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Hearirg Clerk
U.S. Envirormental Protection Agency
washington, D.C. 20i60

Re: Environmental Protecticn Agency -
(40 CPR Parc 129)
Water Progranm
Proposed Texic Pollutant Effluent Standards
Federal Reglster, Vol. 38, No. 247,
Pages 35388-35395
Thursday, Cecember 27, 1973

Gentlemen:

As a major producer snd supplier of polychlorinated bdbiphenyls
(PCBs) to the elec:irical industry for fire resiatant _
dielectric fluid applications, we have reviewed with
consideradle interest the effluent standards for these
materials proposed in new Part 129, Subpart I, Chapter I

of Title 40, Code of Pederal Regulations.

We appreciate and concur with the Agency's intent to
control the presence of persistent PCEBs in the navigabdle
waters of the United States to prevent environmental damage.
We have already taken positive steps toward this end.

de strongly support realistic action designed to prevent
irresponsible {ntroducticn of persistent PCBs {nto the
environzent,

We note, however, with considerable dismay that proposals
luded in Subpart I are, in our considered opinion,
listically restrictive, not supported by currently
able data and not warranted under the present con-
tong of manufacture and use,

In accordance with Section 104,65, Part 104, Chapter I
of Title 40, Code af Ferderal Regulations, we o!'fer the
following obhjretinns, Thees obJjectlons indicate cur

deep concern for Lhis matter and sre in as much detall
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Hearirng Clerk
January 18, 1974
Page 2

as available time has allowed, We respectrfully request
an opportunity to present testimony describing cur ob-
Jections in grestar detail at public hearings which we
understand will de:.conducted at 2 future date.

1.

We object to the unavalladility of all the informg-
tion used {n the establiszhment of the proposed effluent
standards, The short time available between the publy-
cation of the standards on December 27, 1573 and the
published filirg date of Jsnuary 18, 1974; the ucavail-
ability of new Part 1C4, Ticle CM until January 4,
1974 and of the Statement of Besis and Purpose, Toxic
Pollutant Effluent Standards until January 14, 1974,
have prevented completion of a thorsugh evaluation of
the proposed atandardas at this time. Purther, g full
copy of the EPA Water Quality Criteria dated October,
1973 1s not yet avatlable to us to review gnd evaluate
ror (s the long heralded repors of the National Academy
of Sclsences and the National Academy of Engineering
entitled “Water Quality Criteria, 1972.°

We object to the proposed definition of polychlorinated
biphenyls wnhich implies that all the lacmers have ~
sinmilar chemical, physical, toxiceclcgicsl, and degra-
cdation characteristics. Significant differences do
exist and should be considered in developing a clear
definiticn of thcse PCBa which affect the environsent,

We object to the limitation of a maximum flow of

10,000 cubic feel per second in determining the quanticy
of PCBs which can be discharged into a stream, lake,
estuary or coastal water, We find it difficult to
understand the ratlionale which resultas in the can-
clusion that a PCB concentration which s acceptables

in ¢ slow movirg body of water nust te proporticnately
reduced whan the flow exceeds an arbitrarily desigrated
rate. '

We obJject to the estadlishment of an effluent level
for PCBa based on a concentraticn level which has been
suggested aa the threshold for salmon egg mortallity.
Information supporting the validity of this data is
not availadble., Secondly, we sericusly Guestion that
galmon truly qualify for the regquirement under
Section 307{a)(2) of the Act which states that the
standard musat take intn sccocunt “,....the usual or
potentigl presence of Lhe a(fectad organisms....

\Cn  0C25C%
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5. We oblect to tfe estadliahment of an effluent level
for PC2s tased pn calculations in which a bilologlcal
accuzmulation fattor of 200,000 was used. Biomagniry-
caticn cbserved .ln envirorzental samples has been
reported ea rarging from 1 to 200,000 fold varyirg
with the type of rPCB8 and wildlife species studied.
We quastion the appropriateness of using the non-
typical higher value,

6. We cbject to the establishment of effluent standarda
for PCEs before the development of approved sampling
and analytical procedures which will sssure accurate
and reproducible results when parformed in Qualified
lavoratoriea. Purther, the proposed critical chronic
limit for fresh water stresms of 0.0012 ug/l ia below
the pregent normal limit of detection with the analysis
performed Dy an experienced snalyst using senzitive -
measurirg equipment.

