Lead Industries Association, Inc. - - - -

268 Madieon Avenve N_o-Vovi.N.V.\M? ¢ Telephone: (217) 87T9-8020

SUBJECT: BULIETIN ¥0. 13 - LEAD TN GASOLDNE AND OTHER ITDMS
RELATING TO EXVIROMNENT

10: ALL MEXEBERS OF THE IEAD DODUSTRIES ASSOCIATION

Gentlemen:

Bulletin No. 12 vas mailed to you on Octoder 6. The situation as concerns lead
in gasoline has slid essentially sidevise though not for the better during the
intervening period. There has been a substantisl smount of activity in which
the Association has been involved, but it has resulted more in developments of
older programs and legislation than in new approaches.

This topical report is intended to bring you up-to-date. Items are presented
by besic classification rather than chronologically.

NATIONAL

A. Clean Alr Amendments of 1970 =

Committees of the two houses of congress met and reached a compromise agreement

on the BEouse and Senate bills previcusly pessed, which more favors the Genate
version (Muskie's) than that from the Eouse., As a result, the Clean Air Amendments
of 1970 were signed by President Nixon in mid-December and ordered printed December
17, 1970. Note: The official document has the identification "Report No. 91-1783".
It sppears to this writer that Section 211 - Regulation of Fuels - starting oa
page 24 iz that section of primary interest involvirg lesd. The bill does not
mention leed. It does, hovever, grant to the "sdministrator” powers t0 regulate
the manufacture and sale of additives under the following qualifications:

a) If any enission products of such fusl, or fuel additives, are endangering
the public health or welfare, or,
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b) If emission products of such fuel, or fuel additive,will {mpair to a

significant degres the performance of any emission control device or system which
15 in general use, or which the Administrator finds has been developed to a point
that within a ressonable time it would be in general use were such regulatioan to

be promulgated.

e¢) The bill provides that the Administrstor before controlling or prohibiting
the additive, must consider "ull relevant medicsl and s-ientific evidence availadle

to him, including considerstion of other technologically or econcmically feasible

means of achieving emission standards”.

4) The manufacture of edditives can, within 10 days of any regulatioa
by the Administrator, require public hearings and,

e) The Administrator may not act if another fuel or fuel additive, to replace
that in question, vill produce emission vhich will endanger the public health and

welfare t0 the sane or greater degres than the use of fuel or fuel sdditives
proposed to be prohibited.

£) The Clean Alr Asenduents would seem to preclude action by individual
Btates (or political subdivisions thereof) along the line of prohibiting fuel
additives unless earlier action has granted such suthority to a State cr sud-
division thereof, Note: This latter condition would seea to leave Californias
free to act as it wishes. There i3 certainly doubt as to wvhat new actions can
be taken, and quite possibly some actions (as in Buffalo, later described) may
bave to be rescinded,

If this general interpretatiorn of the (lean ALr Amendments of 1970 as concerns
additives is correct, it clearly indicstes a greater significence

for the various epprveches and documents being prepared by the Natiomal Air
Pollution Control Administration. As aa exazfple, a Lead Lisison Committee
working with has recently reviewed (with the Government) a very damaging
document aimed/éftablishing criteria for lead as related to health and safety.
The lead Lialson Comittee includes members from the TEL industry, the LIA,
ILZRO and lesd producers. This committee iz well gware of the importance of
its assignment and is protesting the issuance of the forthcoming document withe-
out & third roview. This aspect of activity will be followed as diligently
and as sggressively as practical.

