August 11, 1988

M-, David S. McCrea
McCrea & McCrea

= DEFENDANT's

119 South Walnut Street } EXHIBIT
F. 0. Box 1210 42-__—l¢gy
Eloomington, Indiana 47407 292}J%Qﬂu

Dear Mr. McCrea:

This letter is written in responze to the i1tems a. throuch
e. on page 2 of your letter of August I, 1988. Severel of
the 1temes merited rather e:tersive responses which were
prepared in the form of separate documents which &ares
referenced at the appropriate places in this letter &and
attached to it. 1 have attempted to respond to vour listed

items in corder below.

a. FReasons for testing: The attached document "History of
the Westinghouse FCE Surwvey' describes how the FCE
testing came about and who was invelved. The short
answer is that some of us inm Westinghouee felt that
eventually those companies who were releasing to the
environment chemicals which had serious adverse effects
would eventually be made responsible for their actiorns.
The chief executive officer (CEQ) of Westinghouse
wanted the company to be a "geood citizen" and take this
‘responsibility volumtarily (s2e the document cited
above, page T, line 20 to page 4, line 1S &also see
the attached document "Date of Meeting with
Westinghouse CEQ". Some of the rest of us thought 1t
made good business sence: fixing the problem when only
the company knew about it, before a hue and cry was
raised, wasz bound to be much cheaper than being forced
to take remedial measures later under public scrutiny
and court order-—essentially, fore-warned was fore-
armed.

b. Methods for testing: A moderately detailed descripticon
of the methods for measzuring FCE's in the collected
samples is put forth in the attached document "Method
Used For Measuring FCE'e In The Samples From The
westinghouse FCE Surve/".

c. Decision—making process not to make the test data
public: I have discussed this point at some lenagth :n
the attached document "Who knew Abcout The FCE Surve:.
Data And Bv What Decision~-Maling Frocess Wae It Decided
Not Tm Mate It Fublic™". A shorterned answer 1% th:zt 1
go rct think such & decision=-maling process
The survey started ouvt &s s2cret tc Qive tho
concerned time to react appropriately tefcore the pustlac
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became inflamed. I do not think & corporate-wide.
high-level acssessment of the results ever tocol place.

d. Description of your conference meeting with Westinghouse
attorneys in New York, and

e. Description of telephone conferences with attorneys and
what they communicated to you with regard to your
serving as a consultant for Mr. and Mrs. Conard: FEoth
of these items (d. and e.) are dealt with in the
attached documernt "My Contacts With the Law Fairm
Representing Westinghouvee".

I hope that you find these materiales both responsive to vour

requests and useful. Alsco attached to this letter you will
find & bill for my services to date.

Sincerely yours

e

T. 0. Munson, FRD
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HISTORY OF THE WESTINGHOUSE FCE SURVEY
by 7. O. Munson, FHD (8/&/71928)

1 Joined the Westinghouse Electric Corpeoration’s Ocean

w

Fesearch Laboratory (WOFRL) therm located in San Diego, CA 1n
May of 19&9,., They didn’t really have & project for me to
worl orn but felt that a PhD.Biocﬁemist would add some needed
breadth to the staff. I was given the task of coming up

10 with & project which would augment ongeing WORL progfams and
pozsibly lead to some outside contract research monev. At
that time WORL was conductinmg an ecological study of &
portion of the nearby ngershore marine environment. The

proydect 1 came up with was to measure the residues of the

w

pesticice DDT in the tissues of the animals in the study

rarea. AR few scattered bits of data suggested that the

levels of DDT in the southern California marine environment
were higher than one might e:pect simply from the input 0§ 
urbar waste.

20 In the last half of 1969 and the first half of 1970,
with funds supplied by the Westinghouse Research and
Development Laboratory in Fittsburgh FA (of which WORL was a
part), 1 set up the necessary eduipment tq analyze ¢or
"hard" (or persistent) chlorinated pesticides and learned how

‘25 tc do the amalysie. In the process of doing the necessary

literature readging, I learnéd about polychlorinsted

biphenyls (FCE's) at this time.
Scientists around the world had been measuring the
eccumulation of "hard" chlorinsted pgesticides (especisllvw

=0 DDT and 1ts metabolites) 1n wild amimal tissuees since the
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late 19S0°=s. In certain arees of thz world, uninown
chlorinated substances ccocurred in the amnimal tissues &t
high enough levels to interfere with the chlorinsted
pesticide analyses. In the middle 1960°s these substances
were identified as FCEBE s by scientists 1n Sweden. I got =
set of FCE standards from Monmsanto and began measuraing FCRE
levele inrn the marine organismé, & well &as the DDT residues.
Sometime during the summer of 1970, [ read an srticle
on FCE s which listed their many and varied uses, &nd 1
learned tc my surpricge thet by far the largest use was 1n
the electricesl 1ndustry as an electrical insulating fluid in
transformers and capacitors. After making some inguiries, I
learned that the electricel insulailng fluid used bty
Westinghouse was called Inerteen. specially formulatec by

Monsanto and having as ite main component Aroclor 1242, the.

