Oh, the chemicals, that 

is right, chemicals as well . 

DR. SIPES: At least briefly. 
. 

DR. HUFFAKER: I had 3sked in a let::e::::- in 

August if the experts had ·any word of advice and 

counse 1 about how to s;,eed up the process of 

evaluating data at QAQC and also which should be 

put !Jn tape and readied to go anq I believe t:hat 

was all. 

DR. STOLINE: There is one thing I ·might 

like to pu:: on the table here, I haven't thought it 

through completely but it pertains to a recark that 

was made in the citizens conference time and that 

conce::::-ns the boundary of the EDA and I guess I am 

chinking about what happens if the criteria chat we 

apply, lat' s say one ne ighborhooci abuts, a :.,01.:nds 
• ' 

the EDA versus non-EDA. Should then we have in 

our---I chink we ought to cal~ abou:: chis, s hould 

bevonC and in fact • 

+--:.-,,, n>- ... ~~ ::hat shculd be somethin g in our 1:~ 
• 
,:,or t. I ... ... _i. \.'\,. .... .... 
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sh ·ould say so mething about that but I just wanted 

to ma·rk that down to tal k about it. 

DR. HUFFAKER: I t hink we better talk 

briefly about: that, 1~hat we are going t o do about 

this thing, It seems to me that there was legisla­

tion that sets the limits of where we are going on 

some of tnis stuff, I don't kno1, exactly hm -1 far, 

For example, if we decided we ought to go four 

blocks further . to the east, the consequences, 

whether anything could be . done or not, 

CHAIR.'1AN WELTY: We c.in . ask our represanta­

cive from . the EPA when it comes up . for discussio:n. 
·. 

Since you are concerned about the format 

for the criteria which probably pertains to all of 

the other issues, why don't you go ahead with that 

at this . point, 

. DR. W!.NI<ELSTEIN: Well, in readin g through 

this, I don•t know but I had a feeling o f---! just 

:•1as n 1 t very comfo rta ble .wit.h it anci I zu ess what 
~ 

~~ould like to see would be a more explicit---we ll , 

I didn•t li !,e certain sections, · I cion•t t:tink this 

definition c f habitability is very useful tb.a t 

Jan Sto lwij k gave us. I :::e an, t!:le re a lot 

?1:'0ble!:!S with it but I wou ld like to see eventua 11;; 

I 
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that we would have a series of cricecia that would 

be stated as criteria. For e:tample, che ground 

water should be free or should ha ve to:.ic chemical 

levels that are consistent with u. s. standards or 

some such thing. -This is a criteria. Then I woul · 

like to see a paragraph that would discuss h01-1 you 

accomplish that or what kind of monitoring et 

cetera so that in the end we would have a clearly 

stated series of criteria and I think they are just 

a bit muddy at the moment. The habitability cri­

teria . based on measurements of selected che.nicals 

and four media, of course, I don .! t . like the word 

"media" . but that is another ·proble:n. 

So, in other words, it isn 1 t concise and 

e:t? lie it so that a person can grasp what it is we 

are talking about. I'm not sure that I have been 

very helpful either in what I just said and I under 

stand the risk o:f saying some::hing like ::hat beca1:.s 

then you get usually put in charge o:f c.r,.ft:ing 

but t ha t is the way I like to see a report. I t:hi.n 

it :ia!<es it muc ·h easier for everyone to unde-rs::and 

i:: and to ::aake use of it at the same ti:::e ar.o it 

~•l?s co clarif y one's chinking i! you can sac :hac 

up . 

... 
· 
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I think anot:her criterion, fo:: exai::ple, 

for habitability that we ha• , e baen tal!<ing about 

this morning is, is habitability to be based on 

neighborhoods rather than the EDA. There is an 

explicit criterion and incidentally, that criterion 

is directly different from the earlier criterion 

which I guess was the EPA criterion which said the 

ED.\ :nust be looked upon as a whole ancl we have 

decided to look upon it as neighborhoods, So, t:hac 

is a clear criterion and it should be stated as 

such. Then the explanation sh .ould be ~iven •and I 
' . 

thin!, that is .i,ow the whole docw:!ent . sho1.:ld be 

organized. 

DR. POHU,ND: Would you organize it: by 

media, recognizing you don• t like .that te:':?1 but 

using it any~•iay? 

Well , I don•c chin~ you 

cc:n. I think. ehe re are a: :le =ie s O -f' c-..: ... _ .. ... or< _ ... c~ ~• . 

"'3' J "' ._ t • "r1.·- t"'r'o~ ~ - :., .. I" ,,. 
-0 a - -,1, is~ ... 11;,,1, 

.. 
i~'s to be---t~a~ habitability is co be deter~ined 

on a ~::,.'!. . -n.· CO!:' .. h OC'J . ',a&.; si -.:> ... ~-- u._1; .... t...er ct~.an on an as an 

•1n-i'.., entira •-·~ ~ - c-ic'-l-..: .... n -~--· - ,._ - ---'"" . 
~.., - ..... - . ' ""' 7 .::\ . .:r:. .:..,..~;..J., -_ ~u2 - • ,~.at: ~~~-•-~~-w ... • : .. --- s~ .. '-~ - ~1~~ -. '--V ,._., __ ;., .... ~--6 

"" ; ,,=; - .;t .. -, .... ___ .,...,:) ""'""'"'> ...,, -on' • J..- ;...:.,4•.,; · - .... ·-. .t,,. _ ._,... ~- J -""·· "" -0•· 1 ..: _..,, _ ._ ~-•- ~c- : ~- ....... ' ,.;;:, --WQ ~ '"'""" --- ••• ...,. ... ,-:,. _ 
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it even :nora o.:derly, you could have sections deal­

ing with subjects. 

DR. WINKELSTE!N: Yes. For exa:i:ple, · 

management: which is one you brought up and then 

there a:::-e management issues which deal wit:h the 

whole a:::aa • they deal with whethe:::- it be running th 

sewer plant or environ~ental .:ionitoring or ~~hat 

have you. 

DR.POHI.AND: Yes. I guess one of the 

things t:hat: I think I have already mentioned with 

regard to this docu.:aent , I would again re iterate 
' . 

that I chihk the criteria should be separated fros 

the provisos and the p•riviso , I think the ,~hole 

remedial action is a proviso criterion, if you want 
. 

to call it: a criterion, So, certai::1ly re:nediation 

should be a section unto itself. Now, ho~-: you link 

it: to the criterion is another .question. }To~;, 

think we can ha• 1e criterion .:egarding habitability 

relates to a good degree to the reaadial actio:i 

procedur~s. ~!o·w, lJe car:. have su".)01.•dinata crit ,?ric 

under re:::ed:!.al ;:icticn but: ! tl1inl:. b;, defin .ition oi 

·nd· ,_ . basic.1117 :.. ~cl.'.? .... aa that 

•,·10U l" "e .,._,,, lats-d -o,•,,_ to 1.· - S"e S ,...c: ...... a 1- h - n d w "" _ - _., - ;,;> .,. <>J • ~•-... t.. • d • • 

I 
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where as the recedial action is an i:aplementing ar::i 

thinis worse than they t·iere thac ma;r have ere.aced 

the condition now you are focusing on and things 

like that. That is the point I am meking. If , uoc. 

?Ut thee all together, I am afraid thec---and ! 

don• t thint, this will ha?pen, let: :r.e sa y, but 

should a disaster happen in the remedial program , 

I don• t want that to cestroy the whole decision on 

habitability, whether it's not good to inha bit or 

whether ic • s to habitate or habitate part of :tt or 
' . 

· whate•1er • . 

DR. FOWI.i<ES: But if .a disaster happened 

and the criteria that you wanted sacisfied at tha 

outset be fore •.re e,,en begin to talk about the 

criteria for habitability, would then rule out, if 

! understand you ri ght- --

DR. POH LAND : No. I would ho?e that 

~;ichi:i the :::2rnedial action :,rogram , the ?lan ancl 
.. 

its i.:i?le~entation, there ~1ould be criteria that 

~-1oulc! ?rovide sufficient safegu.:irds aiains,; <;(1at 

i~pect o= the decision or. habicabilicy. 

DR. FOWLKES: Do I understand you co say 

that t~ere are certain things that have t::> ia 
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place as far as you are concerned around the 

reme ciiation and how it: 1 s wor!<ed 1:0 date as we 11 as 

around the sewer clean 1.:p I su pp ose, ~-,hich is the 

other piece o f that and if those aren I t s atisfie ·d, 

there is no point in going any furt:he r? 

DR. POH LAND : No . 

DR. FOWLKES: With t:he criteria or habit:· 

ability? 

. 
DR. POHL:\ND: No, no. I certai.ily don•t: 

want to imply that. I t:hint< we can come to grips 

with habit:ab .ilit:y outside of the realm of t he 

issues of the re:nedial. I ;4ant to make sure that 

the remedial _action 1,,resent ly in place is correct:, 

which I think it is, and that what is conte~plated 

for the future is alos technically sound and can -be 

accommodated by some kind of management: control 

monitoring s yste:n . I think one of the reasons why 

I would like to place it that way is because · I 

think we must of nece ssit:y, if we r>rasu:;ie th:?t 

everything is correct: in terms of the re ~edial 
• 

action, that things should get better rache r than 

worse. The only rea s on why ic might get wcrsa is 
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of r:hat wo'Uld not be similar t:o t:he strugglas we 

have no·w with the consequences of what occur:rad 

over 30 years. I think we would have a re liponse to 

that incident that would preclude r:hat kind of 

i:npact. 

DR. 'WINKELSTEIN: I don't quite understand 

why you want a separate criterion because you could 

say a criterion is that the remedial action oe 

accomplished and---

DR. POHLA~ID: You can except that if you .. 
carry it one " step further , if that: is violated in 

any way , then what do you do. . . 

DR. W IN'«E LSTE IN: We 11, I think that :!.S 

exactly the point. !f any of the criterion cannot 

be met: , then habicability should not take plac~. · 

DR. POHLAND: Yes, but I think we must, 

in order to reach a decision, unless it•s the wish 

of this group to defer t:he decision, we must: make a 

decision based upon circt!mst:anc:as that a .. ,. -: s ~ .. 1 .... - - no~ ,. 
and t:hat ''OU , . can•t anticipate i.n • the fut:ur~. 

, 

WTN!.<E T $1''::' I}! . .. ,'f;...; ,, 11 let D~. - . - --. . , ma g ive you ar 

explicit: e:{ample as I understand it:. .~s I under.-

stand it:, tha sawers ara not claan and the c:-~e~c t1as 

not been cleaned, 
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decision on habitability depends on the cleaning oi 

the sewers and the cleaning of the creek. There is 

. no use talking about: it if the children are going 

t:o start playing in the dioxin polluted creek. 

mean, so, that can be either a proviso as you put 

it or a criterion. It doesn 1 t matter to me but it:•s 

clear to me that that is a prior condition before 

you can habit ate the area. Now, do you agree with 

that? 

na. POHLAND: Right, but it I s a predictab: ~ 
" 

one. We can oredict • with some assurance that · this 

is · going to happen. 

'DR. WINKELSTEIN: I don• t know why because 

on past experience, it has been six years it: hasn't 

harpened. 

DR. POHLAND: But it: 1 s something; you know, 

it's not like trying to predict what kind of 
\ 

e={cursion we might: have at the treatment ;,lane 

. . despite all of the safeguards th~t are built in. 

So, I am tal~ing about a predictable, reasonably 

predictable outcome. 

:.,· -.I. . NVt:' ... .. LS.,..,. ........ T>,T • ~ _.,. 
with you. • -~ea~ "u'"'" ,i }oo f,.. st.:,, .:.. .... ..., - ·- _ .... ,:> .:..._, I ,..., '-•- •·cu ... :.. ····" :; . 

would 
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would simply say, ''P:ovisos'' and •~revisions'' or 

whateve .r. 

CHAIRl1AN WE !.TY : But what you ara saying 

is to have those first done early on in the documen:? 

DR. ?OHLAND: No, I would say at th e end, 

Well, yqu could introduce the way you•re p:=esenting 

the docwnent, it cer;:a:!.nly :!.s inclucecl there but---

DR~ WINKE LSTE I~l: I would think they 

would have to COCle first . 7ou have to state what 

the conditions are before habitabilit y criterion . 
? 

- can l:le brought into play. 

CHAIR!-IAN WELTY: Well, · ae · any r.:ta, that: 

. 
particular consideration has al :-1ays :::een a ;,::oviso 

and as far as I can tell will cont inue to be a 

proviso. So, ciaybe ,-ie should move on to moi:e 

specific issues since as ·you already alluded to, 
. 

the docutllent · is due todav , and we need to oa!~e it: 

:nore speci .f:!.c. Sc , in order :o do that, ! h~ve 

~~OU~~~ Me n~~Aoa• ~0 •• vi~- onro ~r-ai~ ~4~~ ~~~~~:ol -•• o"'"~ .. . .__ -- • .,,_.._ --•~ .,._._ WQ -•' - t..•--> _.:,.•.,.-.::.>.i.o •• 

.. 
see on the :ia;, he:-s '" " ;,.. i- ~. h,. 1 , """--- .r..i. ~•• 11 - \ ..... ' 

.• ..,, 1a~;on .a.,._ • U •• 
~ 

~·l· . ..... ~h -- to -'1"' - n , --. i...~ 1-- ·ou'" '-• .,..~..,- •,.:, I - let's 

~o•-- - e '"'0"'"'n\ .. ._ w ___ lio· .i. '""_._ ... "!'t...-,i J ,.._0 

~-~ v. ... _~ "'000 ... •• ., __ -:-1 !" . .. ~ ~ .. .,-::. .. . a ; _ . .... -::t ... r::~cd 0 -
0 ..,, l"' , .. .: s .. , • .,1,_ • 



l 

2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

150 9 
As I understan d it , to do 

this by neighborhoods . Onc e t he 9ro 11iso is met or 

tile 9r ovisos, the onas th at I a;n a·1-1ar.e o f a re the 

dioxin is cleaned u p , the craeks and the se1-,ers and 

that there is a re :nedial ac t ion . program that is in 

place and p ro pe rly managed and impl~mented. Cnce 

thac is d one then we wi ll look at t he ne ighb orhoods 

and dioxin will be evaluated through a risk assess­

ment. 

t·Te ha v e asked tha EPA to do a sa:npling 

protocol. As soon as that is availa b le, I will 

~aka i t av,ilabie .to yoti al l to _ revie w an d a lso to 

the communit y to re v ie ~-, and cri tique . The ccin9aris 

methodology i s still, as I understand it, the 

p rimary methodology that we will u s e to detar:;iine 

h abitabilit y , indoor air, a:nbient air and s oi l, noc 

dioxin . 

DR. STOLINC: : Hay I c:ake a comment at this 

?Oint: ? .In reading t:?s criteri a , the d::aft n1,;:10e~ 

I t:~•10 that we . h ad, I think it s .,;ug ust 9::h or so ne-

do i ng co i:.9a riscn s fo-r air indco?:' an •: th~ a::::'.Ji<:?nt 

t·:hen ~-e .~ ~ '-o \. - to tl1e soil, chat s~~ticn :ta~~ed 

O .;:-._" .,.!'-~ .\o ,,. ~,_ ..... ,.,_ - -..c .. .... <o~ - ,,. in ::he -::a on ' . . C'!.C: :l.!l 

:>n 

,. 
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and ic was c lea::- thera was a statemant: in th! re 

that said that there would be no com?arisons ~ade 

with coJ1parable areas because of the fact that the 

criteria here would be comparing with ona part per 

billion . Then in the latter part of that di s-

cussion after the dioxin statements, it said rather 

vaguley abo ut other soil and it wasn't clear to me 

or in you:::- s tatement T.•ihether we are suggesting that 

the soil testing for chemicals other than dioxin 

would be rather si!.!ilar to T,~hat was done ,-,ith 
. 

dioxin o.r whether there would be---the criteria 

w,ou ld be ;;:in ding a co:r.pa rab le cont ro 1 and that is 
. . . 

one of · the :-e.fsons that: I w-rote the cioc ·u:..ent that 

I did becausa quite frankly, I don't remember , 

there .. ~as a lot of things said here that I think . I 

listened to and then I don•t record quite pro~erly 

but :i.t: wasn't clear to me in reading our own habit­

abilit:y criteria what really the c:::iteria ~;e::e Hi::hl 

to ' ' l t a:zc . in soil ot~er than cn~:t.:..ca 

dio::in and cha J1echoo ::hat we we re going t:o \lSe • 

,~u ...,,"1.~..l,..i. ·' ~R'! .,. Cl • ·" · ' I q~ ha.. • .,.,'l • 
4 ! think in that cirs=t it ' .t... 

,,-n· _ .... ·•·ere ~en:i-onad ::hat thera t•,era other chemical.; -~ c::i... • . 

Jenerall y considered to be aces ::,tabla 
• in soil and 

:aillion. 

. . 

. 

.. .. 



. . . 

1 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

1511 

DR. STOLINE: That is corract. 

CH.:\Ifil!.:!-.N WELTY: But that statement is not 

anywhere referenced t:hat I a:.i aware ,:: 
(,) .... "lou can't 

go to a book and find that. 

DR. ST OLINE: Okay, but in reading that, 

because of the face that you did have a target 

number with raspect to dioxin, the target number of 

one part per billion as the action level and than 

making reference later in the very short:, 

abbreviated discussion o f the ocher material other 

than dioxin measured in the soil, that low parts 

per million were accepta ble arid I thought that we 

were kind of aiming toward an action 1e,1el there. 

CH4IR.-1hN WELTY: · In order to do that, I 

think Dr. Wiesner has mentioned t:hat it: took four 

man years of work to do the work for dioxin, So, 

in order co do that for the other cheoicals that 

are listed would take probably a .co~parable amount 

., ~· o_ ,_:!.Ce. So, the qcescion that we have to address, 
_ .... 

given ::he urgency of ma!<ing this decision, is do we 

want to go through that orocess before we :nat~e this . 

decision. 

DR, STOLiilE: C!(ay but the clue is, okay, 

. . I will just ,e :sist on ~n l.S :,oint a • 
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because -I think it is rather i~portant, all of the 

material in that: same document pe rt:ained to the aii 

testing was comparing the cont-::ol to ::he EDA wi::h 

a factor of ten. Now, the question is, is that to 

carry over to the criteria that is used in this? 

I mean , was it clear from the August 9tn · oocument 

that that was a criteria from the soil? 

CHAIRM..~N WELTY: It wasn't clear, no. 

DR. STOUNE: Well, I guess that is ~~hat 

. I am trying to ascertain," what are we talking about 

·with respect to that. 

DR. SIPES: Other chemicals in t:he soil . . . 

DR, STOLINE: To other . chemic a Is in the . 

soil because it just seemed to be so vaguely stated 

in that August 9th thing and I was trying to put . 

some _suggestions out on the table. Maybe I am pie 

in the sky on this thing but the question is, will 

it take that many years to get action levels? Do 

you real _ly need to .. have that kind of---and I arn no:: 

the one to answer this, I would jusc ask as a 

statistician treating ycu as a client, 6 iven that· 

chat isn't as dang2rous as ot her cheoicals, what 

;::-o,J.ld be wrong with, · say, set::ing svme acticn le"J~1 

t:lat -:.1culd be r~asonable c:?t thi.s point: and le:~ini, 

. 

' 
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say, a group t.hat peer reviews our ~10:::k r::ake pop 

shots at u·s. 

CH,'\IR..'!AN WELTY: We 11, what we can do is 

assess r::hose levels, though, That is not an answe1 

co your question but I don't know that---

DR. WINKELSTEIN: ~-1ell, I don•,: think it 

is possible. I thin!~ it is just unacceptable be­

cause setting these action levels or whatever yo1.. 

call r::hem is so controversial that I don•t think 

any self appointed group like our group could set 
~ 

ac t:ion levels ,:hat: anyone wou-ld accept. Tha:: is 

why it t0ok them . so long. Lt '1 s s .uch .an involve .cl . 

process to get anybody to agree to an act ion le·Je 1. 

If you set an action level . for this, there will 

immediately be ten people, scientists or others, · 

who will take objection to it:, and you knew, who ar~. 

·we to set it? 

DR. POHU.ND: Not cnly that:, t:he lawyars 

into the act anC: t~en the whcla ry~ocess 
• . . 

will be stopped uncil Che legal issues ar<! cleared 

up and I don•t think we shc~ld fall into thac era~ 

at c::tis po inc:. ! think, acb, you ~ould ~ave a 

1 ho ,•ri'-'e ~,-e •1.;f'" '!.. .. ......... ·c=c~ ·•se '!" · .., •• e_ .... ~ ~ .:: : •.•r... ..... e - :,,1., \,o......... • ' _..,..,,. .... t.C:.\,, "-o '°-"'" ... ;:,--;,;)~ -- - \ I\;.-. 

· i~~ 'n~ ·o-·" an ,:. ,: : ~-, .... 1.:, .. ~ ... ~~ " "--!en 1~ .. ~ ::i ..,. i.. •i O . C . .., ..... , 0 
... .... -"""·· - _.,.,,_ \.. ··- c.,1- ,._ - .I. . ...... -.;; -
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chat was chosen, I would ca~a you to courc, Thac 

wou!d be a hard task co prove it, chat that is an 

acceptable scientificall7 ::eritorious ac,;ion !avel. 

DR. STOI.I!'lE: Then how do ·~e inte rpre c 

those nu~bers as they stand? ! c~an, I' !?1 just 

asking the question, . We have the nu:::bers but ,·:e 

don't really kno~-: what they me c1n. 

.. ,e -DR. POHLAND: • <>. buc ccntra;:y t.: C tha 

dio:{in thing, that has bean sect . lad and baJica lly 

acce ?t:ed by cha sc ient if:!.c co::?::iun:!.cy. !..=oking for 

action levels fo-:: ·the other things would seem to c:e 

. contrary t .o 01:1r notion of coopa:;:-at:ive an~lysis. 

. DR . FCWL:<ES: And conte~tual too because 

we ai:a talking about a co.11.-uunity in a certain kind 

of regio~. 

DR. S!PES: So that ttLaC would be tha 

couiparaci·"e. approach to the soil, it would have to 

be follo~ •:ed fo:::-. the ot:he:::- chei::icals and c ::.::t is 

~ "' •· . .. Q -" o--i~•nal .• c._ou ~i-c '-<I. ;f:;•• ... ;.. ,. _. 'I) ~~ ·••~c • • ,., .i. _g..;..~ ~7~S , t.. ... ;;.. ... •• -

.. .. 
following that route. 

