POSSIBLE CUSTOMER QUESTIONS ON PC‘és
. / /

PUBLICITY

nl n

Qucstio

Answar:

What articles have appcarcd on the PCB proplem ? /
Will you send me copies ? /

r

In the U.S., newspapor articles have aj;poarod in the San Francisco

Chrounicle on Feb. 24, 1969, the San Francisco Examiner on’

Feb, 25, 1969, and the Hartford Timcs on Aug. 3, 1969. Numerous
articles were generated by the Wisconsin "DDT Hearings" in

May, 1969, At the hearings, witnesses discussed the problem

of PCBs as "interfering substances" in their search for DDT in

the environment. PCBs, they eaid, produced peaks on a gas
chromatograph similar to the psaks produced by DDT. In no case
was PCB indicted at the Wisgonsin hearings.

/

/
Copies of the articles will be made available on request. Regional

" . managers should contact E. V., John, Public Relations Manager

Organic Chemicals Divipion, in St. Louis and copios will be for-
warded to the customer through the regional manager's office.

In addition to the newspapar azticlos mentioned above, there have
beon radio brosdcasts. At tho Limo of the San Fruncisco Chronicle

. and Examiner articles, radios in tho San Francisco arca also

carried the story. 1o August, the sports editor of tho Hartforg
Times syndicated a radio broadcast on the subject of PCBs, and

"in Dee., 1969, /the Canadian Broadcasting Co. (radio) carried an

‘Question 2 /

interview they taped with a member of our no dical department.
; ' -

’ .
’ B

Were Monsnato's Aroclors specifically mentioned in these
articles?
If s0, which’oneg?
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Answer

Monsanto's Aroclors were rmentioncd in somo of the articles but
only in the San Francisco Chronicle story in Feb.,, 1969, was
Aroclor 1262 specitically mentioned by number. In several of the
artacles, Monsanto was also identified as the sole U.S. producer
of polychlorinated biphenyls, marketed under the tradename of
Aroclor. :

Question 3
What did the articles on the PCB problem say?
Answer

Since the outsct of the "PCB problem!, whon the {irst article

appeared in the U.S. prsss in Feb., 1969, the whole guestion has
been closely interwoven with the question of DDT as a possible
environmnental contaminant.

The San Francisco Chronicle article carried a headline, "A
Menacing New Pollutant,'" In rather sensational style, it identified
PCB as a threat to birds and humans, highly toxic in a gaseous i
state and relatad to known cancer=-causers. PCB preseacs in the
environment is rising swiftly, the article statad.

The Examiner article called PCB a ‘'plastic pellutant in the Bay

and Mothers' Milk," This article called PCB an "alarming"

new chemical pollutant that is playing a role in tho declining peregrine
{alcon population, has Liea found in mothers' milk, and is the "latest
addition to a growing list of chemicals in the occan~=-~ the newest
symptorn of man's chemical invasion of tha ocoan, ™

The se two articles quoted Dr. Robert Risebrough, a researcher /
at the Institute of Marine Resources in the University of California's
Deparunent of Nutritional Scientists, on the detrimontal effects '
of PCBs, Later Dr. Risebrough said he had been misquoted m/
some newspapar stories. . i .
The Hartford Timos story callcd PCB pollution & "new puzzle,™
Lass sonsational than the.5an Francisco articles, the Times gave an
gsccount of PCBs baing found in the environment and the studios
under way to daternine their biological effects. This article,
says Dr. Risebrough, tends to cloar PCB ol blame. ’
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Articles gonerated by the Wisconsin DDT
discusscd PCB a#s an interfering substanc
scarch for DDT in the environment. Dr./Risabrough said at the
hearings that there was no proof at the }r'xoment that PCB alone
can cause thin eggshalls, one of the phenomanon

that he had discovered in studying the/declining population of the
peregrine falcon. :

arings generally

i

LEGISLATION

Question 1

Are thore any Fode ral/St&tf.’, local lawws uador which tho use or
discharge of Aroclors could bo prohibited?

4
Answaer: C
Lngwal

.

