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TO: Environmental Coordinators . &i}ZZZZZZZZ‘V/’

FROM T. & Grumbles
DATE

February 8, 1989 VI S'V
roffice won SUBJ:  PROPOSED CMA RELEASE REDUCTION POLICY AND PROGRAM

Attached is material regarding a release reduction policy being
proposed, or formulated, by CMA. A briefing meeting is being held

March 1 in Washington to present the attached and begin receiving
member company comments.

Please review the attached and let me know if you have comments on
the attached drafts and/or would like to attend the meeting. I plan
to attend the meeting. Please give me any comments by February 24,

—— ——

S~
T. G. Grumbles :
dlj
.520

Attachment

cc: Plant Manapers - R. W. Seymour-ABER, L. R. Bauer-BALT, G. D.
Williams-BLANE, J. B. Maher-HMD, J. Friend-LCCP, J. W. Ware-
LCLAB, R. A. Courad-LCVCM, H. D. Garrison-OKC, FP. L. Foote-PREM

J. A. DeBernardi, T. H. Huffman, X. D. Gamblin
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CHEMICAL MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

January 30, 1989

TO EXECUTIVE CONTACTS OF CMA MEMBER COMPANIES
Dear Executive Contact:

Subject: Member Company Comments on Proposed CMA Chemical
Release Reduction Policy and Program -- March 1, 1989 Briefing

The purpcse of this letter is to urge the attendance of your senior
environmental, health, safety and legal managers at a& March 1, 1989,
briefing on a proposed major new CMA program concerning Title III, Section
313 releases. The proposed program encourages CMA member compenies to
increase their efforts to reduce releases to the envirammant and to
increase the understanding of health effects from these-resieasesx Public
policy debates on Section 313 release inventories are-anticipatesd to- gain
momentum when EPA releases its compUterized inventory later this ‘year.
This new program will position the industry in a positive light for any
follow up debates.

The proposal is the product cf an intensive six month process involving
health, safety, environmental, government relations, legal, and communi-
cations experts from the member companies, with careful oversight by the
Executive Committee and Board of Directors. The proposed voluntary policy
and programs, built upon CMA's existing air quality policy and waste
minimization program, are crafted to respond to immediate public concerns
focused on the Section 313 release reports and to demonstrate industry
leadership. To assist you in preparing for the briefing, I am attaching a
copy of the proposal. Please treat these materials as confidential.

CMA's Environmental Management Committee will evaluate comments and make
revisions over the next two months and make a final presentation to the
Board of Directors in April. The March 1 briefing is designed for senior
environmental, health and safety, and legal managers, to review the
proposed policy and program, discuss the relationship to other CMA
initiatives, its i{mplementation, communication strategy, impact on local
operations, and to provide opportunities for attendees to ask questions. A
tentative agenda is enclosed. The briefing will be held at the Ramada
Renaissance Hotel, 1143 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. (202)
887-0800 beginning at 9:00 a.m. A block of rooms has been reserved for
those who will arrive the night before. (When making reservations refer to
RR #392. The cut off date is February 15, 1989.)
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To assure that all member companies will be accommodated at the special
briefing, I am requesting that you designate no more than two represent-
atives to attend. I would appreciate your contacting David W. Carroll's
office (202/887-1185, Ms. Stephanie Henry) to advise who your represent-
ative(s) will be for the March 1, 1989, meeting. We ask that each attendee
bring a check made out to CMA in the amount of $30.00 to defray the costs
for continental breakfast, coffee break, and the meeting room.

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact David W. Carrell,
Director, Environmental Programs, (202) 887-1164 or Ann M. Mason, Associate
snvironmental Division (Air Programs), (202) 887-1180.

President

Attachments

ce: Environmental Management Zontacts
Health and Safety Contacts
Responsible Care Coordinators
Title III Contacts
CAER Coordinators
Legal Contacts
Washington Offices
State Contacts
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TENTATIVE AGENDA

PROPOSED CHEMICAL RELEASE REDUCTION POLICY AND PROGRAM
BRIEFING

MARCH 1, 1989

7:30 - 9:00 a.m. Registration and Continental Breakfast

9:00 Introductory Remarks - R. A. Roland, President, CMA

9:15 Section 313 Impact and CMA's Responsible Care Program -
J. Holtzman, Vice President-Communications, CMA

9:35 Draft CMA Chemical Release Reduction Policy - C. T.
Seay, Chairman, Environmental Management Committee

9:50 Questions and Answers

10:15 ) Break -

10:30 Programmatic Support Proposals

) Regional Monitoring and Modeling <« R. Bradford,
Leader, ad hoc Chemical Release Reduction Group

e Health Effects Evaluation Program - R. Van Mynen,
Vice Chairman, H&SC

) Smaller Company Assistance - R. Bradford

) Communications Program - J. Holtzman
11:15 Questions and Answers
11:40 Concluding Remarks =- C. T. Seay
11:45 noon Ad journment
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CONFIDENTIAL

QiA will promote, among its member companiss, practices that protect the safety
and health of saployees and residents of communities in which they opsrate.

Our industry's goal is to assure that employees and communities are not
sdversely affectad by our operstions and to encourage others, including our
suppliers and customars, to achieve the same goal.

(MA understands the public concern regarding heslth effects from releases into
the envirommeat. CMA also believes bettar informetion on the effect of these
releanas is neaded to sssure fully informed sctiom by govermmest, industry and
the public. CMA wember companies will incresse their efforts to reduce
relesses to ths envircoment and to increase the understanding of health effects
from these releases. Existing industry sctivities will be comsolidated to
hin;fomtothh effort so that the industry's performance will be improved
and the industry's margin-of-safety will be incressed.

This CMA policy, recommended for implementation by sach mesber company at each
of its operations, includes the following elements:

1) Using SARA Section 313 reports as & base, inventory existing releases to
all medis. Chemicels other than those covered by Sectiom 313 will be+
included as approprists.

2) Establish priorities for the inveatoried releases based om factors
including their potential impact and the lewvel of comsumity comcern.

3) Formulats s release reduction plan, based on this renking, to incresse
the current margin-of-safety, increase aperation efficiency, snd address
areas of public concern. In the plan, transferring relaases from one
wedia to another should be used only if the overall volume, toxicity, and
environmental impact is reduced. Reductions say be schieved by any of
the following methods, but it is recognized that such reduction efforts
are listed in declining order of desirability and member companies will
direct their efforts sccordingly:

i) Source reductiom.
i1) Recycle/Reunse. . . 2

{i1) Treatwent to reduce volume end/or toxicity bafore
releas or disposal. -

4) Initiate @ systeam to rsport release todnctiol_i progress.

L)) Communicate overall plans and progress to employees and the public.

In addition, to increase understanding of the efforts of chemical raleases, CMA
will work to better determine the comcentrations of chemicals in the

sovirooment and the health effects of such chemicals. Finally, in implementing
all of the sbove, CHA will foster assistance to smaller plants and cospanies.

o | CONFICENTIAL
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Section:-313 chemicals gamarilly do. aot pose-a risk to. comssmitiesx In
eddition, it designed to achisve a secomdary bemafit of getting smbieat data
systess in placs to momitor progress. The. project proposal focuses am aix ,
issues: as the initisl priocrity with possible subeequent phase in of surface 72//%
ad growdiwster programs. to- essure: s salti-media perspective.