D:t. PCH LAND: T ·h •n 1
' c • • i• -- c"1-, '~-.; - Ci..,.- cha-"- _.., t~-• 

r~ a sen wha re soil d:.c~;in 1:•!a s C , .. ,.. -- .:n ..... 

the -~,---' --:--,.._ ? 1,ace. 

https://co::?::iun:!.cy
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confusion related to the second draft be cause :!.t 

was confusin g in the way it was writte n, 

DR. S!?ES: We 11, you have in t:he t hi.:-d 

draft that that would be discussed, the advantaaes 

for both options would be discussed here because I 

think Dr. Silbergeld had a proble~ wi:h that and---

C'H.~!Ri'L:\N WELTY: Yes and unfortunately she 

is not here to inceri,ret her own vie,~point . 

DR. SIPES: Yes. That would have been 

ver:y helpful, Maybe we will have co go to Washing-

ton. 

CH~\I~.Ai.'i WELTY: We 1.1, ~·1e are · at this ·ro .in: 
. . 

then where we CO!:'!e dow;i • and make a cocoarison. · · 
' 

Then we get to this situation where there :!.s a dif­

fe~ence or there is not a difference and maybe we 

should go this route first. If . there is no d:!.f-

ference, what else needs to be done? 

DR. PCH~\ND: I think what I heard is that 

you ~-,ant to verify your decision and one '"·' .. ,::. .... , ; o.c .... 

doing chat is looki~z at the homes. 

DR. ;: OWL:<ES: !f ther~ is no differ~nce , 

it sug3estz that ycu to ?Ot:enti.:lly ~abi-::abl~ wit hi"l 

t ' 
' 

~rL· and 
-

r"'c~1-, 
; • 

you - ,-1,•,; •.i, .. ,~ ..... \,,,--'--_..,..~ ... ,:,-.;---:;; ,'e 
" __ ,.., 

' O'"' 
··- lo,. 

•·hat 
•• .:>~ :1.- ~._ -

house zats svsl~uted. s ,.,e !. le !:l 
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it: out. 

CRAIR!-L'\NWELTY: Hell, let's address that 

n0\ •1 • 

DR. FOWL.'<ES: I thought Len's suggestion 

seemed appr .opriate. You t1ere talking about indoo:;: 

air. 

DR. SIPES: Indoor air, ,•1hen, when that 

house was ready to be sold, that that: housa would 

be monitored or what? 

DR. FOWLKES: No, it can't be ready to be 

. ·sold until it has been determined, I don 1 t know 

why it doesn.'t follow then .nore or less t:hat if the 

random sample suggests no difference, no significa :t 

difference, and that would be in a habitable 

neighborhood, ! suppose the house can be looked at 

on a house by house ' in terDs of inside air. 

DR. ?1ILLER: Or all the relevant data 

collected pertaining to the house and the lot that 

it sits on, ~,hich is to say soil sa:n?les as :1el l to 
.. 

be evaluated jusc to detet"i::line that the house , that 

chat particular house in question wasn't an cutri~•f· 

DR, PCHL:.ND: Eut there is a contradi::tion 

of your sam?ling strategy. 

same le e ,, o · -.. -, .-,r lot , tten '·-s ,~~, l.,Q - -,~J. l ·· .,-: 

I 



·, 

1 

3 

4 

5 

8 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

18 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

1517 

you narro,, it down to community noti on right away 

to the lot by lot notion. 

DR. WINKELSTEI}l: I suppose it becomes 

analogous to the . ter:ait:e inspection and which every 

body has to have when t:hey buy a house, you have 

to have a ter.:nit:e inspection, espec:!,all y in 

ca lifornia. So, I guess in the Lo• 1e Canal, I 

don•t know how you are going to get around having 

a toxic chemical, 

DR. FOWLKES: Or what; is the likelihood of 
' 

, 

a house that is unoccupied having inside air lave ls : 

of chemicals that you would find alar:ning that 

wouldn• t: be related somehow to the soil ? 

DR. POHLAND: We 11, it may come from the 

sump. 

DR, FOWLKES: It may come from the su :np 

I and what would that: mean? 
I 

DR. STCLih'E: Well, it ,.ould mean ,,·hateve r 
I 

was ·1e ft: the re in te r:ns of the pi? ing, whete ve::. 
-· 

See, if you had a sewer underneath a . housa, during 

t he ti~e chat contamination .nay hav e reached that 

area, chances are that: you might have gotten a 

concentration of these materials i ~ the sump s y stem~ 

whateve r the system that still remains and ::: St.!;'!'OSi 
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in a boarded up house, that over ti~e so~e of that 

could per:neate t:he at::iosphere. 

CH.<\IRt1AN ~-lELTY: :i;n that situat:ion it may 

be remediable. 

DR. POHLAND: That is right, We haven't 

got:ten co the decision of what you do yet , 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: What kind of suggestion? 

DR. STOLINE: Well, if t:here is no dif­

ference, just strikes me as that that is tantamount 

to saying t:he area is safe with respect to that 

particular chemical measured in .that particular 

. medium and you pass on • to t .he och~r thing. ·You 
•' 

need some point at which you declare things safe. 

Now, it seems to me what you ara---the other branch 

of that decision tree gets into, looking at specifi 

households or looking at, if you find some diffaren e 

then you try to assess whether it is something that 

is general in the a:-ea and we need to look at ever" . 

you know, .remediate evecy household or t .. -y co make, r 
.. -· some decision as to whether it 1 s , well, this house 

is needing remediation but this one is okay. But 

it seems to me that cne arrow going off co t:ie left 

there, "no difference," sc;;:iehc1-1 says ::hat: ,·:e passed 

chat ?arc of the inspeccion precess and ~as s iven 

o---.. --~ ........... _ .. , . .. 
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us a good clean bill of goods , 

CRAIRNAN WELTY: You mean ,1ere, going thii 

way, 

DR. STOLI~TE: Yes . 

CHAIRMl1N WELTY: So, in other words , you 

would stop here. 

DR. STOLINE: Somehwere along the line 

you have to stop at that point . I dpn 1 t knew wha:: 

more you would want to do in your sampling unless 

what you are really saying is that the decision 

criteria is not going to be control ve=sus the EDA. 

That may be the first stage but then ycu ar.e going 

to do · something .in addition ·to comparing the control 

and EDA. It I s that comparison but ·some thing else 

in addition. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: We 11, t:his pa::-ticular 

step here, it is really like a risk assessment: 

a l.Clost. 

DR, STO!..Ic.'E: Ck.-.7 then, you rea ·l:!.y a::e 
.. 

,., :-, a,. 

su gg estia g , ~~hat do those nu;;ibers mear., 

And that is a p ::-oble~ as 

as! Thare are no stancards for indoor 

air eit:he::- in houses. So, ,-:hat st:ando.rds a:.:e 1-1e 

not just doing---you. a:.e really back to . .... -

https://STO!..Ic
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going to use to do this step? How would ,,,e know? 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: 1-iell, I think it is 

clear what you have to do there. Then I thick you 
. 

have co compare those houses wlch the control, wich 

a control level that we are establishing. That: is 

the only decision you have availa~le. 

DR. PORU,~'1): The only reason why I think 
. . 

we are going beyond this point of no difference, 

. --~ _ ... you set up your :i.ethods with th.a decision that 

when you reach that point you are th:-ough, th.a:: 

fine, Now we· are starting to try .. o---;~ 
w --

•. 
I:le like we _are tr;ing to ·acco::1mcdate .that . not::.cn of 

.. 
assurances that we didn•:: miss so~ething, So, I 

look at it as a kind of a model verification 

?roposition . No~~ you are going to see whether, 

through a similar , raay~e smaller co~ part~ent, you 

"' 
t,,Oi n~ 

0 
tc 9rov e and gi,,e scldit:icnal ·ta!idi::;• to 

the way you oroceeded. 

. . . _., 
.,•: 

n-oc~e~ - _ ~,· · that when do you sto~ t~~t '-W';:) ~~~ . .... ~ ~~n . = "'-.:-- ~ ...... c e­..;i • ... 

:)R. FOWL:<ZS: •1" .. " s . 
~'--o- e :...... tar:is. ~ 

-:, ,,, 
~ , .. h-­ is ,:, • Q.\,,. JJ ...... ..;..__ - .. t- , ,..,. ~11 ·· ,...~ 1 ~ - ~· .. -~ ... . J ' · -- •'- - •i ' 

https://not::.cn
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~hat it gets into because onca you sca:t that 

process, it doesn•t seeQ to en d . 

DR. FOW!.!(ES: You answe red ?a;:t of ;ay ques,.. 

tion by saying---! asked you what would it n::ean if 

you found high levels of junk in the air and uhat 

you said was the first thing you would look for was 

the sumr, syste:;i. 

DR. Yes. I don't thin~ ic was 

of necessit~ relating to the soil. 

DR. FOWL..!{ES: Right, which is re~ediaole 

and if in fact it is remediated and the air test is 

then you have 9robably con f ir;:ied you r. 

· dia:;nosis~ 

DR. PCHL.AND: · I like this analogy to 

termite thinking .because that is basically •,;hat it 

is. 

DR. SIPES: .At the to p .of the co mparison 

would you even have to do in door air sam pling 

.initially 

every house? 

DR. ' ·,' I~T•!"' LS~.,. I :, · I -. i,:~ · l.U •t • Yes. You hav~ to decide 

whether the nei;hborhood is ha~itable. See, at tha~ 

. ,... ... d ~ ?Oint in the decision he~e , ,. ... vo•-- 'l"' ., -•• no cli:::a!'an a --., - -· 
Chen you decl::tre the neighbor.hood as :,ct~nt .:.al!.y 

1 



1 

2 

3 

4 

s 

8 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

l!: 22 · 

habitable. The n you can proceed with cha process 

o f selling the housas presu~ably, ! mean . Th at 

criterion is met. 

DR. PORLAND: That is a way of verifying 

but it could be a condition of sale too. 

DR. W!NI<E LSTE TI-1: And then you could say, 

for the moment you could say that the neighborhoods 

that are different, for the moment, are not habit­

able. Then you might net go any fu::-ther for t:he 

moment:. You may want to set up a new set o f deci­

sions. 

~R. FOWUO::S; Well, ! assume you . could 
. 

c ra~e back your .median figures to the individual 

figures to discover whethe r you ai-e looking at a 

_neighbqi-hood high, generally high all over o.: 

,. 
whether you have got a hot spot but it is very poss11.-_ 

ble I think and ·that is whera we started on this, 

that: the:.e are some sections of the EDA that i:-eally 

a re more contaminated as areas, but: to rule 
.. 

en t ' -o• no n t.e h ' oasis , OE • an area _re~ , 

no. 

Y~u 

' . . DR. ~OWUES : t:.:ie :_~ea o" .. not · · .......... ·:1 o-•·•-,., ; 
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with the whole EDA is that it may ba that biz 

chun!~s of it ara in fact not contaminated in any 

significant way at all and the job is to kind of 

isolate those that are. 

DR. PORu\ND: .see, I hava a SUS pie ion that 

if in fact: we have re ached that: :,oine, the indoo r 

air sa.:ipling, should we find anything, if the 

method is set up we 11, would be a very isolated 

circumstance that could be a condition of final 
I 

sale or rehabitation and that certainl y if it ca~e 

from the surap, that cettainly could be remediated -
ve-p; ea$ily actually. · 

CHAIRi1AN 1-lELTY: So, in ::arms of the 

comparison, you would use the control houses, the 

median or mean from the control houses to me asu re 

this with, the results o f t his indoor air, 

DR. POHUND: No, I think I would stO? 

at the no diffe re nee thing and dee lara it habitable,, 

the neighborhood, but ~:e could ::1a!,e as a p-:cv is:!.cn 

of the next step, getting people back :!.n there, a 

search for ;,ossible localized indoo,: prcbler::s t!-:.:it 

mi 6 ht be :nissed oy t he choisa o f the :!.ndocr air · 

sa.:r pli ng ~ro:.ip. 

.. 

1 
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CHt.IRl1~:\N WELTY: So that a part o f the bill 

of sale you would provide them with the results of 
. 

the indoor air ~onitoring and let them incerpret it? 

DR.. POHLAND: Well, I'm not sure how the 

implementation should go forth. 

DR. MILU:R: You could include a strategy 
. 

for evaluating what you find in each of those. I 

mean I said it before and everybody looked very 

upset but I don• t know what is wrong with a standa-:: :! 

deviation, that each given house has to fall withir 

one standard deviation of the mean for the coricrol. 

· DR. FO\?LKES: Is that for all media , air, 

soil---

DR. MILLER: Well, I mean these gentlemen 

can speak . to chat better than I can. Of course, · I 
.· 

would feel better if they did everythin g b~t 

'"r , .. Pohland---Dr. Pohland seemed to feel chat that 

was overkill, 1 

I DR. PCH LAND : No, I a m noc sayin g ~eces- I .. .. 

saril y it is overkill at this stage. ;,hat I ara 

sayin g i3 that yo u teed yourse lf into a posture of 

overkill becau se you start loc king fc~ things chat 

::iay or may not be t he re. 

-:"":.'n .., ;', t71 ___ • ., . .. .. T"':'""l ..... ~lell, i t would cert~in!y ba 

- . -
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the case if I had co order chose in terms of what I 

worry about, I guess I worry about the ai.: within 

the home that the family is breathing and then I 

worry about the soil around the home where the 

children are . playing and the family is growing 

vegetables and then I worry about the air in the 

larger community but I mean, you know, the triage, 

,: . the triage scheme, the indoor air would be ,.1,rst. 

DR. FOWLKES: But I think that if you are 

thinking about it in connection with your initial 

rand .om sampling, it establishes results of no 

difference, .then is it: logical co .assuu:e cha:: tha . . 

neighborhood is potentially 
, 

habitable. If a~ :!.n~ 

door air test is done on each house and the quality 
, 

of the indoor air is worse, for the moment lat•s 

just say worse than it's supposed co be, then it 

leads you in cwo directions, c:he first is the sump 

which is the most logical, I guess, which is 

bounded a~d can be remediatad. -'-e S'" ;1.;. 
1 

-1- ·· . .. ·o ~l, "-..., .. 

then it . may lead you back co che soil, So thac 

whatever might have been miss.ad <:!u:::ing the ..-ar.do::i 

is w~y ! wouldn't decla~e the nsighbo..-hcoci ha~itabl, 

u~til that individusl veri~ica~!0n is done ~scause 

:\, , 
, . .. 
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yoi,; are. always ' r\:.nnin g th.a risk that in the ;,i:oce ss 

of evaluating the singla house, you ha ve gee one or 

two maybe ne:~c to each ocher that are inhaoitab!:: 

and then we ara back to the problea: of the poc!<­

.!lar!,ad co:mnunity, with a cou?le of houses in the 

middle of the thing, the neighbcrhood, that csn•t 

be lived in for the :.iocent or raa:,be ever and all 

the problems ~1e raised about what is a ne ighoorhood 

and how could you live with lots---

DR. 1-lINKELSTEIN: I don't think ~-)e c.:ln . :, 

escape the neces •i:ity, ·once you declare tha neighbor 

hood _habit:able, 0£ _doin; a propercy by :,ro:,e r:::; 

evaluation because you ~now froi probabilit y chat 

even if this is a perfectly nor..ial ne ighbo;:-hood, . 

that there are going to be a ce,.-tain amount of 

cancers and a certain nu.:iber of othe?" d:!.seas::?s are 

going to occur and unle .ss you have so:::e r.iric-::: 

have ~ore I 
• -·n -I -~ ,v n'"O - ' ·n ~ - · w1 ... -_ : ~ 

, .. ... suits, -ean ... 4i I 4,. og• - nl.. ... ~~ - · cu · · 1'-... 
. ... . 

is going on e:tcept ,·1ha;: I have read and I an su::-~ 

t:\at every i:a::iil:, ~-1ho1 s had a cancer encl li ve<': in 

i:he Love Canal oust be suing so~eboCy ~nJ ~h~t ~LT.;, l .. ---
h,l!,.,en into fu:ur-a '--;,:,~ 

1 -:.-~ YO" h "v~ - n,..; ....... ~ .. ~~ _ n . . . ;:he Un .,;,,<;....,,;; _ , 

._,,,,...,..~ 
. ~ " ·· , 
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who moves inco that area, is going t o have to have 

some assurance that their house i s free of those 

chamicals. 

So, I think that what Martha says is 

absolutely true. I would sup port that: and I think 

that has to be a critarion, I think these have to 

be at tha various levels. 

D:S., POHLA1-1'1): You know , thinking about it, 

indeed we are going to proceed beyond that no 

difference step to evaluate every horce for indoor 
. ' 

air,. ·r am conce .rned about what bias :night be built . . . 

in .to the decision based strict ly on a re!!!edia 1 

issue, maybe n6c _ strictly but potentially on a 

remedial issue, Habitability is different in terms 

of the contamination of the soil, for instance, · 

which is difficult to remediate other ::h an digging 

it out and contamination, that is sooathing that ca~ 

be reoo ve d , contained or sooethin g li !«: that _. Sc , 

qusstion that ! would :,ose to th2 . zro u? is , cio 
.. ·: 

you want to declare an area nonhabit&bl e if in 

.... • . --.,:a 

~a 

the on ly circumstances for such declaracicn is _ ...... 
fact that you found concarninacion in in door air ? 

• . --1••• V I •• • -•,.; ~ ·--··-
,..,/ 4 • ... v. --- · 

~e~t qu2s ~ icn bacoc~s , is tf--...2 sou:- c e o:: 
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contasination. Is the source of co nt amination tne ' 

sump? If so, that leads you in one direction . If 

in fact it leads you back out to the soil 
, 

and the 

ground water and some more extensive testing, then 

I think you have raised the question of, you may be 

looking at an uninhabitable house and in fact an 

uninhabitable neighborhood overall, depending on 

the location of that house and how extensive the 

contamination seems to be. You know that it would 

rule out one lot, two lots or whatever , you know 

whare it fits geographically. 

' DR. POHLAND: t,nd I gue ·ss you did that 
' . 

last step, you could sort out that issue e ven if 

you included indoor air, ambient air, soil as pa=t 

of your model to determine habitabi lit:; up front, 

doing the indoor you would be able to sort out 

whether it's a remedial situation or whether it is 

in fact related to soil. 

:"'t'I ., T •»,1.1 it ,,;-:- C""' . 
"" ....... -..;\,i,, ~l.'1 •• w :..,J,. J. • I think you~ poinc is 

.. , . 

thac if you have a neighborhood and all houses 

e::c·ept one passes the i nd oo·.: air criteria, then 

dces t hat whole neighborhood than ~•co~e uninhabic-

able ~ecause just one hou s~ fails. 

'·11"'-"1" '"T"' T~• • ,""':.~, - -i n-' o""l'I ~ ... a: ... 1 ~ ' .. '--_ ... --·'· ,._,._ ._ - '-' ' -'-- V --... 
..• 
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maker do~•1n here has drawn up a little decision t:-ee. 

DR. WIESNER: The sa me t:h:!.ng t!1 at ~,e 

talked about. It's just an e~tension of that 

because I mean , it's exactly what Martha was just 

saying and I thought that it would give some--­

t:hese are . hand drawn thin g s. 

It I s this one with the asterisk on top 

chat you are speaking of because I thought Martha 

was suggesting~ and ocher people, that we evaluate 

house by house air and then if you get down to 

that all houses are "okay'' by whatever criterion, 
' . 

okay, then thac · neighborhood is habitable , · 

, there are several possible circu.:iscances but just 

take the two ends of the concinuum, one is that a 

rare house is not okay and the other is a lot of 

houses are not okay in that neighborhood. In both 

circumstances you would ezaoine the cause or the 

source. If you could remediate l.. - T t" < ~ •, ,. h a­"", .._ U•-•• \\o ,..a \.,. is 

more likely to cc cur wi::h a rare house bein ;:; 
, . 

involved than it is of several and if you can• t 

reaied:!.at:e it:, you state t:he ri$ k as i:>l:!ing u,1:::2;::iedi­

aole at: prese nt even fer a smal l propo~tion cf t:he 

that neighbo~hood and that disqualifi~s 

-h ._ a t;•;no . .u? ""'1.._ ; .,,, bo-'-ooc! ...., 
• 

-01... • 

https://t:h:!.ng
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DR. FOWLKES: Then you haven't got: a 

viable neighborhood. Ic may be ''safe '' but it is no 

socially viable. 

DR. WIESNER : And this is what: we we re 

chinking of when we firsc started as a potential 

problem. The choice that this 3roup is making for 

comparison options was then mainly one of cost 

effectiveness and not of true decision c=i~eria, 

in other words, we were using a screening procedure 

first based on neighborhoods to say wheth. e r we 

might even have the potential for declaring a 
' . 

neighborhood habitable and then if it rassed tha .t: 

screen, we went on to more I what we would ·call I 

guess more s;,ecific diagnoses with this house by 

house sampling. If it: didn't pass the screen, tha 

is the whole other par.: of this dec is io:1 which we 

haven 1 t talked yet - about, when are ,.;e willing to 

say let• s not go any further and declare the who le 

neighborhood uni~habitao!.e be.::o:::-e y?u e"e~ 30 Oj 

.. 
i:he houses. :::ean, 2.s ,..;..._,e ,.....,• 

..,.,..,h~.,. 
· a .. 1:r-I "h,.o,.V.:,. 

circumstan~e. 

,.,, r--~.:o· 'e ., .i.-.:., " • a~ .. "d ·-10·· t .. ... ,.• · -.,...,.:, .,i_ -

C ~~~ •..,~;',-.,,t-:..,_::,.._~,..~ 
,.,.., 

1 1v ~ . .,..~ .. ._. .. u ~c·•l,.:_ ..a. :-..e - anc ~· ~ · ~ · •-.-1,,:,-,.i·l! .J...., .. ---. 
c;1, __ :-'vw••'--•-,;.,.__J 1 ~~•,;;;. ... ; .... .,. • - {:I , 1 - .:, -

~~oJs ·~~~ ~~ . , ~ , ► -
• 
.... .,. 

• 
1o, . -, ~ 

1 
-
• 

- "I .. .. 
.. .. ~ ~ ..... .. - - ""-'"'·' I,,. ... ..,_ ---pass .... - ,~...., 

, 
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begin to look as though tue habitability cf the 

entire ED.~ is called into question, I waan, . if 

that is what: you ha"e is ' 
t~ •10 or thr.ae areas th.:i::: 

looked like they could be habitable bas ed on the 

first screening and the rest of it isn't, then I 

t,ould have questions about the social viability o: 

all o f that certainly. 

DR. HUFFAKER: Following ?aul 1 s steps or 

triage system, it would be logical . per.haps to ~o 

ambient air because that is easy to do and you can 
' •♦ '? 

look at large areas quickly and do that first. -The 
' . 