No sxisting Federal, Stats, or local laws prohibit the discharge

of Azoclors, However, in a number of states the basic water

pollution control legislation is 80 broad that state agencies can

prohibit chemicals,- deemed necessary, {rom being discharged.
: /

Question 2 / .
Is the DDT u\'d the PCB problem related?
/

Answer*

discovered in scientigts'

Wa are not a manufacturer of DDT or otheT chlorinated hydrocarbon
pesticide and, thereforo, havo no knowlsdge of tho soriousness of
the charges against DDT other than what has been so widely publicized

on TV, in the press and ia technical journals. To the extent that

both DDT and PCB are chlorinated hydrocarbons, then there is a
simailarity. They are sufficiently different in their chemical structures,
hwov-r. that it would be entirely wrong to assume that both behave

/ /in the same way in the environment. There is another and more

obvious difference. DDT and other chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides

were spscifically designed {or a job that obviously leads to their
baing scattered in wide spread fashion across the countryside.
Rain, birds, wind, insects further scattar these pasticides in an
uncontrollable manner. PCBs are not used in this fashion and

wons
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Monsanto has never sought to promote this. This, we believe, is
an important distinction that should not be overlooked if DDT and
PCB are linked as a common pollutant of the environment. To

our knowledge PCBs have never been identified-in the absence

of DBT or other chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides, i

Question 3

Could it be PCB that's causing the environmental problems

and not DDT?
|

Answer:
We bolieva that prosent=day GLC and mass spectrometric techniques

aro sufficiontly accurate to bs able to differentiate between DDT,
related pesticides, their matabolites and PCBE.

Qucstion 4 =
What authority do State and local goveraments h@vc in bming/ !

controlling the use of PCBs,

Anawer: . .
anawve:r: L

They do have authority to ban or coatrol use of a.ny subnmcu
‘ they coansider harmful. . .

EFFLUENT AND ITS CONTROL

Question 1

How do dispose of Aroclor 1254/1260, stc. e{fluent irom my
plant? . /

/

Answer: /
We would suggest collecting all process effluent, equipment washings,
tank or drum washings and then rcguhrly taking to the nearest .
toxic materials dump. You may aluo be able to uss a umtary 13hd-
fill if parmits are issued for this in your locality. We don't
recommend feeding this material to local sewago treatmont planu or
taking out to sea in drums for dumping. Theso mothods do not

N - : |
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solve the problem of contamination. We are working on the

| disposal of these materials by incineration and biode gradatiory,
| Our work in these areas has'not yet reached the stage where/ -
we can offar practical suggestions. It'is of interest to note,’
however, that research is underway fo find catalysts to make
DDT self-destructive. The possibility exists that we coulé

find catalysts that would destroy PCBs in utt.li.ng tanks 9on-
structed to catch all your effluents. 7

Question 2 ,
. /

£

Can I test my effluent to ses if my. effluent hu- no Ayoclor 1254,

. etc.? . ) /
/

Answer: Y !

Yes. Analytical oquipment is uvaihblc that can do this

if tho proper tachnique is used. The basis of £he maethod

is GLC or gae liquid chromatography. Are you or anyone

: . in your company familiar with this? Do you have GLC

! aquipment? I you do, we can send you a description of
a method that could identify PCB., If nm./thau may be
a good analytical testing laboratory in thé vicinivy where you .
could send n:nplu and rely on the rasults if you want to tast
your effluent..

Question 3 s

What is a “safe” PCB levol for efflucnt leaving my plant?

Answer: '
As our lettar points out, parts per million (ppm) and parts
i per billion (ppbh} have becn mentionod in the published articles.
: There is still a lot of doubt’as to how absolute any quoted
values are. To bring thit/into the realms of reality, this
S . +  definition of ppm and ppb may halp clarify things,

/
To ;wo you a pract.ical sexarnple, the escape of cne~-two gallons

per day could lead tq/iunphs in a stream baside the pla.nt
ahowi.ng 10-30 ppb on analysis.
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Question 4

You must have quite a control problem at ydur plantge=]
would think Monsantc's Aroclor plants are/the major
polluters~-how are you handling control?
Answer: 7
The Arocler products we make to se iata profit, so0 economics

dictate maximumn housekesping, minimum loscs. The Aroclor
proccss is a “dry proccss or cloged systoam.

gu&u N

How does Monsanto think Aroclnn can got inl.o tho env:ronment
and cause so much pollution

Answer:

Disposal, leakage {rom/systems using it, spills, etc.’ -,

Question & ~--
. K4 ’
I 1 analyze my effluent stream and {ind ppb there, how do
know it didn't come from air-borns contamination or was
presant in the process water that I pump from the XY2Z
river into my plant?
/
Answer:’ L
Analyso wawr entaring your plnnt and comparo. Thero is a
mothod avaﬂnblc for sampling air.