. FCE mixture contsining 4C weight percent chlorine.

At about this time & very sigrnificant event tcol place
at WORL--the manager., Dr. Roy C. Gaul left to take =
position in the {f¥fice of Naval Research in Washiroton,
D.C., and he was replaced by a cafeer Westinghouse
e:ecutive, Dr. J. C. F. rYelly, Jr. ERy virtue of hi:s more
than 20 years of service with Westinghouse and his elevated
position (he was a Director, one ctep down from a Vice-
Fresident). Dr. Kelly knew evervthinag anb everytody 1n the
Westinghouse Electric Corporation. It wae evident later why
such a high-level persom had been chosern &s our rew lezder:
tte decision had been made tc terminate WORL in Sarn Dieac.
and it was up to him to decide whether to move & remnant to
the East Coast to continuve the cperation or teo terminate :t

comgletel v, The decaision to move WORL (and a&s marny o0f the

905658



senior staff members &as wished to go) to the westingh0uée
site at the Eev EBridge near Annapolis MD, was announced
November 1. 1870, The move was to be accomplished by the
end of January., 1571.

S In September or QDctober eof 1970, 1 e:xpressed my concern
to Dr. telly that the Westimghouse Electric Corporation
might have & potentially very serious environmental problem
related to the uze of FCE's. Sweden had élready begun
regulating the use of FCE's. and the U. S. scientific

10 ccmﬁunity W&z begxnning to pressure the U. €. qQovernment to
deo so &lso. I had been unable to detérmine whether anyone
within Westinghouse knew that this was taking place or
whether there were any environmental\concerns associated

with the ucse of FCE's. Dr. FKelly was able to ascertain very

(L]

quickly thst my concerns were not unfounded-—-Westinghouse
did indeed have &n "exuposed flank" in this area. He wrote &
memc summarizing our concerns and transmitted it to Dr.
William E. Shoupp, the Westinghouse Vice-Fresident who wes
the hesd of the Westinghouse R4¥D Laboratory.

=0 The subsegquent events were rather breath-taking for me.
Within a few months of raising my "red flag" down near tﬁe
bottom of the corporate ladder, the Chairman of the BEoard of
the Westinghouse Electric Corporation (Donald Eurnhem) was
starding in frort of my equipment while I briefed him cn the

25 poctential environmental problems concerning the use of

FCE s~--bioconcentration, biomagnificatiorn. ang persistence
irn aquatic ecosystems. 1l do not remember very much
specifically that Mr. Burnham said enxcept that he assured me
that 1f¥ any Westinghouse plant were doing anything tha

-0 might be deleterious to the environment. he wanted to brow
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about it and wanted it stopped. He said then and had said
el sewhere thaf the Westinghouse Electric Corporation would
be a “"good citizen” with respect to the environment. 1 did
not feel that thié:was Jjust rhetoric--he struck me as & very

sincere individual. I think at that time he was serving on

w

some Frecidential Advisory Fanel for the Environment cr
something like that. All of this made an impressich on me
at the time because I was young and idealistic, and wasz =2
bit shaken te think that I might be working for cne of the
10 “"blach hat" corporations who where raping the environment in
pursuit of the almighty buck. In the absence of
documentation, I am unable to fix the time of this meeting
closer than the period November, 1970 to September, 1971
(sep asscciated document. "Date of Meeting With Westinghouse

CEQ").

w

That portion of the senior staff of WORL whc chose tc
move East moved themselves and their families during the
month o January., 1971, and for the following mormths

conducted busziness out of rented rooms in a motel near the

20 Bav Bridge site until the new office/laboratory spaces were
completed in late March or April (1971). During this period
of disruption, I made use of the time by completing the'
*i?st trips to the Westinghouse sites at South Boston VA,
Sharen FA, and Ploomington IN. Dr. Shoupp provided support

295 for the project out of his discretionary funds until the new

t
4

project funding cycle in September.