~P.'\ is designing · a dioxin sa:ipl:!,r.g sc~e::ie at: To::i1 s 

request. r ·don 1 t know wheth er ·w2 c·an pigt;j"back. en:1 

of these che~ical~ on chat or not, We haven•~ dis-I 

cussed that with them. That will cover the whole 

EDA and that has not been done for dioxin in the 

past so we know there is no outstanding data that 

yo~ would help us ,.. {"'e ::hat ,, 
J~ 
" - ........ and will hava to done 

.so :-ie sa-; ' ~ 
• cha: :?. .;, a ·Jen e are to Co ""e f":" ~-: "O'n"' w ~. ~- ' Q - <> 

en . a~ 
i.. who la araa and leaves us wit:1 indoo!" ai ~c and 

if we did :::hat :!.n ste?s as ycc are talking abo1.t: 

that ~c~ld be t~e last: ct .. .; n,,. .... - :::: 

-,oint • 
• 

$Oil 

-·: 
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satisfactory and new we go to houses and I thin!< r 

am hearing so:i:e agree ~ent that prob~bly for a nu~be: 

of reasons, ~·1e 11ill hsve to do indi v iciu.11 housas 

before sa le , at least, and co:::i:,aring theo with the 

one standard deviation to the control that ,·:e loo'.c 

at so~e?lace else, is that co~rect ? 

Yes and t he ttcan 1 ~ rsmediata' 

may in fact be an econo mic decision if . it gets do~n 

to that point. So, it doesn't necessarily mean 

that the t;achnology isr,' t the.:-e; it :nuse 

· all kinds of---

DR. FOWI..'a:S: ,·os~ e-=f!J,..,ien .. It is not "' - ... _., . __ -· 
DR. WU:SNER: Well, i thintc :!.e's erit i::el:, 

possible, isn 't it, that if y ou descri~e a ?lan 
. 

like t his o;: a set of 
' 

criteria like this, that the 

mana~ers of ~oney will say that this cost more than 

~,hat ti:-.e potential benefits ara, wei ghin:;; all t"he 

benefits and interest gr ou ps in~olvad and that no 

,.= .t"tl' . 
¥->,.,,-a'-1.: ·.., h-s' ,. .; .. -t1.:.,.. .; e~.erc ~ •• De maae co '-- ..., -~... :. ,..,:::,_\o,c.ic -· _ ___ . • · . 

DR. POHL.\ND: !~ a scientific sen s~, that 

· wculd be coo bad, you ¼co~, becaus2- - -

'"'R • ;.,· , 7 ,:--wwi..'1._,.c-~•-::-:.., , .. i t ... . ..,,,. , • ' - .. 

. . - o- ,· -. ,; U!:~~e ri.i.. a · - • 

_ 

. ' 
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DR. HILI"'R: No, ! don•:: thin:< so. There 

is a re :!.ated question ::hat is not fully a:,:>.propriat:e 

at this point but I do wan:: to raise it because it 
. 

comes into my lllind from time to cine. How stable 

can we assume these measurements to !:le in va:::ying 

weather conditions ? Does it mat ter what time of ch 

year, under what weather conditibns sa m?les o f 

ambient air or incioor air or soil are collected and 

i:!: so, what are the factors that are going to in­

fluence it? 
.. 

DR. POH LAND: I think I can answer and say, 

yes , but I wou lc! :,:>resume that the p Ian ,•1ou lci 

inco:rporate these variables into the :.,roto col. 

DR. !•[! LI.ER: You know, to ma:i:imize tbe 

probability that data are collected under t:he ,•ior st: 

case conditions, under the best case conditions--­

DR. POHLl~iD: No. Usuall y. you a,r,roach 

environme ntal monitoring lookin fer the ~,ors:: ca s.a 6 

a~ ci I would sus9ect it would hold hera . Tha~ isn't 

-· co say tha~ you =ight ~an c to not look at saasonal 

variations and so fo~=~ ~ut ---

3ut: ~1 ou can 
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conditions. 

DR. FOWU3 .S: Well then, it: bec o ::es a 

refinecient oi t he crite::ia done unde -r wo rst case 

co nd itions, tests and EDA and control sampling. 

DR. NILLER: We 11, worst: case conuitions 

are probably whe re the windows and doors have been 

kept closed for 24 hours and 100 deg;:-ees out.doors. 
, 

DR. POHLAND: But yo u can have s o~a shorte 

terQ conditions. For instance, if you are looking 

at ambient air, obviously the wind is blown and 
.. 

that has some thin g to do with that, if you a ::-e 

sampling, but also rainfall, during •a rainfall 

period, the .tem;:ierature and humidity at ::i::ies has 

something to do, part ·:!.cularly with volatiles. 

DR. MILLER: But: it is a double edged 

sword because I don I t think, if you say the wind is 

blowing, it is going to affect something , i~ the 

c.ontezt of Niagara Falls, dces that :nean that the 

. ... ""' _ .... wind raake s it ~1orse or the wind makes it _,e._ ... e4 :-
I .... 

OQ11 T ·";rn , .. ••..-1.u·•i.t .. No , Usually it dilutes out. 

Dll. HILLER: 3ut it is go·ing to be ca-:..:y-

a::a a. 

"""1) t .1 T~ ":"'~l;- ~ . ,,., a cit-• 13:-.;,... """!, l.J., , • n - - 1-._ :\. . . .. ----__ ..., .. , 
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where you ar.:! not sure whether it ma!,a:; it worse or 

be.teer, then it doesn 1 t raake any difference which 

one you pick. I mean, that is true. I mean, if yol 

are sampling and you thing that, well, the likeli­

hood is just as great that it is going to make it 

worse, then it really doesn 1 t make any difference. 

Than there .are a set of c i.rcumstances where you can 

predict it is likely to be worse and those are the 

ones that you would choose. 

DR. POHI..~ND: And nobody is going to, I 
. 

don't think so, no kno1vledgeable people are measur­

ing ambient air without . conce-rning _themselves with 
. . . 

thesa problems. You want • to afaka su:-e in any event 

that you are not measuring something that is coming 

from off the site, 

DR. -WIESNER: ,1artha, I need to bring up 

one thing that I am worried · about, something t:hat 

you said, you might have assumed somethi ng about 

path-i-1ays that I den I t -think is t :::ue. Sc, I want: :: 
,. .. 

just check on these because it affects this deci.siol 

I think -you were assu::iing that if there were 

no:: so.ne e::c:ass la, ;e!.s of some contamin.:int in tnsic!e 

a .:..,. ~ '-'1en 
.... --

"n1.:,,..,:)
• -

1 7 
.. "' 

~ ... 
_ ---

~.,.e .:.••"'e"·" 
- - .., _ b .; .. ,s 

... ....... 
'"ha ...... 

.... 
~-~ 

.... 'O,i/1 
1 , .. .,,I 

..,._, - _ \,, -- - _ 

in ,. a - h ·•nt a'-_,. o- •~ _ .. .... ~ ~e . soi"l -~ ~ • -'3• "'!-. ·""-l.-~ "" ,. ~ w •• u T ..... ~ ,/ -
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Freci can helo • ~e with t:hac too bu= I th in~ that 

that is not accurate. It was something that she 

said that suggested that . 

DR . FOWLKES: I'm not sure I said th~t but 

that was my reasoning . 

DR. POHU.ND; That is a contradiction of 

the notion that things tend to move, if they a~e 

there at all, ho:::iogeneous ly and we sus;>e c t: if they 

are there, they didn • t move that way and they got 

there through various routes, 

DR. }1ILLRR.: I a:::t not sure ,. does t h at 

· soeak to this? • 
• 

"R ' . t·lIZ~TER: : .for some bod:,• s ... .Hell, instance, . . 

indoor air could be ccntaminat:ed because o:f so;;:ie 

past histo:y of a sump pu;;:ip et cetera. }Iow, that 

su~p pu~p might have been cor.caminated by a cartaiz 

?at!::.way that :•,as d i fferent than the pat:h1•;a7 c '.,at 

~1-a c ontat:1ins te d .... ground , 

-·: what you tur~ :o ~i:st 

.,h,~... oi.nc- ··c·• ;. I. - - .. .t :, -,;i, ,/ ..... . 

i - .. o ~"'" i .... ~ .... .;,. n ~ . .• ·o•· l .. , ... ... 
1 • ~o ... _,t .. -Q.._ . .,. · ; ""'" ,J -Y __ 1 .,. - "- -- .,J_:, 
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.. , . 
;•i-C - .!. , , .. .:.. ·-= ✓ •·o•· .... -!'o,· nd - a -

p\!~P conta:.iinatec, cleaned ic up and cleanad up the 

conta:nination and chen the c1i:: ~-;ent cown to no,:nal 

levels , you would feel good c1bout the air but that 

shouldn't give you any substantial reassurance abouc, 

say, hot s~ots of dioxin in the soil next to the 

• nousa. 

S : "'"a~ DR , F 0¥1 L..'<.E Yes . - L.. ) 
T co unda rstand. I,,. 

.... __ .... .rT Lr., r.t • th-c:,;;.., DR. :< It is also th~ case . .... if 
. 

a.; .... you replace the sucp pump and the -- rn,aasu-=:aments 

go d?, 1n, that doesn· • e .:i.ean chac the next ra:!.nfa 11 

~-1on I t bring ne~-, contc:~inat icn to the ne~-1 SU::!?::> r.>U::l!'J. 

DR •. ~i!ES~ !ER: Cor-rect. It CO.!ld :-taz,::,en 

again. 

DR. !-I!LI F,R : So chat in fact, we dcn•t 

want to our ourselves :!.n the oos it ion where b 0r we 

si=l:>17 are re;?lacing all of the su!'l? pu::1:,s in a 11 

o :f the ho::ia s . 

"""!"'~ ~~-0 O'"•a ·..,~1 .~ '":" :, ,--""II~ 
!, ;;.4 - W.;., ••4- - ,."lo "'"'?" -- • ,:.. ~ .::;ll • - -

. .. . 

- r-n· 'n'· ... .:... "~c·n•,. - ~ho•·<>"t .. .::,;" '"""~ - ... · - _,. , • '-•'-- - t..- .... · -·-

t: ... .... -,..a- l.. ,.. r ~ .., "on~; c·I"!! _ ..... ~ c~ an..J st~,..,., ~,... .~ -(.,,-· T - ·~- .I,~, - - ~ ... ' .., - .;: .. (;. .... - .. , ~ ✓ - - ,;;,i .. -

. ~'!r!",·' 1 _ { n .. ::.e -_- • ·"'-,.. a on,., ,. . - - - - ;.:, 



l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

1538 
line on .this second thing where it says "Ev aluate 

house by house air.'' I ::iea n, that 

before lunch. 

DR. POt·TUZES: So, i:: could be an indicate~ 

of somethin g sitting around outside but noc naces-

sarily. 

DR. WIESNER: That is right:. 

DR, FOWUC::S: But it also, I think, Glenn 

and I ~~e::-a ta lkir.g .about Bob I s, your summary of tha 

logic. 

CHAIRMAN lvELT'l : Yes. 

DR. FOHL..'ZES: J.nd I think you said . some-

thing at the end which doesn• t su:n.:i3riza wha:: we 

were saying, which is that tl1e indoor air testing 

would be a condition of sale and I think ,·1e-- -

DR, POHw~ND: No, He suggeste d possibly a 

condition o:: sa la. 

,;.J,.,.. "',, '!:C!VL..US: ..:\ll !"i ~ ht. H2 we:::e s~ :~in:_; J 
~13 bit ab i lit;.,. be a condition cf sala and chat the ~ 

.. 
door aiz- testing is a nrareauisite . fot' decer~ining . 

ha!,:!.t:a:iility . That is all. 

.,;) !. .. .;:. r ·- ..:,..., D... ~ . --0-s. • :•;ha e '·1~ ... ""'' __ r 

- · ... o:: all -
., 

~..:.. 
~ ~-a 

_ 
O 

.... 
,., 

I,_ 
o ~ - &.•--'!"I .... .... 
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DR . POH LAND: Yes, bt:t that ~•;as be fore ,·le 

clarified it in ou r own minds. 

DR. HUFFAKER: 

Dr. Spear to find out if it would be possible to 

piggyback any of the indicator chemicals on the 

dioxin? 

CHAIRMAN WELTY : Sure • . Just to lock at 

where we a---... t hen, we are do,.,n on the left h and 

side of this decision tree and it see ms lika we hav ! 

agree ment to the point of e valuat l n3 house by hous~ 

air . . 

· DR. HI ES}lER : J ust . for the .record, I don't 

think t hat that ste p should be ta ken to g o out 

house by h ou se • I thin k one made a, and this is 

just my own personal scientific perspective on it 

and the re a::e ot:he r re a sons that 7ou may want to 

choose t h is but the y a i:-e not scienti f ic an<J I chin!::: 

we mi~hc want to----no 
0 . ' 

I ac ce pt , v ~r y ~u~h 

soc~ ologist ~ as~ sciencg bu t. the·r , a-re ba ing 

responsive and I thin ~c that is legit:i::iate. D~ pend'-

in g on , .,he re you be g i n on ch is, if you are un car ca i r 

•·n· e -!'"I - -r<tr--.,..e • • •, -s.; r t:o • the ... .... .... e .., r--• - - • ~ 2.n7 scientific ;..,~ _., .:.. - ... 
1 C·•cl- a -a·•on ;....;.. , ~ ._ .... 1•n· _..,. '- t.,i ~asis ~-. .:..- .. . _....... c·• - 1--~'"~c.. c1.·c~ .. ~- •½• .... ..... .. ~ 

,.,.,s . .. ... a - 0 _ " c;;.l. ~~ l. d if Ycu ber.-~..., .... ; t,,,;,. - .,.. ~ -=-·· ·:•-- "· 



l 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

1540 

decision was made on the basis of c~isis and a 

political response and so then you are asking the 

question, is this area that und-?rwen-.: that ex?eri­

ence any differentl7 habit ab le than another area 

that didn•t go under Che expe:ience, from a statis­

tical and sampling basis, you can legiti:nately sto1 

at the point that you find no diffe ranee and that 

is what I would do. 

DR. FO~-lLKES: I understand what you are 

saying but I just refer you back to what Dr, 

Huffaker said, this is Love Canal and in the context 
. . 

of how science has gone forward and ho~-1 it I s been 
. . 

perceived, · the next step I think has to be taken. 

DR. WIESNER: The only argument I would 

raise is that it may be important for us to be 

e::plicit: about the reasons why one is going furthe1 

and that chis is not a necessarily logical excen-
. 

sion of the scientific aooroach. .. 
P11 • ,-; DR. FCWL:<ES: .11e • , ::. ... -S not a usual 

. ... . e:,tension. 

DR, WU: SNER: I a~ not saying it is 

illogical. I am saying it: is acce;>table b1,;: the 

reasons :.ar~ d .: --
.;t·e-,.n~ 

,.. ... Q. quasticns of S · -t :n,,. ..... 
c '---

.. .. .. -
U~ • ~, --• 0 

.;.L~ --..; o-.... • '- - ""' ra~i -i ........ ..... ~t.,.-'w.;,• 
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DR. MILU:~: It all de pen ds en whac you--

I chink, or fo llc1 1s from what you identify t:.o be 

the fundamental nacure or characce:: of t he :,roblem 

in chis co=unity. If you thin~ it is a scientific 

p:::-oblem, then the satisfaction, I mean, by scientiJ ic, 

! mean, I suppose it is a ~hysical or chemical prob~ 

lem, then the satisfaction of the general customs 

and practices that organize cheu1.ical/scientific 

research would seem to be quite sufficient. i.t 

least our contention all along has been that it is 

both a chemical / scientific problem and a social/ 

scientific problem and moreover that the cheu1.ical/ 

scientific r:,roblem is really secondary to the 

social/scientific problem . That is our contention, 

DR, WIESNER: I accept chat but I think 

that if you look at the next step in ~he decision 

tree, after you make that decision , after you say 

we have to take in the social / scientific as~ect of 

!~I$ C 

.·: .:: . o~ a:.r. 

D":") ,_A"!"T!'~~. 
. ~. ~·1 .... --- ., • .,..w u-... t'-u. a­' I.. in ou-:-

I • ,. - • scc::.e ty, we ans;,e r chose ~incs o : qcast~o~s. 

-h. I ._ :..n.< • 

· S'"" . . - "" .,. e:: p licic, i."" - •,,·e . -a l '.... ·.:,.._.:.. .... .::, ~bout abcut 
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provisos t:hat: r .e late to ::he re ::iediatior. because if 

this is precedent settin g , getting tr.a: conce ?C 

elucidated is as i::n;:,ortant as whet:."ier you pick a 

risk assessment or cocparison. It's very important 

that people understand the differences. So that 

where those social /scient ific as::,ects do not a1)ply 

in other circumstances in the future, it may not 

necessarily follow that or.e does indoor air sa:npli t g 

for considerations of habitability and ic•s just 

im?Ortant that that distinction -be made and I didn•t 

feel a need to raise this issue at earl~er ~eetin~s 

because I didn't think we we:.:-s going 

that. I don't think that: su bs equent decisions a-.,. 4.,. 

going to follow after it. There was no difference • 

~ 

.I. am not: making a decision, I am t --.-.: nn just -J ..... e ·t 0 

state that: it ' s very---the contribution th at you can 

make in addition to what ycu t1ave al::-ead y made is 

to be clear that that ?OZtion o= it is e~ p lici~y 

.. • • ~ ,J.: - ... o- -,. 1.1e 1. ... ;,,.;. -~a ._ 1. a.t~ 

.. . , ... -cs·~ ... t .. ... '\ ;.,/ ..... i.J~.;:.,, 
~-, .... . . ._ 

•·e 
'" :.,;.. 

~-.t 
,;..\..~ ... 

t~i ..._:,,.1. ,-t..;:. •-J.•t: 

t:st:.ng. 'f _,::<i,_ C Q _ ':J ... ..,..1.~ ••le T ,,.. .... 
-~ - ., e to soil b~cau~e - t:I. , •• Q -- "" ... ,,.Q 

. . 1 . h .:acre :a:ii :.a!" w:. t . .. ,.. ;. ""'t -··~ . 
·1.: 1.. ... 1... .... ·v·· - -:,·-·""--:~ .•. - ...,_ ..,;\,,,l,, J •., V--

• ' 

, .... "'\ ,~ ~ : ~ ., ,: ~ :': :,.. .. ., ,_ .... ··~~ -•--e -, ;-- ..,_ •.10 ---- ., --~;;;;. ........ 
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control and the neighboT~ood, t~a en~ira 

hood , 

DR, HI.!..LER: Tha ED .. ; o-:- the in ciiv id~sl 

neighborhood? 

S'!' QT 
~ 

T l<j~ • - .... -. 
nei3hb0rhood that is cha unit that ~e ara looki~g a~ 

and we gat to a point where :hare is no diffa:enca . 

a.td in addition to that, tt.ara is nc sin g lg obsel:'Va ­

tion in those po o lad samples ta!cen from that 
•• ? 

neighborhood in the EDA that is abova 20 parts pe: 

billion and the 20 oarcs oer bill i on are ~ul:i r.lieci 

by 50 and would you to :ha ona. ,., .. ~,. .. ,.~ --111•c ·n 
. . . ""'~ ... - ;.1 ,.. ~··---- • 

Now, age.in I'c going back to th~~ ong pa?"t 

per million standard here and I a~ di~iding that. 

by 50 because there are 50 subsam pl es in ~~are and 

if it's really true that there is nothi~ g in ~~e~e 

a~ there is no individual measure:::ent of those 

"oo !.e ci s.::::" le .s er.a.: would ;;e ... ._, 20 9i! ~ts a c-o-•o _ 
.. . . . ; , l ' o_ .... ...,on, cten maybe that ~ould be assu: c n=e enou;h 

that we could say that that nei shbcrhoocl wcu!t ba 
. 

~assed 07er ~ith r~soect to th at ,~ rcic ~ls ~ c h~~ i~s-' . . 
i';l tho t 

.., .... _.,.._ 
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again and we don 1 t have tha scanJards. 

DR . STOLINE: V!cay . 

DR.i-rrr.r.;::a: ':,e ha·,re done thee ali:aad:•. 

DR. :i'CHU<ES.: You are su gge stin g no control 

or comparison? 

DR. STOLIN:::: That has to be satisfied too, 

If there is no difference bet~ ·ieen the control, t,·?O 

things have to oe satisf~ed, the fi=st thing is 

that there is no statisticel difference betwe!!!n the . . 

control and that . those EDA a:easu.::eoents oz: the ·-

~easureme.i.ts out of that neighborhood, that is the 

first thi ng , and tha second thin g is that no 
. . 

individual ~easure~ent out of the .EDA in those . . . 

pooled sa~ples be above 20 parts per billion. 

DR. WINKZLSTEIN: I would like to corn~ent 

on Paul•s sta tement . I think there is a scienti f ic 

it isn't s t rictly a soc~al reasoning of t~~in g che 

to this th ing, 

-~: 
five out of one hund!'ed houses will e:i:cee-:i !; h:? 

. . t li ,, .. Ll.:'n i or so :nething is · so ~ 

;,cobability , :nay be only o-.,e , f ive , ·~-:e Con':: 

0 ,, ~ C o ::t~ S --' 
~,... ... ., "" ... ..,, ... 10 
c;;. .... -- - ,- \,. ~ ~ -- • I :=e.:an, I dcn•t; 

I 

https://easureme.i.ts
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-'T"\ ... t hink it WO'..!ld be acceptable in the t,!.;J .. ·:. .. c.o-'- fiv e 

houses out of a hundred co have unac ce ptable levels 

of c hemica l s in them, I ~ean, a chemical d~Ca r~in a-

tion, !!'laybe the ocher members would differ wi th 

me but I don 1 t think that is an acce?table nu~ber, 

! think they wanted it co be p:ob abl y that ncn e be 

or even if we do the testing , that the probability 

will never be one hundred pe-:-cent , obv i ously . 

T~is will make e r rors but ---

D~. WIE SNER: No , Th;? statis tical 

le:n . is getting su r:ficien:: power anc se nsi t i•1ity co 

make st:ate.:i:ents abou:: it a .re going to be g".'eat · nc . 
. . 

matte r what you do , - •"-""" ,. ) 
r .-,~ an 

it g~cs back to, as Mike said, you could sa y ycu 

wan ted ten ti::ies, you ~1ante d t o ciet:ect: r.o di f fer .en• e 

~., ·-~ or you wanted to detect one - tent ~ cf chat a you 

wan e to have a certain ca:tainty th ee yo~ a -·~ ·-
it and you a re 

.. , .. , a- - . . . 
Q .i.u ./ .:> . '" .., ... : ' ,t t; :l~ ':""a C 

, ... --u •• , ... t:. ...... ,-w 1 'n , .. :"'a~ .... and .I ., ::cul.:i d -..1-c ~ .. .; ~n 
- J'-&. - .:i ;" - _.._ 6 '" to ·•. u,-....: -~ . ,_ "" ... -./ ♦ 

~'"'I,., ,- t.. .... , _ . ···o ,1 • ;:' ~ .... 'l"'\r • tb.ir:.g is chat .. .,:, - ho ;;. C ~~ l°" - . ... ...: ... i.•'-'- ..<,t .... 

