


These kind of suspicions are shared by many people who have studied
assessments performed for incinerators. However, going beyond susf
proof is mot an easy matter. Needless to say when consultants are
matter they claim that they meet the highest professional standards
a coincidence that their numbers meet regulatory demands with such
It is also a coincidence that when they make mistakes in their calg
"mistakes" always seem to be in the direction of lowering the calcy
Tom Webster and Paul Connett have spent several years pursuing thes
assessments for incinerators and have summarized some of their fing
entitled "Municipal Waste Incineration and Risk Analyses: The Need
Questions.”" (This 15-page paper is available to Waste Not readers
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Meanwhile, Waste Not has in its possession a document which looks 7
"smoking gun" in this matter. This takes the form of a draft copy
assessment prepared for the St. Lawrence County, NY trash (Harbert-
in which a lawyer (Richard M. Cogen of the firm Nixomn, Hargrave, De
written some rather explicit comments about the calculations in the
paper. In his overall comment (see xerox copy belox) he writes: ,A
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"Overall comment ~ The risk #'s still come
out too high — especially the 10-=4:for
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infants*. The DOH** opened the door to
getting the numbers lower in a comment

that, as best I can tell, is not being
responded to here. Why haven't we taken

the opportunity? Can we validly say that we
have made our best attempt to (word missing)
lowest poss risk numbers within the bounds of
conservatism and .defensibility."

Sept. 15, 1988, letter from Richard M. Cogen to
Mitchell Wurmbrand, Environmmental Risk Ltd.,
Bloomfield, CT.

* This refers to Quantitive Worst-Caste Estimates of
Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risks to Reference Infants
at the Point of Maximum Impact from the Planned St.
Lawrence County Resource Recovery Facility for ingestion
of dioxins and furnas.

** The DOH refers to the New York State Department of
Health.
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There seems to be little doubt that the lawyer here is
trying to influence the process to achieve a better "target"
number.

The word that is particularly revealing is the word
"still". The use of this word
would suggest that thik is not
the first effort to get the risk
numbers lowered. The consultant

that this request from' the lawyer did
Inot influence his calculations, but
las "Foincidence" would have it, in
| the final version of the risk
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(Robert Michaels of RAMTRAC Corp.) cla
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|assessment, the risk number in

40 [ question was lowered from 1.15 x
| 10~4 to 1.46 x 10-5! or from

115 infant deaths per million

to 14.6 infant deaths

per million.

Paul & Ellen Connett, Editors |
; 82 Judson Street
Canton, New York 13617

(315)379-9200
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