Atvea:h of these meetings 1 met with the plant manager
and members of his staff to explainlthe progfam and gather
information for planning the subsegquent sampliﬁg phase cf

paw] the survev. The purpeose of thie survey &s steted Lo “hem
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wes to determine whether these manufecturing zi1t2c whaich
incorporated FCE s into products were lealing sigraficant
levels of FCE s inte the enviromment 1n the process., At
each such meeting 1 emphasized the fact that we h&ad the
opportunity tc lozate problem areas and tale remedial action
beforz euch problems became public knowledge end & panic
s:tuaticn might cccur. At no loc&ation wes the menagement 1n
favor of conducting such & survey. The feeling seemed to te
that there would rnot be & problem unless and until I
unceovsered cre.

>

The field sampling portion of the survey was conduct

o

during the Summer and Fall of 1971 tc the best of m.
recollection. Wes drove to each site with tﬁe appropriate
gsampling gear, collected =zamples and Carrxed them tazhk tc
tre laboratory for analvysis. The samples were analyzed
either directly by me, or by & chemist under 6y supervision,
I did &1l eof the data work-up and repcort preparaticn. 1¢ 1
am remembering correctly, the reports were distrituted by
mail and then 1 met with the mamagement at each site to
discuss their report in person.

The oriqinal concept of the survey had been tc e;tend
it to several other sites and the many repair facilities,
but after this original effort, it sort of faded awsy. The
funding for internally funded research programs at the
Westirghouse R%¥D Laborateory was done on & competitive bacsis
using priorities set up bty the bperatxng divigions within
the companvy. If the operating divisicns did not want &
project., only strong support from the top level cof the
corporation would get it funded. This project appsrently

did not have sucth support atter the first surve.. 14 1 an
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remembering correctly. the project was furnded for the

September 1971-September 1972 pericd at the level of about

man-years of effort, and then hardly funded at 211 cfter

that.
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Date cf Meeting with UWestinghouse CEQ

By T. 0. Munson. FhD (8/9/28)

a

Uron initial consideration of this matter, I f1ed the
date cf this meeting to the time period (November-December
of 1970) by the following thouéht process. in spite of the
absence of documentation. 1 speéifically remember the speed
at which the events unfolded from my first mentioning the
10 problem to Dr. kelly to the meeting with the CEQ cf
Westinghouse-—-a matter of a few weeks or months. Giving a
one-cn-one presentatibnlto the CED of one of the country’s
major corporations makes a lasting impression when one is 29
years old as 1 was at that time. The February 24, 1971 memc

irom R. D. McClain of EBloomington to D. M. Sauter. Manager

(4]

of the Distribution Apparatus Division (which vou supplied
me), makes it clear that the Westinaghouse FCE survey was
underway by that date. My specific memory of the
presentation to Mr. Burnham was that it was in my lab, and
20 my lab was packed in boxes from January, 1971 until after
the spring thaw in Annapolis when the foundations cculd be
poured for the new laboratory space--sometime in March or
April of 1971. I was rememberihg that the proJject
definitely did not begin until after the éeeting with Mr,
pa] Burnham,
Also along these same lines was the fact that w«when ]
first visited Sharon FA (before February 24,1971 according
to the above mentioned memo), I was sent packimng by the

plart manager when 1 explained whet ] wanted tc do. Hi =

-0 opi1nich was that they would not have & protlem 14 1 21d rzt
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sample the river. He knew that FCE' s had been cspilled i1nto
the river, but felt that no harm could have been done
because Sharom Steel a short way further down river had
totally wipéd out the river. After 1 returned to Annapolis.
Dr. Kelly reported to Dr. Shoupp, and Dr. Shoupp talked to
the Vice-Fresident of that particular manufacturing
division. Subsequently, I was invited to return to Sharon
by the plant manager (probably John Rissinger), and he took
me to the country club for lunch where we planned the scope
of the survey at Sharon. I’m.do not think Dr. Shoupp could
have turned that situation around without the involvement of
higher management--Westinghouse was run very strictly by
chain~-cf-command. b

But or the other hand, upon reflection, & fairly clear
image has formed in my mind of my standing in front of the
equipment in my laboratory showing a chromatographic trace
of a FCR formulation teo Mr. Burnham. The problem is that 1
did not acquire that particular equipment until] we got into
the new lab space in Annapolis. If that picture is correct,
the meeting could not have taken place in late 1970 in San
Diego.