- .... - .... • ... ,.. .... .... -"' .. .: .... .. ' .. !Ir, ... i... , .. J .- ' . ') ": ... ....... o · • . .. , .... ..,, __ _.r--· · e, --• · '-••-"-:.-- --

... ':') ...... , .. . "'!"'f, , ~ 
~ ,.._""-.,, .., ..... ,: .., •1 --. ... ...:. ,.) : ..... .... loo, - • ""'""" • • .. .............. - -
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DR. WIESNZR: 

because you are going to 6e t int:o t hes e other vari 

abl2 s like Pat brou gh t up a~ci a r.:: going to get: 

into the error of the technique Jut that is tr~e 

in life, in general . 

C:i.\IRN;\N WEI.TY: Well, I still think ~1e 

ar2 down to the point of having so:::e ag l:ee:.:ent on 

the fact that houses need to be done and ~-:e cen . 

include or we lcome wliatever you write ti p in ter;.; s 

of the rationale f o r doing air, indoor air samplin; 

on houses. That: is in the case :·1!1ere there is no 
: 

On the right: hand branch of that: 

the:-e were differences and you find cha .:iical X or 

chemical Y and is this biologically significent 

and then 1•1e get down to the standard and i: 1 ::i not 

quite su::e ho~~ we would set: the standards or '.10,·1 

wcu l d ••10-', -..... ; 

l'\R ',·l j!•frr;;,' ·:.s~~ T ~{ . Th~ra is one other - • _ .. ,I,~ -- -· • 

c:-its:-ior. that is not :::en::.:!.onad thiit ha;; tc :;e 

J - • • L • - .... _~,..,, ._ ·•-:t .,.. o u,~-- ":,....,,C".--.... --i... .... __ ""'____ --i• _ ..... c 

' 

. . .. 
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th~t let• s say e·hera is si:t and the thre e · are 

dete=~ined to be ha~itable on the first go around 

but those three a:i:-e located, as it we re, randomly 

i:1 the EDA and there is a dif:ce=ence between them • 
• 

Sup[)ose that the three ar~ conti guous and lo g i.::all:, 

interconnectad, in other ~-1ords, that they are the 

least likely to be conta minat:ed. I mean, l think 

there is a decision to be made t:here. Under that 

condition you would be likely to . declare those th:i:-e~ 

neighborhoods habit:able but if they were randomly 

located throughout the area, you might declare 

those three neighborhoods uninhabitable or the 

whole EDA. lit any rate , I thin!< we need 1:0 · discus 

that and that needs t o be made explicit in t:er:ns 

of a criterion, doesn ' t it? . . 

CHAIRHAN WE!l'Y: I think probably the 

most problematic thing to do would be to wait unti: 

you have a chance to actually look ac the neighbor· 

hood and then once you c ocie U? with a neighbo:.hood, 

.. .. ~·1e would !cnow a little bit bettar ho,•1 to ha ndle 

~ that . que s"' ion . 

Da. Mir.r.:::R: ti ell, ha is :na!~ing a rather 

nice o: cuts 
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intc that · com~unity, you gerry~ander, then the 

probability is rather high that each one of those 

will be contiguous with the outlying, the non-EDA 

area, right? But, you are also then ~axi~izir.g 

the number of losses to habitability that you will 

have should one given area be proven uninhabitable . 

You see, so, I ~ean, in ter::is of getting 

the biggest bank for the buck, the 1:1axi::iu.n number 

of houses that cculd be lived in actually judged 

habitable and subsequently occupied, then the 

pressure is for a larger number of small a'!"eas, 

DR. WI~K_E LSTE IH: Ilut se_e, . this is going . . 

I to cause a huge . problem. Let s take ?robably the 

simplest design, how are you going to deal with it~ 

I guess that 1 s too small. You would have to ha ve 

more neighborhoods. 

· DR. MILLER: You have also got a hole in 

the middle of it . because of the canal itself, 

DR. WINY~LST~IN: New, it's eas y if thase 

neighborhoods turn cue co be habitable, it causes 

us no problem, but if it's this neighborhood, chis 

neighborhood , and this neighborhood prov~ co be 

~nirihabitable, what a:e you going to do? 

you going to say? 
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DR. MlT.IJcR : Well , you see, th~ ,,,o rld 

doesn•t end hei:e. If you have a bigger r,roblem, iJ 

in face this one is habitable and these two a re.n I t:, 

do you see? 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: That is the same thing, 

yes. 

DR. MILLER: No, it isn•t: because over 

here, this is 92nd and 91st. 

DR. WINKELSTSii~: But: we have t:o set that 

criteria as well in advance. We can•t - wait until 

after it's all done, because if yo_u don•t, you•ra 

-going to be in, again, an endless controve .rsy. 

CHAI~!AN t<iELTY: All I am saying is that 

if all , the neighborhoods that they define are 

contiguous with areas outside the EDA, then it may 

not be a problem but: if you have an isolated neigh­

borhood, it: might be siciple to write in a criteria 

that it needs to be contiguous with anothe::: neigh­

borhood that is habit ab le. That would be relative· 

17 si1.1ple. Isn I t tl'.:1 t the point ycu are trJing to ·· 

make? 

Well, I guess whac I 

a~ grappling with is , che orobl-e ,:i that in . . o~:av!ous . 
axacinations of the habitability issue , it was 

. ---.... -.... --
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thought that you had to declare the whole EDA 

habit ab le. We have dee ided to worlc to,,ards neigh­

borhoods which I think we a re a 11 agreed i .s the 

logical way to go, but: we still have the problem o. 

the criteria by which we will accept habitability . 

It 1 s clear that if you have an isolated neighbor­

hood surrounded by nonhabitable areas, there is a 

good argument to declare it not habitable, Cn th, 

other hand, !:he peo ple whose prop ert y is the re, if 

they are still there, may , you know, :uay not like 

t:h·at decision, They will ~ say well why don• t you 

t:reat us equally with the other habitable area tha1 
.. 

you declared . habitable, 

DR. FOWLKES: Yes, in the most extrece 

case you would have some th ing like this where these 

are the only two t~at are habitable, they are 

contiguous with each other but they are contiguous 

with all the other areas that aren't habi ta ble and 

these ara contiguous with what is outsid2 the EDA. 

So, you have got th is sort o! a cor e in ::he in:!.dd le. 

I DR. WIES(lER: I think that s a crit:er:!.on 

that ac::ual ly could be fairly aa:;ily w::-it::2r. , _tha t: 

the decision as far as habi::a;,ility of an7 naighbo::­

hood has to be ,laced in the conte~t cf~~~ whola 

. : 

https://crit:er:!.on
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EDA and conti gu ous neighborhoods anci chat yo u can' 

do what the OT-rl su ggested, ,1as to c1o i ncremental 

habitation because you ~ay en d up dec l a=i ns sccie­

thing habitable and then you find out tha t every­

thing around it isn 1 t. 

DR. FOWL'CES: It co uld be habitable but 

not: residentially via b le and they are t,10 d:!.fferen1 

things. 

DR. WIESNER: That you can wr it e at the 

. ., h en d o ... t at . 

DR. HUFFAKER : Socia really weird thir.gs 

came out down on 3rd. Th is row of h ouses sics ou1 
. . 

here a11 · by i _::se if° where you drive in and a long 

ways from the canal and also the:::-e 's a ':eti:-e :uent 

area and a sc h ool and also so :.ie houses u::, nera ana 

it would be very eas y co block those o ff as ~., ,,e . _., t"::. 
.,;i;- . -- .. - . 

and apart fr om the uo he ::~ • 

nea~ the co:ne~ by the fi=3 s tcition . 

-~""-':I - ... 1 i ·'-~ .::.·~.~u 1_a· :,e e- .. •--a- ... ,: - - """ 

,. .. : . 1 f' a i... ""ne - -. l.CSe __ • 

ci.c te -c:nin at ::.en ··'~ .... , ., t 
w i. .. ¥-.. --

. • . n ._, _ ~ c<a ..: ase -i -. -:,o ..... 
.... - ':'l •'"-•""'lf"' . .. - ... -··-
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as you would nor:'.:lally do to 

whet:her ycu might end up ~·iith soi:'".at:hing being 

isolated. I cea n, it should be a c!escri ;, tion o:: 

the faces and not an attem" .~t: tc ore-,are for wh2t-. . ' 

ever ki::1.d o f decision s are raade dc~-m the line . 

DR. 

DR. WIESNER: Just like ciio :: in , 

CHA I X ·!A:N WELTY : Let's move on then to th, 

point in the tree where -~?e have diffe1:enc;s ana • :-;e 

a re back t o c he.:ii ca l X is higher in t:he ED,➔ than i1 

the contro l an d the question is , is thi s biologic-

al ly si 0a~, --=~i~a~'.c a-.· d Dau•_., Tt~ •. ,o~ a·e-tn ~ T~~~~ ,,cu - "' --- ..,,_ •• ... - - '"" ... ...._ .. o · · · •·- - .t 

h-ad in .:1ind in tercs of this, t he standards, · above 

stan dard and be lo, -, stan dard s. 

DR . WIE SNER: We 11, I put stan dards _in 

parent he ses th ere . • I me an, I ch ink :,ou ;~culd ha,,e 

to have a group of people state whether t~ey could 

say, listen, ic' s obvious ~rom all of the oc~er 

occunat:ional and anvi~on~enta l dat:a an:!~ tc: -:icol •;,g:_r.-

. • I • • . : '!. <- C"~ al data, just on the fz ce of it, .-
• ,.. 

0 , .. , 
• 
~ ::-:.a: - V - .__ 

this level is not a r is ~ . 

th&:: , che:1 you are gcin£ to !"la·, ~ to so tc a "'o ~~" , - .. ---~ 
~isk assass~ene for chose di£ferancas. 

.~H ., T !?~.! ,':,_ ~.'t '·]::" 7 _T"T • ...... ··-·-··· ... . ---... ~ ':iho would w~ke 
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dete::mination, thouz;h, ,·1hat group ? 

Dt> '·'I'"'S"_ ..., · Well, you have got lots of .... n .l!. • "~ "'" 4 

2 risk assess ment stuff in here already, ?Otentially 

3 here already. The EP:~ is going to have to set U? 

4 a group of ris k assessors. We clearly cannot wricE 

a ~isk assessment on each one of these chemi~als 

6 when the media is under consideration and that is 

7 going to have to be an open process . 

8 DR. M!!.!..ER: But I thou 6h i: that was wh7 

9 we were going to comparison strategy, noc so that 

10 we would find curse lves backed up into risk assess· 

11 ment:s again but sillply because we were goir.g to sa : 

12 on the basis of the diffe reiice a lone. 

13 DR. WIESNER: Okay. I think that: is an 

14 acceptable thing if you want: to .stop where it sa:,s , . 
1S chemical Xis greater in the EDA than in the 

16 control and if chis group 1,anted to say once that 

17 is found, the likelihood of that being habitable i : 

18 so s.:iall, ,~t-1,-: (' 1 1+. 4t 
-- .... .., -~\,, ,I.. • 

19 ,.. " .,,,,.,._ ",~., . 
;J :.'\. • .,., V .. ' ;: ., ,. '"...:,. .;,'\, " daviat io n , 

20 :•1hatevar statistical :naasure ;Tou have. 

21 DR. WINKELSTE!}! : .. r1e 1 • .:.. , I thi~k chac t ha t 

is what we have to do a t this St ~n~ o~ ~h e ~~- a - o- - - .:,- ... ~-. 

23 I .c_, •. -"~ .c -f n-1 ~ d 1.· ~ ..: ,:,, - '.) nc"' ·1 -> tie h ave i:O sto?• 
.. "" g - -'·- ' ; -:v - - - - -

.,.. ___ ....... ., ........... ,w, ,..,.. ....... 

, 

.. . 
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simply have to say, as of, you kno -:-1, this ·:!.s not 

re:nunib le forever. They may wan: to re-exa:!!ine 

the cr iteria but I would be o.:eooreci . to vot(,! fo::: . 

that at this stage of the game because othe~•iise w: 

have to go back to the prav ious page and start ove: • 

DR. POHLAND: Well , I think we have ra!?id· 

ly reached, after eve:::ything is thought: about: on 

how much it: Has going to take to do ti}a t, •;;e would 

rapidly reach the sa::ie decision · we h ave down he::-e , 

can•t re:nediate and if only again on an econoo:!.c 

basis, the decision would be mnde not to go any 

fa:::the:::, meaning basica ll y that it would be cheape, 
. . 

to buy ever yb ody out than do all t ·he work . 

Now·, the unfortunate part of that kind of 

a decision, again, is that you lose all of this 

scientific inquiry that can obviously ccntri!::ut:e 

to the state of the knoHledge and help us elsewher(. 

DR . FOWLKES: It's not that it coulcln•t 

be done, Ou~ I th.i~k it cculd be 3apa!'a~eC. cc: :C1:o: 

habitability in a cer.::ain ~-1ay, you know, thinki-:1g 
.: : 

about it, t:he reasons for r.-o 1.· n,,. "' _, 

indivi~ual house testing on t~e 

of the tree a-re the same r~asons fo'!: net "O ~ nr.­o - C 

further ~1it:1 t:::e b~lo":•7 standarC. Do yea s~e ,.:hat r 
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am sayin g ? . The y are the sa me set o f scciolo g ical 

considerations t hat once you have go t a co mmon sen e 

notion of wha t your h abitable area is and scoe 

section of the EDA falls be lo w it, the likelihood 

of being able to ''sell '' that neigh borhood---

DR. i11LLER: Well, then there is rea:ediat , • 

The question t hen is, can it be cleaned u p bu t I 

don• t think you can enter into so mething where y ou 

say, if you have got a difference and the directio 1 

of the difference is compatible with the ccnc lusio 1 

that there is a chemica .l contamination, significan 1 

.chemical contamination in t ha EDA, then ,, e are goi! g 

to sit down · and ask ourselves what it ·mean ·s becaus" 

I think once you do that it becomes another case o : 

one man• s fish is another man's poison . I =an, 

you are right back to the lack of st:andards and ho t 

the re is no a g ree cent on it. 

DR. WIESl\"ER: I agree ~vir:h r:h at:. 

f li ? th e coin on t h at. The risk en th a t , and I 

r:hink it's a su bstantial risk, you :ai ght f i ne! a 

c he mical action and I can • t g ive you t~ese names 

eithe r because I am not a to~ i co l og ist, y ou mi gh t 

. . l ' . find a chem i cal action at ?arts ' oer . o~ - l on 

1-;hich neve r ca u ses ., h as ne ver been known t o ca use 
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a problem for any animal or any human as a median 

in the EDA and you might . find that: same cheu1ical 

at .1 parts per billion in the control area and 

t:hose are statistically significantly different . 

DR. FOWU<:ES: Why are we looking at that 

checiical then? If it has neve:: been known to cause 

any trouble to anybody - --

DR. SI PES: There is also the factor of 

DR. WIESNER: That is a very good point . 

There surely is a relationship to what chemicals 

one is cho?s ing to loo!~ at and that is oasea • • on 
. . 

this criteria that you set up be fora . I think tha! 

is a very good question and if that happened, we• 1 

s ay t:he chemical was a carcinogen bu.: at a hun_ired 

parts per billion, just for th~ sake of discussion, 

and you found two parts per billion at the median 

and . 1 parts per billion in the control of the EDA 

and the control and it ,: as statistic a!!7 

ly different - -

T;:'.,... not n DR . '.fI . . T ... ., . Why clea it: t.p ? 

, . , 1 DR. FCwLKES : \"e - , 

up , see, , a-:-a back to the · You "1ou s tandards. are 

saying! thi~k whe=e there 3~e s:anda~ds, usa them. 

.. 
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r,,T":'S"7R. DR • \, ...,...., .Ll~ .. • T_,~ s~yin~ .;s . ... ~-, 

an epide miologist would ask when there is a 

sta.:istical difference, '"-n' ,, -
a;:-e there biological signific an ca. 

DR. FCiWLKES: Du:: t·!e ruled out our findin 

those answers ou::selves if the infor:::ation is not 

the re and r- th ink we a:::-e suggesting a t :-10:::0 ld 

approach. rf there is no infor~ation the::e, 

what you have told us about •·iha:: is involvec in 

setting standards for dioxin is so dauntin~ · that 

to build that into o~r pro ce~s of criteria for 

habi::abili~y, but if .there are standards there and 

we have so~e ~ay .of assessing che meaning of the 

d . ~~ 
1.:.:: _ere nee s, that is a t•1hole different t hing, isn • , 

it? I think you are su ggestin g t hat there ~ight 

be a standard there to dra~~ on in sor.1::! cases and 

then you can maybe go further but where thez-a a r e 

no standards to draw on, the :,u!;, lie ,,e t'c2 :,t ion is • <' • 

:;c:.n~ to be that here is a habi:::;;i!,la ne ishoc:.:hoo:! 

on the one hand , accepta~ly haoicaola nei ~hborhoo d 

and here is Love C~n~l ~nd ,.h., 
-

,_i 
:.., -

....... ~"-a O ,~ 
Q --- \,.\,,,.,.1. this - ls~p 

"'~"'"··" 
. ~elow standard and ::a in-.:-~ st 

effort into all t~e business ot settinz st a~dards 

.. .. 
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going to backfire not only in terms of tiQe and 

money but it looks as though nobod y in'lol,,ed 

officially or scientif .ically is ~-,illin g to li..._,e 

for the idea that so meth ing might not be habitable 

Do you see what I'Q saying? 

So, you are saying eiche 

you r e mediate the area or· declare it uninhabitable 

rather than trying to look at so~e sort of 

standards? 

DR. :::'OWLKES: We 11, Fred is right . What 

we could decide, the scientific kno~•iledge base tha 1 

wou ld result is certainly desira:ile but I thin!< th, t . . . 

his to be se parat ed out froo what can practicably 

be done. 

DR. POHLA1'1D: Yes. I think , well , what 

is happenin~ is you are sending yourself down the 

route that we all followed on dioxin because you 

are going to get cau ght uo into this maze of 

uncertainty and ! dor. 1 t chink thilt is .:i :::a lat a:, le 

i=?le rnentation strategy fo= criteria set here and ~: 

t:hin!<.in g about it, :iy co::ioent ~bout th2 loss ot 

s cientific inquiry surel y could be acco~~odst~d by 

sorae ot~er stud y baycnd this ~Qint , 

1'h ~ .. , " ri,_;, .. • ._ .... _..,, c; .. ~""· I :.nean, you 

https://t:hin!<.in


1 

2 

3 

4 

s 

8 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

. 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

1559 

would hope someone would get so ~e i un ::!in~ ar..d be 

able to look at ii: as a scienti f ic :,roblem ar,ar.t: 

free the issue of habitability , 

DR, PCH LAND: And I think \•:hat ! am hear· 

ing fro~ our social scientists is c~ac chey wanted 

to have a further exploration in that case where 

the initial decision was one that was favorable 

toward habitation and the•, orefer no:: to have or:e - . 
beyond the initial decision that is against habita· 

tion because of social values • 
. 

DR, FOWLKES: The issue is credibility on 

both s ices. 

DR. ?OH L.~ND : Well, e ,ren l.. ,_~ or:., oresu::ies ·-
that scientifically to those res?ective poi:1ts, 

. 
well , the models and methods p~r:nitted us to stop, 

I think T~hat you are i:n?os:!.ng now are social issue: 

that carry us---ei,ther stop us there or ca:-r'J us 

beyond that , depending U?On whether the ans~ •1e!'.' 5.s 

yes o:= no • 

,.. ·r. , Lrr'.... "' • T th'- 1 at -•~,~ oi'nt ~ - ._1.;.L<, '-~ • -;.) ? . 

probably need to spend a little bit cf t:!.:.ie on 

che:.iicals since we have a 3 0 1 c leek co::io.unity 

discussion and---

~h zt have we ccncluded 

https://t:!.:.ie
https://i:n?os:!.ng
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here? 

CH,<\IR?,fA..'l WELTY: Well, just to Su l:lmarize 

the way I interpret your com:net'tts and discussion, 

we. are looking at neighborhoods---

DR. POHLAND: I am wondering about this 

last issue where we found a difference·. w:1at have 

we cone luded we are going to do, . dac la re ic unin­

habitable? 

CHAIR1'1AN WELTY: Either re.mediate or stop, 

Isn• t that what the people are saying? 
. 

~ . 

Di_dn• t _we agree that if we 

had some insight into the meaning and source of 

the difference, that that could then be a basis fi:>1 

remediation and you could remediate but in a lot oJ 

cases you are not going, that is noc going to be 

the re. 

DR. POHLAND: Sc, you are just saying---

DR~ SIPES: That see:!ls to me to be dange-:-, ..:s 

I think ~·1hat Paul 1,ias tryini co sc-.y before and ag ain 

.. 
it is scanda~ds, ! hate co ment ion it ag ain, a ra we ··· 

doing anybody a service by sa7ins , S?e~d all cha 

~oney for remediation or decla,e it uninhabitable 

control and two ryarts • • billion in cha ED~ and cer 
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the. only study that has ever been dor1e has sho1 -m 

chat if you feed rats one part per million for cwo 

years, they get cance ·r and you have chis huge 

difference there in concentration or dose and ., 1ust 

to ma~e the statement that this concencration in · 

::he soil hera is t~•,o parts per billion, thac is no~ 

the dose that p~ople are e~rosed to, They a re 

not getting anywhere near that . That is what is 

in the soil. "£hat is not what they are being 

exposed co . So, the difference is becomin:1; even 

greater and so we ·are here arguing about, you know , 

nu:nbe rs and I think maybe that is where Dr. 
. . 

Silbergeld · in her s::atemeni: was saying, so..iething 
. 

along th e lines of :o.aybe if there are some ways to 

do this without perhaps a formal risk assess ::ient, 

but from ,;-;hat I hear you saying, that is dangerous, 

right? 

DR. WIESNER: I think there a:re SO\?:e 

• ~laces thac i~ could be sc obvious if ycu listen:, 

che toxicologists, certain levels that you cion •c 

have co do a for~al ris~ assasscent to ~aka a 

I st:ate:nent that there is a prob lea o= ther.a isn t 

,_u.. ..., ~ •na' W est 0~ ~ .. ;,.. ~e-... "'' -"-'-~~11 
• -in " Ph~~ -•"1.o O-'""'.; ~ -~ ~r 

V ""· - ... ... e-- -.. 
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you that: the other ?a-rt of =ha t cz-~-a says, ~-1hat: if 

you find chemical Y higher in cha control than the 

and is the logical ex::ension tl1e re then that 

:7ou cust: ;:az.1ediace or c!ec lara uninhabi::abla the 

cheraicals i n the cont1:ol araa . 