B. Eovirommental Protection Agency -

Earlier, consideraticns of Governmental action to estadlish the fate of lead

additives in gasoline were slated to be under the jurisdiction of the Department

of Health, Educatiocn and Welfare., A nev agency known as the Environmental
Protection Agency htus been created under the direction of Mr. W.D, Ruckelshaus,
Apparently the information and proposed regulations being prepared by HEW

will now be under the Jjurisdiction of EPA. The Administrator referred to in
the first item of this report will be an EPA man - undoubtedly Mr. Ruckeshaus.
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A, California =

i 0

1, The California Air Resources Board held hearings on November 9 and
November 10, 1970, and shortly thereafter sdopted an extremely tight Alr Quality
Standard which limits lead in the ambient atmosphere to 1-1/2 micrograms per
cubie meter., It was announced (in the press) that it might take as much sa
15 years to implement this standard and in Kovember specific proposals for
4 {mplementation did not exist. Dr. J.F. Cole of ILZRO testified at these hoarings,

? 2, On November 2u, in Californis, the Transportation Comsmittee of the

: California House held hearings under the jurisdiction of Representative Schadbarum,
Neither LIA no ILZRO testified at this hearing for it wvas a follow-p on the
earlier sespions. Lead's interests were covered by Mr. Boward Hesselberg, of the
Ithyl Corporstion.

3. The Envirommental Defense Pund, vith the S8ierra Clud and Friends of
the Zarth, have petitioned the Alr Resources Board to cousider an even more
drastic sction. Hearings will de held in Los Angeles on Jamuary 20 on & proposal
that no pew Californian registered and opersted car shall exhaust more than
0.0 grazs of lead per mile. Kote: 0.0 grams per mile has been reported as meaning
"no lead" in gasoline. From s basic specification point of viev it is this
writer's impression that 0.0 grsms per mile means not more than 0.04999 grame
per mile, We have been told that those pressing for the restriction, interpret
the mummber as meaning essentially no lesd. The topic may be one for debate.
DuFont and Fthyl, among others, are testifying in California on Janmary 2. The
debate must be of necessity extremely techniceal on an engineering basis and it
is felt that neither LYA nor YIZRO can reasonably contribute, Kote: As of
Jamiary 21 we learned that this matter has been deferred by the ARB.

k., TIn late September, the California legislation passed (and Gov. Reagan
signed) Assembly Bi1l No. 919. This Bill covers clder vehicle registration in i
California end sxys in effect that any vebicle with an engine compression ratio i
between 8.5 to 1 and 9 to 1 shall pay an extra $50 per annum and further, that
engines with a compression ratio over 9 to 1 shall pay $100 extrs per year.

S. Bimilarly Bill Fo. 1174 was passed and signed by Gov. Reagan which prohibits
sale of cars - starting with 1972 models = {f such cars require higher then 91
octane gasoline.

B, Arizona -
On Novemdber 20 the Arirona State Board of Health held hearings in Phoenix on the
overall question. At the cutset the hearings chairman announced that Arizona

d14 not propose any legislation at this time but wes asking for general informa-
tion on the overall problem.
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DuPont, Ethyl and this writer testified on behalf of lead's continuation, Mumercus
refinery company representatives also testified - more moderately than we have
heard thea in other cases., The automobdbile industry was represented by a western
engineer of Genersl Motors.

A
? Ry-and-large, the Arizons hearings were quite ressonsble. There were no
3 spokeszan for the Citizens envirommental groups though thers wers some erglneer-
ing professors vho spoke strongly againet lsed,
B It s not known wvhat may next be expected from Aritona.
A copy of my testimony at Phoenix is attached,
CITIES
A
A. Buffalo = On December 21 the City of Buffalo, K.Y. pessed an ordinance, with
the following restrictionss
1. Each service staticn shall have at least one puxp to furnish 1/2 graa
maximum of lead per gallon as of September 1971.
2. o gasoline with more than 1/2 grsa per gallon shall be sold after
Jasuery 1, 1976 and,
Q 3. No gesoline cootaining sny leed shall be sold after Janmuary 1, 1580,
B. Dallas -
The City of Dallas is holding hearings on February 8 ou & bill which is intended
to duplicate Puffalo’s,
C. Xev York City =
The Fev York City Council will hold hearings on potential New York action Jsauary
7, 19N.
Kote: In view of the apperent limitstions of the Federal Clean Air Amendments
of 1970, it is not known vhether such city restrictions snd ordinances as
described can be made legal,
It 4s quite likely this writer will testify at Dallas if hearings are actually
held. I will testify bLefore the New York City Council and will report to you
later on vhat may develop.
GIXERAL =
“ A) Ve recommend for your reading an article in the January issue of FORTUNE