The project will provide for data collectioa wsing regiomal sir
dispersion msodelling to predict botshots end optimize the: locatiom of a -
sinimmm of five to ten somitors per sampling location. Five to tsa target
tegions are recommandad as the minimum level of effort.

OFTICNS CONSIDERED

Three programsatic levela of activity were considered. The first

sltarnative is a base case that supports Options 2 & 3. Optiom 2 places the-
local CIC's in the leadership positiom but the bulk of the total cost still
sust be assumed by the local industry. Comsidering CMA's budgstary
constraints, this is the recommended option. Option 3 crestes & new ares of
activity for CMA, and carries a high pricstag, although it delivers the
saximue leverage, visibility, and credibility.

1. Base Cage

Gather available data. i.nto & central refersace. systes-(e.g., Houston
Ragional Monitoring Network dats, Bay Area Air Taxics Stndy,EPA indoor
aiz study, end volunteer data acquisition by msmber cowpanies). This
cantral refersnce systam on sonitored deta can be supplesented with a
QA regionsal dispersion mndel snd & QA regional sampling protocol.
Devalopment of the modsling/womitoring protocols will cost sbout
$50,000. Protocols can be developed. by comtrectors by June-1989. The
data gathering effort will cost approxisatsly $50,000.

2. Prosctive CIC Activity

Replicate the Houston Regionsl Monitoring project, or modified
spproaches, in priority areas through CMA leadership. Local programs
will be conducted by comsultants with local industry financial support
and technicel direction. This option places the eatire finsncial end
sezpower burden on local industry and is probably limited to thomse

VVV 000028484
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CONFIDENTIAL

arees with axisting, active CIC's. Deta in this way may have
less credibility becsuse the public perceives that it is "industry"
genezatad rathar than a cooperstive effort lesd by comsmity leaders.

The total costs from local industry for significant
sodelling/womitoring progreams typically will be in the ramge of
$500,000 to $1 milliom per regicn per year.. Top dowa managesent
support from CMA sember companies will be necessary to estsblish
regiomal aomitoring programs under this optiom.

hmgtb--luu'tmlw Monitoring Network as & working modsel, CMA
can offer matching grants end technical sssistamce to state and local

. agenciss, CIC's, or foundaticns and commissions to establish and carry

out regicmsl sir soanitoring programs keyed arcund significant 313
relesses. Funding will be leveraged snd industry will be viaibly
iswolved in assuring valid data collectiom for programs proposed by the
local communities. Undexr this optiom, CMA will cover at leass a third
and posaibly mors of the total cost for at lesst the initial yesr.
CQMA's direct cost will be epproximately $1 to §3 millice dollarw for

Wth- initial year.

WULIIMEDIA TOTAL PROGRAMS

Groundwater and Surface Water programs can ba introduced oa a deleyed time
line.

1.
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Support state wellhead protectiocn programs through partnerships with
local government. local industry might provide data end tachnicsl
axpertise, i.s., temporary locals of hydrogeologists, for exampls, as
vell as grant soney for groundwater monitoring within the wellbead
protection progrsm. This program is not curreatly funded at the
Federal leval, yet the States are anxicus-to protect their public water
supply as suggested in the 1986 Safe Drinking Water Act imendmants. .

Surface Vater
'2:/,‘{'77_’

Provide. grants to organizstions, such as, the Chesapesks Bay
Foundstion, The Mississippi River Coalitiom. Surface water quality
could be monitored in the immediste area of sember-company facilities |
to supplement State momnitoring sfforts.
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Howston, 1X

Baton Rouge, Ld -

nuJ-::Jzz;!lu ™ 7“25- "A¢¢;Z;;7
Buffalo/Niagare Falls, NY Agrhtﬁlt Z '

Bay Ares District, Ci

South Coast (Los Angeles) District, CA M/CZ idand WM
Chicago, IL MMM :
Vashington, DC (comtrel) : /‘-”“,

Bouston Regional Mogitoring Experience

" The Houston Regional Monitoring Corporstiom (HRM) wes formwed in 1979 by

local srsa businesses to obtain embient sir momitoring data for the
eriteria air pollutants. EKlevean (11) monitoring stations werw«
established. The prisary purpose of HRM was to ensble compemtas to
satisfy Prevention of 8ignificant Deterioration (PSD) permit..
spplication requirements.

Since itz inception, the focus of data collectiom and mly'lh bhas

shifted to seat changing needs. Collected oscoe dats, in particular, has
been very useful to industry and the State in evaluating sir quality, the
sffects of varicus emission socurces and cauttols, and the significance of
sonitor placamsent.

In 1987, the HRM's focus was expanded to include collecting smbient air
concentration data for about 170 specific chemicals, including many

' SARA Section 313 chemicals of concern. Samples are obtained for a

24~hour pariod every sixth dey at six existing wonitoring statioms
covering about 900 square miles. This monitoring is intended to ansess
long-ters community exposure to these- substances in outdoor air.

During esch saspling period, a 15-liter camister is filled at a rate of
6 cc/min, and then the canister is transferred to the Radian.

- Corporation for malysis. Extensive QA/QC procadures. are employed.

Mateorvlogical cunditions are recorded for each site to support
sssassasuts of the data. The cost of this targeted .nnitoring is
spproxisately $80,000-100,000/station/year.

The momitoring stations sre operated by Radian Corporation, and the
entire HEM effort is supported by member-compauy comtributiocns of about
$50-360 per msmufacturing esployes.

aton Rouge Ares dsbient Adr Momitorink

In early 1988, several companies in the Baton Rouge, LA, srea initiated
en affort to better understand the ambient air quality in the Baton

yVv 000028486




CONFIDENTIAL

Rouge area and the effect of emissions oo air quality. The effort
included short-term asbient sir sampling snd enalysis by Radian
Corporation and modeling by Trinity Consultants. The total cost is
expected to be approzimstely $130,000.

Nonitoring comsisted of the collection of 24~bour composits samples st
four (4) locatiocas for three (3) consecutive days st each site and
included significent QA/QC procedures. Total cost for the 12 samples,
analyses, and QA/QC, including setup of the temporary momitoring
station, was $65,000. m.qlmmmntmmumm
same as for the ongoing NRM project.

Nodeling consisted of dispersion calenlations for the emissiocus of 17
substances from 13 area facilities. Iz addition, the GEMS model was
used to estimate axpasure and risk in tha area for two of the
substances. Total coat of the modelling effort is about $65,000.

On-site persomnel involved in the interpretation end use of thas
souitoring and sodsling dats with interested public comsider the
ssmitoring data to be sost believable and, tharefore, tha moat useful.

e hu!z2ulEaliésnhsJﬁn;ﬁu:n&ilﬂnll

In esrly 1938 enhanced Industry Hygieme (IH) mllmuﬂn ;
sonitoring techniques wers used to obtsin ambient sir quality data for
eight VOCs in the vicinity of s msjor petrochemical complex. Ths
snhanced techniques wers capsble of quantifying low ppb comcentrstions
of ths substances.