DR. Wil:li.<E LS'!'EZ.N: The wo::-ld is not quite 

pe.:fect a::.d ! think logically, if we ~-;er .. all 

lo::;icu!. , I ct1ink the ans .-:er would be ;:,rc.;a~l:,- ;•o:i 

ha•, e to loo!~ into the p;:-obla::i in t:he cont:::-ol ~::-ea 

but we wouldn't . 

DR. WIESNER: You would look at ~hat you 

thought was a iignificant level . 

Da. • . FOWU~S; But the cont=ol z~ea has 

already been definad by the oeoole ;;ho live in it . . 

as not: a proble~atic area. ~ie have to assu~e 

cost ::ieo;;ile really don't li!,e · lea·:ing tr.a neighbor· 

l ; .... hood they have chosen to their houses th~ 1 
- V -

.;h ey ha·,e mac!e an in ve st::ient in ir.c! :.s 

"'a -::~ ! ~~hooc! -~A. •nt~ 1.'t "." l""'.,•~ - -- Rafn~··~-c•·o ..... _.. - ........ .l., ,!) .. - --., -
1 . .... , " 1 --.• .,. •. ,._. t.. ... t: .,. 0' .. 1 ~ · ... -:i : , _ :" .; n•.--1----- l,,,i •• - .I. .. ~----~ .. """-.... ~-, - - ... - ... 

!:2 rce T --- "',..~ .. --<..i_ ~ ~ _ , r,:: ;..on "'·"O, • 1 ~ . ~ ... ... •.. 0" ,l 
I .... - .... . . 

• - ., 

.~,...._, '! , ..... .. · th-- · ·c,.,,.;; :.,,. :, . ...._ .:r: -
-"" . -- ..... 1 -"'-o~ ..... ... ~i.. , .· . ..., __ ....,...:, · ·-·· ·'C>- .. _ - . -
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!.n otha . 
___ ..., , 
~ ..,..-;:,_ s -:" '-~a ► \.,i,;. ~ ;1ould not: be the razction . 

,;•ib.at: is th~ ~eaning of th.i s leve 1 and do ~ve ne-ad t i 

do further testing. 

Evan in a ceighbo~hood that 

has been---

DR. WIESNER ; Absolutely. 

DR. FCWLKES: Ccnventionall7 defice cl =s 

safe, as accepted as sa~e? 

DR . WIESNEJ : Yes. 

-,, 
JJ .,. F C~1 Lr.J'!:.S : That it ra .isa s dou~t:s --h-" -r: .. >,· 

DR. ,•TI,;-S"n;, R • , ...... 'Vo5 the people ••:ou ld ..... ~ and ·-
become worried about le vels that other people woul c 

n6t be worried about. 

ca,;:, I?.Z.r.;N WE L'l'Y : I think the only -:,;~j" to 

handle that, thcugh , is to look at the che micals 

that you are going to oeasure and t :~en j'O'.l h~ 1.·e to 

T ,.. &... .: :1' "' .._ L. C"""' a::e ... 1,,. .. 1._."" ._ ....... '-

:;~ca.~se basicall y ~' C:U ar~ goin :; to !ind t he~a d ,!"'-

f::rences ar\d wa ::iizht 

.;:,.o,,- ~..,-!--~~- ... : .. ,,3 .... !eve ls of c cn-:e:-n u c 
• ,.,. - \ . I,,. "'""•- t.• .. t;. _ . .. _ -

en.ti! 
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may be t:he ;iroble:n that wa got: at t he De l.:1oni •:o 

Buildi~~ in California when one oi things they 

wanted or they said they would like to see was a 

ccm~arison with other occu9ied buildings and so 

they said, fine, and set about finding buildings t, 

sa:nple and t hey didn•t get into anything . 'f'h<> c.; t· 
- - - ,I 

buildin3s, they asked some of the city building 

managers i f they could sample their buildings and 

they thought: that was a sple.idid iclaa until the . 

mayor heard about it and threw the whole bunch out 

and said, ~·,hat a;re you· going to ao if 7 0-..i find sor:2 -

thing in. there and there is no sa.:ipling dcna i:i. t~."! 

control building out there as a result of that. 

We have a very real possibility ! think 

here of going into a neighborhood and sa y ing we 

want ;:o do sa:n pl ing and the people think about 

very long, ,·ie may be told to go down the road, f O't' 

the very r~ a::;on tt1at ta 11.-:ing a~oct no~· . . 

.. Co ~~e reall y ~•1ant to t,now an d wha t ,,:i ll i,,e tall 

t:he m about these levels when t he y star~ 

Th is is not a frivolous observation. T_ et..-:..,! .. " ... 1s ,,,i -·-~"' . -.\.o. 

ver:• r eal . 

::e will h.i•.1e to '.Juilcl o:.:tr 
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own sam?le houses in the control dist.:ict . 

DR. SIPES: · There p!."obably is so::ie of the : 

that could be bought. 

CHAIRMl,N WELTY: I don•t know if we want 

to discuss this further or if ,,1e are ready to move 

on to chemicals. 

DR. WIESNER: I think t:he consensus is or 

the general views of each individual scientist is 

that you stop there. I think maybe two or th?."ee 

think differently. 

·-
DR. WIN'KELSTEIN: I guess I fee 1 that we ~-

- . 
· ha ve got enough trouble up to this · point. We can •.• 

solve the whole thing and I just thin!< that · for the 

present moment, for present issues, the question 

is co dece.rmine the habitability and having taken 

this strategy which may or ma y noc be a good 

strategy or may or may not stand scrutiny b7 others, 

we have to have some consistency and I think that 

cha~ decision criterion Nas, if there is no dif-

. ference, habitability and if there is a di f ference, 

nonhabitability , ~aybe not foreve= but for the 

ooment . 

.DR. WIESNER: Well, the decision !."eally 

was, no difference, potentially habitable; 
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difference, no:: potentially habitable . 

DR. WINK.EI.STEIN: Under the present set o : 

assumptions and I thi nk that would be reasonably 

logical, I agree with everything e l se you ha ·.;e sai< 

and pointed out here , they may not be. You know, 

either condition, we may be making an error. Ther, 

is certainly a possibility there is an error in 

these conditions and our judgment of nonhabic­

ability may be wrong or our judgment of habitabili1 y 

may be wrong. 

DR. SIPES: If you want to take the eas y 

' 
road out, then you just indicate tha t it' ·s not 

. 
habitable because these differences are here and 

you have solved your problem, but I don• t know if 

that is the best approach. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: I don • t think we ha ve 

taken the easy way out under any circumstances herE • 

This is a very prickly road here. 

CHAIRHAN WELTY: Well, :nayb e :-1e do ta 1! 

. ,.··: about the specific chemicals, it will be more 

tangible in ter:ns of what potential si tua:: ions 

might arise and how we would handle them. So , 

could we just .:efer to page 11 in the crite r i on 

docume nt and turn the floor over to D ::-. S i!)e s he ·:e 
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to give some consideration, since our time is 

short , to chemicals that we want to include in 

this criteria? 

DR. SIPES: I have some ideas written dow • 

and I guess I have got them lost in all this paper 

here. I will see if I can just find them . Okay. 

I have had some questions on the chemicals. I 

don 1 t think there is any need for discussing the 

dioxin . We discussed that enough and we know why 

that was taken . 

Maybe we sho u ld also have available this 

document . that might Mike at great effort, 'I must 

admit and I want to thank you for doing that, 

prepared it relative to going through the document: 

and picking out examples or picking out chemicals 

from the EDA canal and control but---

• DR. WIESNER: That l.S the September 17th 

memo? 

DR. SIPES: Yes, the Se ptembe-.:- 17:h ce ;.10 • 

ii'or e;cample, now , we have had table l i)efore where 

we can go down and look at the highest concent;:-a­

tions of the chemical found in the EDA versus com­

paring that to the canal and the control and what 

I have t-.:-ied to do previously was go through the 

.. 
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volu:ne . 3 he re and pick out :ny 0,1n list: of chemical. 

and there is somewhat of a reasonable agreement 

here, looking for chemic a ls that had a higher con­

cent ration in the canal than they did in the EDA. 

So, for exa:nple, if we look at chemicals 

16 and 18, 1,4-dichlorobenzene and 1 ,2 -dichloroben · 

zene. We can see that indeed 1 ,4 and 1,2, there 

are differences there between the canal and the 

EDA. However; if you go bac[<. and look at that , 

those nuo.bers 178 and 138 come from two samples. 

F9r e:cample, in the soil, I looked this u'p again, 

only two out of the 13l; shallow soil samples 

show these valu•s . SQ, out of 134 .to 137, it's 

not that critical. They were mea sur ing only two 

samples that showed up in a quantifiable manner •. 

· So, that is just some of the prob leras .chat 

we have encountered here. 

DR. WIESNER: Where did -ho 9l ~6 come from? '- -
DR. SIPES: The 9 46 is fro::i t he sa::1e daca , 

, . 
" only chat is the canal. 

DR . WIESNER: And how :nany s a:np le s '? 

' DR. SIPES: I can do that but I didn I t go 

thrcufh that and do chat. So, y ou ca~ see that the 

problem ,·ie he :-e , --.:-; p ic ke d sa::: o le s out e u ::> t ·No 
' 
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of 134 t:hat you could quantify and those are the 

values. Now, I thought when I origina 1 ly :!:'ea d thi: 

that these were re asonable sa m!?les because, first: 

of all, they were derived from the Love Canal and, 

secondly, they should migrate to the soil and, 

thirdly, they cou l d also be ~onitored as a volatil, 

because they are a volatile, you can also monitor 

them in the air and they have also appeared on man; 

of the other lists, your list:, that was so me of th i 

target chemicals that yo u had had and I have seen 

them on other lists, S6, I think they are reason· 

able fro:ri the point o f. view that they _ ::ieet: the 

criteria that they 1-1ere higher in the cana+ than . 

they are in cha EDA but: we have this p roblem of 

low frequency of encounc.er. 

So, a:;e they good mar tcer chemica l s ? That 

is something ·Ne need to discuss. I wish l could 

say that they were. 

So, r h ave raised t n at issue and said tha , 

perhaps they t•1ere found in quantitative amounts in 

the indoor air sa:i ?l es a.:d you f ee 1 better about tt 

dat:a here ~-;here out of 804 sa!:!ple .s, 135 were 

positive a~d £or one er the cichlorobenzene and S5 

out of 304 :or t~e !.,4 dichlorobenzene. So, at 

.. 

e 

https://encounc.er
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least in tne indoor air they are a litt !.e mo:::e 

frequently encountered. 

DR. WIESNER: What table was that? 

DR. SIPES: I would have pi cked t:hac data 

up by looking through some of t:he material sent to 

me by H;.1zHill. So, see, this is not: as Mike can 

attest: t:o, it is not an easy cask . There is data 

here and there relative to the number of sa mples 

and what you pick up and then there were various 

levels, but I found that in a report that was out 
.. 

of that saoe document: that H!·1zHill had prepared 

so---cH 2M Hill, r•ci so:::ry about that _~ especially 

I got my check, but I don•c tn.ink that: is really · 

the dat: a. I did chec!c those. So, I am a little 

bit concerned on that choice. 

The other grou p of chemicals that ara 

listed here, let I s talk about the l, 4 and 1, 2' 

2, 4, 5 tetrachlorobenzene. Th is is on page 11 of 

tne RECR.~ docu~ent. Th ose chemica-ls perhap s shou .1d 
-~· 

be e li:ninated because they weren• t real ly found in 

the EDA in any reasonable number o~ sa mple s. In 

f act, I think they were esse:i.c:ially all negative, 

The trichlo:::obenzenes, at leas t according to EP~\ 

re port . So, ~-1ha:: I have here is a review o f ::he 
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data analysis provided by Dr. Stolir.e and Martha 

?-lonserrate suggests that 1,2,4 t:-richlorobenzene 

has not been found in shallow soil in the EDA 

or canal area. Thus it would not be a good markei 

for this medium. It has been found in the sump 

sediment of canal area and in water and sediment oi 

sewers in the canal and EDA. Therefore, its 

usefulness as a sentinal chemical in shallow soil, 

water and air is in doubt. However, I put a 

' stipulation in, if the quality assurance, quality 

control of the data reveals that it is only present 

in the canal, other than the sewers, its appearance 

in soil would signal a problem .with remediation. 

So, that is the only way that that chemical may be 

useful. It has not been analyzed really in the 

soil sac:tples. 

Let me make a number of other points since 

we have the table in front of us here. If we loo!< 

a:: this table l again then in Mike • s reporc--­

CHAIRH,~N WELTY: Just one other question 

ab.out the trichlorobenzene, iteo number 25 on 

table 1 that Dr. Stoli.ie ore. o ared and did I . under-

stand you to say that it was found in the soil or 
' 

wasn•t tested? 

https://Stoli.ie
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DR. ' SIPES: It is not found in the soil. 

It was found in sump sediment of the canal and in 

some of the sewers. 

DR. STOLINE: In light of table 7, this i 

kind of a summary of a lot of auxiliai=y---,1ell, thE 

listing in table 7 is of the chemicals in the sani­

tary sewers, storm sewers and miscellaneous media 

that I just lumped all into one summary here and I 

think what Glenn is saying is that is the only 

place that is known where :Z.,2 ,~4-dichlorobenzene i 

found. That is item 10 on table 7. It is found 

. in the sediment, su:nps and basically in the canal 

se ciiment, ·storm _. se wers. · It I s found . in the sedimen1 • 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Well, the reason for my 

question is th~y didn•t find it in the canal in thE 

EPA report. So, wouldn • t that automatically 

eliminate it from our consideration? 

DR. SIPES: At least: in the shallow soil 

sa::iple it wasn I t found. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: But we don I t know how 

r:iany sa:nples t ·hey tested or exactly were tested. 

DR. SIPES: We can get that but it means 

going through and doing all that on a di£ferent 

type of for.ua: . So, Bob, there may be other 
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Department o f Health data that I prob ably should 

get a hold of that has some routine analysis, if 

we 

the 

lead 

could 

EPA. 

:ne 

get something li ke that because 

If there is more data, perhaps 

to that. 

this 

you 

was 

could 

CHAIR11.<\N w'"ELTY: That should all be avail· 

able with Hill. So, I chi nk that probably yo ur 

suggestion of possibly going there and reviewing 

all their data might be the way to go, 

DR. SIPES: I just wanted to point out he· 

on the chemicals on Mike I s list between 43 and 56, 

table 1, now., the re are chemicals in there chat ari 

t,ell known and studied, chemical carcinogens~ · For 

examp l e, chemical 52, benzo pyrene, There is 

essentially only a trace amount found in the canal. 

There i1ere measurable levels found in the EDA area. 

Where did that co me fro.n? Was ic: deri ved fro::i the 

canal or was ic due to the face: that so mebod y 

du~ped their charcoal barbecue grill out where you 

can formulate benzo pyrene? Where did it co:ne 

from? I don 1 t know. So, people have raised the 

quest ion be fore, maybe t•,e should be usin g th ese as 

~arker cheoicals. I had a problem with that class 

o f cheoicals, the poly cyclic auromacic hydrocarbon; 

--· 

e 

'' 
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as well as all of these metals. Ij; we would set a 

standard on number 64 for arsenic we could say tha1 

the safest place co live would be the canal. 

is better than the control area and the EDA, 

assuming that there were actually differences bet­

ween these amounts t,ihich I don't believe there a:;:-e 

but, see, there is no set pattern . for the metals 

at all. They are scattered everywhere. So, I hav, 

just eliminated those from consideration . Cadmiur , 

is toxic . 1Je know cadmium is toxic. 1'hei:e are 

highe .r conce,:,.trations or the same concentrations 

between .the canal and the EDA. So, in relation to 

w·hat Lou Steele was saying this ~orning on picking 
. . 

the toY.ic che.nicals, there has to be some rationalE 

if you want co translate from the canal co the 

EDA. It is noc so .nuch---go ahead, 

:-JR. STEELE: Cne thing that you tal!<ed 

about and I wondered about is the ability to go 

fro~ the EPA study itsel f co ma~e real stron-z - con-

. .. . clusions about what went from where co where 

because there was a lot of questioning about that 

parcicular study and how ::iany labs did ic and the 

QA/QC and as you talk a bou;: ic because chis ::s:,c :-:-::: 

found a~d dicin•::: find, we should or should coc use 
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these particular che~icals, those argucents that 

others ha ve used about wnac you can assume frou1 

what you found in the EPA report came back to ;:iy 

mihd and I don't know how co deal with chac. 

DR. SIPES: t-Tell, I dealt with it in ray 

O~•:n mind assuu1ing that before the che~icals were 

chosen, it would certainly be reasonable · to ha ve 

the QA/QC done. I would f ee 1 !lluch becter about 

kno\·Jing which values are absolu::e ly beyond doubt 

and we can talk about that but that is a point tha l 

has always been in the back of my mind as to using 

these data that are p?:esented to set up criteria 

standards .when that doubt is there. 

So, I don't think I helped you very much 

on the selection of chemicals but cooing back to 

your list then on 11, I think that the lindane or 

the benzenehe:cachloride is probably a reasonable 

marker chemical to be used. It's found in higher 

concentra::icns =outinely in the canal anci i~ has 

t,' i", ~ been found n~:::erous i·1it:hin the ........... in sam9les . 

These benzenehe:,achlorides ha ,,e a ·nur.ioer or di£-

£e:::-ent to:ticities depending on ::he iso!'ners. So, 

-e-ha--s ,,, ... .. • , ~ ,-.-1 c;::1. .. _ 
• • 

! had a question for one of the 

. ., t . . -cne c _s s, -- just: t:O Cenzene -
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hexachlorides instead of taking the~ out into the 

individual isomers 0£ alpha, bet:a ar.d r;a:nma, would 

cha t ease our burden? Because, I don't see any 

reason for . taking them o.ut one by one i f we don• t 

have to because they have some different: types of 

toxicities. In general, I mean, the alpha may be 

more carcino genic than the gamma and the gamma may 

produce neurological types of toxicities. So, if 

we could just get: a benzenehexachrlorides or I 

guess the hexachloralcyclohexene as a class, how 

easy would that be compared to separating them out 
. . 

into the four or five different isomers, because . . 
. . . 

all of them are st-artin 3 to al'pear on the list cha1 

I have seen, not just the ga.:ima but the alpha and 

the beta. 

DR. HUFFAKER: I will find out . 

DR . WIESNER: When you are speakin g of 

indicator compounds, you are speaking of it as co 

. be used in wh at proces s ? I :iean, ~he-re axa cn::ee 

thi ngs that I can see chat could possibly be used . ~.-: 

One would be to analyze che existin g data basis an, 

see whether they can describe whac is g oin g on . in 

the EDA. Another is to ha ve a sa ~?le su~ve y along 

che l ines o :f wh at T,;e were disc:::ssi ng earlie r and 

-.... ~- _ ________ . .. .. - .... .. .............. 
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third is as a monitoring for failure or change, 

failure or improvement in the EDA as it relates to 

remediation. Which one of those three are you 

speaking of? 

DR. SIPES: I think the latter , tha last 

one that you mentioned, the fact that we have 

chosen or tried to choose chemicals thac ,1are in 

the canal, therefore, they would allow us to cake 

the assumotions that the concentrations should • 

decrease over time and secondly, that they would 

allow us d, determine if remediation, if the.:e was 
. 
.­• . ' 

a problem wit h re:iediation. 
. . 

DR. WIESNER: '£\1il> gets back to the q.ues-

tiori earlier, what chemicals are you talking about 

using for the sample survey and the co raparison 

option. 

DR. SIPES: Well, we could use, probably, 

these classes of compounds. 

DR. WIESNER: The same ones. 

DR. SIPES: The sa me ones and I think ?at , , 

brou3ht up a good point, if that che ~ ical is not 

toxic ac two parts per billion or twenty ?arcs per 

billion, why are we worrying about it. That is 

somethin ~ I chink that He will have to ::;ec back a:1d 
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look into a little more ca:refu lly because that 

creates a real problem for us if we are monitoring 

on chem icals ac levels that: are way, way, way belo, 

the toxic threshold, what have we gained? I was 

looking at them from the point of vie'i>1 as sencinal 

markers of re.nediation mo:re than anything else, 

DR, HUFFAKER: Surrogates £or something 

e lse . 

DR. SIPES: Surrogates for something else. 

CH,<\IRMAN WELTY: What about the te tro­

chlorobenzene? That is , underneath that. 

DR. SIPES: The t:ecrochlorobenzene is a 

compound of very pronounced stability ·that .would 

probably hang around for a long time, p:robably 

would not be metabolized by man to any great degrei 

and it was fo und in the canal. It .nay be a chemic, 

that if we ever needed to do sampling or _something, 

would reoain in adipose tissue for a long pe::-iod oi 

time, but again, it i1as sort of, as Bob said, sort 
.. 

of a sur:.:-ogate for a g:roul' of a nu:.:ibe r of ct her 

chemicals. 

CH.<;IRHAN WELTY: Was it found in the cana . 

• • ,~ by Ne~•: Yor!~, because accor~ing to 1 .... Hike's .:..-• SC , 

,:,:asn•c :-,re sent • in the soil in the c ana 1. ~fhat is 

l 
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nu:nber 61, table l, 

DR. SIPES: We 11, this chemical has been 

found in the sewers, EDA se wer s and found in, I 

think it was also found in the canal. That is whee 

I picked that data up before. 

DR. WIESNER: For the monit orin g i nto the 

future, you are speakin g o f th:.:ee chemicals or fiv, 

chemicals or---

DR~ SIPES: We 11, we wi 11 be bringing 
. 

other ones up because there are other :nedia also. 

So, we have here 1, 2, 3---we have had five men­

tioned so far and possibly sot.1e alaphetic hydro -
. 

genated hydrocarbons, we are talking maybe six to 

ten chemicals that would be monitored on some sort 

of a b asis . 

CHAIRMJ\N WELTY: When you speak of monito , -

ing, are you speaking primarily of ground water o:::-· -

DR. SIPES: This is soil we are talking 

about, Now, we have a li st here we ha v e io::: air 

that Dr. Stolwijk ca :.:e up wich and chey are reason- ·: 

able che mic als. I thought of listing, addi~s one 

additional chemical co chac and chat would be 

l l dichloroechy!ene • 

DR • ?:>.., li • . n.u . =_, he re 1.· s so me · t n -he '" • _ '"' -n , ~= · :;;e r1. _; 
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soil and air sai!lpling to sample for the sa;::e thinz. 