It also éeems unlikely to me that the meeting was in
San Diego for another reason. 'WEstinghouse had very little
manufacturing activity of any magnitdde aoing on West of the
Mississippi in 1970, Mr Burnham would have been unlikely to
have flown 6 hours Jjust to get a 10 minute briefing from me.
It is much more likely that he was scheduled to visit the
Dceanic Division facility at the ERay EBridge site near
Annapolis (just across the parbking lot from WORL)Y. &and they

scheduled a brief stop for him to get a first-hand lool at
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where the FCE survey was Qoing on.

So 1 would have to say that I'm not sure when the
meeting toolk place, but I am dead certain that it di? take

place. The most likely time was in the period November,

1970-September, 1971.
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Method Used For Measuring FCE's In The Samples From The

Westinghouse FCE Survey by T. 0. Munson, FhD (8/10/88)

The analysis of these samples was performed before
methods for FCE analysis were promulga;ed by the U.S.
Environmental Frotection Agency. but the method finally put
forth by the USEFA reflects pretty closely the methods which
had been used earlier, and which were used in this study.
The procedure consists of a series of steps., each of which

will be discussed in some detail below.

EXTRACTION: The first step in the procedure was to extract
the FCE s from the sample m§trix. Exactly how that was done
depended upon what type of sample was bteing dealt with. Soil
and sediment samples were first dried at room temperature,
ground to a powder with a mortar and pestle, sieved to
remove particles larger than 1 millimeter, and a weighed
portion extracted about B hours imn a Soxhlet eitractor with
an organic solvent mixture (2:1 hexane-acetone). Fish f(and
other tissue) samples were kept frozen until the beginning
of the extraction step. They were then sawed into chunks
with & frozen-food knife and reduced to a paste in a
blender. A weighed portion of the paste was ground to & dry
powder with 4 to 6 times its weight sodium sulfate
(anhydrous). This dry powder was then extracted e:actly

like the dried soil or sediment samples.

CLEANUF: The exfracts containing the FCE s also contained
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many Oother extracted materials which needed to be removed
prior to the gas chromatography step later on. Removal of
the unwanted material was done at this cleanup step.
Fecause FCE"s are very stable chemicals, & single, very

rigorous step can be used which will remove all but the most

o

stable chemicals. Simpiy stated, the extracts were treated

with a misture of fuming sulfuric acid and concentrated

sulfuric acid to oxidice and remove the unwanted materieals.

The treated extracts-were then reduced to small volumes (a
10 few milliliters) using a Kudurna-Danish evaporatiwve

concentrator.

IDENTIFICATION: The FCE's were identified using a gas
chromatograph (6GC) equipped with an electron-capture

detector. The electron-capture detector was used because it

(L]

gives very strong responses to halogen-carbon bonds such as
the chlorine-carbon bonds in polychlorinated biphenyls
(FCE"s3). A BGC iz an instrument which éeparates mixtures of
organic chemicals based upon their volatilities. A

20 particular FCB formul ation, such as Aroclor 1242, will give
a particular pattern of peaks on the strip cﬁart recorder
output from the GC. The location of eaﬁh peal: on the chart
and the relative heights of the peaks are the identifying
features which are used to determine whether a sample

25 contained FPCE's. 14 the sample contained FCE's the chart
would exactly match that of a FCE standard or mi:ture of

standards run under exactly the same GC conditions.

QUANTIFICATION: Determining which FCE was present., and how

AN much. was done by comparina the sample charts with the FCE
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standard charts. Which FCE or combination of FCE's was |
present was determined by the positions and relative peaf
heights of the peaks on the charts. How much FCE was '
present was determined by comparing the peak heights on &he
sample chart to the peak heights'on the FCE standard cha}ts.
Using the known concentrations of the standards, the i
concentration of the FCE’s in the sample extracts couldgbe
calculated and then the concentrations in the original !
samples.

CONF IRMATION: Thé identification of the éCB’s was conf{rmed
by running the extracts and standards on a GC with a E
different separation column which would give a differeni
pattern to the peaks and these charts used to verify th%

initial identifications.

DUALITY CONTROL: To make sure that the procedure was
working--finding no FCE's in samples which did not cont?in
FCB’Q, and finding the right amounts of FCE's in 5ample%
which did contain FCE’s., quality control samples were.ﬁun.
Some samples wére run twice to see that the same fesulé was
obtained each time. A blank sample confaining no PCB'% was

!

run with each group of samples to make sure that the |

analytical procedure was not adding FCE’s to the samplés
(for tissue samples a sample of beef liver was run, ané for
sediment samples a sample of clean sand). known amounés of
FCEB's were added to some samples to see that it was no% lost

during the analytical process.
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Who Ynew About The FCE Survey Data Andg Ey What Decision-
Making Frocess WAs It Decided Not To Make It Fublic?