magazine, “Netallic Menaces in the Environment®, This is a damaging article
suggesting flatly that lead is going to be phased ocut of gasoline. It has been
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very carefully prepared and there are fev points wvhich can be clearly knocked
down, It is this writer's opinion that the article is unfeir, more becsuse of
what it does Dot swy than because of vhat it does say. We knov of rebuttals
being prepared, including cur own, Primarily these rebuttals will take the fora
of letters to the editor of FORTUKXX.,

B) Mutps] Brosdcpsting Bedlo - interviev through arrangements made bty
H1 & Inowlton.

The Mutual Brosdcasting Company will shortly smberk on a series of 13
one-half hours broedcasts on environmeatal issues, Dr. Cole of ILZRO and the
writer were intervieved on January li. We covered "lead in gssoline™ from the
industry's point of view, The questions presented by the irterviewer, Mr.
Bill Bertenshaw, had been cooperatively arranged and though the general atmosphere
wes very informal, I believe the presestation will be worthvhile. W¥We have been
promised at leest one week's notice as to the brosdcasting time throughout the
country and vill sdvise you as much i{n advance as we cen.

The balance of this report 1s coocerned with other than lesd in gssoline,

A) Jesd-based Puint Folson Prevention Act (HR 19172) has been passed and

was signed by the President the week of Janmuary 1l. This bill says in effect
that paints containing more than 1§ lesad shall not be used oa interiors, nor

on exterior surfaces such as porch railings, window sills or other surfaces
which can/ Thewved upon by children, LIA worked with the Fationsl Paint, Varnish
and lacquer Azsociation during the timo of hearings on this bdill. The writer
supported the position taken by XPVIA by telegram to the members of the congres-
siocnal committee involved, with many scknovledgements received.

The bill is not ideal but neither is it as drastic us some versions givea
serious consideration would have deen.

B) - Pederal Water Quality Act - By mail of the week of Jamuary 11, U.8,
members have had Information from LIA on coming ection as concerns plant water
effluents. We must take this opportunity to exphasize that your company's
cooperation in the development of effluent standards can be of great importance

CONCLUSION « If these thumbnail sketches of recent action prompt Questions,
40 not hesitate to let me have them,

Attach, ecutive Vice President
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STATEMENT OM LEAD ADDITIVES

IX GASOLINE

JOHK L. KIMBERLEY
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT
LEAD INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION, INC.
292 Madison Avenue
New York, New York 10017

BEFORE

The Arizous State Board of Heslth
Phoenix, Arisons

~

November 20, 1970
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My name is John L. Kimberley. 1 am executive vice presideat

of Lead Industries Association, Inc., and am here todsy on behalf of
k LIA's 60 member companies engaged in the mining, production, manu-
facturing and fsbricatioca of lead and lead products.

,*ﬁg
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I wish to thank you for this opportunity to outline some of

T Y

; the values of lead in gasoline, evidence demonstrating the absence of i
: deleterious h;alth effects from automotive lead emissions, and even sowe 1
%, _‘ ' of the problems which might well arise on lead's removal from gasolins.
:; We, too, belfeve in your objective. The people must be pro-
g tected -- even at a loss to their pocketbooks -- but we believe "hc ‘
§_ “Femoval of lead from gasoline is a step {n the wrong directioa. '
E In the understandable and commendable drive to clean up our

: air, simple panaceas have been advanced vhere only complexity exists.
: In the absence of proper knowledge and with the emotional
i 4 and political pressures which have been applied, a considerable
3 ;, mowentun has developed behind the catch-phrase "get the lead out™ of
t : gasoline, even though there i{s little evidence that such action would
fz ) bring positive benefits and much evidence that the action could have

adverse effects.
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Since their introduction in 1923, lead additives {n gasoline

have provided anti{-knock qualities that make fuels smoother burning,
more efficient, and less damaging to engines. They have made possible
more poverful gssoline at lower refining costs amd greater conservation
of raw petroleua reserves than would othervise have been possible.