Sampling was conducted at eight locstions with seven 48-hour composite
saxples obtained at each location over a thres-week period. Totsl cost
for sampling, snalysis, end QA/QC was $50,000.

- Based on the success of this affort, the same tachnique has been
smployed at othar locations.

Dispersion modelling is now being initiated in the arsa to estimate the
ambient contributiom at 400 receptor locations of ten chemicals. From
200 emissiocns sources st five facilities, the modeling cost ia
astimated st $25,000.

-7 : ' .
EC 1/17/89
3D 1/18/89
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CONF DENTIAL

OPTIONS FOR COMMONITY
EEALTE EFFECTS EVALUATION PROGRAM

MACEGROUND:

Toe 4d Hoc Chewical Relasse Reduction Work Group, amd the Heslth and
Safety Committase bave dewvaloped aight options for responding to tha
public’'s concarn about exposars to chamical zelesses. Thess options
sre presented to help identify the wost bapaficial comrse of sction for
implemmnting this progras alamaat.

Evalusting the affact of chemical exposurs on commugity heslth is

central to sddreassing the public's concarn shout chemical ralesses.
Clear and widely accapted metbods to idestify acceptable levels of
axposnre are essantial to sxplein: the messing of Title [II, zelsane
reduction, and waste minimisstion data.

After a discussion of sll optioms, the consensus of the Ad Boc VWork
Group, and the Haslth sand Safety Committes focuses incressingly on CMA
sponsoring the developsent of consensus asthodology(s) at amm
orgmnisation such as CIIT, (See Options 3 aud 6 below.) The cost of ¥
pursuing this option is approximately $230.000. The longer tasrm
spplicstion of tha consensus method(s) by other groups to a wide
variety of substances sntails additiocosl coets.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

The Community Heslth Effects Eveluation program seaks to identify
methods to cheracterize exposures of ths general public to chemicals.
The effort will work to identify existing wethods to determinas safety,
aud to improve the axisting state of science in determining safety.

Moreower, the program will work to improve the public acceptability of
the sessures used to judge safety. o s/, [ /

FROGEAN OPTTONS;

Optioos considered for the program are listed in their ordar of
rasources required: : -

Option 1: Eucourage Governmest Action.
" Safaty is & satter of public perception end scceptsbility.
. Industry's sctivities will always be sumpect and CMA shomld
S oz » OGOCOUTAQE OVErUMMAt tegulatory ageacies to set safety
M.J’d‘“\ o standards. Until standsrds are set, industry will use
/ axisting messures to judge safety and explain these to the
g ¥ Arfa s public.

Option 2: Encouraxe Resesrch-

) Industry could sncourage rasaarch by government agencies and
Seome Cihop Thiscal gy Universitiss to improve wethods by which to judge safety.

il S s
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Such encoursgement will only be suggestions that this is a
serious issue that needs attention.

Opticn 3: Fund Resserch.

Optiom 4:

Industry could fund research by nninuitiu. national
laboratories or comsultants to _m-thodshyvhichto
Judge safety.

CMA eould axmmine the commmity exposure valuss obtained
through its information exchange program. Consensus arsas
could be identified, and & needs sssesssant and feasibility
stndymldhduofuﬁm.mkhdmhphgwo
values.

Option 5: Develop Conseggus on Nethodology(s).

Industry could further develop consensus on msethod(s) by
which to establish comwunity exposure values. The methnd(s)
will not be applied to specific chemicals, but published in

. the scientific literature for uss by individuoal compsnies or -

government agencies. The spplication of any method to
specific chemicals will oftan require the dwvelopment of
additional data on that substance to form'a scientifie
decision.

Option 6: Fund ag Independent Organization.

The chamical industry could fund an outside organization,
such as CIIT, to develop and apply a method for setting
comsunity sxposure values.

Optiom 7: Industry Could Develop and Apply & Methodology for
Setting Comgumity Exposurs Values

dn industry group could develop. a method for setting
community exposure values. This method and data on specific
chemicals could then be turned over to a standard setting
organization such as AIHA, ACGIH, ASTM, or EPA.

Option 8: Fund sn Independent Efpert Scientific Penel to

{

Devejop end Apply ¢ Methodology for Setting Commupity
Exposure Values.

The chemical industry:eould fund an independent axpert
scientific panel, through & university research center or
national laboratory, to develop and apply a consensus sethod
for setting commmnity axposurs values. .:.The sethod and valuas
will then Be made aveilable to standard '‘setting orgsnizations.

l
i
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I CONFIDENTIAL

$30,000 - $50,000 for

Costs will vary depending on the options selected. Costs
s to
$ and. 7, and $600,000 for

option 4, $250,000 for optioms 5,
option 8.

Depending on the optioms selected, iwplessntatiom could take
two to five years. The time raquirted depends grestly on the
rescurces devoted to the project. Optiom 8, for instance,
will require 2 years while option i will depend on the speed
with which regulatory sgencies ect. Optioms 5, 6, and 7 will
tequire one year to develop consensns ssthod(s) with
sdditional time required for spplicstiom to specific
substances.

EC 1/17/89
RD 1/18/89
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The member compeniss. of CMA are committsd to the swocassful
isplementation of doth the letter and the spirit of Title III.

The following options wers considarsd to sssist ssallex compemies with
their environnental, hesith snd safety progreas. The semtimsut of the -
work group is that an isplementation strategy that combines sewerzl of.
these opticus will be the most effective.

° 1. Hember compenies will commsunicate to and provide direct sssistance
to. smaller compenies through existing product stewardship programs.

- Mail information packets
- Invits customers in for tresining

A/{}L - Send tachnical service representatives out to customers
{

CMA will wvork with the Commcil of Chemical Association Execu-
2 tives, U.5. Chamber of Commercs, State Chemical Councils and other

M : national organizations to develop communication pieces om

technical sssistance svailable to ssaller companies and how to

Ao
WZ? access ths process.  Approximste cost for CMA to implement the

. ) @ctivity is $10,000. Comsunicaticns regarding technical assistance
) f? to smaller compenies will begin in early May.

‘ 2. Member companies and CMA, poesibly using coatractors, v:Lu condnet
an-gite training for compenies: in the following arsas:

- Unt- -.inintmicn/tolouo reduction principles and
mathodologies

Process safety

Emargency planning and preparsdness

Communicating with saployses and the community
Public health isasues.

As an alternative, CMA and sember companies will develop seminars/
workshops on 8 regiocnal/local basis to provide information on the

key issues highlighted above. They will be highly participatory
and hands-on. They will use case studies presented by experienced

plant pmol. The seminars will partially pey for themselves,

VYV 000028491 ’
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" although funds will be needed to develop guidance ssterials in
some of the areas mantioned (approximately $75,000). The
workshops could be scheduled for late summer or esarly fall.

The seainar/workshops will be developed and co-sponsered by:

Individusl member compenies
Stats chemical organisstions
QoA /other trads associstions
Council of Chemical Associstion Kzscutives.