DR. SIPES : So -~~- ~, 
- -✓ • 

DR. POHL.AND: There is so;;ie .nerit in 

sampling for the same things in the soil and air 

sampling p;:ogram because what: hap!'ens in the air 

· and vice ve:csa in the soil may dete?"mine what: you 

find • 

DR. SIPES : That is why I think these 

dichlorobenzenes, for example, would be a good 

candid a te because they are volatile enough that 

they can appear in air but they are -als o retained 

to some degree in the soil . So, you can monitor 

thos e by · two diffe ·-rent means but the biggest p::ob­

lem I have was that in the infrequent number of 

quantitative samples that were found in the EPA 

monitor . 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: In terms of the co~parisi n 

data , ~~e had mentioned here on page 12 that the 

Lance Wallace data might be a v ailable. Since :hac 

tii!le I have also been se:1t so:ne data f::0 . .1 0-::::identi 

Cheuiical where they had gone throu z h and re v ie~ 1ed 

al1 of the studies of air · auality in urban areas 

that: had been published and su~oarized t h is daca i 1 

the £0~~ c i ~edians and freque~c1 dist~i b~tions . 

. I 

i 
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So, do you ha ve any thou:; h ts about or feeling abou 

the cot1parison data, whether i-:e can use already 

collected data for comparison as lens as we have 

some assurance that it's not taken next to a 

chemical plant or not taken next co a toxic dum? 

or do we need to :!lake additional oeasurements in 

some appropriate community for comparison'? 

DR. SIPES: Well, I think we would probab· 

ly have to :nake measure:::ients in che same co:nmunity . 

we picked for sampling soil and water. Ther<? is n, 

reason not to that I can think of. 

DR. FOWL.US: I don 1 t think usin:; data 
. . . 

from Occidenta .l is advisable under the circumsta::ci s. 

CHl\IfilfAN WELTY: No . It is . not their dat .• 

DR. FOWL'<ES: It has their name on it , 

though. I know it is not their data but--- . 

DR. MILLER : I have a similar question 

about the Lance Wallace paper which is, how did he 

become, this is pa:;e 12 o:E the Elizabeth, Na~~ .;e::-sey 

data that we ha·,e been talking about in the past . 

Am I correct about that? 

. CHAIRaAN i-TE I..'l'Y: Yes. 

-~h'" ;s a DR.. !1!Li.ER: L ~.., -

cicn. How did ha ba-:ome inte::-esced :n collactin z 



.

l 

2 

3 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

lS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

1582 

a •ir qu ality data in Elizabeth, New Jersey'? Was 

there something particularly a t Elizabeth, New 

Jersey? 

I CHAifillAN WELTY: I don t kn ow. Vince, ~q, 

are discus ·sin g the Lance Wallace da ca . Do you hav, 

any lcno~1ledge as to why that was collected and 

specifically why it was col lected in Elizabeth, 

New Jersey? 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No. I don•t know 

why specifically Elizabeth.. All I know is these 

'iqere ambient concentrations, just a 
. ~ 

genera 
·-· 

l stud y . 
' ' . ' 

I don• t kno w what it was done for . . I · tried to 

find that out. I don I t know why · it was held in 

Elizabeth, I can get back to you on that. 

CHAIR!,!AN WELTY: But your fee li ng i s that 

we should try to get additional data rather than 

using a lre ady publ i shed data? 

DR. SIPES: I think we would probab l y havE 

problems with e::-:istin g data and they should !::e 

re ?re sent ae i ve ·o f the chemic a ls that we a re ta st in : ~·: 

"o - . ~ J.. .I. l. i... ::he EDA. 

DR, WIN~ZELSTEIN : They ~•1ould has,e to be 

done by the sa:ne laboratory. 

DR. SIPES: Yes. 
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DR. POH LAND: I think couolin~ media . -
samples are very important in the final analysis, 

particularly for the volatiles, 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Dr. Pohland, you suggest, d 

that perhaps the chemicals should be the same. Ar; 

you proposing that we change the ones that Dr. 

Stolwijk reco=ended to reflect exactly the ones 

that Dr. Sipes has referred to? 

DR. POHI...\ND: I don't know how big or how 

big a change that is. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: We 11, the re is only one 
. 

that is represented in both, I think that is the 

dich .lorobenzene ~ 

. 
DR. SIPES: That is because some of the 

ochers are not volatile and they can't be monitore, . 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: The tetrochloroethylene 

is also on both. So, linda~e is not volatile? 

DR, SIPES: Well, it has some volatility 

but I think it I s basically 3oing to be re ta ine d in 

. .-t!:le soil. 

DR. POHL.~t-11): See what I arn concerned abou: 

is that there is some evidence out chere that, 

depending upon clioate and meteorological conditions, 

.,..,. t~at those chings that a 

.,. .. ___ . ___ ,. ___ '- • -
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will, because of the circu mstances, be volatilized 

with the water vapor and unless you have that 

information and you should measu re the so il ~edia, 

you may not get a true answer of what yoi.. are 

looking for. · If the re is a way the two sets of 

marker chemicals could be made the same or maybe 

augment one list with the other list or something. 

I ' think in the final analysis that will be an 

import .ant critique of what is found, if anything ii 

found. 

DR. SIPES: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: One area chat we haven't 

been very specific on is ground . water. · The ·only 

place that that is co vered is on page 15. 

DR. SIP ES : Before we discuss ground wace : , 

I would like you to look at table 2 in the revert . . 

that Mike gave us and just briefly look at the 

chemicals that were found in the ground water in t~e 

EDA, going down that li st, you can al~ost s ltip ~a gi 

l and co ma over to rage 2 where we have, again , 

our metal s and find on the next page then, around 

113, 119 we find chloroforo and a little .bit of 

xylene but if somebody can te 11 me 1•1hat: si1ould be 

. 
moni~ored in the ground water in ~y list of 
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chemicals because if we are setting up some criter· 

on concentrations that are measured---

DR. HUFFAKER: What do you mean by ground 

water? That was never defined. Are we talking 

about surface water or subsurface water or six fee 

down? Our chemises had questions about why we 

wanted to do it. If that was surface soil, you ar1 

going to get the same thing you would see in the -
ground water and that would be easier t:o do, if th, 

ground was l>,e :: , we could take the soil and the 

wate.r together. They would like some c larifica-

t:ion. 

DR. STOLINE: · I t:i,±n!< maybe · I could add 

to that. That is called ground wacer in places 

in the EPA report and it• s also called shallow 

we 11 and that is all I know about it. 

CHAIRt,LAN WELTY: Hell, we are told that 

the r e are, what, fourteen wells in the EDA, or 

40 wells, 40 O?erat:ional we l ls. 

DR. STOLI~"E: tut a::e thes e t he 40 wells'? 

I mean, the;:e are also deep wells. 

L'!R. BROWN: Yes . These 40 wells and 

half o f :hem are bedrock wells. 

DR. S'J.'OLINE: Ctkay. Those a re what are 

a 

. . 
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called deep wells. So, ::here is twenty of thos e 

type and then t we ncy s hallow wells and that is 

what we hav.e he re, the sha llo ;.1 wells , and that is 

also what is referred to as g round wa:.:er . 

l1R. BRCWN: Right. 

CHAIRi,',AN WELTY: So, we need to be specif.c 

in terms of wha t we wane to measure. Do we want t, 

measure the shallow ground ~-,acer or deep ground 

water or puddles or the creeks. 

DR. WINKELSTEIN: Clearly ~,ie 11anc to 

measure the shallow ground water, don•t we, or the 

surface water? 

DR, SIPES: · I sort of ag ree with Bo b 's 

statement , if we are going to mea s ure soil and 
. 

these chemicals would be carried down into the 

ground water, through the soil, correct? It 

would be into the sore of shallow ground wat er and 

then perha ps just measuring the so il would be 

appropriate because in all honescy, you know, I 

looked at the 119 or :uore than this list cha: " 

3oes through 147 che:;iicals and there are so r.:e 

chlo ro for:n there ::hat :;iay be a .:-easonabl:a c ha:iica l 

.-n~o ac .. J. ,..,_ a;:e just: -e ... .; 1s :-:,a .... ....... n . .. t.o look rest: 
- - .... Q u a ·--~;, · -~ ""' ... .. .. -

all ove~ cha pl ac2. _, . .... . ~.. ...._ -Tl1e ::e is a lite le ,., .;.. .... .... :. 
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oxothalate. As a toxicologist, ! a:.1 not pa rti cula , 

ly worried about , that par. ticu lar cheraical. It t s 

there in ve-::y low concentrations and it is certain· 

ly not a highly toxic cheraical under an y circu m­

stances. 

. ..h. I • • DR • POH LAND : I guess JUSt ~- 1n~ing a oouc , 

it in terms of che question that rai~ht arise shoul, 

you find something in the soil, it mi g ht be worth­

while to know whet her or not that amount found in 

the soil sam ple was, in fact, i:n pacting the shallo t• 

ground water. Further!!lore, I think that the 

notion of 
. 

trying 
' 
to establish whethir or not any-

thin{; is migrating to the arza, i f we have the · 

opportunity to include in our monitoring effort 

for this reason the shallow .ground · water, I think 

that that would be worthwhile and to fortify wh at­

ever decision may be made a bout the effectiv en ess 

o f the control and · the mediation action. 

So, I su spect whac you a:e sa y in g is th ac 

it looks like you are not goi ng to 

but---

DR. SIPES: What would you suz :res::, that 

~•1e use the same group 0£ che ;nicals that ha•,a been 

c hos e n ·"o~ -~=ound wate~ or so il? 

-
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DR. PCHLAND: I think tha t would be the 

only reason for d~ing it . I would go as far as to 

monitor the wells in the locations of the soil 

sa ~ple , just for co~paratory evidence of the fact 

that if anything were foun d, that apparentl y it's 

not manifesting itsel f in the gr ound wacer at chat 

loc ·ation. 

The other thing is that if you didn't fin< 

anythin g in the soil and you found it in the groun< 

water, then there might be some other scenarios 

can think about. I think we can•t lose si gh t of 

the fact that we are thinking about habitabi licy 
, . . 

in terms of impositions on the heal;;h of the 

inhabitants which implies ac least a contact oppor­

tunity. The soil certainly is an obvious one and 

so is the air but the water probably is not unless 

somebody is really directly using it. So, the 

water sample is probably the easiest one . 

CH.~IRi-!AN WELTY: Do you feel cor.itortable 

with that? 

DR. SIPES: Yes. That is fi:1e. I have 

one quest ion on a?:1bien;: air, whether i ndoor or 

• some o:2 i::, I. t;ues s it's ~ha ca~cridges cnai: are 

701 
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used to t-car,, that we i·1ere getting fal se -ceadings 

or possibly elevated :i:eadi ngs due co cheGlicals 

present on that particular cartridge . Has that 

been solved or is that still a potential problem? 

We are monitoring for benzene or chloroethylene o r 

sor.:e .thing, that was mentioned roucinely in so r.ie of 

these ·re ports, that this is a common contaminant 0 1 

present in this particular cartrid ge and, therefor, , 

some of these spikes may be re lated to tha t . 

DR. HUFFAKER: I don 1 t know . 

DR. SIPES: If we could find that . out, 

then I would feel better about a few of the 

chemicals which we may want to use • . 

I think this is Dr. Stolwijk•s list for 

ambient air and we recognize some of the problems 

particularly with benzene and tecrochloroethylene 

and that, that they may be coming fr om samples and 

sources other than the canal and there is goin g to 

be a ?Ot encial problem , g asoline, et cetera. 

CHAIRi1AN WELTY.: Okay. I think ~•;e are at .. 

the point o~ o peni ng this up to the communit y . I 

am sorry that it has been delayed but we did have i 

:ew things that we really needed to cover. I need 

also you.:, be 1ore we o.,en . i t uo . , sor;ie feelin g from 

- ... -...... .. _. 
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the group here as to how we might: best pr oceed 

. 
fmc this point. Obvi ousl y we have a lot of 

information that we can incorpora .ce into a fourth 

draft · and send around to you, ask for your further 

suggestions. Would that: be preferable to havin g 

another meeting or do you feel that we still have 

enou gh thin g s that we need to discuss that we s hou d 

have yet another meeting in Niagara Falls ? 

DR. FOWLKES: Well, we may not be able to 

know that until you get the responses bacK from th( 

draft. Hy concern is chat it: feels like we work ed 

very hard today and achieved something like ave~; 

important kind of underlying co n se ns us and that a 

lot o f us aran• t here and that people who weren• t 

part of this thought pr ocess may stand in a dif­

ferent relationship to the draft and I couldn•c 

begin co predict what the sta te of the thinking on 

the part of the individuals of the group is o-o incr 
"' 0 

to be lika a£te =. 
DR. ii1ILLER: The:.:-e are a lot o f loose endi 

, . 
• 

DR. FOWLl'-ES: Yes, there are loose ends. 

DR. WINKELS'rE!}l: I don't feel that we ha ,, e 

reached e f::.:ial agr;:ee1e,1c. :ie need a::iothei:: draft: 

consicieration o~ it: a nd probably another illeeci;;\g . 
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CHilIRHAN WELTY: One proposa 1 that I woul, 

submit at this point is that we submit another 

draft, circulate it for co.:imencs and if po ssible, 

try to incorporate those comments into the final 

draft which may be sent co each consultant to 

append additional disagreement in areas where you 

don•t agree with the final draft, you could then 

append your o~•in comments. These would then be 

submitted to the corru:iunicy where the scientists 

would be present at a meeting to discuss and deien, 

the fina 1 product and his or her final viewpoint. 

Would that be acceptable '? 

DR. POH LAND : • I don I t kl)ow . I just feel 

that maybe you think we are farther along than I 

think we are a long. I think that our discussions, 

_notwithstanding the fact that some of our me!:'lbers 

were not here today, t-iere rather productive en mas : e , 

together, have looked at some of the written res­

ponses and f:::ankl7 wh at evencu.a1lly e volv es :.:rom d.:.: -

cussion oitentices gees ~edified quite a bit based 

upon new perceptions and so forth . 

I think the first part of what you said, 

I am not su:e we are chat close co a f inal d~aft. 

I· think that is whac I am sa7in g . I chink cha.: wh,c 



•

1 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

1592 
you said fi::.-s:: about se ndinz out your ne:<t summary 

of things and allowing us to get a crack at it and 
✓ 

then provide us with a :cewrite ~aybe of the COG:1:::ten s 

and so forth ,,1ould perr.iit us t:o :neet again and 

maybe under those circumstances lead to the prei?ar -

tion of a final draft . That is just my feeling. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Can we set a tar:;;et date 

o f some ti:ne in October? 

DR. FOWLKES: You mean for the nex:: oeet­

ing? That would have to be oreceded • then by t:he 

next draft and comments. So, you a re talking abou1 

October ano this is already Ser:>te:iber 26th. ! :iea: , 

you are the · one that has to pull this to:;ethe-r in::, 

the next draft and then integrate. I wondered if 

you really meant October , that is all. 

r a~ concerned about our 

citizens he:;:e 1-;ho have been wai::ing fo:- si:, years. 

DR. ::?OH r.;,ND : 

. int:o a ae-.-i -:.;,...." ... -~ -o·n -... -.. "'""- -..:> _; ...> 

!:O -..!S ,:o- o,, ... cc--o':""11 .... S -~.n"' ,._ W - • • li6h- -;,4,._ .., \,..; 

-•· t'~ CO.u.:,_ --.on~ ··o·, .. ..__ 1 o· '·e ._ .. ~en u.OSe -S , ..,J 

.... , ... for our -..~ _ .. .. ,._ . ~-•r.t , . .-i,, ........ .: .... t ·• -~c~, ~ ::eer ... in,r.-... ..:; . is .: ·-., , .,-~'\J· .'/ ,,."'t..; : ~- ·. , . - . 

...... . ~~-:-t·:- ~,:c•,e,-••r..! -./ -'-H ; • ... •--1,,,- - , 

-♦-~ • ' .. · ·· -
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This is z lre aciy the encl cf Se\,c2mC.e r. 

CEA IR:,r.;N 'i-iE I.TY : Off th~ l"e cord .. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

. CR .. \IR! ~IAN WELTY: We are bac~<: on thi :-cecort. 

DR. FOWua:s: So, any of you who would 

li!,;e to join in and give a sense of hoH nei:;hbor-

hood life has gone on in the EDA, we look :i:o::-uard 

to seeing you the re. Now, ! 1 ::i sorry •, but I don•: 

think we are open for co;;i;:;;ents. Thzt is just a 

g enerai announce.:ient: to this · publi c ar.d whatever 
. 

public you want to take that to . 

',!R ',r,:-RD T • T • 
:lo: • W4'"1'1.. ... I just wanted ~o s a7 , s ::!.nee 

you brought it up, I SQ a resident and I am a 

sentative of a cer~ain area of Love Canal and I am 

very concerned about---! sat here and listened i:O 

you scientists criticize the DE:.: and :rr. 2i::-uzza1Jo 

ycu askeci hi:1 to ;:-asign bcca~sa you thou~~1.: :-~ ~--··--
they didn 1 t give us enoc zh notice about the ~ario~ 

,. rue•· s ! • ~ 0 - ~h.;r, .. 
... ...... 1 ..... ,_ d io:t in "c•.. ' ..·· . ' l, :.-L ..,_,..;,..._ 

............ 3cien~ists he=~ should , ...... • ... .., -

- . 
-;...,:)!'"!'l•,e:... __ ..,;a;\;,I "-~ .... .__.,. __ - on•"'"°' .,.. .... .J n,.. ..., --,~~r...:n _ ... _._ -"'"'"' . •:~Ot!~S -

. : 
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grou;:,s have che i r own o o ini.on and o tha r group s ha v~ 

their o,;,1n op inion. Now, la t :::?e finish . I sat he;:-.; 

all day and tried t:o listen patiently. I just wan, 

you to kno~-1 that so me of the ?r.cble ms ~,,e have in 

the Love Can a l issue and some of che :nedia at::en­

tion that ocher groups had and ?eople h ave tried t, 

get t h eir point across, there has been a con i;,lete 

unfairness to the who le history of Love Cana 1 

concerning other g roups and I ,just want this 

coi:unittee to know that we do have a coalition o f 

group me:ibers who are , designated that re?resen t s 

portions of the Love Canal area and t~at we li~a t< 

have time . ~•lith. pe rt:ina nt i nfo:.mat icn t h at ~-le thi nk 

that so!!le of the scientists have he:.e, t he scien­

tists should have here conce:r:nirrg Love Canal and 

chink that if you give me a week , I co •.:ld :,repa:r:e 

some thin gs for you and if you gave us sufficient 

t: ine. 

;:;"c f,T T tr';.'~ _ ., ................. <!,1 "e 1 ~0,..e T", 'O .;."\ . .. . • ''o" a·'"" c~-- · n1,, ':'· ~, 
4 - -- -- -- ; ... .. - • • • -

send the::i on because to .::orrc w i,;; not t~1e •en d o f th"' ·: 

It is the beginning aud t-,e ar2 ~1e l~orn.ins CO )• 

.. .. _ !,.., ... -infornacion vou , would lika to send us. .ii:;! ....... v·~ 

...... ~n " '· nc"'" ~ -! :- ·,= - --.1 , ·,1e 1 l a"!"t,... .. ··-.-~ :::-a .,. _ !'I 1 ·1.•1-.i 'v ~ .. "' ........ - -- ... a-i ~1 -: . - ..... ~ - - ~·~ .:;.:._ n-

I 
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dioxin back into che canal. 

So, I just don• t ,.;ant you to be alarmed 

that anything of that magnitude is at stake and 

this will just be the preliminary endeavor to goin ,. 

home and drafting out on a map wha: see~s to us to 

be natural and logical neighborhooqs, 

H:R. L.&VERDI: I just wanted to say this; 

I see here the doctor that has been working so ha:, 

on this here project in trying to get a criteria 

here ·and how we are going to go about a decision 

here, mainly the habitability. I just wanted you 

co know that the manner in which you procaad is, ·, 

you know, in all fairness mora or less, you see, 

you give us a little ?roper notification and I 

also would like to know how did chis go about thac 
' 

the scientists got togetliez- to decide to co.:;e to 

the Love Canal community? 

D~. ~·fI.LI:-:It: Dr. :Fo,:•1lkes raised all 0£ 

this because she was trying to infer~ the chair 

thac we wer2 going to begin :-10-::-king on s1':-:at~ing 

and that i ': would ~e arising in his hands anci ::ha t: 

...,..., __ ~ an .. .:,..;--: ..,..., '!-~ __ \,. r.o-!) ... !..,.":) have to ~ .... - ,.,_ \..♦ '--
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meeting. We we:::en• t re.-:illy opening t:he meeting 

open just quite yet, I don't think.. 

CHAI~!AN WELTY: Ne . Let me just finish 

what I was saying, that we will keep the 14th of 

November open for the next meeting then and . the 

timetable as outlined in the discussion period 

which was off the record is as follows: On the 
. 

22nd we will try to have the fourth draft availabl1 

to the consultants and we would anticipate that: yo1 

would send us your comments by November the 5th 

and we will incorporate what comments that we 

receive int .o · possibl y a final draft that we wi 11 

send 9ut to jou by the 9th so that jou will have 1 · 

in time to review it for _the meeting on the 14th. 

So , chat is the tentative sch•duling that we have 

agreed to. 

At this point I would like to apologize 

for the delay in the comments from the co~muni~ 

and S ~ari·ed - - - on .. -...~ =10~• ..:>-.. 

.. 
~-1e will l1ave at lea s t a hal.: :i.our t o co chos~ anci 

·t •a,~ - • ........ _ still be acle to get our consultants to .... _ -::~ --

? lan~ i.~ t i:ie .. 

. ~~~ ... ~ • ...,..,-c:;., ~.,.... ... ••• 1-; '!::~ ___ 1 
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Z1S. HhLE: 

... r ... and .... .,,,. ~ 
~ 

that :·:oul<l be Nr . Nelson , is that yo-.l:::-na :::ie? 

MR. NELSGN: Yes . 

HS . HAL:<:: The-re still hasn•t been a 

dee i.sion made on t:r.e barre !s in .,ove Can a 1 and I 

~till don 1 t understand ho w a h~bica~ilit7 stufy ca : 

be done if ·cne::e isn't: a clecision on what tc do 

..ii t h . these four hundrec sot.le odd ::>a::ra!s of d!.cxin, 

conta!:Una~ed . material, and I have a oroolem 

that because I don 1 t see how you can ~ake a decisi, n 

if $-:a don 1 t know ~vhe -ra the s~ i,a-rra ls a =e going . 