7. We object to the lack of s published statement con-
tainirg a full and complete agsesament of the economic
impact of the proposed effluent standards, i sdopted,
as required by the National Envircnmental Policy Act

of 1966.

8, We objlect to the estadlishment of the PCH effluent
standards without scknowledgment and full considerstion
of the presence &t point sources of signiflcant quantities
of residual PCBs due to past discharges. Because of
this irherent background level and tecause of the
extremely low levels which resulted {rom the use of
unreallistic premizes, to which we objected in our fore-
going corments, the proposed PCB effluent astandards
are not, in our cpinion, practicabdbly attainabdle.

The Monsanto Induatrial Chemicals Company has commented
and msde reccrmendations relstirg to the inclusion of PCBs
on the Toxic Mollutants List and to the establishment of
an effluent atandard for our manufacturing facility to
representatives of the Azency and to the Effluent Standards
and Vater Quality Information Advisory Committee, Coples
of our comments are enclosed.

Our purpnse in commentine on the proposed standards 13 to
nid the AZzency in the development of reglistic effluent

atandain which will achleve the Intended ubfectives with-
uut gerlnus teehnlcal, aoclal and econemic dJdilaruptlons,

—~
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To achisve gur purpose we believe we must have sccesg

to, and review with ency representatives, all of the
tnformaticn which was used (n the establishment of the
tasia and purpose 0f the proposed FCB standard. We,
therefore, respactfully request that the time pericd durirg
which tesctimony L8 'O be submitted and the dates on which
the hearings will be conducted be extended.

Respectfully submittaed,
W. B. Pipagecrge

Marnager, Product Acceptabilicy
tAuncticnal Preduct Groups

wBP/bt

Ernclosure
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Monsanto

MOMNSANTD INDUSTRIAL CHEMICALS COL
8CC N. Lindtergh Boulavers

St. Lours, Migsaurt 83188

° Phons: 114) 834-1000

o -

Marenh 7, 1G74

Mr, A. M, Salazar

National Electrical Manufacturers Assn.
155 East 84th St.

New York Cilty, X. Y. 10017

Dear Mr. Salazar:

We thank you for taking the time to attend the PC3
Effluent Starndards meeting on PFedruary 29, We erclose
the Minutes of our meetinrg ard hope they accurately
reflect the discussions and proposed actions., Should
you have any gquestions regarding the forthcoming EZPA
Hearing on the Zffluent Standards as they affect PCBs
Flease do nct hesitate to get in touch with our

Mr, W. B, Papageorge, His telephone numper is (314)

£ou-L4051,
Very truly youij,
o Ao,
C. Paton a/ad
Product Manager
Rluids
/pep
ce: W, B, Papageorge
ADM 0GCT275
s wnit of Monaente Campany
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MINUTES OF MEETING
CXN

PROPOSED PCB EFPLUENT STANDARDS

Pebruary 28, 1974

Monsanto Company
St. Louis, M.

A0M uU0T7276
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Chairman: Mr. QV B. Papageorge
Manxzger, Product Acceptability

Monsanto Industrial Chemicals Co.

Ob jective:

The purpose of the meeting was to share
information, experiences and impressions to

help each of the participating companies {n
taking appropriate actions which are mutuzlly
supportive and effective in persuading the
Administration of EPA to wodify the proposed PCB

Effluent Standard.

ADM  0VT277
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: PARTICIPANTS
\
FCB STANDARDS MEETING

‘Pebruary 28, 1974

CERTIPIED BALLAST MANUPACTURERS

Mr. N. R. Clark Universal Manufacturing Co.
E.I.A.

Mr, Arnold S. Doty P. R. Mallory & Co., Inc.

Dr. E. X. Koore Electrical Utilities Co.

Mr. Rudy Carlson Electrical Ttilities Co.