3. Heamber companies could wobilize their retirees to provide sany of
the servicas listed sbove. Thers ars ssny unkoowns including
perscunel avatilability and interest, cost, and timing.
Neverthaless, this option is worthy of further consideratica.

4, COMA could establish a technical sssistance hotline for smaller
companies to call and rsquest help. Ve recognize that each
company requesting assistancs vill have diffsrent needs, pressures,
and time constraints. The hotline could cost appraximatsly
$170,000 per ysar (including staff) unless it can be comsolidated
into an existing CMA service. The hotline will begin operation in
July 1989. :

5. ZEstablish assistauce programs with key universities whareby
undergradunate snd graduate sngineering students asaist smaller
companies in their waste sinimisation and relsase reduction
programs. A tsam (3-4 students) could have a project (defined by
the company) to work om for the semester. The final raport will
include ways to minimize waste/releases and operational costs, and
saximize effsctiveness of implementation plans. This process
could be initisted thxough state chemicsl organizations. Pro-
Jected costs are not clearly defined at this time.

7 3
EC 1/17/89
3D 1/18/89.
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The public perceives that no sesasuressat data axists om Sectiom 313

chemicals relessed to the air, surface water, or groundwster. Tharefore,

they believe "toxics" are & bealth threat. Limited momitoring data indicate

that there are very small comcantratioms of chemicals ia communities. EPA

and others have indicated that the genaral eir quality is improviag. Thas-
objective of this project is ta proactively obtaia sore dats to casfirm that
Section 313 chemicals generally do not pose- a risk to -commsnities. In

sddition, it designed to achieve a secondary benefit of getting ambiemt data
systems in place to momitor progress. The: project proposal focuses oa air -
issues as the initial priority with possible subsequest phase in of surface 7%
snd. groundwater programs to. sssurs &8 multi-sedia perspective.

The project will pruvide for dats collection using regiomal air
dispersion modslling to predict hotshots snd optimize the locatiom of a
ninimom of five to tean sonitors per sampling locatiom. Five to tam target
regicns are recommended as the minimum lavel of effort.

Three programmstic levels of activity ware considered. The first
altexnative is a base case that supports Options 2 & 3. Optiom 2 places the
local CIC‘'s in the lesdership positiomn but the bulk of ths total cost still
sust be assumed by the locsl industry. Considering CMA's budgetary
constraints, this is the recomsended option. Option 3 creates a new ares of
activity for CMA, and carries & high pricatag, althongh it delivers the
saxismw leverage, visibility, and credibility.

1. Base Case

Gather available data into a cantral refersuce system (s.g., Houstom

- Ragional Monitoring Network data, Bay Azrsa Air Toxics Study,.EPA indoor
air study, and volunteer data scquisition by sember companies). This
central refarencs systss on sonitored data can be supplesented with a
QA regional dispersion model and a CMA regional sampling protocol.
Developmant of the modsling/sonitoring protocols will cost about
$50,000. Protocsls can be developed by contractors by June 1989. The
data gathering effort will cost approximately $50,000.

2. Proactive CIC Activity

Replicate the Houston Regional Momitoring project, or modified
spproaches, in priority sreas through CMA leadership. Local progrems
will be conducted by comsultants with local industry financial support
and technical directiom. This option places the entire financial and
sanpower burdea on local industry and i{s probably limited to those

YVV 000028495




CONFIDENTIAL
SUPPORT INFORMATION FOR REGIONAL MONITORING MODELLING

1. eas £ ] .

Houston, TX

Baton Rouge, Li -

auié.ﬂ,".'.!.’ A 8 ‘ 7" o 7
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Buffalo/Riagsra Falls, NY m pheo

Bay Area District, CA .

South Coast (Los Angeles) District, CA e L ome WM

Chicago, IL W/M/f(— o0

Kanawhae Valley, WV

Vashington, DC (comtrol) ' : oy
2. Bouston R ) 3

The Houston Regional Monitoring Corporstion (HRM) wes formed in 1979 by
local area businesses to obtain ambient air wonitoring data fox the
criteria air pollutants. Eleven (11) monitoring stations were
established. The primsry purpose of HRM was to ansble cowpamtes to
satisfy Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit-
spplication requirements.

Since its inception, the focus of data collection and analysis has
shifted to meet changing needs. Collected osone data, in particular, has
been very useful to industry and the Stata in evaluating air quality, the
effects of various emission sources and controls, and the significance of
monitor placemsent.

In 1987, the HRM's focus was expanded to include collecting ambient air
concentration data for about 170 specific chemicals, including many
" SARA Sectiom 313 chemicals of concern. Samples are obtained for a
24-hour period every sixth day at six existing sonjitoring statioms
covering about 900 square milea. This monitoring is intended to assess
long~term community exposure to these substances in ocutdoor sir.

During each sawpling period, a 15-liter canister is filled at s rate of
6 cc/uin, and then the canister is trsnsferred to the Radiamm
Corporation for mmalysis. Extensive QA/QC procedures are employed.
Metecorviogical cuaditions are recorded for esach sits to support
assessments of the data. The cost of this targeted monitoring is
spproximately $80,000-100,000/station/year.

The monitoring stations are operated by Radisn Corporation, and the
entire HRM effort is supported by sembar-compauny contributions of about
$50-360 per manufacturing swployees.

3. t Area i

In early 1988, several companies in the Baton Rouge, LA, area initiasted
an effort to better understand the smbient air quality in the Baton
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OPTIONS FOR COMMUNITY
HEALTH EFFECTS EVALUATION PROGRAM

The Ad Hoc Chemical Relesse Reductiom Work Group, and the Health and
Safety Committes have developed eight options for responding to the
public's concern about exposure to chemical relesses. These options
are presented to belp ideatify the most bemeficisl courss of action for
implemsnting this progres elememt.

Evaluating the effect of chemical exposurs on commmity health is
central to addressing the public's concern about chemical releases.
Clear and widely accapted methods to identify sccasptable levels of
exposure ars assential to explain the seaning of Title III, relesse
reduction, end waste minimisatiom data.

After & discussion of all options, the consensus of the Ad Hoc VWork
Group, and the Hsalth and Safety Committes focuses increasingly on CMA
sponsoring tha development of consensus methodology(s) at am
organization such as CIIT. (Ses Optioms 3 and 6 below.) The cost of 3
pursuing this option is approximately $230,000. The longer term
spplication of ths comsensus sethod(s) by other groups to & wide
variety of substances entails additional coets.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

The Community Health Effects Evaluation program seeks to identify
methods to charactarize axpoeures of the general public to chemicals.
The effort will work to identify existing methods to determine safety,
and to improve the existing state of science in detarmining safety.
Morsover, the program will work to improve the public scceptability of
the ssasures used to judge safety. ol Cocle /

PROGRAM OPTIONS:

Options considered for the progr- are listed in their order of
resouzrces required:

Option 1: Encourgge Goverpment Action.

