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Ohio EPA

.Division ofAir Pollution Control

inter-office communicatio
to: Chris Jones

from: Bob Hodanbosi, papc
subject: October 29, 2002 1erver DuPont, West Virginia cgdate: December 3, 2002

We are Preparing a letter for your signature in response to .

several a-letters writtenbyAttorney Robert a Bilott (Taft,
(Stettinus & Hollister LLP) on behalf of Ohio citizens impacteq
by air emissions of C8 from theDuPont facility located in West

Virginia. Below is some background information as well as some

Background

water and airPathways. Ther evaluated-both—the waten—antarr
Pathways While an extensive groundwateranddrinkingwares
Sampling program did not fing levels approaching thewater
Screening levels identified by the car team,airmodeling of
actual2000emission evel indicatedannualaverageair
concentrationsapove the CAT Team's air Screening level(1.0
ug/m3) near the DuPont fenceline and in the Ohio River. Annual4" 0187 qj-SSRSEARIIConaanteOhio'sias
Eawyers Attorney Robert a BLlott on behalf of fer thecitizen's
group, indicated via several the letters that there are short
term levels associated withworkplace exposures which are used by
States such ag California andMinnesota (summary table a
attached), which are more restrictive than the car screening
level. For example, the ACGIH acceptable 8-hour workplace
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noposure level 18 10.0 ug/my. gue Note that DARC!s gopoyy
fodeling results, based of she year 2000 actual emissions.
indicates a peak 's-hour smpace 0 Ohio of 14.8 ug/m3 ana 44.3
Ug/M3 in West Virginia

ResponseOptions:
1. The DuPont facility pas Covered into a consent decree with

Nest Virginia to cap air cnissions at the year 2000 levels.
There is also an agreement to noire that the CAT Team's 3.0
23/03 annual concentration ig mor exceeded andHheredselooan agreement with J-S. EPA to reduce air ang
meer total releases by sot (curren: 21x and water releases
reroushly equal) Finally, pupae has begun a voluntary
pbgrade on the scrubber of the largest source (increasing
fomoval efficiency from - soy to OVE 90% removal) and age
increasing the stack height cor that source. .We are reasonably confident that future annual air impaces
FHL be below the Car teams ain Screening level of 1.0 yg/my
in Ohio. That is one response to the citizens.Side note 1 for agency consideration: There ig no indication in

Dupont's agreement with wear Virgina on how air emissions will be
gopped at year 2000 levels. ry addition, Duponts agreements wirr
U-S-EPA do'not specify wnich releases are targeted for
reductions.

0 We are still evaluating the Merits of the Ohio citizens
Soncerns over other existing workplace health levels. rn
this response we would Clarify the difference in he time
frames established for chore term levels (10.9U5/m3)developed by other states in comparison to the long
porn chronic level (1.0 ugyms) developed by the CAT team,
We will also point our thar chronic levels have not been
sotablished by other states sng that while it is possinre
for short tern levels tq ne MOTE restrictive than the
SAT(1.0 ug/m3) levels, sceion to be taken under current
aSveements may reduce impacts ir Ohio below those levels ag
well. However, it should asee be noted that there is no
Saarent requirement that any of these levels need to be
addressed as ambient aiy quality standards.We also believe that a distinction should be mage concerning
eight-hour workplace Concentrations versus eight hogy
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. ambient concentrations, We would expect thar 5high
workplace concentration is somewhat Tepresentative of gay.
to-day concentrations and could be more Indicative of Jong
term exposures while ahigh modeled ambient concentrationis

only Tepresentative of concentrations during a Specific
meteorological condition. On the other hand, theworkplace
Standards are developed to Protecthealthy adults ang are
fot designed to Protect the general Population.

Side note 2 for agency consideration:
One concern that we "ay ish to express to the citizens ag
well as the State of west Virginia is that the reductions
beyond the general agreements neeq to be solidified in
Soren, TSCEICtions. Hoy they pian is assure that the cap
Screening level (or otherhealth based levels) are going to

be maintained Should not pe dependent on optional controls *

moder tIket predictions (in buspar 13st presentation ae
model results, they have assumed a 30% Production decrease

7 1993 due to market project ions),
My staff jg available to discuss what approach you may wish

Vio EPR £0 take with respect rg od dealings with wear
Virginia ang our response to this letter.
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