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
Mr, James S. Nelson

Mr. Stuart Richel
Dr. Edward L. Simons

JARD COMPANY, INC.
Mr. Richard Rollins

-

NATIONAL BLECTRICAL MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION (NEMA)

Xr. A. K, Stlnzar
WBTINGHOUSE CORPORATION

Rr. H. Sheppard
Kr. X. H. Saith

AQ0M 007278
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-

MONSANTO COMPANY
P. G. Benignus
H. S. Bergen

D. B. Hosmer

R. H. Munch
W. B. Papageorge
W. W, Withers

C. Paton

¥. R. Richard

J. R. Savage

E. S. Tucker

P. L. Wright

\
\

-2-

Market Manager
Business Director

Utilities and Environmental
Protection Director

Senior Science Fellow

Manager, Product Acceptability
Attorney

Product Manager

Manager, Research and Developzent
Manager, Manufacturing

Reasearch Group Leader

Manager, Toxicology

ADM 0Q7279
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AGENDA
PCB EFPLUENT STANDARDS MEETING

February 28, 1974

Helcdée - H., 5. Bergen

L -
Introductory Remarks - W. B. Papageorge

a. Brief Review of Proposed Standard
b. Criticzl Actlion Dates

¢. ObJjectives of Meeting

Discussion Topics

a. PCB Charzcteristics - Realistic Definition
chemical, physical, bilodegradation

b. Sampliag and Analytical Methodology

c. Toxicity
Acute
Chronic

d. Biloaccuzmulation - Biomagnification

e. Dilution - Stream Size

f. Propcsed Effluent Standard

g. Control at Manufacturing and Use Sites

Current losses
Background

Bresk

h. Econowic Considerations

{. Action Plans

AdJourm
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MINUTES OP PCB EPPLUENT STANDARDS MEETING

-

1. Mr., Howard S. Bergen, Jr., Director, Specialty Products

Businéss Group of Monsanto Industrial Chemicals Company,
welcomed the participants.

\
Introduction - W. B. Papageorge

Mr., Papageorge aumaérized the timetable past and future on
toxic pollutanta:

July 6, 1973 - Toxic Pollutants list published

Pipal toxic pollutants list pub-
lished including PCBs and 8 other
chemical classes (e.g. cyanide,
mercury, DDT, cadmium, etc.)

September 7, 1973

December 27, 1973 Proposed Effluent Standards
published

Pi{ling date for status as
participant at proposed EPA Hear-
ing on Standards

January 18, 1974

(1) Prehearing Conference with
EPA

January 25, 1974

(L4)- XEMA, Monsanto, G.E. and
Westinghouse recognized as
participants.

(111) A total of 38 objectors ex-
pressed an interest. They
represented industry or trade
asscciations with the
exception of the Michigan
Water Research Commission and
two powerful environmental
groups (Eovironmental Defense
Pund snd National Resources
Defense Council).

(Ltv) Presiding officer made it clear
that Eearings will be strictly for
cross-examination of participants’
testimonies in affidavit form only.

ACM s072¢<!
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22

¥ritten testimony bg 38 objectors
to be submitted in affidavit form.
Hearings open for cross-examination

and rebuttal evidence. CN~/Cd/Hg -
first three. PCBs are 7th (third

. from last).

March 15, 1974

Aprii 8, 1974

Hearings coampleted. (Evenings/week-

\
Mid-May, 1G74 -
’ ends =ay be used.)

Final standards published - effective
in one year.

June 25, 1974 -

t should be noted that others who are affected by these
standards can still comment by March Z5 to:

Dr. C. Eugh Thompson,
Chairman-Hazardous and Toxic Substances

Regulaticn Task Force
Office of Water Protection Agency,

Environmental Protection Agency
Washington D. C. 20460

Industry representatives still wishing to comment and who need
more background information can contact any of the industry
participants (see attached list) or Mr. W. B. Papageorge of

Monsanto (314-654-4051).