They could st!.11 g o bsck into the canal o:: chey 

could posiible be a~ove zround or sc~red t~ere 

ince ·finite l:r and the sa.:.e rus::ing bar=a ls that we 

showed you in the ?icc..:re.s, a ..... -- tl!e bs::re ls 

that are still there and they haven't ,,,.,,.;c.·"-' '"O ------ ............ 

transfer as fa: as I '·ncM .-:.. . .... :.ra:rbe Nelson 

,.,,. ,.., .• , ~ t..e 0 - T '"·"0''" 1 .,! - ... .. ..... -~ \, . ., -- ... .., 

i.:: 

• •J.. • • _,, ··- -r·' . .... ... .... w .I.· • _ 

•,?-:. H- r - •:;o ,. ~..... ---- ._. A, -..r-.;'":"; _ ._._ ,_._.':"'I on • .,y__,_~, -4., , ..... · ,,~- • • no<• .... ;:;--1':):::; __ _ ,..., 1, , -

-..,..;--_ .: .:..tl. 
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tima th2se c riceria a;:-2 - ; ..... t· in · .... ~<.- .. ,.h•-,. ···1.· 11 - --- .. -
~a some ciecisior. about t~ e 

,. . -?" .. • • ·· ·, rs ., ,,:,,, ..... ...... _. ~ut ~11.·11 ~h-~ ~ 1 a ~~ ~ ¥,A ~o-· - . -t..•~ - ."-,/~--"--• 

i f . you a re go i ng to pu t it: bac!;; into cha csnal and 

it lea k s out end his treet ~ent ? l ant 

and we do n •c have an y dat a , ! don•t quite anders ta1 

it. -~-.. ,w1.. a scion-i ... i.,._..,...., 1 .... _ _ .., T _..._. r~ ..., ,--

common sense. 

t ,f"";' '!' .,.,:7 • '"'"' ............ l. -~ .. a cone in· 

gency that the -re::iediation be effective .and certa i1 

ly a ~a-- oc ~ha· .-. t,. .._, L' ""' '-' ' I ~ ould s ay , would be caking 

ca re of the ba::-ra ls o f dioxin that are on si te . I 

<ion 
, 
I t know i f any of the ot her co n ::;u·ltan:: s want to 

ccm:iienc on th.2t . 

DR. STC!. I NE : We decided this ::io:-:-ning i'!'! 

our discu ss i¢ns that tbe cr ite ria, that establish­

ing Che cr i ter ia ~or ha bita~ility wculd da?end upo1 

the co :nple tion oi ra:.:ediatad wo~k such a s cleanin;; 

:.,~,,----, c..,_ 
....... - - .. i.i-

1-:::)'!!~, ~ 11<> c- .: ... ..::,-'ia ··•onld on l·'"--- i!-' ~-•~ ,:: ...,,,,. '"~do ---- .................. ___ _ ., -- -.I -- ··- - ... J -· · ---

-; :"' - ., .... !"" ... _ -- __ 1 ...; 

• . c . • ... ... . .., 'I'"~_,, .. ': . en 17 ::-a o_ ,.. .... ose -- ···- __ _ 

-

' . 

.. 

c 
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-_, .. ?·IS. HALE : Could I u ~ ...... a question of the 

!?A on the standards? ~hat ara we going to do 

with the bai:i:-e ls if there is a ra:uediation pi:-og-rar~ 

in effect? 

;,ffi. BROW1'T : r can ans~er that. We int en d 

to do so :nething with those bari:-e ls. We also 

intend to do so ~ething with the excavation that ,~e 

take out of the crae:cs and sa~1ers, the sedi::?ent an , 

we estimate right no ,•1 that there ara about 10,000 

to 20,000 cubic yards of ..iat:e ri al to be excavated 
. ,. 

from the s2,;•:ers and be excavated from the cree~s 
··: · . ; 

and tak<:.ln oui: of th .a sewers ·,1hich i 's q•Ji te a lot 

larger volume than what is in these drums right 

new ~nd w~ would like to take ca,:-e o f all of that 

in one swoop. We would like to get right after 

chat, whether that is at the same place where the 

canal is or at a secure lar.d burial facility, that 

decision hasn't been made yet and the public wi!l 

;;e in v olved in t hat . 

, . 'IS ~ ~rrr • is • • .i; .. ~ . • 

that , you know, to 2~A also, the DZC has been 

sittin a on t he decision so I a= assu~ing thac ;.:::, 
' 

~111 no••;~ •sin • 4 • ._ - .. _._ - ' ~ ...... 
-. -,.. h . .:.,..:."" .. as c-a,.an 

https://tak<:.ln
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30 1 that ia not true. 

MS. ti.:~ TF+: I _:::ean, if th a t is true, they 

have been sitting on it ~or r: 
'1-

t 1i· eo 
- so::.e time . 

were asking for an ans ~·ier 0£ what was g oing to 

happen to those bai:re ls and we have yet in writing, 

after ~ie submitted it in ,•;riting, we haven• t yat 

g ot an answer one way or t he othar. ~-Te do know 

that there ~;ere four ~-1ays of taking care of those 

drums, one is in lar g·e containers in !.ove Canal , 

one is small ~ontainers in ~ove Cana l, one is in 

large containers in CECOS and one is in small con­

tatners in CECOS a~d then, of course,. we ha ve che 

forty f oo c tank which is now being dec ·o~ta::i.inat:ed . 

So, what are we going to do with that? I would li 1 a 

. 
to hear EPA on this thing, 

MR. BRCWN: Let ~e just say that the tank 

is a separate issue bet we are working toget h er , 

We are working in trying to get the costs ~ro::i 

. ~os3i~lo to diso . o se c f t h~se a t 

t ~e lan d burie~ fac~li ty and estioated ccsts, atd 

see it is feasibla to• :a 

. Canal . e to .a -- l -.i..-
. :::t-.,.. w a-•r .,.,as4· o; 11 W ha ve do :.,--e ... ... ., - ,: 

-- - -- -J 

. ~ stud y cez:ora we can ~-.n~ ;~- ~~o-
~ 

~ ~~ ~--~~-i-- --· --~· 
"'~.-. U I'. T ~ • .... ~ . .. ... "" ........ 
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co ~abastcn? Is that why it is a sepa:ate issu e ? 

'·IR BROWN: Yes and because it's decon -

ta..iinaced. The tank is deconcacinated . 

?·IS. HA LE: How was that done? What ::.s 

the procedure? 

}fR. BROWN : The tank, na raa:...a ~·a1 ~ t . ~ ... was 

taken out of the tank, all the sediment and all 

that in the bottom and the water and stuff and the 

tank · was washed out with a high pressure, high 

teoperatu::-e wash using detergent the saoe way that 

the other equipment on site that had become 

c6rtti~inated was decontaminated. 

U!iIDENTIFIED VOICE: . Let rrie ask one thing 

How about that large drain and ditch alongside the 

candl? Where is that going into, the city sewers? 

:-ra. 3ROWN: Into the stor..i system. 

UNIDENTIFIED VCiCE: The stor~ system. 

~ • BROWH : Yes • 

U~!DZNTIFI~D VO!CE: I mean , that i3 co~in i 

a!.l along that c::act u? t:he.::-e and a.::-e they 

. . mon i coring tnat or---

,-fll. :BROWN: That hasn't bean ~onitorad 

and I ~ill cell ycu why too. 

-g-, -.L.,:. -n 
~ . , ._,.,_ ...... is an earth f~ll anci a ten • is 
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a syntbet°ic cover and on tO[) of t l1.:!:: there 

1602 

is more 

earth fill and any rain wa-:er tha:: co:nes . off and 

goes into the drainage ditch, if that isn't clean, 

I don•t know what is. 

UNrDEN'J:IFIED VOICE: Well , that is tied 

di:-ectly 

know. 

into the ston:i sewer. I rnea:1, I don• t 

Here's another one, Lat n::e ask this: 

Concrete pipe 

for penetration 

Is it possible 

35 inch wa ter 

to that pipe 

that c _hemicals 

main , is it oossibl:? • 

of concrete pipe? 
. . 

could per>.etrate that~ 

Is it possible or isn't it? I don 1 t know . That 

runs in front:. cf me·, the 36 inch water :nain concre1 a. 

I have asked and nobody seems to know an answe'.::' to 

that. 

NR. 

contaoination 

BROWN: 

of the 

Is there an y 

water supply? 

a vi dence of 

~as 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: 

just---is ic ?ossibla fo = 

No, not 

~s nat:a 

raally 

tic~ , -.i. 
but I 

-::ea n 

t:~1rough 

an ,.; ·,c . • ~ J U 

t:1.2 ccnc::-at~, you !·;~ow, c~ a:: t.he joints? 

~ - , 1 DR. ii ~..:..-, 'o~~t~ ca~ lc~~o~ " .J - . .. - . .. - ..., ~.... ... -

ca" :.. ',a ~- .,. 'V - 1-.a• ,_ ~ .,,_g-; b · · U'C --,--a, ,.,_ -u- .. :"'e-"'"-., - ~:....~_ .. -, .... _ .. ~-ta-.·, ~ • 

,._,..:::,, - ,r.., .... -~,.,-,.,, ........ .._ __ . -~-.... --. 

~ ... 

~·: 

no-: r--:- • " -..,_ . -_ • ... - .... ,. r-!"I v ... w"'"e••- :• ;- '.•'I ~ ~· ·-... --
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a mee ting ar!d r neve-r ~·:er:t to anot::"':.a-r cne . They 

I told .:ie tha::: it s uncier o re s sure • 
• 

that ;,1asn 1 t: under ores
• 

s u:.::.: for least a yea"t' 

or :iore . 

DR . POHL..-\ND: The whola wstar ~ain? 

U~IDENTI~ I ED VOICE: I k,...o.. ~h ., ,.. .... . ·.•1 ... i;;;.-· 

DR. PCH L.\t'!D : Ho wa:er caoa ou t o f the 

pi:, e ? 

• lJNIDENTIF!ED VOIC:l:: That l.S rigilt . That 

was shu t o i;: and I cion I c know ii it: i s on ncu o-::-

not: . I ' m t al k i ng back a few yeaa:s an<l t his ;-un s 

directly t:h::-ough Colv i n 3oule-;a::cl, right: across thi 

c an al. 

D~. l'OH!.AflD: Of' _ cou -.se, I dor,.'t 

what :he ci:-cu.:ist:anc e s a ra bu t usuall y .; ..:: :::he:-e is 

gol.·n ,, to b0 <>ny lea 1,a<> 1.·~ ,._ .• ,,_· ,_1 1-"-a',, out .,._ ~!-_ !-,~":"" 0 
• 0 - - .. <>~ , - • Q • - -

_.., ~n L........ -!n - . 

Ut!!DEMT!!i"IZD vor-:z: .: ... f s .... 

. . . . ·t~ s .. . 

T" ~n•· ,... ••o., .... . ....... .I 

- _ .,... f'"' .... ~¥'I":) .... __ .. ~ You -..;.... ... · - ~ .... _ ·- - 41, .. _ '1 concrat:a ·"'\ ,: ... ~ 
• ~"-."- . 

';;:"'•.r : • "'~ • 
• ....... ...... 'l .. ,.,J • f'::.'"">'!) _ P";-.~- <:;;;---~ T• .,.~.~11...,c... - ✓ 

•• .. ... ; - :.•· .... ., - __ 

~ 1 ,.:: ~ ~ . . . f.: 0 .... o ....... ... -·--•. ,~~.::.- ':..'-1.:i :.ca .... - ."':, .:-: 
• - . . .... ,iJ ··-- - · . . zo 



--

l 

2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

16 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

1504 
. . 

~~ ...... , I"" Oh . • 
c-·· ----

'·i·s I"'- .. ~ ,\ i S'"' ~ T • I. • '-'<"a";.'J....., -. 

On l •; _., < ne "I T '" 'Z z-:-• • n · No. Th"' • j•l- .,,_. C T -I. ""'"' - L,J,,., "' .. 

Ca~ -~11 ··ou ·ca nne i s ··"•,.,en "'"'"'~ ':'~ ,... "'o-es '"t'\ ?, ~ ... t. ' "' (,..,;;.. - :J .> ._; ) ;"°l "' • '-••- !.11:,\., ..,. o,.; ~/ • • -• -• 

-_:-or d·,or,0.-~ 1 1• ;"! ~ !" •., <:'!, ~ .l H ,... .. --.. .... ~-, - .. .. - .. . .... -- .j ...... ,., .... 

discussed ~1::.th .:he EP..i an d - •-o. ,.;on •t • .,, 1 .... .;: t., ........ \,,i. •,no".. , · . , ..... k-.a.. 

o pt ions will be and whee t he decision will be ~•te, 

UNIDENT IFIZD VC! ::E : t·Io~ld t he dicr::in tas! 

for~e have an y de cision on this? 

is a feder al dioxin cas k ~or ce who is SU??Osed to 

be ~ade u p of a group of ._indi vidua l si::.anttsts. 

:, 
.. 
~ 
J,.. \, 

. 't>T~"UZZ4 " 
,w 
T L' ,;

""' • 
. I I :.!on': ... - ·" - would gu~s s . 

know if there ha s bee n a decision on it. 

UN!DENTIFIZD VOICE: 

sci a ntis~s , corr~ct? 

Yes . 

.......... (:::-•..-o.-:- , UNIDE~11'!Ji'IZD 'iJOTr-.: • _ 7i; .!,, ___ _ e4.,.,. _ - ,...,.0 .. -
'":.'- ...... 

... .: ,.. n :.. .... _, ~ · •I"';•• ... j ..,i "'4 ... ~n -.. ~h-----~ 

,.. ~""e -:-o -. , 

T -
d •a- ·~,,.. see hope d:!.cr. 1 t ~-. ... . ,...-C'!I . ... .... n..., . .. -

·-
.. ... - "Ou - . I I '""---~-·' -,..._ .. .;:. · .. .;. .. _ .;

... 
· '-- • 

-n ·· .. "'n- .. ,,a .. ! didn 't ,:;. -. -... .;. . ,•· .. ... ;., ,..~ -

• , .., :-:Ot.: le! .;e .; -- ;~ ~ -·!e d -: ... :-:. .... ~ , "\ • ' /"3. _ ........ --- -··- .... - , · •-•"'- --·· 
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houses on 91st and so fo~th and co on buc ycu can•: 

I ,!!_ • • • do that. oeen ~l.gc. t 1.ng all <.:he 

t i::.e • Don•t leave LaSalle out. La S a 1 le ,i a s le ft 

ou.:: in the beginning and please dcn•t do it: ::iow. 

DR.. RUFFAKZR: What I was doing c, .,er 

there , you misunderstood. The y ~·Jere cloin z a cha ·::! . • 

Ul)l!DENTIFIE!: VOICE: I•~ sorr; if I die 

::iisunderstand you but I l1anted to be su re t hat: I 

heard you right and aee you right today. 

DR. HUFF/:l{ER: Cka7. Th ey were doing a 

c:;he~ke r boa rd and saying ~-1hat if we ca::ie t:~ with 

these pa tt erns and I wa-s boehered a little bit by 
. . 

that because of · the .,,1ay cha ::ia,_, li·es o.t the .houses 

on the ma:', they ,-,on• t chec !~erboarci . in most cases . 

They are really odd sha ped thin3s and I ~as poin ·t:­

ing out: down on 93rd Str:aet anci ;:,robably one co:n­

m.unity there in LaSalle would be another one, .:he 

; . an d :cort:1, ~ st 0 _ · · ~ ret:_re::ient co:.i:nun:..ty so . ,. 11 c~a-

-~= ,~~o~la~ ~~~ h-- ~-n· - -••- _, _ ..... • 

UN!~ENT!FI!t VJ!CZ: ---~-~- a11 .... _ T - -~-~.1. -~~••in~ __ ...... _ .:::, 

I have as~ed this ov2r and over, 9~t a ~.:~~":t:1. 

dot ;•1\-:..are ! can se-a to see > 

~;"I '-~T~7." .' ";"'":"..., • 
- .,\, . -- ;,,; .... .. i .. - .. ... ,. a .... 010~.;-~ .L .:! ., - ~" ' - ...,, --- " 

.... ,.. ____ ""'-----···- ............. _ ... ... 
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net doing .:he defining of . the r:c :!.gh ~orhoods. 

Dr . Hiller and Dr. Fowlkes are doin g this, but I 

was bothered about a different matter and t,1L?t t~as 

that you ca n 1 t do . it quite ti1is way, t h at there•~· 

other boundaries that have to be consiclered in it 

and in t.he OTA report• if you recall, that: they 

talked about ma!<ing a r,iecezeal part of that: th~t: 

perhar,s could be considered first for rehabit:ation 

th:!.r:.gs like that, and r pointed out some o :i: this 

a long ways from the canal ar.ci probably soui:cas o!: 

contamination and that ~1as the messa ge I was tr;rin; 

t:o give . · Dr. Miller and Dr. Fowlkes to:;ic-cro ,•1 •,1il': 

be loo .king at these areas , to decis:le . whe::he::- . ic 

should be checke.rboarded or gerrymandered or in 

whatever fashion. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: But don't leave a 

neighborhood all by itsel~ because t hat: is right 

in the Love Canal, okay. 

' 1S G ·' - ·' 1 ,.., I · • ·• • ~ ., ::i,.:.).,,..:,....Jt\_ • 

.. .. ....... - ,·'!ls-
. sl,/ 'i ""'-

tion written before yo~r discussion and it ~a y ha v i 

been ans,;e rad. Hill your fir.a 1 set o:= rs~o:-:~anCa : 

~.~:- f~~·n "':" ·.,~~~!~ .... ~e s c-!:!\~ ,..1.· J?i ,~ cc-~ "! tt ,-:..:. r-- 1>-::.S'!.n~ ::-:n A 
~ -----· -.. '-'-·• -·· __ .... _ - ... --- -- ,,,, . __ .,_ - -

i 
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by that I trust that you (·1:ill be ha.:e at least one 

more time and not have a contractor such as 

CHzH Hill or otherw i se draw ::ogethe -:- or dra w up th.• 

set of recommendations or the criteria and thac yc1 

will present it to the public so that it will ~e 

clear and there will be a consensus what the 

criteria means; and if there is a question, that 

individuals could question individual scientists 

on the meaning so that it is clear that we have 

' some consensus on this. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Thar: is our ir.tent ion. 

We. can't guarantee consensus, though, ~,ith all the 

l?eople here. · I wa_ot you to be clear on tha .t, tha: 

each individual scientist may not agree with the 

docucent as written buc he or she will have an 

opportunity to then a~pend statements where there 

is disagreement or they have other concerns • 
. 

SISTER M'1RGEEN HOFFMANN: You :::iean you 

~ill have li~e minority -::e ~o= t s o-r-- -• 

.. 

oean . 

stood ~o=i- _..., __ •--~e---

D;, s-,,.,,:, a -., ~, . J. .......... :-1 e ·- not -~ - 1 - •) l · • 
~ ~ ~o

.. .. 
·:1~1.· 

-l. 
--~e 
--- ' lo. _o 
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CHAIR,·1AN WELTY: \le are ,1i;:eci inciiv i.dua 

s cientists and there is no guarantee that all of 

the individual scientists will agree on one single 

habitability criteria. There is a hope that: t hat 

can be achieved but the possibility exists that 

. there will be opinions that cannot be reflected in 

one single document, in whi ch case there wil.l be 

the oppo=tunity for each individual consu~tant co 

ap?end his or he= o~inions on v a rious parts c f tt e 

c;:iteria. 

SISTER H.ARGEEN HOFF}f,\NN : Well, I guess 

it's understandable that the com ::iunit y --:-~ •1hy th e 
. . . 

co::imunity wants to kno~ , on this o::,inion. S coe t: i:n, s 

it appears t hat the community i s urged to come to 

consensus and agree a nd why are we ·so rec!llcicran:: 
• 

but I gue ss that is fair . What is good for tha 

z oose is good for the gander . 

as . GABALSK!: Nur:.z io . V "'n > 

,. .... ... ........ U... :-.,rn'::'-,TTT~ ....__ .... _. rzD vo.,. _ :." · . 

.: C ._n• < S .; ,...., - going . . -•\.. - to be a ~!nci o~ a Q3jori : 7 :-u las 

type thinci, .where, you knc~·J, if the 

- ce-ta''"' - .. '"'e·•-~nrac" - """''- 0""' S"a· t"e ~.,, -~ - ,:> \o -!en•~ 1 i' 
_,_ 
· " it > '" .,,.;., .. - •• ,.. - I.,; ,I; ..... - -

, ... .: ,. , .: .... · ... ~ t ·, .. , ..., _.... ..... ..,_ "'e -a~cr -f !"o •• -~ 
HI ,j -'-:: .., _ 

··-.,,
tf .... 

,1 you 
V ""'"" • 
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of han d s? 

f .1' Or, CHAIRt:!AN WE I.TY : are going to ask fo= ··-
the consultants• opi nion and then ultimately it's 

the res pon sibil ity of the health agencias inv olved 

to draw up, taking into account all of those sug­

gestions , the best: ?OSsib!e criteria . for habit-

aoili ty and I can • t s.;y at chis ti;:ie that it ;.1::.ll 

be the ::uijo::it:y rules or if one ?articular ccr:.sul­

tant has what see ms co be a very pertinent pc i nt. 

That would then be ch e best way to w~ite the 

cr it eria. 

UNIDENTIFIED VCI~ : It would 
' 
all 
. 

go 

back to Dr, Davi d Axelro d then, 

CRAim•!AN WELTY: Do you have any other 

thoughts abouc hew this process would work? 

DR. HUIT AKER: Wa 11, when 1-:e fi nish :·1hat 

we are scheduling here and e ~change dor:umen;:s an d 

so on, I hope we a':"e ,::-etty cl~ se ~-c ~ the £ :O;:.;;il 

rl~c~ --e~~ ~~_.; ··ou -.~,·-=1• ... ~~ ~~~~ - - ~L -s~ ~:----~- ,. a--- - ··- -....... 1 """- ,>.;-.1. ... 6 ... 1,:..,, - ._ _ • .,:;.·•- ,;,) ,. Q 

.. ~:: 
0 :.: 

- •..,..,· ·· •l 1 ·r ·1° .• •·1' .l-1 s'.'0" ... _., >-he a·.: .... .:....;J'... , ,. _l)..,..•-- ,.; ..... ""' an -· "-.I . .:.. - -· . . i 

~,. ,.4 •·e .... rea~ h ·1 , l•-· -~ ;1 " , -~ . ..... - -1 l" j 

t . "" r> ""'C;),Q~ • - '!I": .. -
. 

,') • , .. ,., roe~ _ ,= ..,.,) ... ... !,. .... "'"' _ • ~ • .... ~ .., _ ...... •,1, \,; .. - - - _ .... \I -- H 

'2- .... . ,; .. - .. ,., ... ;"I. _ _ 
.,::ua. __ .::..ir. .• •• ,.._<;:, .:_ .. ,,o•-1...; ~ ........... ~ ..... a - ~- -- .... .... ,,• Ao 

-- . . ~-- ¢~ ~~ - .v c .. --~ - ~--~ 
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- ._; V 

-hl.'n-1... Q,.) -

~~ ~-~0-~1 •c~~~-- c• che ... ,a - - ,.... ..-a .... ..__ .. .;.7 -

an s:0 1s 

-"'on 1 ,.. - ·•·or'· ~. ... ··:-: 1.. • t n • - .. 