Safety is a matter of public perception and acceptability.
Industry's activities will always be suspect and CMA should

o, AR St encourage government regulatory agencies to set safety
M/uf Ko, x«;/ standards. Until standards are set, industry will use
Y M/—w“ﬂ““ axisting measures to judge safety and explain these to the
3 e ® A public.

mnimlz:snguu:nzjhimums-
o

/ Industry could encourage research by government agsncies and
Seerme Lotep zz;.q.zw universities to improve methods by which to judge safety.

#M?/‘:‘Z}ﬁl:z& —

%
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CMA
EC 1/17/89
BD t/18/89

CONFIDENTIAL

Costs will vary depeading on the options selected. Costs
to $30,000 - $50,000 for
6 and. 7, and $600,000 for

Depending on the options selected, implememtstiom could take
two to five years. The tims required depends grestly on the
resources devoted to the project. Option 8, for instancs,
will rvequire 2 years while option 1 will depend on the speed
with which regnlatory agencies act. Options 5, 6, and 7 will
require one year to develop consensus sathod(s) with
sdditiona]l time required for spplication to specific
substances. :
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GONFIDENTIAL

The member companies of CMA are committed to the succassful
implementstion of both the lettsr and the spirit of Title III.

BEowaver, meny smaller companies are having a difficult time imple-
senting key components (esmergeacy planning, accidsnt preveation,
emisgion reporting, etc.) of the law. Poor parformance by eny company,
small or large, may affect the msny positive prosctive seasures mede by
CHMA member companies. CMA member compamies should provide- techaical

" assistance to thair customers axd ssaller compenies to eahance owerall

environmental, health and safety programs.

The following options wers considersd to sssist smsller compemies with
their snvironmental, health and safety programe. The semtiment of the:
work group is that an implementation strategy that combines seweral of
these optiocns will be the most effective.

1. Hember companies will commmicets to and provide direct essistance
ta ssaller compsanies through existing product stewsrdship programs.

- Mail i{nformstion packets
- Invite customers in for training
- Send technical service repressestatives out to customers

CMA will work with the Council of Chemical Associstion Exacu-
tives, U.S. Chamber of Commerce, State Chemicsl Councils and other
national organizations to develop communication piseces on

-~ 2 :m , o Mo  technical sssistance available to smaller cowpanies and how to

o s
ey J»r ,ji’ J,J/‘J
Ly

< W:}? sccess the process. Approximste cost for CMA to implement the

activity is $10,000. Comsunications regerding technicsl assistance

|
{177 to smaller compsnies will begin in early May.

on~site training for companies in the following areas:

M' 2. Member companies and CMA, possibly using contractors, will conduct

- Wasts minimization/release reduction principles and
methodologies

Process safety

Emargency plamning and preparedaess

Commmicating with amployees and the community
Public health issues.

As an alternative, CMA and member companies will develop seminars/
workshops on a ragional/local basis to provide information on the
key issues highlighted above. They will be highly participatory
and hands-on. They will use case studies presanted by experienced
plant personnel. The seminars will partially pay for themselves,

V¥V 000028500
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HEALTH, SAFETY & ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
AND

SAFETY SUBCOMMITTEE

The Sheraton Music City Wednesday
777 McGavock Pipe ' January 25, 1989
Nashville, Tennessee 10:30 a.m.

Attendees:

Frank Borrelli, Georgia Gulf

Bruce Brocka, CertainTeed

W.C. Holbrook, BFGoodrich Company

Jim Kachtick, Occidental Chemical .
Joe Ledvina, Vista Chemical -
Gabe Lefebvre, BFGoodrich Company

Jack Lippman, Dow Chemical

Cris Lunn, Borden Chemicals

Bob Qubre, Dow Chemical

Irv Power, Occidental Chemical:

Meredith Scheck, Vinyl Institute

Opening of Meeting

The meeting convened at 10:30 a.m. with Mr. Holbrook, Committee
Chairman, asking for self-introductions.

Safety Workshop

Mrs. Scheck reviewed the discussions held at the December 15th
Executive Board Meeting regarding the Safety Seminar concept. Mr.
Lunn distributed a list of discussion items and the tentative outline
for a pamphlet/brochure announcing the meeting. Following discus-
sions, action items agreed to were:

A, Location: Wyndham Greenspoint Hotel
Date: April 25, 1989

B. Hotel Requirements: Block of Rooms (50-100)
Meeting Room
Audio Visual (Overhead, video/monitor,
slide projector/screen)
Lunch
2 Coffee Breaks

C. Panel Members: Lunn, Graybill, Lippman, Power and Holbrook to
provide names and brief biographical sketch to Scheck by Febru-
ary 3rd. Power to include paragraph explaining morning presen-
tation.

The Vinyl! institute, A Division of The Saciety of the Plastics Industry, inc.
Wayne Interchange Plaza H, 155 Route 46 West, Wayne, New Jersay 07470, (201) 850-9299

~— e e RN
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D. Lippman agreed to moderate afternoon session and to arrange for
video presentation in conjunction with the luncheon.

E. Budget to be developed by VI to allow for project to be
self-funded and supported by registration.

F. Assessment sheet to be developed by Lunn/Scheck for development
of report to the Board.

Hazard Ranking System

Mr. Holbrook introduced Mr. Lefebvre of the BFGoodrich Company,
noting Mr. Lefebvre’s involvement with activities of the Chemical
Manufacturers Association on the Hazard Ranking System and related
issues.

Mr. Lefebvre noted on December 21st that EPA had published in the
Federal Register regulations related to the National Contingency Plan
and on December 23rd had published the proposed rule on the Hazard
Ranking System. He reviewed CMA activity to date on both of these
items and noted that the comment period on both items closes February
21st. Mr. Lefebvre noted that he has taken a lead role on the HRS
Task Force and Mr. Holbrook reviewed the potential impact of the HRS
proposed rule on his and other VI member companies (referencing such
items as on site landfills and impoundments). Mr. Lefebvre urged
those present to review the proposed rule to determine its impact on
each of their facilities. He noted the current involvement on the
CMA Task Force of representatives of 2 Vinyl Institute member compa-
nies (Dow and PPG), and noted his eagerness to have the input and
involvement of others.

In this regard, Mr. Lefebvre distributed four items he had prepared
which Mr. Holbrook asked be appended to the minutes as follows - NCP
Issues for Comments; Proposed Rule - NCP, comments being developed by
CMA; Draft Comments on Hazard Ranking System; and Hazard Ranking
System - Comments Requested by EPA.

TCLP Update

Mr. Ledvina stated that although he had been earlier informed that
the TCLP would be finalized in March, that it now appears as though
the date may be June. He commented further that he understood the
vinyl chloride level being considered is 200 ppb.

Mr. Holbrook commented on the impact of this item on surface impound-
ments. He noted that it is his understanding that it is in "red
border review" by EPA and that publication could be anticipated as
early as March. Mr. Holbrook noted that the effective date will be
six months after promulgation. The committee had a round table
discussion on current activity within member companies on impound-
ments and ponds.

yvy 000028513




Vinyl chloride Standard

Ms. Scheck noted that amendments to the standard implementing the
provisions of settlement agreement in_SPI v EPA have not yet been
published, but noted that the Agency is required to file a monthly
update with the -court.

