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Marsh Nagner and I talked to Dr. Phil Santmyer today

to learn what he picked up at the Silo Assoclation

Neeting in Houston on U.dn.lﬂl{ Phil's early comments

of @ genersl nature indicsted that the meeting wes s

"wash out”. There were 42 people in atte e at

;Ilnib;;}’nnlu of the morning session and before it
nished.

The only paper relsting to PCB waa that presented by
Dr. Bill. Santmyer's evaluation was that nu'. data
were -kotch{ snd that Hill felt thet he was "welking
on thin 1ce” and knew it (Phil further said, "Nill
feels he may have stirred up a ret's nest that may
cost him his jJod"). MNill pointed out that therwwas
s lot of talk in Ohio ooneomtn; contsminated milk
snd he wanted to o-phulu that "not all milk in Ohio
was contaminated.”

He then pointed out that the State Department of Agri-
cultures monitors all milk for pesticides. Milk from
34 herds showed residuss which did not fit iato the
typiocal DDT in pesticide chromatograms. MNill's depart-
ment finally fdentified the unknowns as Aroclors.

He did say thet sa far as he knew there was oaly one
formulation involved and thet thia wes identifted or
1sbeled "Ohio Cumar®.

Ne pointed out that Ohio milk laws were more atriet
than federsl lsws and were more easily eaforced.

- He returned to the l\lbioct of Cumar coatings ouem
that samples they had tested indicated the Ohio Cumar
eontumd 268 of Aroolor. Flecks of the coatl.:’ showed

A ppm; ensilage showed 0.2 ppm in the center
#110; and 20 ppm in the sllage agsinst the oo‘tol wall,
nnu on uwnrevealed nusber ¢f rendom samplep from the

-lwng.nlvo of 1,3 ppm. Neat from one

owed 1.85 pgn \d no ducuuion of what meat
thﬂo N. ~t

by . mﬁq woight, ste.
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When Hill's department drilled into the concrete of a
silo, they found at a depth up to 1/2" 2,400 ppm of
Aroclor. There was no mention made as to whether the
sample might or might not have included the coated
surface iteelf or whether this actually represented
solely penetration of the Aroclor into the interior of
the concrete.

Hill showed a slide indicating data from eight herds
which had been checked. The data were as follows:

ppm PCB in
Herd 8ilo Coati Ensilage Nilk

A 5,100 115

B - 25 See comments
Cc - 33 in paragraph
D 500 2.2 below

: 13.500 125.

F 2.

H 6, 400 -

There wasn't an opportunity for Phil to get the ppm indi-
cated in milk for each herd, but he said the concentrations
ranged from 1 to 2 ppm.

Dr. Hill oontinued by pointing out that milk had been
rejected if it contained more than 0.2 ppm PCB. He men-
tioned that they had attempted a studg.on how long it
took a herd to rid itself of PCB. rd which lud 2.0
ppm PCB in milk in April tock untild September to produce
milk with O.1 ppm. This was demonstrated in a slide
which ,may have been made from sketchy data but showed
long "residence time”. Dr. Hill pointed out that it
took longer to get rid of PCB than DDT. Ne said the
PCB had been identified by gas chromatograms as Aroclor
1254 and showed chromatograms demonstrating the early
confusion with DDT peaks.

Santmyer thought there still could de confusion becemse

of the proximity of the 1254 peaks with the position of
the DDT metabolites.
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Hill said that the PCB had firat been found laast Pebruary
and that the Ohio department firat published a "paper" on
the subject in September (I presume this may have been
Hill's reference to the fact that he pointed out to you
that they had made some notification to dairymen of the
problem about that time).

Hill emphasized sgain that the coatings were not epoxy
coatings and that it was not "Cumar" but was "Ohio Cumar”.

He mentioned that the silos had been treated in 1967.
This pmtt{ much concluded his prepared remarks which
Santmyer classified as "not well prepared and with data
that were not clear cut”.

In the next paper Tom Vadikin presented nothing dut an
advertising message for his company. Re emphasized that
he can clean silos of all contaminants and put on non-
contaminating surfaces.

Wally Maceman then presented what Santmyer classified as

a "good paper" although it waa not of a technical nature.
It dealt principally with customer complaints and carried
the message that suppliers of coating ingredients do not
provide enough information to people applying silo coatings.
He mentioned that the majority of complaints related to
penetration of moisture through the coating; ceses of
applicator employees becoming 11l when applying the coat-
ings, etc. and no reference to PCB's or Aroclors.

He suggested that the FDA should develop an approved

1ist of coating materials and components for silo use.

He recognized that this would probably require a grest
deal of experimentation. He thought the suppliers should
provide test data to lead to FDA approval and he pointed
out that in his opi.r;i:n " 1iers should assume liabili
or roblems aris. ’m the use of coa .

nan !in?myor -paoH‘IcaIIi IT this ulnmﬁl’h silo
coating applicator who is "supplying the coating”™ or to

the dbasic manufacturers who supply ingredients. t

onded that there was t 1 1ication ths

Maceman did point out that there were three t{pu of
) O3

coatings that have not presented any difficul These
included cured cement (?), epoxy coatings and urethane
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coatings. Santmyer wondered personally whether there
nlt:vuonco that there were no problems with the urethane
coatings.

The fourth pu\ol participant was QGeorge Whitesides and he
was recomwended by Santmyer as one with whom we might try

to o rate. tesides mentioned that there wers more than
1,000, silos in the United States constructed at a cost
of §1,000,000,000. Me pointed out that silocs do have to

be coated and he classified the problems into two categories.
One related to the original construction of a silo when,

1.) ouring coating compounds ¢an bs used to imp to the
surface and, 2.) surface coatings ean de a:puod

original silo which should last for eight to nine

ir prop:r materials and proper. methods for applioa I.on

are used.

The second un‘or{ related to the maintenance of coatings
and the replacement of deteriorated coatings after e t
to ten years. He pointed out some of the grcblcu with
maintenance and the logistics of having silos empty for
maintenance and resurfacing purposes, ets.

Fhitesides expressed the gﬁnton that silo _-n_c%ngg_u_lgq
agsune some onsg Ol‘ oon -
nted ou [ 0 manu-
yrer e e rve “;: tlnt c«ttu ,trl.:“-
"oon e swept under rop
industry set rv subcommittess cu the proa:: ﬁ'mm...
maintenance and treatment of siles., 3

In the question and answer portod, ﬂun were only thres
questions.

The first one, directed to . M1}, vas "llev 4o you know
PCB's are polsonous”? Mill 1104 that She PDA guidelines
.::»n-m this fact and tM htt or a!lmblo oean-tn-
stion.

T™he second -question num to the drtomc of oocfﬂcu-t
of expansion between éo.u s and ooncrete.
answer suggested tht 8 was not a serious prodblem.

The third qu»ttoa. again Mdrnm to Dr, Ni11, wes “Ras
°ﬁ1 sotion been taken in Ohio beos e of the N
i and 4f 80, ageinst whom't NL1l muod that
nror::o‘:ssu- m:: Itt:: been ru *ﬁ M mu. s
not answer t‘n uooud y-rt qr mttvb. . R
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He finished with comments that the Ohio Department of
Agriculture has worked very satisfactorily and coopera-
tively with Union Carbide, Dow, Wyandotte and Monsanto
Companies.

Phil Santmyer is to send me an invoice for his expenses
which I will forward to you.

Elmer P. Wheeler
EPW: Ju
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