The lead industry of the U.§. has an obvious {nterest fn getting
the facts and in helping to resolve this complex problem. We are
talking about 20 percent of lead's total market. That's why I vas
authorized earuc.r thia year to make an intenaive {avestigatioa of all
aspects of the developing problem and to represent the industry through
the Lead Industries Association before those federsl, state and community
bodies considering the lead additives gquestion.

LIA has taken a strong stand against proposale for the arbitrary -
elimination of lead additives from gasoline, based on {ts knowledge of
43 years of {ndustry concern, research and general evidence. At the
sane time, we have consistently taken the position that efforts to
reduce potentially hazardous emissions from sutomohile engines should
include intensified research and further development of existing and
potentisl means for reducing exhausted lead, which constitutes about
one-third of 1 percent of total auto emissions.

Ve believe our position s fully supported by the following
basic facts:

1. Ko data has been advanced to show that the smounts of lead

exhausted from automobiles pose a health hazard, now or foreseeadbly.

it
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2. Much evidence, including that from federal research (U.8,

Bureau of Mines), {ndfcates that pollution problems could actually be

increased {f lead vere to be eliminated from gasoline under curreat -

conditions, because of the probability of {ncreased emissions of so-

called aromatic compounds, knowa to contribute to smog and eye irritation

‘and some considered carcinogenic.

3. Elimination of lead from gasoline snd the maintenance of

today's gasoline quality would involve massive expenditures by oil

compan {es, auto companies snd the public. These without assurance that

there will be significant benefits in eliminating the carbon monoxides,

unburned hydrocarbons and nitrogeam oxides that constitute the msjor

noxious automobile exhaust pollutants.

&. Pollution comntrol systems for automobdiles that work with

leaded gasolines have been developed and demonstrated.

The drive for non-lcaded gasoline {s based heavily on the auto-

wotive industry's assumption that control systems (involving catalysts)

are to be preferred and would work better and be longer-lasting with

noa-leaded gasolines. However, to this point there has been no assurance

that this assumption {s correct or that systems to work with non-leaded

gasoline are anyvhere near ready to be put on nev model cars.

I should 1ike to elaborate on these four points.

First, there hsve
of lead {n the atmosphere
danger to national health

ita source. There are no

b

‘alter the conclusions of those reports,

been a number of studies on the health effects
since the mid-1920's and none have shown a
from lead in the atmosphere == no matter what

studies known to or studied by us that would

O
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These have included: U.S. Surgeon Ceneral (1926 and 1959);
dats vithout comment from the National Alr Sampling Network (starting
1957); World Health Organfzation (1965); U.S. Public Health Service (1963);
American Mcedical Assoclation (1966), and the American Industrial Hygiene
Assoclation (1969),

The World Health Organization, U.5. Public Health Service and
American Mcdical Assocfation have come to the concluaion -- there is
not now nor ia there foreseen a threat to health from lead aa from auté— -
mot{ve emissions. The other studies to vhich I have referred have
indicated no health hazard existed.

Time does not permit s reading of the various counclusions stated
in the reports from the organizations cited, but they are to be found
fn an LIA Bulletin, "Facts About Lead sud the Atmosphere” which {s attached.

All thia notvithstanding, the lead industry and addit{ve manufacturers
are continuing their research and surveillance of lead in the atmosphere.