Mr. Richel (G.E.):

(¢) Made a plea for greater industry participation. Comments
can still be made up to March 25 with sound excuse for

tardiness,
EPA at January 25 prehearing Conference were reluctant

(11)
to expose themselves to cross-examination:. Dr. Hugh
Thompson to be avallable for cross-examination at Hearings.
(111) Many objectors had common interest (e.g. environmentalists).
EPA suggestad a common counsel for this group.
(Lv) On each of first 3 pollutants, EPA would offer 2 witnesses.

Mr. Doty (P.R. Mallory) aaked about bearing of economic factors
on standards. .
Mr. Richel (G.E.) stated:

(1) Law is clear-economic factors are not relevant in
establishing standards.

(L1L) EPA is somewhat of a split personality on this.

The

AOM  CQT232
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Presiding Officer at the Prehearing Conrereuce ruled that
economics are relevant. NRDC (National Resources Defense
Couneil) objected and was over-ruled.

(111) Industry can and should therefore introduce relevant
economic data. EPA would be wise not to expressly refer
to such data in the published standard otherwise NRIC
could go to court rnd EPA over-ruled. -

Departmant of Commerce \

It was pointed out that Sidney R. Galller, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Affairs at the Department of
Commerce wrote Monsanto on January 15 asking their views cn the
proposed effluent standards. Copies of Dr. Gallier's letter and
Monsanto's response were circulatad at the meeting. Industry
should contact the Dept. of Commerce. Their legal counsel

(Mr. Morland) has been active on the side of industry in other

enpvironmental hearings.

Xr. Salazar (NEMA) pointed out that the PCB Task Force had
recommended a standard for PCEBs of 0.0l ppb in the main body of
water. (EPA was a member of that task force). ANSYT C-119
proposes to use this Task Force recoamendation and print this as
a standard of 0.01 ppd in =main body of water.

Mr. Sheppard (Westinghouse) queried {f plant effluent standards
could be set to nmeet 0.0l ppb.

Dr. Simons (G.E.) saild this implied an acceptance of ANSI C-119
by industry.

There seemned to be scome doubt on this.,

PCB Charactaristics

~

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) presented hand-outs on:
(a) Monsanto's proposed definition of PCBs
(b) Comments on ZPA's proposed analytical methodology
(¢) Monsanto's pre-publication paper on biodegradation of PCBs.
(a) Definition of PCRs _
1-3 chlorobiphenyls do not have long residence time.
PCBs up to tetrachlorobiphenyl are not of concern on

environmental persistence or biomagnification.
Dr. Tucker propcsed the following definition:

ACH Qu1233
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"Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) means
materials containing the biphenyl group

_ which is chlorinated and which have been

" shown to persist and rapidly biocaccumulate

- 4in the squatic environment. These

" chlorinated. biphenyls are identified sas
those compoaents having gas chromatographic
retention times greater than 54, relative
to p, p-DIE ¢ 100, under the standard coa~
ditiona recotnended in the EPA PCB test

method,

Mr, Sheppard (Westinghouse) said Monsanto's proposed definition
was re.evant to persistence but was it relevant for standards
directed toward toxic materials? Are persistent materials non-

toxic?

Xr. Wright (Monsanto) stated the proposed effluent standard had
two parts:

(1) acute limits directed to toxicity of materials
and specifically limits PCB concentrations on
that basis.

(11) datly load i{n effluent - based solely cn bio-
magnification (relevant to persistence).

Dr. Simons (G.E.) pointed out that section 307-A of the proposed
standard refers to persistence as being a critical factor to be

considered.

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) stated we were badly hurt if all PCBs are
regarded as persistent and if biomagnification factors of
200,000 are used. Researchers other than Monsanto have found
bacterial degradation of PCBs and that PCBs have been found to
undergo metabolisa in both aviarian and mamaalian animals.

Mr. Nelson (G.E.) asked if proposed PCB definition would
exclude Aroclor 1016.

Dr. Tuckar (Monsanto) Aroclor 1016 would be excluded for the most
part (539.5% (s lower than pentachlorobiphenyl). Aroclor 1242
would be excluded to 65% or better. Aroclor 1254 however would
not Me excluded. .

