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Toxic Substances
Face New Curbs

Under House Bill

ULS. C'ould Require Firms to
Test New Cheniicals for
Hazards; PCB Ban Voted

Hy ( Wats. BTnrRT JoURNAL Staff Reporter

WASMINGTON -- Reacting to increased
concern over chemlbeal hazards. the House
yesterdny passed legistation giving the gov-
crnment new puwers to control toxic sub:
Kances.

The biHl. pussed on a vote of 310 to
45 would requite mnkers of any new
chemieal substance 1o notify the govern.
ment 00 days helore atarting commercial
production and would give federal officials
new amthority 1o require makers to test po-
tentially hnzardous chemicals for their ef-
fevin on public health and the environment.

Before passing the bill, the House ap-
prevet on o volee vole an amendment that
would outlaw the production of polychiori-
nisted biphenyls, or PCHs, within two years.
V'Chix, which are chemiculs used to transter
heat n electilenl equipment, have been
found to be highly toxic snd an apparent
cause of wkin end liver allments and other
serious ilincunen. Just last week, Mobll Corp.
reparied whint could be the first PCB link to
oancer in humans.

The Senale passed a slmllar measure on
toxic substonces last March. The next step
in for the two bllly to be reconciled in a
H Senate conference Twice
before, in 1872 and 1974, both houses passed
toxic-substances control bills, but the mea-
sures died when conference committees
were unabie Lo work out compromises be.
fore adjournmem. Thin year's legislation
facen n similar hazard, plus the threat of a
possibly prestdential veto.

Health and environmental scares involv-
ing such substances as asbestos, vinyl chior-
ide and PCBs have given the legislation new
Impetun. 8pansora of the blll even mentioned
the mysterious  Philadelphia “'legion dis-
eanre,” whnse cauxe hasn't yet been found, In
arguing that the guvenment needs new pow-
ers to controt luxic substances.

. Current jaw dorsn’t authorize the govern:
ment 1o require the testing of a chemical's
effect on health and environment before
marketing. fupparters antd the LIN i3 aimed
ot cloxing this and other **conspicuous gKaps’”
n the lnw, to protect people aud the environ-
ment from dangerous chemicals. The mea-
sure excmpts fuod, drugs, cosmetics, pestl-
cldes and other substances already subject

to federal regutation under other laws.

Major provisions of the legisiation would:

- Require munufacturers to give the En-
vironmental Protection Agency 80 days ad-
vance notice of comimercial production of
any new chemical, or 4n old chemibcal being
put to a “rignificant new use.”

~Authorize the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to delay or restrict the produc-
tion of w new chenucal If its heulth and envl-
ronmenta) impact §s unknown and if there i»
reason 1o beiteve it may be hazardous.

—Require chemical companies o test
substances for possible health or environ-
mental hazards when the EI'A determines
that such testing is necessary. .

—Permit the agency to prohibit or re-
strict the production of chemicale found to
be huzardous or to lsfue regulations govern:
Ing their labeling. use or disposal,

The d 10 ban faclure of
PCBs within two years was offered by Reps.
Gilbert Gude (R, Md.y and John Dingell
«D.. Mich.. Mr. Dingell said PCBs are
*bad, hazardous, dangerous’ chemicals that
accumulate in the food chain leading Lo hu-
man consumption.

The Dingell-Gude amendment would or-
der the EPA to prescribe methods for the
disposal of PCBs within six months and
would ban the use of FCBs within one year,
except in approved enclosures or containers.
A totn) ban on praduction would be effective
wo vears after the bill becomes law. The
Senate toxic substances bill also included a
floor mmendment that ultimately would ban
most use of PCBs.

Last April, the EPA {ssued a recommen:
dation for the best way to dispose of PCBs,
involving & complex burning process.

Another amendment. approved 210 to 157.
provides that either house of Congress may
vetlo within 80 days any EPA rule promul-
gated under the bill. Backers of the i
argued againat this amendment. saying it
might provide Preatdent Ford with a reason
1o veto the legislnidon. The Fresident has ob-
jected to such & one-house veto provialon in
previous bills on the ground that it may be
unconstitutional.

Some House Republicans asserted that
the biil would be rutnous for smsll chemical
concerns and would increase bureaucratic
regulation of business. They warned that the
congressional veto provision would make the
leginlation objectionable to the President.
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