~·,ill revie1·1 t!,::.s again . 

~·i'.:lc<S:, dces .:he :c,: · 

to nor.::!. na :::e ~.ooo 1a ::-- . - , 

to serve -in t--?-,,,:i _ .. ,_ ~ec~"' ---

does ti::e ~eo.,- ,...!!l,, ,e· · 
;:' -- -- - .. ~, 

accept the peo?la or 

wichin our conttol but 

on ~•11::.at is done !\are 

then finally i: co~es 

~•1ill be Jr . A::e lrcc! who 

.:or hc•:i it is handled 
-

t ~!l~ i dea in chis, 

all poin~s an~ I , a~ 

~~~o-• ~~ ~f!SP ~~ ~~·-ac~-...,~,:)..; '- - U ♦ - - -- ••• 

c:...__,.._ ••Q.,.. .. ""~A u•·- "" ... .r.1 1 -0~ .... ..:: t 4... c..:~ "'"4 "" .. ..,..,_.,. 

... ~.. - h ~s -l i,..$.& a... been s~ggestad is 

2 Sciencas ~hich is mc~a than 

3 are people not 

4 them and so forth and they 

s There will be an C?portu:1ity, 

8 pear review, for you pe o? la 

1 whoever it ha?pens to be, 

8 revie ,·1 ?'t'Ocess and ~•1hoe::er 

9 will be up to thea how they 

10 i•1hat is done and this is no?: 

n 

12 of infor;;:at:ion and a c hec!, 

13 before anythini ha9pen s and 

14 bac!t and the lase decision 

1S :~as the legal res,:onsibility 

18 

17 just tc interject a~other 

18 

19 ~e ?rotably won•c get it on 

20 

21 -a~r~~~ ~ -
U l JV .. ... ._ ,/ •-/I. 

~~:-,t o .... '!tn .. ......... o·'"' ... ,..,-,-..~ A..., n....: -r-
--·- .1. Q.,. ._ --•-=\, :. ~ .. ~" '-' _ 
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t•1ould like to · e:t?resn, ! •:.-;ould hon.a that it cculd 

be actache<! to and fo;.,-,arcad r.o c':"le oeo?le tba::: ar. . ' 

pee!: :--avie -:::ing oa:: work befo-::-a a final clecis:.on is 

cade because we are, quite fran;;:1y, dealing with 

sot.le issues here that haven't. been dealt ~-1i.::1 

bafo-re. So, the re .::i.iy we 11 be ,..,o .. -
are not totally in agreement on and I t:hint: ~-1e 

~.;ould maybe ~-1elcoo.e the peer review ::,re cess to tak; 

a look ~t all o::: the evidence but we are. at lease 

.,,,di r fee! '•• ..... all s:rivi~g for sooe so~t cf~ 

.:.iajori_t:y consensus on as . i:iuch of this as we possib 
' . . 

can and I feel li'.,e 11e a:re a 11 working toward that. 

r: don•t feel thara i s an.,one here t,1at: 4 rn l •:• "•'0_,_,.._ 
; - :.> - .. , - ~ 

ing toward that. 

REV. DYER: How long is Co::unissione :­

A~elrod noin° 0 0 to be in office? Will he still be it 

office by .the ti.:ia we get ready to gee all o!: t:1is 

c!::in; finished? I me an, if you ara 3oini to ::ia~~e. 

'- I.. • • • ~o- -o C ~·'""'; ...... 1a aec:..s:!.on and ~o ;~ ~o~~- --. I"~ 
I, ,_ -..1 . .. ·- 6 - ~~~ ""' 

then- --

:, 

. 

.. 

https://clecis:.on


1 

2 

3 

6 

7 

8 

9 

.. 
10,. 

-:: . 
' . 11 

12 

13 

l( 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

21 

22 

1612 

iffi.. LAVERDI: r just wanted co say again 

tb.e i:nr,ortance of the fairness wich the g?:"oups tha 

,1e have working in the Love Canal that has been 

thro_ugh the years, for the many years, that your 

re putations are at stake here and remember that · 

and by being fair to all the groups in the area, 

by notifyinG us and giving us enough time to, you 

know, such as this lase business about the scien-
. 

tists saying, it would be much appreciated and 

have seen you sit here and work hard these long 

days . ever since this morning and I just want you c, 

know thac as a resident I appreciate it and I 

appreciate what you are doing and just fo-;: your owr 

sakes, your credibility here is at stake and that 

you show all fairness with the concerned groups . 

that are fighting in the area to see to it that 

there is a unbiased decision raade here on the 

habitability of that area. Thank you. 

~IS. GABALSKI: Sam G ia:::rizo. 

HR. GI.-\RRIZO: I will make chis b:::ief and 

shore b~eause you have got to get ouc of he~e by 

4 o•cloc!~. -· Hy question is this: Are you goi~g t< 

make your credibility biased or noc, because chis 

not only affects me, ic affec:s the peo?le in tne 

I 
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neighborhood thac liv e there. Ic affect:s the 

people that lived there before and raoved out and 

their children and grandchildren. 

Right now the kids are getting married. 

They are of age. They don't know if they should 

have children or they should not, They don•t kno, 

if they shouldn• t have children, Do you know 

what it feels f or a woman to go through when she 

is pregnant and going _ to have a child, to top it 

off with uncertainty about the area she lived in 

in the Love Canal, was .· it safe or not:·? That is 

the quest ion t .hat ,4e want ·answe r ·s from your panel 

and whoe .ver revie~ ·1s your pane l~ That is all I got: 

to say. If it is go 'ing to be a fair and unbiased 

opinion so that we can sit and re lax and we will 

go on with the . future knowing where we stand, 

That: is all. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY : We are go in 3 to make 

every effort: to give you, as a comraunity, a fai" 

and unbiased decision on habitability. That is wh}~ 

we have been making the effort co come up he:-e and 

I think eve ry one of t:he consultants chat we h•ve 

hired as we 11 as the state and fecie::-al ;:,eo'.'le a r e 

worl,ing very hard co give you cha , ans1~er t:o chat, 
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that ycu have .reque st:ed, and I hope, I will ask 

you to have confidence in us and in our ability to 

do this, 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: But like you said, 

the people have been waiting for a long time. 1-le 

waited six years and the people in the adjoining 

neighborhoods have waited si.x years and we still 

don• t know what is going on. So, ~•1hat are we goin 

t:o do, wait another four or five years and t:hen ha, 

another study? In the meanti.:ie, Joe Schmitt over 

here gets married and .. she doesn ·; t know what to do. 

She doesn't _knot~ how her child . is going t:'o t.urn _ou, 

She worries herself sick that she is going to have 

a deformed child and why, because there is indeci­

sion and · we haven't got no answers yet, 

Sure, 25 years down the road you worry 

about the guy that is goin~ to dig up this barrel. 

Someone made a statement on that. You worry about 

hi:a, We 11, how about wo:::-rying about us toda y . 

Twenty-five years down the road, I might nee even 

be living, So, ! don•t care about the guy 25 yeaa:-: 

down the road. I' :n worried about me today and the 

kids tha:: g=ew Uv . in that neighborhood, I a::i not 

only fight ine; fo-:- :ne, I a::i f:!.ght:!.ng :or everybody 

e 

•. 

https://f:!.ght:!.ng
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else that li ved in the neighborhood, whether they 

are still there or they moved out or the y intend 
. 

to move out. That is the basic question on habit-

ability 'out there. It isn •t how much this is goin: 

to be compared to that neighbo r hood or this com­

pared - to that neighborhood. We want to know exact 

ly where our neighborhood ls and I will say how 

safe we are in our neighborhood and that is what 

I ic boils down to. Are we safe or aren t we safe. 

Do we have to worry abour. something in the future? 

If we have to worry about something in the future, 

· \?e weren't safe and what .. do we • do to remedy that 

effect that we are going to inherit frpm ·che canal, . . . . . . 

Do we take medicine or t?hat? That is what the 

quest ions are. I£ you can come up and say yes or 

no but we want to know what we got to do one way o · 

the other. 

CHAIRMAN WELTY: Any more questions? 

MS. GAEALSKI: Any comments ? 

S !STER :-IARGEEN HOFF~•lANN: I would like to 

wake a co.n:nent. With Sam, I ag'.':ee with Sa m and I 

talked about that and we are talki:-..g a bout real 

oeoole and I have used :.:i::titicus ::am.es bu:: Ne a.:e 

·calki t:g abou:: rea l :_,eople a~ci we ha•;e h a d s o:i e 

.. 
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children born just this past cou ple of months to 

women who lived in Love Car.al and I am thinking of 

one in pal:'.ticular who was 16 when I a:et her six 

years ago, had a child . and things see~ to be fine 

and then that child, she had to be flown co the 

hospital because the child wasn• t breathing and it 

is very difficult to do that, counseling over the 

telephone with that grandmother saying so and so 

is really upset and she said to :ne , you knew, 

Ma.na, it 1 s a Love Canal baby and that, That reall; 

.. 
takes a toll on people • '£he second one we tiave 

had like tq.at to my knowledge and I s;uess thac is 

what Sam is saying and ~·le. are . t a-l[cing a.bout' you 

know, those people, he is · saying noc just for 

himself but for those people that are going to 

have child ren and we are concerned about people 

and those are the kinds of questions and I think 

he put it beautifully, that is exactly whac the 

real conce:::n s are and so on, how can the ::,eo9le 
.. . .. take care oi that. That is a conce~n and I just 

wanted to have you think about chat because they 

a:-e real peo9le involved with thinkin:; about chat. 

They co.na co my office and cha ;,iccu:-e o!: the baby 

u9 on my .nant:e 1, .:hac is what ~ee~s ::ie doing ••1hac 
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I am doing, because those are real oeoola · out ther, . . 

and it•s a month old baby out there thac we are 

doing this for and a 22 year old mother. Okay, 

CHAIRNAN WELTY: I think you ha ve to 

appreciate that the same factors are motivating 

the people that are sitting up here as well. 

SISTER 11ARGEEN HGFF:•!ANN: I a::i saying t:ha1. 

I am just thinking about that. We are doing this 

together and I realize that and I am saying that. 

CHAIIU,tAN WELTY: The is .sue of habitability 
. , 

should incorporate the ·concerns that you have 

raised in terms of the . criteria that we develop 

and if the area is det _er::tined t .o be habitable, the 

risk of those kinds of problems would not be 

excessi·1e in the area and in et:ber words, . we wouldn•t 

say that the EDA was habitable if Cb.ere t·1as suf­

ficient: or is sufficient chemicals there that woul• 

cause those kinds of problems. So, we a:::e as 

concer;:ied about that as you are, 

HR, Lt.VERDI: As a 1:esident rayse 1:.: thac 

lived there, I resent the fact chat people that 

come into ou:::- a'l:'ea and scate li!<e Siste:: Mar3een 

has and it is co:noletely misleading. Th e -~e is no 

iaccs to back up ~hat she saici. There is no 
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evi .dence t:.o back up what she said and that is what 

I ha•;e been trying to get to you. We are not goini 

to know any~hing about the habitability until you 

scientist:s sit down and discuss this all with all 

the information that you have had and then you comE 

up with each individual cone lusion of this. Maybe 

some of you will agree with each other and ;;iaybe 

some of you won 1 t, but: me as a residen:: ,1ho lives 

in the area, who is fighting this Lo•,e canal issue, 

I resent the fact that peorle come to Love Canal 

understanding and speaking of cancer,. peo9le dying 
. . . 

and everything and we still haven I t o·ne substanti­

ated, fact that .. will back that up. This is interest-

ing to the people of Love Canal, 

So, I hate to interrupt you, Sister, but 

from now when I come in to these meetings as a 

citizen and as a person who lives in the Love Cana 

fighting for the revitalization, if ir; is possible, 

if the scientists say ic is possible, I resenc the 

face that: people come be:fore these scientists wir;n 

evidence that is comoletely irrelevant: and I ao 

going to speak up at t:he meetings each time some­

body comes in Nith that because the only way 1-1e 1 ·:e 

going co get ::he si:udy he:::e done is with facts and 

. 

·· 
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I don• t think these scientist:s worl< with anything 

but facts. 

CHAIRl-fAN WELTY: Thank you. ive are 3oing 

to have to close it off now. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: We 11, I want to say 

sot:1e.thing now. I think I 1 :n on that list. Some of 

the previous speakers spoke about your repo r t o.: 

your decision but I would like to say, don•t let 

somebody interpret it for you because that is what 

happened last time. Now, . I happen to know at the 

meeting at the Hilton last time when they had one 

meeting at the city hall and the next day at the 

Hilton and it was a different story . at: the Hilton 

than when they had the meeting for the legislato rs. 

They said, well, there was some minor di _sagreement 

among the scientists but eight out of ten were in 

agreement with the .:-ehabilitation which was a lie 

and Congressman I.aFalce, right after that, he 

denounced that and I don•t think an y of these 

.. .. gentlecen were with that group but Dr. Degan was. 

I think that is the reason you are here toda y . 

So, they can quote you verbatim. Don•c let some­

body else interpret the r::orl< fo:: you . 

··s , , , G" ·'B' 7~ S"I· ., • ',·Ir. Steel<>- ,_· s ~ ~,. - ch.e ·L~st Q • ... 



1 

:z 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Zl 

22 

Z3 

1620 
of the list and want:ed t:o speak on behalf of the 

Renters Association. 

HR. STEELE: ls that. possible? Thank you, . 

very much, I just wanted to first co:.rect t.he 

record. I misspoke when I indicated that my client 

hadn• t: been told about the visit tomorro;• i . I have 

been out of town Monday and Tuesday oi this week 

and I. learned after I misspoke myself that .:hey 

hadn• t been contacted by the two scientists and I 

want:ed to let the record show that the Leve Cana 1 

Renters Association had in face been concacted 

yesterday, I believe, 

With respect to i:l:ie fo:.mat of the final 

report or the final procedure, the Renters Associa­

tion would like to join the Ecumenical Task Fo:-ce 

in suggesting that there be a public and e vening 

presentation of the report and its views and that 

the people who prepared the r'?port or the habit­

ability recommendations be a vail able t:o e:,plain thE 

suggestions that t:hey made and co answer an7 ques­

tions from the co..imunity. 

Secondly, with respect ::o t:he foniat, I 

think it: •;.1ould oe i::ioorta!.t for the ::ieo ?:>le ~•;ho . ' . 

w:-ite the report: to, A, ::,-rovicle ai'l o? :,ortunity .:o:: 
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all che scientists who may disagree, co insert 

whatever thoughts they wished to have inserted and, 

B, to go back and to recall the rec ord and loo k 

at what the different scientists may have said and 

co the extent that a particular point of vie~~ ciid 

not become a part of the final report, to explain 

why the consensus was chat it should not be so. 

Secondly, in chat kind of procedure, ! 

would like to request that the re ?Ort include a 

responsiveness su=ary co the concerns chat have 

been raised during each of the public comment 
. . 

sessions, perhaps the Pt.:l>lic ·Information Cffice 

~1ould be a good w·ay or good office to review the 

public session of each meeting and to cull from 

those sessions che particular concerns expressed 

and then present that list of concerns co the 

report writers so chat: those peo?le could respond 

t"o the concerns in the final draft docu.:ient. 

I wancad co co ntinue with a couole oz. . the 

.concerns t:hat I wanted co chat I didn• c ::;et a cnan~e · 
. 

co raise in the morning 3ession and point to ~ase 

10 of the th ird crite=ia dra f t: and this is a con-

ce:-n that: 1-,ould be co"°"-:icn co several areas. When 

i~e talk about: re:.iediacion, : hac see :;is co ::i.e cc be ,· 
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t:erra . that is t:oo general and perha:,s we should 

specify when we say that remediation should be dcni, 

tha:: we should specify what: that re~ediation shoul , 

be and what: that: remediation s h ou ld include and 

at what: point should things be remediat:ed to . 

I also wanted t:o ra is e the issue of 

Dr. Silbergeld•s concern with t he co mparative 

approach. She didn•t raise it thoroug hly in he r 

note and I am a little confused by it a nd would as! 

that chat issue be addressed and discussed. I 

would like to understand what her concern was so I 

can evaluate it and think about it a nd I l90uld ask 

that th~t docuinent · t:~at you pre .se .nt .deal ~~i::h ·chat 

concern explicitly. She also tal~ed about several 

issues back or several co!lll!lents back. She a l so 

talked about: certain kinds of health tests ::hat 

could be done, certain kinds of follo ~•;-u 9 :nonito:::-­

i~~ studies in addition to those sug gested in the 

third dra ft wor king paper and I woul d encourage t:h~ 

final paper to include a co mmi:: ~en t to cio those 

k inds of f ol l o~-u p s t udies. 

On page 10 the state~ent reacis, a nd I als < 

•1.·n d 1.·- -• D• ._ S·o11·ne 1 s - t"'" -i.- o ·· h •s .._ ~c-~ -~ ~.,-1· 0• \. • ~ 
4 - -' • ~ o, -e no-~ .;_ - U ,\.. - --U~ , 

the scate::i<! nt th at che othe:: Love Ca o1a l -::he::ii~a l s 
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are much less t:oxic and ·t,1e levels i:i t:he lo,: part · 

per billion are generally considered to be accept:­

able and one .to be considared acce:.,table in resi-

dential soils. I mean, i f such a statement does 

appear in the final report:, it must be justified 

in terms of. scient:ific literature. :\s such, ic I s 

a very im[a>ortant: state:nent and it surely deserves 

to be proven and de:nonstrated. 

I wanted to .encoura ge the discussion about 

what to do with ground water and what to do with 

the comparative levels . I gues s that is still 

bein g discussed. I don't yet: have a ·.i;ense _ cf . . 

whEither people . a::e sa7ing any · signi f icant: ditferen:ie 

between the Love Canal a n d the control group is to 

. 
mean that something is going to be unaccept:able or 

noc habitable. I still don•t understand yet what 

decision rule the co!lllllittee has set forth in terms 

of what is or is not: acce oca b le and that is sor.ie -
• 

thing that: is very i~?orcant: and I guess stil l 

re:nains to be done. 

'£here ~~as a co:.icent by Dr. Sipes about the 

ground water monitoring i~dicacor che~ica l s. Now, 

a long time ag o Dr. Pohland askad fo~ the s~~und 

water sampling rasult:s with .:he snal l o~-1 mcnito ::in ::, 

-... -., . ....... , .. ... -~--·····- ........ 
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we l:i.s. We have asked fer th ·at in f o:::i;iacion as we:!.:. 

That is being done on a continuing basis. To date, 

I guess that infer.nation is yet to be provided and 

to the extent that the DEC is doing ongoing samvling 

in shallow wells, perhaps they could give that 

infor~ation to Dr. Sipes so that he could get a 

sense of the extent to which the DEC's monitoring 

program has identi!!.ed chemicals chac should be use< 

as appropriate ones for markers. 

On page 14, given the existence of Love 

Canal as an inactive hazardous waste depository, 
. . . . . 

the scientists anp experts generally agree that 

. the . . . · overall . engineering plan . to acco:nmod .ate . . ~he 
. 

environmental concerns is applica ~le and acceptable 

provided that the effective ope ration and .naintenat ce 

a::e assured. I don't yet understand it. I guess 

I join Joanne Hale, I don't understand t-1hat the 

state and federal governments propose to be the 

final engineering plan and consequently I don•c 

yet understand why it. is or is not appropriate. .. 

It seemed co me that we have to have in chis area 

especially firm decision rules and hard , objective 

criteria about what re.::ieciiation means and about 

wha,: const:i::utes an env:!.:::-on:nental and acce9:::able 

https://identi!!.ed
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engineering plan. What we have is a broad · general 

icy that to date, so far, would seem to me to fall 

short of what we should insist on. 

On page 15, reco=ended to insure adequat, 

remediation analysis, point l, analysis of shallow 

ground water using an approved sa mpling protocol. 

It's very important to my client that you people 

evaluate a protocol that is suggested because we 

are not going to be comfortable unless a protocol 

that is used has your stamp of approval. So, that 

is another area that we would like to have -some 

objective, firm, measurable goals. 
. . 
Also the · treatm _e .nt plant oper _at:ioi:i, clear: y 

that is important, point 4, periodic re ports. Thal 

should be better flushed out, how often, what sqou. d 

they contain, I would lil<e to see this document 

be as specific as possible to make sure that the 

kind of specific thinss that: you peo9le are t:alkin t 

about aren•t: forgotten as ti~e goes on because ycu 

. ~.:: people have invested too much time and ener gy _and 

ef f ort for the tcnowledge here to be lose and not 

kept track of. 

Point: 16 , the he a 1th studies. In t he 

past the healt:h studies ha· , e not adequatel y zssure ci 
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that the renters in this area have . been part of 

thera. 1 ~~ould ·like to ask that you people mal<e 

sure that the renters as well as ho..ie owners be 

followed up in whatever health studies that you 

people think are important to insist on. 

On page 17, the QA/QC of the env:!.ronc:enta 

data says, any environmental data used in making 

habitability criteria should meet the minimum 

requirements for QA/QC as determined by the Love 

Canal QA/QC study group, I chink it's probably 

important that you people specify what exactly you . 
. . 

would require. In particular, wha:: . is the Love 

Canal QA/Q'C study groi,lp requiring? Is the .t: s1.1ff.i- . 

cient? Do you people agree'? This would gi,;e us 

a handle on what we should hope fo.::- and antis::-ipate 

in the futu:-e. 

1 apologize for going beyond your time anc 

I hope you wi 11 excuse me. Thank you, ve r-1 much_. 

CHAIRi·!AN WELTY: I don•:: think ~-,e has;e C;i:ie 

to ;:-espond to all of your .comllents now ·but •,.,e w.i .l JL :•:·· 

take the!il into consideration, I would just 11:,e t:q 

mention that the last point that you raise is 

beyond t!1.e scope of this ? ar::i.cula:: s-roup i:: ::er:as 

o:: loo kin5 at: :he QA/QC cri::e::ia. ·'l:'hat is a whole 
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other group that is looking at that and that: 

· particular process will be peer . re .yiwe .d., So, I . . . - . . .. . ... ,. 

think that our group . i.s focus ._iilg. in on habit:abilit: } -.~ .... ... ... . ., .. ~ 

and the QA/QC iss1.1e . is a sa!,)_arai:e , .. q.l!e,13,:1:ion. . . . . . •'• . . . 

Thank you, 

(i'1hereupo .n, the , a .bove p.roc .eeciin g s . . .. . •' . . . . . . . . 

·were adjou.:ned.) 
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