By T. 0. Munmson, FRD (B/11/88)

At the outset there was no question that the
information which would be generated by this survey would be
highly sensitive and potentiélly damaging if released
prematurely before remedial actions could be taken. Some of
these sites had used FCE's long tefore any environmental

concerns were attached to it--it had been treated like motor

o0il. One could e:xpect trouble for gouring it into streams

in large quantity but it wazs fine for settling the dust on
roads. I was instructed by Dr. telly (manager of the
Westinghouse Ocear Research Laboratory) that all of the
reports would be stamped "Company Froprietary. Class 1" in
red ink, and they were. Thiec designaticn meant that the
reports were to be dicstripbuted inzide the comparmy only on a
need-to-know baéis, and mot at all outside of the company.

1 was not to show the results from one site to the personnel
from another site.

As you‘can see from the distribution liet on the front
of the EBloomingteon report, the report was fairly widely
distributed within the company: four Eopié; to Bloomington
(Braittain, MzClain. Shoats and Saw,ser). one to the RYLD Lab
(Shoupp), cne to my boss (telly). one tc the Environmental
Systems Department (Terrill)., and two to headgquarters (bHerns
and Boqguist). Including myv copy. there were then only ten
criginal copies made. each with 1tz big red stamp on the

front. The red 1nt:. did rot rero: well and is rmot visible on
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the copy you éent me.

At the time these reports were generated, it seemed
right and proper that this information be held closely
within the company so that appropriate actions could be
taken in the same way that the developmental data on a new
product would not be discussed or published outside cf the
company. Why the data were not released later, if not to
the public, at least to the Environmental Frotection Agency,
I do nmot know. Clearly, Mr., Wills, the attorney for
Westinghouse who responded to the EFA interrogatory
concerning the Westinghouse Electric Corporation’s use of
FCE’s did not even allude to the existence of the FCE survey
data. Since responding untruthfullQ to such an
interrogatory from EFA was a rather serious offence., 1 would
like to assume that Mr, Wills either did not know about the -
FCE survey or had forgotten about it in the ensuing years.

I believe I have met Mr. Wills, but I cannot remember the
context.

As a matter of fact, some of the data were made public,
and various people in EFA knew of the existence of the FCE

survey conducted by me. Coﬁsider:

-=In 1972 sometime(] can’t +inﬁ the reference right now),
EFA proposed some effluent standérds for FCE' s and held
a hearing (in Washington, D.C., I think) at which time
various interested parties testified. At that hearing,
on Sehalf of the company., ] testified that Westinghouse
had done a FCB survey around some of their plants and
mentioned some of the data.

==About 1977, the Westinghouse plant in South Boston V& was
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contacted by State of VA officials because high leQels
of FCE’s had been found in fish in the John kerr
Reservoir which received water from the Dan River near
the plant. They showed the officials my report which

showed the levels of PCB’s in the Dan River sediments

w

were Jjust as high upstream 4rom.their plant as they
were downstream, indicating a source upstream from the
Westinghouse plant. The officials went on their way
and found the source upstream (a furniture
10 manufacturer, I.think).

-~-0n August 18, 1976, 1 provided Nr.>Ridgway M., Hall, Jdr.,
then Special Assistant to the ?eneral Councel of the
USEFA (by whom I was then employed), a sworn affidavit

concerning the deteﬁtion limit for FCB’s in water. As

w

part of the description of my experience, the following

information was included in that document: "From that

time until I left Westinghouse in 1976, my principal

research interest was chlorinated hydrocarbons in the

environment--parficularly polychlorinated biphenyls

20 (FCEBs). This work involved primarily four general
areas: ... 4). a study to determine the leakage to
the enviromnment of PCB's from Westinghouse Electric Co.
transformer and capacitpr manufa;turing facilities.
(All of the results of this program are of a

g proprietary nature. FPrior to the preparation éf this
affidavit ]l mentioned the proprietary nature bf this
study to the EPA attorney, Mr. Ridgway Hall, and we
agreed that 1 should not disclose the substance of it
to anyone at EFPA or anyone else, or discuss it in this

0 testimony githout the express permission of

Westinghouse)."
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At my level in the corporation, 1 was not a part of any
decision—-making process concerning anything other than my
small group of people. The management process was done
strictly by chain-of-command, very much top-down management.
The ability to keep information to yourself and not discuss
higher-level information with lower-level people with whom
you worked was one of the personal attributes considered for
being promoted up the managemenf laddgr.