) ,
You seem to think {rom the tone of your lettar that the source’
of pollution is from effluent disposal into streams. Inmy .
.process, Aroclor 1254, 1260, etc. vapors escaps. What pn/

/’ cautions can 1 take to prevent (a) amployes prablems and
/ (b} escape of vapors into the atmosphare? /'

Quastion 7

3

/z
/-
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Answer {7): - ‘

Articles on PCB intarfcrence with pesticides analysis have
mentionad the possibility of 1oss to the atmosphers {rom
vaporization when Aroclors are heated, We {ind this harg
to beliave and it warrants considerable investigation,

I
i

TOXICITY

Question 1

If{ PCB is a dangor to {ish and Birdai. how about humans ?

z

Answer:

The amounts being found in the environment are not considarad
a danger to hurnans or fish. The whols question on chlorinated
pesticides relates to birds. i ;

. . ¢ -
’ : .

Question 2 j /
Are Aroclor 1254/1260, etc. more toxic than other Aroclors? /
Why? :

/.

‘

Answer: ; .
—

i

There is a differance in toxicity depending on degree of
chlorination. This is not to say that higher chlorination is

more toxic than lower chlorination. The alleged PCB problem
is not really related to dagreo of toxdcity. /

/

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AROCLORS
 YE

Question 1® ' . '_ /
In your letter, you stats that Aroc.lor® 5060.}".“/{2 ’
and 5460 are not PCBs. What are thay? o

-
r

Answer:

They are chlorinatod tgrphnpyls.

MONS 034488
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Question 2%

What's the difference between a chlorinated biphenyl ang
a terphenyl? !

- Answer:
A terphenyl has throe bonzencs linked togethor angd biphenyl /

only two, They are, therefore, similar but different, just
as Daphthalene is different {rom bensene,

Quastion 3® . / :

/ .
Why should PCB be an environmental contaminant and chiorinated
tarpheanyls not? /

1 don't think there ‘is any positive answer on this and [ can't -
give you any theories. However, I would emphasize/that not

all PCBs appear to be contamioants. Those such as Aroclor 122},
1232, and 1242 haven't been identified in marine, aqunic and wildlife
environments. Chlorinated terphenyls = at least ,thou made

by Monsanto-- have not been identified in the enyironment either.

Guestion 4 : oo

Since you sell other 'PCBs beside Aroclor 1254 and 1260,
why are they not found in the environment?

/

Answer:?

-Ona reason eould be that they bicdcgrado and hence never builg
up to a lavel where they can be labelled persistent contaminants.
Therefore, although you would find if in an effluent stream if
you analysed it just after you poured PCB into it, its absence
when a river, for example, is analyzed downstream at a later
date would indicate d&gra&nton}y bacterisl organisms.

.We are actively working on this aspect of biodegradability
in our laboratories at this time. Results of this type of
work won't come to hand quickly but our preliminary work
on PCBs of lass than 54% chlorino looks promising.
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In your lastter, yo'u‘mlke no menation of Aroclor 1262 and

1268, What is their status? !
Answer: / : L /‘
- ' /

It could be that their semi-solid/solid water insoluble nature !
means they are far, far less likely to bacome ‘‘mobile’ !
contaminants. 1t could be that their structural differsnces !
from Aroclor 1254 and 1260 are responsible for the apparent
lack of a problem. In any event, they have not boen identified
by scientists in the senvironment and--believe me=« alotof *, .
scientists seem to be looking for PCBs. o

/ _ o .
Question 6 : - ' f

Both Aroclor 5460 and 1260 contain 60% chlorine. Why is one -
e problem (1260) and apparently not tha other (5469)7‘

Answer: : /

J A terphenyl has three bensenes linked togethar and biphenyl

only two. They are, therefors, similar but different, just as
naphthalsne {s different from benszens.

. .1 would emphasise that not all PCBs appear to be contaminants.
Those such as Aroclor 1221, 1232, and 1342 haven't been
identified in marine, aquatic and wildlife environments.
Chlorinsted te rphenyls--at least those made by Monsanto--~
have not baen identified in the environment, either.