SARA

Mrs. Scheck distributed additional copies of the chart developed as a
result of member company input. Mr. Ledvina offered to provide
additional input gleaned from FOI requests and asked that Mrs. Scheck
distribute this chart to all committee members.

Mr. Holbrook asked for a roundtable discussion on the treatment of
relief valve discharges under 61.65 and the definition of "otherwise
federally permitted" vis-a-vis SARA’s reporting provisions to the
NRC.

VI Awards

Mrs. Scheck noted that forms for the VI Environmental Recognition and
Safety Performance Awards along with the nominating ballot for the
Annual VI Safety Award were mailed the previous day. Mrs. Scheck
noted that the OSHA calculation sheets were the same as in past years
and did not reflect discussions at the March 1988 Committee Meeting
concerning incorporation of contract maintenance personnel. Mr.
Lippman noted the procedures his company follows in dealing with and
assigning responsibility for contract employees. Following a lengthy
discussion on appropriate amendments to the Safety Award calculation
to assure fair and equitable comparisons that would satisfy the
varying practices and legal views of VI member companies, it was
decided that the issue would be discussed at the Committee’s next
meeting.

ADSTR

Mr. Borrelli ingquired as to the interest of VI involvement in
providing comments on the second 25 draft toxicological profiles
released by the Agency For Toxic Substances and Disease Registry and
EPA. It was the consensus of the group that companies should provide
appropriate input to the CMA (see attached memo on subject).

QHEIC

Mrs. Scheck inquired whether any member of the Committee wishes to
serve as a VI representative to the SPI Occupational Health Environ-
mental Issues Committee. Members commented that they would be
willing to participate on special task forces/projects of OHEIC and
suggested that Mrs. Scheck attend the next meeting of the committee
and provide some recommendations following that meeting.

yvy 000028514




Next Meetin

The next meeting is scheduled for May 8th in conjunction with the VI
Annual Meeting, unless the Chairman decides that an earlier meeting
is necessary. Following the May meeting, it was suggested that
tentatively the next meeting would be during the last week of Septem-
ber.

May 8th Agenda

In summary, it was agreed that the agenda for the May 8th committee
meeting would include:

1. Update on measurement of fugitive emissions, with presentations
by Vista and Borden.

2. Review of criteria presently used in computing VI Safety Perfor-
mance Awards and discussion of appropriate changes to those
criteria.

3. Update on labeling.

There being no other business, the meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

‘/\ft(;(((f(',jéj/[(fle
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51407

51409-~10

51413

I 51415

51415

51415

51416

51418

N

51418

51419

51419

51420

NCP Issues for Comments

Definition of “on-site" for permitting S0, ¥5
purposes. enenc/
Removal limitation implementation. } Joo. ¥~

Deferral policy/remedial site evaluation pollcy F06. IO

(PA/SI). -«'J’éf;‘

Merits of creating a construction completion
category for sites on the NPL.

Whether deferra} should be extended to state
authorities. anﬁyg?j

Whether deferral should be extended to sites
where PRPs enter into Federal enforcement
agreements for site remediation.

Deferral poligy ,- extengsion to other federal
authorities. wre f;

The appropriateness of deferring generally to

Federal authorities and whether these authorities

should be required to meet some or all CERCLA FO0. 425
standards. .

Comments on two state deferral options (L &/rsh n
- deferral based on State petition requesting Kemsricy
deferral. Prrors#ras
. . . Aovrous |

~ deferral based on states certification of it ZH s

commitment and ability to address the site
according to CERCLA standards.-

- TAG grants

~ public notice (public meeting)

- ATSDR

- Non NPL listing for deferral sites

Deferral poli:y ~ sites regulated by multiple
authorities.

Deferral of sites with agreements under CERCLA
enforcement authorities - 2 options

- deferral prior to NPL proposal based on
agreement to carry ocut EPA - RD/RA pursuant
to consent decree,

- deferral at time of proposal based on
agreement to conduct a RI/FS for that site,
with the proposed sited dropped if PRP
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51420 o]

1\ 51421-2 o

51426 (o}

osedf

l 51431 (o]
. .

51432 o

51421 o

subsequently agrees to perform RD/RA pursuant
to consent decree. 6414/4/4‘/'9/«)”.0‘9

Appropriate method for identifying problem sites,
if those sites are not proposed for the NPL
because of deferral to CERCLA enforcement
agreement.

g tu#h/
Deferring placement of sites on NPL when other —_
authorities are available to address
contamination at the site and deferring sites
when PRPs have signed enforceable CERCLA consent
orders.

Deleting final sites based upon deferral to
other authorities/criteria

Risk ranges - _jywo in particular

- current 10 t9410 -6

- alternative 10 to 10

- issues related to these or alternative risk
ranges

Potential advantages and disadvantages of
alternative site-specific balancing approaches
related to

- type of criteria considered

- steps for making statutory findings

- degree of proposed structure

Two alternative approaches are
- =eite specific balancing with a cost- S00. H 0

effectiveness screen ¥*
- sequential decision making approach A ey
Aemeo

Appropriateness and desirability of pursuing ond Jeéer /oA
of the following alternative strategies
~ point of departure*_ ﬁl‘{"@/]
- site stabilization efaxVﬁgf
Potential advantages and disadvantages of. the
following analytical techniques
- screening against threshold criteria
- pairwise comparison
~ ranking alternatives or criteria
-~ scoring (measuring alternatives against a
consistent scale)
- weighting alternatives or criteria
~ construction of a multi-attribute model ]

f

J

VvV 000028517




ZZ: 51433-5 o Groundwater remediation approach

e ——————————

51436 o Criteria for ARARs

51439-40 o0 Waiver of ARARs

" = interim remedy
- egquivalent performance /e/
- fund balancing - specific amount aon

"

Lo

51440 o Where ARARs must and TBCs should be attaine

e ————————

51450-2 o Community relations/public comment

A 51452-3 é%.o Community relations during RD/RA phases
51454 © Interpretation of "restore ground and surface
water quality” and on the merits of alternatiyes
EPA has not adopted.

’bbpd 51454 o Whether ten year 0&M rule should extend to F00. ¥AS

situations where primary purpose of ground wate y ,
treatment is to provide drinking water supplies /@%&4:!
from water contaminated at the site without oty
restoring it.

b 51454 - o Appropriateness of requiring regions to enter
51455 into SMOAs if states request them and have
' demonstrated capability to take the lead for
response action.

51456 o Comment on criteria for state lead designation
- overall expertise
- legal authorities
- administrative and contracting capability S Aoe
financial management systems A~
- availability of general resocurces
- complexity of site
- availability of site-specific resources
- workload and expertise
- past Federal and State actions at the site
- past State cleanup activity
h\\ (should other criteria be added?)
X

51461 Y | © Subpart H comments

=

(s

- consistency with NCP for private party )b”235d58‘~
Vi ‘\; cleanups ’é,/ i,’l/é’—r
51468 o Should a notice of availability of administrative
v record or of commencement of public comment
— period be published in the Federal Register? Ao Recorr
" {administrative record for remedial action) Z

W [ puerts]
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51469

51469-70

I 51470

Should public comment be sclicited on activities
that have already been completed at the time the
record is made available? 46'
{administrative record for removal action)

Comment on approaches to developing ¥
administrative record for removal actions,

Comment on adding documents to, record after
selection of response action.
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PROPOSED RULE
federal Register - 12/21/88

NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN

Comments Being Developed bv CMA

How to keep score on clean-up progress:
Establish a separate category for sites after
construction completion, or
Establish a separate category for sites in O & M phase

Establish a mechanism to re-score sites after a removal
action is completed, or new information is available,
such as after an RIFS is completed.

