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REVISED CHARGE TO REVIEWERS
Members of this peer review will be tasked to determine whether the mode-is being used to
support the decision-making process for the Reassessment, and the assumptions therein,
are appropriate. The peer reviewers will base their assessment on the reviaw the
Preliminary Model Calibration Report (PMCR), an updated Technical Scope of Work for the
Baseline Modeling Report (Appendix B of the PMCR) and the responses to selected
comments received from stakeholders during the public comment period on the PMCR.

In October 1996, EPA released the Preliminary Model Calibration Report (PMCR), which
described the models, datasets and assumptions being used as part of the Hudson River
PCB Reassessment RI/FS. The PMCR represents the status of the preliminary PCB
modeling effort as of Fall 1995. Datasets, database corrections and other pertinent
information which became available after October 1995 were not incorporated within the fate
and transport modeling presented in the PMCR. The PMCR was an interim document
prepared to describe work in progress and was not intended to be a conclusive report. In
particular the HUDTOX model presented in the PMCR was not intended to be used as a
predictive tool to assess remedial action scenarios. In addition, while time-varying
mechanistic models of bioaccumulation will be used along with other models to predict fish
body burdens, these models are not described in the PMCR.

The PMCR was not formally peer reviewed at the time of publication, but was distributed to
interested parties who were invited to submit comments and questions. Written responses
were made to all of these comments and questions. In addition, the work plan contained in
Appendix B of the PMCR has been revised to reflect the ongoing work being conducted as
part of the Baseline Modeling effort. Results from this effort will be presented in a Baseline
Modeling Report that will be formally peer reviewed.

The peer reviewers are requested to determine whether the models being used to support
the decision-making process for the Reassessment RI/FS, and the assumptions therein, are
appropriate. The peer reviewers are not being asked whether they would conduct the work
in the same manner, only whether the work being conducted will yield scientifically credible
conclusions.

It is suggested that the reviewer first read the PMCR. The Responses to Comments
provides information on the context of the PMCR within the overall modeling effort and



additional details beyond the PMCR results. The current work plan as revised in June 1998
reflects the ongoing Baseline Modeling effort and revisions to some of the original modeling
tasks proposed in Appendix B of the PMCR. In addition, the USEPA/TAMS Phase 2
database has been considerably revised. New datasets have been added and some earlier
datasets have been extensively revised.

The peer reviewers are asked to comment on the following:

A. Is EPA using appropriate models, datasets and assumptions on which to base a
scientifically credible decision?

B. Will the models, with the associated datasets and assumptions, be able to answer the
following principal study questions as stated in the PMCR:

1. When will PCB levels in the fish population recover to levels meeting human
health and ecological risk criteria under No Action?

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

3. Are there contaminated sediments now buried and effectively sequestered from
the food chain which are likely to become "reactivated" following a major flood,
resulting in an increase in contamination of the fish population?

C. Specific questions:

1. Are the modeling approaches suitable for developing quantitative relationships
between external forcing functions (e.g., hydraulic flows, solids and PCB loads,
sediment initial conditions, etc.) and PCB concentrations in the water column,
sediments and fish? Are the models adequate for discriminating between
water-related and sediment-related sources of PCBs?

2. Are the spatial and temporal scales of the modeling approaches adequate to
answer the principal study questions? If not, what levels of spatial and
temporal resolution are required to answer these questions? What supporting
data are required for calibration/ validation of these spatial and temporal
scales?

3. It is contemplated that PCB concentrations in fish will be estimated using
several modeling approaches: an empirical probabilistic model derived from
Hudson River data, a steady state model that takes into account mechanisms
of bioaccumulation body burdens, and a time-varying mechanistic model (not
included in the PMCR). A bi-variate statistical model may also be used to
provide insight into accumulations. This multi-model approach is being
contemplated because of the uncertainties associated with any individual
model. Is this a reasonable approach or should predictions be made using a
single "best" model?
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4. Is the level of process resolution1 in the models adequate to answer the
principal study questions? If not, what processes and what levels of resolution
are required to answer these questions? What supporting data (such as data
to support specifications of a mixed depth layer, solids and scour dynamics,
groundwater inflow, etc.) are required for these processes and levels of
resolution?

5. The results of the modeling effort will be used, in part, to support human and
ecological risk assessments. In your judgment, will the models provide
estimates adequate for this purpose?

D. Are there any changes to the work effort outlined in the revised work plan that would
significantly improve the outcome?

E. In terms of evaluating the overall and specific effects and behavior of PCBs in the
Hudson River, are there any serious flaws in the modeling approach (theory, structure,
physical parameters, etc.) that would limit or invalidate any conclusions or further work
based upon the results of these models?

Recommendations

Based on your reading and analysis of the information provided, please identify and submit
an explanation of your overall recommendation for the modeling effort for the Hudson River
PCB Reassessment RI/FS:

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

1. The "level of process resolution" refers to the theoretical rigor of
the equations used to describe the various processes affecting PCB
fate and transport such as: settling, resuspension, volatilization,
biological activity, partitioning, etc. An example of low process
resolution is use of a constant value for the solids resuspension
rate. A higher level of process resolution is use of a complex
mathematical description of the physics involved in remobilizing
bedded sediment particles (such as cohesive forces, bed shear
stresses, etc.)
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