In many such hearings as this, during 1970, I have heard the
statement that “the burden of proof rests with tndu;zry.“ Repetitively I
emphasize that the industry recognized this need 43 years ago, and that
lead in the atmosphere has been researched with this need in aind since the
introduction of gasoline additives. Our opponents -~ pay no attention =--
offer theory and fear {n contradiction. One fine example of a fallacious
approach to the claim that atmospheric lead is hazardous is to be seen
in 8 report of research carried out by Dr, Renry A. Schroedar of Dartmouth
Medical School., I can't say vhether the ncws medis or Dr. Schroeder has
perpetusted this questionable data, but Schroeder's work was the basis for

a statement vhich appeared in a& New York Timecs editorial dated September 14,

i
g




LIA14452

PRI AR,

e | ;

"When fed to test animals, lead in amounts which are now taken

% in by most human beings has reduced life spans by 20 percent, and increased ’ ‘
% {nfant mortality rates, sterility and birth abnormalfities.” ;"
? .r This "gem appareatly came from work reported by Dr. Schroeder in
; " 1963 and 1965. 1In fairness to him, he reported other results in the
i‘ .' January, 1970 f{ssue of the Journal of Nutrition, I quote completely and
; exactly a footnote from the latter paper,
§°‘ e o, 1 "Previous reports have stated that the dose of lead was S ppm
b A *f'*-. -
5 E (parts per_million). This dose wss incorrect. A typographical error ia
E our laborstory i{nstructions resulting in five times the desired dose being
§ used, both {n the experiments begun in 1960 and 1n those here reported....
§ When the error vas discovered, the larger amount was continued." 3
; e My comment {s that this {s a rather casual way to admit that there ‘
: {’; was a 500 pcrc;-nt error {n this so-called scientiffic experiment.
Z As also reported in the JSournsl of Nutrition, the early rata vere .
f deficient in chromium, an oversight that was corrected in the rerua. 3
( A chart on results of the second go-round (with chromium sufficiency)
showed no _adverse effect by lead on the rats longevity, reproductive
; capability or general activity., They were vaguely reported to have coarse
; hair and to be logy as their ends approached at advanced ages -- the same
: ages as for the control animals. This {n spite of the fact that the

T

lead dossge vas fed (not breathed) at ‘e 21s over 227 times higher than
a human's normal daily intake. Accepted authority states that man's i~
daily average intake through food and drink involved lead at about 0.11 parts

per million. The rats vere fed 25 parts per millioa.
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1 think {t fair to state that giving credeunce to Schroeder's
work would be much the same as suspecting that one aspirin {s dangerous
to humans snd then finding that 227 tablets won't harm even a rat.

Second, there ku tt 4 very real possibility that the changed compo-
sition of gasoline that would result from the elimination of lead would - -
creste both known sgnd unknown problems,

A U.S. Bureau of Mines study (Report No. 7390) published {n May,
1970, covered tests comparing leaded regular and premium gasolines with
comparable non-leaded fuels. The concluaion was that the unleaded fuels'
potential to creste cye-irritating, smog-producing emisaions f{ncreased
by as much as 25 percent over the leaded fuels.

The very secrious implicatious of this Teport were very well stated
by Dr. Richard D. Cadle of the Katfonal Center for Atmospheric Research. 7
An article on Dr. Cadle's position appeared ia the April 20, 1970 fssue of

Chemical & Enginecring Kews and said in part:

"In connection with any possible health h;:ard from the lead com-
pounds that automobiles send i{nto the atmosphere, Dr. Cadle believes that
there {s reason for alarm, but warns that quick solutfons could build into
problems of an entirely different stripe. He suggests, for example, that
gasoline manufacturers who hope to replace leaded alkane gasoline with
high-aromatic fuels should look at least twice before they leap.

**'It's conceivable that some of these sromatics could lead to the
formstion of carcinogenic by-products {n the combustion process, although
1 don't know of any hard evidence to support that idea. NKevertheless,

aromatic compounds generally are toxic, {rrespective of vhether or not

they're csrcinogenic.
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*'Also, certain aromatic compounds have been found to be wore
severe in magnitude, more severe as eye irritsats, than the peroxyalkyl
nitrates formed from coaventional gasolines. What I'm really saying
here fa that {n tha whole ares of air pollution control, we shouldn't
rush shead with one solution before trying to anticipate the larger
problems it way create.'™