Selection of ARAR’s:

Support an expansive definition of "on-site" to minimize
need for permits for on-site response activity.

Insist on a strict definition of "relevant and
appropriate”. Specifically discourage the wording
“generally relevant and appropriate".

Comment on importance of waiver for "inconsistent
application” of State ARAR’s.

- Comment on point of application of ARAR’s: point of use,

or fence line, but not within the contaminated area
itself.

Use of TBC’s:
Request clarification of the use of the term "to be
considered"” (TBC}.
List of TBC's should be deleted.

Five-Year reviews:
Comment on the application of up~dated ARAR’s during the
five vear review of completed or O & M sites. This is a
major issue, because with the expected ratcheting of all
environmental standards, eventually every completed site
will require additional remediation to meet future
ARAR's. )

Remedy Selection Process:

Comment on risk range to be used - 10-4-10-¢, and
support less stringency.

Endorse their proposed utilization of the nine factors
involved in remedy selection.

Offer a better definition ot "cost-effectiveness'”, which
includes an analyvsis of the unit cost of
remediation.
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A NATTONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN

Comments Being Developed bv CMA

(Continued)

Administrative record issues:
Judicial review of 106 Orders seeking and injunction.
Content of the Record~ Only "final" documents
Only documents "'considered" by
decision maker.

Timing of the Record's availability, the onset and
length of the public comment period, and the timing
of the EPA’s response to comments.

Applicability- Not applicable where the RI commences
after the promulgation of new
standards.

Not applicable to third-party clean-ups,
including states that seek to
recover costs under CERCLA 107.

NPL Criteria:

States should not have veto power over delisting
petitions.

Request clear definition of "significant release™ that
would result in re-listing a deleted site without
HRS rescoring.

Deferral policies- EPA oversight is not required for
sites deferred to states.

Procedures should be established so that it is not
likely that sites remediated under state authority
will ever become CERCLA sites and require
remediation by the PRP's again.

Sites should be deferred to a clear single authority,
not to a mix of authorities.

PRP’s should not be required to sign a Consent Order
for full remediation (a blank check) before the ROD
as a condition of deferral.

GFLefebvre -
1/20/89




I111.C.

V.C.1.

Vv.C.2.

PROPOSED RULE

HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM

Comments Requested by EPA

Functional equivalence of cut-off score under
current and proposed rules.

- Statistically equivaient scores after
scoring a cohort of sites both ways.

~ Score that generates the same size NPL after
scoring the same sites.

~ Determine new score that corresponds to the
same quantitative risk level.

Potential revisions under consideration:

- Revise format to resemble quantitative risk

assessment.

-~ Use logarithms of numbers tfor factors.

- Move waste quantity factor ftrom Waste
Characteristics section to Likelihood of
Release section.

- Remove caps {(maximum values) from some or
all tfactors.

Is default value of 3 {(on a scale of 1 to 5)
appropriate for toxicity factor if no data is
available?

Are toxicity rating scales appropriate for acute,
carcinogenic and chronic exposures”

Is it appropriate to use the toxicity tactor for
the single, highest scoring, hazardous material
in scoring each pathway?

Inclusion of populations in Level 2 if substances
from site without health~based benchmarks are
found in drinking water.

Methodology of combining bench-mark ratios for
substances found in drinking water.

Alternative approaches to assessing actual
drinking water exposure risks.

Relative weighting of "sensitive environmental"
vs. "public health" impacts,
Listing of "unique biotic communities”.

Should food chain threat be included in scoring
air and/or ground water pathways?

How should frequency of incursion from nearby
populations be taken into account in scoring

Unsite Pathway”?
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V.C.9. - Sheould an MEI factor be included in scoring
Onsite Pathway?

Should sites be scored on "Initial Conditions" or
"Current Conditions"?

- If re-scored after a removal action, should the
site be re-sampled, or should the Hazardous Waste
Quantity Factor be adjusted?

<
a
.-
o
]

v.C.11.

How should low population density target areas be
handled in the HRS?

v.C.12,. How should standby water wells and intakes be
handlied? ‘

- Assign value based on ¥ of supply or % of
yvyear utilized.

- Consider only regularly maintained supplies,
or only ones used more than a cut-off
amount.

- Assign standby sources a fractional value.

V.D.1. Ground Water Pathway - Is two mile radius
appropriate for evaluation of:
- Aquifer connections?
- Hydraulic conductivity?
- Scorptive capacity?

Target Distance - How should karst aquifers be
handled?
Likelihood of Release - Are sorptive capacity

factors OK?

- Should physical state factor be
eliminated?

Targets - Future use vs. current use?

-~ How should unused but contaminated
ground water resources be rated?

- How should sources within a Well Head
Protection Area {(WHPA) be rated?

~ How should EPA meet requirements of
Section 118 to give high priority to
sites that have contaminated principal
drinking water supplies?

v.D.Z2. Surface Water Pathway
Target Distance - 15 miles vs. current 3
miles?
Likelihood of Release - Should physical state
factor be eliminated?

- How should flood potential and
containment be evaluated?”

- How should potential to release
contaminated ground water to surface
waters be evaluated?

Food Chain Threat - Use of 0.2 factor for
fishing catch/standing crop ratio”

-2 - V¥V 000028523




Recreation Threat - Can we offer refinements
to their approach in evaluating this sub-
pathway?

v.D.3. Air Pathway

Potential to Release - Are the three proposed
factors appropriate {for source type,
source mobility and source containment)?

V.D.4. Onsite Pathway
- Is breakdown of exposed population groups
appropriate?
Resident Population Threat - How should
contaminated area be defined?
Targets - How should high-risk population
be defined?
Nearby Population Threat - Likelihood of
Exposure -~ Is proposed algorithm
appropriate?

yVvV 000028524
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DRAFT COMMENTS ON PROPOSED RULE

HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM

I1II.C. Functional equivalence of cut-off score:

Engineering~Science will identify several
sites for which they developed an RIFS, and
which they feel are fairly representative of
the universe of sites to be scored. These
sites will be scored with the new rule, and
the results studied to determine if there are
any specific parts {(factors, weights, caps,
etc.) of the new rule that they feel should be
challenged because the score does not
accurately reflect actual risk to human health
or the environment.

:>If there are no obvious incongruencies, we
will recommend that EPA implement their third
option, i.e., determine the new score that
corresponds to the same guantitative mean risk

level as 28.5 under the old rule.