It seems lilely to me, based upon my experience with
management in private industry and with the government, that
a decision was never made not toc make this information
public. I thinmk the specific responses to the reports at
the sites where fhe samples were taken were left to the
manager of the particular plant to decide. In my opinion,
some o0f the responses were appropriate and some were not. I
spent some late-night hours agbnizing over whether 1 should
make some of the information public but decided not to.
Even if 1 were not sent to jail +orvviolating the Industrial
Secrets Act (if such a thing existed), at the very least, 1
would have lost my Job.

vaiousiy, those inside EPAlwho knew about the
existence of the FCE survey data did not convey the
information to the appropriate personé, or the EFA
interrogatory would bhave specifically requested it.
Apparently, the reports were not shown to the appropriate
people inside Westinghouse or Mr. Willes would have given
them to EFA, and Mr. Westlake, the new plant manager at

Eloomington would have known about them.
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What started as a noble mission with the sanction of
the Westinghouse CED did not have the beneficial effects

that it could have had for all concerned. It’s an imperfect

world!
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January 29, 1971

Mr. R. F. Casey

Substation Operation & Maintenance Ehgineer
Ohio Edison Company

47 North Main Street

Akron, Ohio 44308

Dear Mr, Casey:

Your letter dated Jenuary 20, 1971 addressed to Mr. D. A.
Olson was forwarded to me for response since I have been
closely involved with the polychlorinated biphcnyl environe

mental problem.

Since February, 1970 when Mr, Olson wrote his letter informe-
ing our customers of a potential problem, there has been
increasing evidence that PCB's of chlorine content less

than 54% have been found in the environment generally near
the source of contamination. There i1s also increasing evi-
dence that the PCB's being identified as Aroclor 1254 and
Aroclor 1260 are probably the residues from lower chlori-
nated materials which had undergone degradation. Because
of this limited information we have concluded that control
of all PCB's is indicated.

A large percentage of our production has had a chlorine

content of less than S4%. However since our Aroclor products

are mixtures of many isomers, the higher chlorinated ver-
sions have been present in virtually every mixture in vary-
ing amounts, These higher chlorinated 1somers are very
resistant to degradation; therefore, will continue to build
up in the environment unless controlled,.

Ve have an active program for evaluating new materials for
use in Askarel applications., The most promising material
developed to date i1s a modified PCB from which the pere
sistent higher chlorinated isomers have been virtually re-
moved resculting in a fluid which has attractive dielectric
properties but if it escapes into the environment is more
biodegradable. Saumples of this material, vhich wve have
desicnated as 15CS 1016, are now being evaluated by many of

NEV 012271
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tir. R. F. Casey «2w ' Jan, 29, 1971

the capacitor manufacturers, If test results confirm that
this material 1s an acceptable fluid we plen to produce it
in comaercial quantities by mideyear 1971,

An incinerator capable of destroying Askarels must operate
et tcmperatures ranging from about 2000°F to 3000°F and
must have facilities for scrubbing the stack gases to pre-
vent hydrogen chloride gases from escaping to the atmos-
phere. This type of unit can be relatively costly to ine-
stall and operate but 1f can be Justified 1f the volume of
material to be destroyed 1s great enougzh, It may be econ-
omically practical for several units of this type to be
located throughout the country providing a service to the
utilities nearby. We plan to operate our unit to gain ex-
perience to help evaluate the practicality for installing
more units,

At present only one 8tate, Pennsylvania, has objJected to the
disposal of Askarel contaminated solids in properly managed
lendrills, I recommend that landfills be used a8 long as
they are authorized, Certainly if the liquid is drained
from falled equipment the potential for migreting into the
environment, already very small, is reduced considerably.

In the meantime we are continuing our studies on the incin-
eration of these solids and hope to have a unit in operation
before the end of the year. /P

I rccognize the many problems that the PCB environmental
contamination problem has created; however, I am optimistic
that Askarels with their many beneficial characteristics will
continue to serve the industry if we all follow good house~
keeping and disposal practices,

I recommend that you seriously consider participating in
the NEIA-ANSI effort to coordinate the Askarel handling
problem country~wide,

I hope this information is useful to you. If I can be of
further service, plecase let me know.

Sincerely,

V. B. Pepspeorge
lManeger
Environmental Control

VWEP:ims
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