: / .
Question7e ’/ -
/ .
Does this PCB problern mean that you have discontinuad -
sfforts to get Aroelor 5460 approved by FDA?

. I/
" Answer: ' : Sk /// ot
No. N L '
- "l"l “‘
/)
/ A
- /‘-v . P MONS 034490
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Answer:

re ™

Question 8¢ . . -

1s the rcason for not resubmitting your potiden to the FDA
for approval of Aroclor 5460 due to this PCB publicity?

Answer:
No.,
Question 9 !

What's the problem then?

We aro bringing a new solid Aroclor plant on-stream in
the next two-threo months. Wo want to make sure it produces
the same Quality Arocler 5460 wo usad in our foeding
studios for the FDA. Once wa're sure that's O, K, -« and . we
feel it will ba--than we'll get tha petition movin. again but
FDA clearances do take time. :

Quastion 10 _ ) !

Does this PCB puhlicity mean that FDA approval of
Aroclor 5450 is not going to bo/ohmnod?

Answer;

We have no reason to think the two things are rahud. Aroclor 5460
is not chemically a PCB." Tha delay resulted from the nesd
. to set up certain analytical methods to satisiy FDA. This
involved analytical instrumentation and is be completed now,
It is my uaderstanding we plan to resubmit oyr petition althouzh
I parsoually don't know the sxact date. ' :

s

£

/

Question 1 .

Jos Dos buys all my used Aroclor s without me having
to wash them. I get $3.00 a piece/ 1can't afford to wash
them out., Even if 1 did, what wo d 1 do with the washings ?

MONS 03449i



{Question 1 con't)

What should 1de? Shoul(/t'oll Jos Doc? Will Monsanto take
thom back or pay me $3,00 plus my costs to take them to & dump?

Answer:;

Don't have an answer at this time. We just don't know,
J

APPLICATIONS . : / '
APPLICATIONS .
Quostion 1# // . _ : /

.
Could Aroclor 1254/1260 escape {rom my sealant/adhesive/ [
coa:.ing whnswr into the environment? , :

Answer: 3 ' /!
'rm. will depend entiTely on tha final use to wluch your prodnct
is uud-—iumlﬁmau dllpodﬂon. i i
¢ / .
A +

Question 2¢ , T e :
; . . /

/ My product X contains Aroclor 1254/1260. Whu lhou.ld duell

I

s s s? .
, mycustomer » . . "
Answer!

Tell your customer=-=-We want to advise you of a possiltie environ-
. mental problam. Without knowing what your customner does

with product X, this is hard to answer. (We would say that

it would not seem wise to use Aroclor 1254 or 1260 for kesping

dust down on the roads, for use in dental nmn. compounds

" or as sarriers for pesticides.)® ’ / 1'1
/. y
*QOnly if you suspect or are to this is
what the application is. : /
. » /
Question 3 / R

/
Does Monsanto intend to cominu- manufacture ol Aroclor 1254/
" 1260, etc. ? ) D



Question 6%

T Answors

12
Answar (3} n
I have been given no indication otherwisa,
Qucstion 4% ' ! -
Should 1 look for replacement for Aroclor 1254/1260, ete, 7
Answer?

I think only you can decide this, How aasy would this be for
you? Do you have any other replacement product in mind?
Quu.tion 5% : ' ) //

Does Monsanto have rcpucomcnt products for Aroelor 1254

and 125607

Answer: ' 1]

As you know, we have over sighty plasticisers in our line and
there's quits a bit of product intarplay so it is possible that
thare is anothar product in our line that might replace tham.
What resin do you use? Psrhaps we could look at thess
resin/plasticiner SelactorCharts in the buk of tha Blue Book.

I've got it with me, 1
| : 1

Is Monsanto working on rcphccm.nu for Aroclor 1254
and 12607

These research fellows are always busy oa things like that,
To some pesoples Aroclor 1254 and 1260 have draw-backs.--
qQuits apart from present publicity on PCB. Aroclor 1254

is fairly volatils, Aroclor 1260 is very viscous and difficult
to handle. For pelysulfide socalants, for example, the technic
peopla in St. Louis have just sent us-data on products that w
behave better than Aroclor 1254 in polysulfide sealants.
Maybe there's something here for you to look at. Lat's

go over it T