V.C.1 Potential revisions under consideration:

We should encourage the agency to leave the
Waste Quantity Factor in the Waste
Characteristics score of each pathway.
Putting it in the Likelihood of Release score
is inappropriate {it's adding apples and
oranges ), and will make it almost impossible
for a pathway to score 0 under any
circumstances.

V.C.2 Toxicity issues:

E-S will review the algorithm for
toxicological 1ssues.

CMA should support a concentration/quantity
welghed toxicity factor, considering all the
individual hazardous materials known to be
present, instead of the single, highest
scoring approach taken in the proposed rule.
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Vv.C.9 Definition of Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI]}:
We may wish to comment on this issue, if E-S

identifies the Target score of any pathway as
an incongruity resulting from the MEI factor.

Vv.C.10. Site rescoring:

CMA should develop very persuasive comments in

support of the use of "Current Conditions”
instead of "Initial Conditiens” whenever a
site is scored.

v.D.1. Ground Water Pathway:

CMA should reiterate its earlier comment that
up-aguifer targets score as 2zero.

CMA should make a positive supporting comment
on the use of groundwater dilution factors in
the proposed rule.

V.D.2. Surface Water Pathway:

CMA should support the current rule’'s 3 mile
target distance, instead of the 15 miles
proposed.

CMA should comment on the complexity of the rule, and the
importance of determining realistic and appropriate default
factors when site and/or chemical specific data is not

available. E-S was asked to study whether an index could be
developed to limit the number or portion of the score that
could be developed with default factors. This would require

that a certain minimum amount of site specific data be
collected and available for the scoring process at each site.

GFLetebvre
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CHEMICAL MANUFAC TURERS ASSOCIATION L

»

December 5, 19838 e T 'f}

TO: Health and Safety Contacts of CMA Member Companies

SUBJECT: ATSDR Draft Toxicological Profiles

On April 17, 1987, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ATSDR) and EPA published a list of the 100 most hazardous
substances found at waste sites and guidelines for the development of
"toxicological profiles" on those substances (52 Federal Register
12866, 12870). These profiles will be used to estimate ''significant
human exposure levels'", to identify data needs, and to recommend
‘further testing. ATSDR has developed toxicological profiles on the
first 25 substances. The profiles will be available in final form in
December. The Agency's next step 1s to develop draft profiles on the
second 25 substances identified on the enclosed priority list.

Although ATSDR will conduct its own scientific peer review on each
of these chemical-specific toxicological profiles prior to public
disclosure, CMA believes that a similar industry review of the profiles
is warranted. I solicit your help in volunteering knowledgeable
industry scientists, reputable consultants or other industry trade
groups to evaluate the second 25 draft toxicological profiles scheduled
for release this December.

Although this CMA activity is focused on specific chemicals, the
reviews prepared by industry panelists will be the basis for an overall
CMA evaluation of the general content, format, and process by which
these draft toxicological profiles were developed. Our assessment of
the profiles on a chemical-specific and general basis will be important
to the development of profiles on other listed chemicals during the
next few years. As you know, the profiles will likely be used not only
for the purposes originally intended by SARA, but as the basis for
other federal and state regulatory activities.

You can help CHMA ensure that the data and conclusions in the
profiles are supportable by industry. Please return the attached form
by December 30, 1988, indicating each substance of interest to your
company and the industry health scientists that will help review and
evaluate the toxicological profiles on those substances. Remember to
note the names, addresses and the phone numbers of other persons
outside of industry known to have expertise on any of the substances.

In addition to participating in this activity, you are encouraged to
submit commenta to ATSDR on behalf of your company.

2501 M Street, NW, Washington, OC 20037  202-887-1100 Telex 89617 (CMAWSH) YWV Q00028527




Health and Safety Contacts

Second 25 Draft Toxicological Profiles
December 5, 1988 -

Page 2

Note that while it is unlikely that member companies will submit
confidential data to CMA in response to this request or as a result of
reviewing the toxicological profiles, CMA has set up special safeguards
to protect confidential information on specific chemicals from
disclosure to competitors or the public. To assure this protection
against disclosure, please clearly designate such documents submitted
to CMA as "CONFIDENTIAL." Any such submittal should be on plain bond
papar and should contain no reference to your company or bear any
signaturae.

In January, I will communicate with the persons you've designated
as participants in this important activity. Please call Leslie J. King
of my staff at 202/887-1323 if you have questions or need more infor-

mation about the pricrity list of 200 substances or the development of
toxicological profiles.

Sincerely yours,

Geraldine V. Cox, Ph.D.
Vice President-Technical Director

Enclosure




SECOND 25 PRIORITY SUBSTANCES

FOR ATSDR TOXICOLOGICAL PROFILE DEVELOPMENT

(53 Fed. Reg. 41280)

CAS NO Substance Name

56-23-5 ....... Carbon tetrachloride
57-74-9 ....... Chlordane

62-75-9 ....... N-nitrosodimethylamine
72-55-9 ....... 4,4-DDE, DDT, DDD
75-00-3 ....... Chloroethane

75274 ....... Bromodichloromethane
75-35-4 ....... 1,1-Dichloroethene
78-59-1 ....... Isophorone

78-87-5 ....... 1,2-Dichloroethene
79-00-5 ....... 1,1,2-Trichloroethane
79-43-5 ....... 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
87-86-5 ....... Pentachlorophenol

91-94-1 ....... 3,3-Dichlorobenzidine
92-87-5 «+s..Benzidine :
107-06-2 ...... 1,2-Dichloroethane
108-88-3 .+..Toluene

108-95-2 ...... Phenol

111-44-4 .. .... Bis(2~chloroethyl)ether
121-14-2 ...... 2,4-Dinitrotoluene
319-84-6 ...... BHC-alpha, gamma, bata, delta
542-88-1 ...... Bis(chloromethyl)ether
621-64-7 ...... N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine
7439-97-6 ..... Mercury

7440-66-6 ..... Zinc

7782-49-2 . ... Selenium
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CHEMICAL MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

INDUSTRY PEER REVIEW PANELS
TO EVALUATE TOXICOLOGICAL PROFILES
ON THE SECOND 25 PRIORITY LIST.SUBSTANCES
UNDER SECTION 110 OF SARA

RETURN BY: December 30, 1988

RETURN TO: Leslie J. King
Manager
Health, Safety and Chemical Regulations
Chemical Manufacturers Asscciation
2501 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20037 .
(202) 887-1323

* * * * * " +* " * * *
Address and
Substances Health Scientist(s) Telephone Number

(Circle one of mora)

Carbon tetrachloride

Chlordane

N-nitrosodimethylamine

4,4-DDFE, DDT, DDD

‘Chloroethane

Bromodichloromethane




1,1-Dichloroethene

Isophorone

1,2-Dichloropropane

1,1,2-Trichloroethane

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane

Pentachlorophenol

3,3-Dichlorobenzidine

Benzidine

1,2-Dichloroethane

Toluene

Phenol

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether

2,4-Dinitrotoluene

BHC-alpa, gamma,

beta, delta

Bis(chloromethyl)ether

N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine

Mercury
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Zinc
Selanium
* * *
SUBMITTED BY: NAME :
COMPANY:
ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE NUMBER:

SIGNED