Dr. Cadle's fears wmay have already been demonstrated to have real
substance, This statement is based on cvents this summer in Japan. Becsause
of a "lead poisoning scare” sutsequently proven false, the Japanese govern-
ment hmiealy last spring set a limit on lead in gasoline at about one-

half of normal use. The lower-level lead fuel went on sale in Tokyo

the first of July and in subsequent weeks the gasoline sold for cars {a
that large orfiental city vas of the reduced lead content. Kevertheless,
about four wveeks later, Tokyo was experiencing the worst smog crisis in »::
its history -- attributed not to lead but to the reactive emissions that :

created the city-wide photochemical smog when the spring rain clouds \
passed and let the sun hit rhe gaseous automobile emiasfons of nitrogen
oxides and unburned hydrocarbons. I quote from the October 17 editiom A

of The Rev York Times:

. “The Government (Japsnese) began a campaign for lead-free gasoline,
only to encounter new problems. Experts said that if lead were removed,
petroleum companies would have to increase the level of hydrocarbons to
produce equal performance.

“This in turn produced a phenomenon in Tokyo known as “wvhite™ or

"photochemical™ smog, as strong sunlight acted on the hydrocarbons in

the atmosphere to produce a mist that caused thousands of cases of sore

eyes, sore throats and breathing diff{culties ™
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Third, on the economic ramifications and other consequences of
a quick switch to non-leaded gasoline, without good reason, the April 8

{ssue of The Wall Street Journal went into considerable detail, and caa

be summed up as follows:

1. The ofl {ndvstry vill have to make a major {nvestment in new
refining facilities, variously estimated from $6 billfon to $10 billios,
as vell as an additional 6 to 8 percent annual drav down {n petroleum
Teserves,

2, Small petroleum refineries may have to shut down because .
they do not have the capital resources to make the new investment.

3. Asphalt, the backbone of road building, would be curtailed
since this product 1s made largely by the small refineries.

4. The hundreds of thousands of retail cutlets for gasoline would
have to install nev gasoline pumps and gasoline storage tanks, The
availabilicty of pumps {s strictly limited; the labor reguired to install
thes and the tanks will add to the {nflatfion of constructioa costs,

5. Without lead in gasoline, oil companies would have to make
greater use of benzene, toluene and xylene, thereby diminishing the supply
of these materials to the petrochemical industry, with sharp inflationary
consequences.

6. Sellers of bromine and sodium would lose a major market since
these are the elements used {n combinstion vith lead for gasoline additives.

7. The lead {ndustry would lose 20 percent of {ts total market,

A replacement market cannot be found overnight, The problem is couplicated
by the fact that many lead producers have already made major capital cutlays

for recent plant expansions,
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Fourth and finally. 1Ia viev of current tecknical developments
for systems to control exhausts from leaded gasoline, LIA believes that
restrictive leg{slstion would severely handicap the development of the
best systems for the solutfon of the problem. For example, in mid-summer
1970 Texaco announced development of s lead f{lter that would capture a
substant{al amount of the lead in the exhaust.

A major California company concerned with afrcraft has also
developed a promising trapping system for use on leaded fuels, invoiving

chemical scrubbing from the gaseous state ahead of any catalytic reactor,

The Cal{forunfa Air Resources Board earlier this year verified a
Du Pont system which cut escaping hydrocsrbons and nitrogen oxides to a
level more than 50 percent below the state's proposed standards for 1975.
The same device was shown to reduce carbon monoxide emi{ssfons wore than
33 percent below these 1975 standards. And this {s wvith leaded gasoline.
Six such cars with the Du Pont system and carrying particulste traps are
now under extensive test by California's Air Resources Board. Ethyl has
a vell advanced asystem with s slightly different approach.

These are important current developments indicating that much
progress {s being made in developing control sytems that work effectively
with leaded gasoline and that would also be capable of reducing lead and
other particulate emissions.

As long as there {s a reasonable doubt on the overall need for
the reduction of the lead content of fuel, no legislative action should
be taken. Lead additives have been in gasoline for 50 years without adverse
health effects, and nothing has occurred in the past eleven months to

change that fact.
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