Mr. Mpegeorge (Monsanto) pointed out that of the factors listed
as Deing critical {n determining which pollutants msde the EPA
list of S/7/73 only biomagnification appeared relevant to PCBs.

Dr. Simons (G.E.) agreed.

AQM 03723~
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Mr. Wright (Monsanto) stated that an acuta toxicological level
Ts dalined in the EfA Bazis & Purpose document as = 10 ppm

)
(96 hour IC-50). He alsoc believes that differences in toxiclity
among PCHS are minor until chlorinated as high as Arcclor 1260.

MNr. Helso& (G.E.) stated that words should be used (o a dis-
course on definition to properly screen us on acute toxicity.

In reference to & commépt that Aroclor 1254 would not be
excluded by the propcsed definition, Dr. Tucker (Monsanto)
offered the opinion that transformer Ilulds were easier to re-

cover than capacitors.

(b) Analytical Methodology

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) stated the EPA's proposed method for PCB
apalysis was being submitted to ASTM. He thought the method
was well written and capable of detection to ppt (parts per
trillion) but {t was untried and the quantitative accuracy is
in question. Thbe method was not submitted for round-robin
testing before EFA adopted 1t. Monsanto has found that by
spiking distilled water with 500,000 ppt or 500 ppb of PCBe we
get values for FCB that vary by + 55%. The EPA, however, claims
a capabllity of detecting absolute values at SO ppt. The EPA
method {gnores interfering substances,

Mr. Clark (Universal Manufacturing) said that with a proposed
upper 1limit for PCB discharge of 0.0648 1b,./day the sersitivity
of the analytical method would vary "all over the lot" depending
on the size of the water "reservoir” into which the PCBs dis-

charge.

Mr. Sheppard (Westinghouse) commented that if the analytical
techniques on determining PCB levels are so difficult, how valid
are the deternmination of toxic values for PCBs. ’

Mr. Clark (Universal Manufacturing) asked if amalytical techniques

differentiate Detween different chlorine levels. Dr. Tucker
Monsanto) said it would depend on the PCB mixture, Aroclor

could probably be identified quantitatively in a mixture
with Aroclor 1260 but addition of Aroclor 1254 to the mixture
would prevent identification because Aroclor 1254 contains PCB
homologs that overlap both Aroclor 1242 and 1260,

Dr. 1y (Monsanto)sald that the proposed EPA method does not
use resclution and hence handicaps identification of

individusl peaks.

Dr. Simons (G.E.) mentioned that after EPA set automotive
emission standards (NIOX) the analytical methodology was found
faulty apd the standards were delayed. In this case, EPA is
not setting the effluent standard on analytical methodology but

" sa1¢2?
AO
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on factors such as toxicity and persistence. The methodology

{s relsvant i{n enforce=ment and monltoring. This then leads to
the possidble argument thiut the effluent standard 1s correct and
Justified on the basis of toxicology et al, but is not enforceable
due to lack of an accurate method for absolute value deter-

mination of PCB discharge. y

Mr. Richel (G.E.) pointed out that EPA won't bBuy an answer to
that argument wnich seeks to raise the effluent standard to a

level that can be accuritely measured. Mr. Savage (Monsanto)
felt strongly, however, 'that this dilezma needed to be in the

record. Others agreed.

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) said ASTM would hold a round-robin on the
ETA method and that Monsanto would participate, He will send

the name of the ASTM contact to the participants so that they can
decide 1if they want to Join the round-robin test.

Mr. Sheppard (Westinchouse) said he was not prepared to accept
that the proposed EFA method for determining quantities and types
of PCB in samples and znimals was accurate enough so that toxic
limits could be defined on the basis of PCB levels of question-

able accuracy. .3

Toxicity

Mr. Hosmer (Monsanto) stated that the original EPA publication
on water Quality Criteria came from a publication by McKee and
Wolfe for the State of California., The McKee/Wolfe volume was
well done and EPA did not change much of {t. There i3 now a
new 2-volume EPA edition extracted from the work of 10
committees of the National Acadexry of Sciences.

The toxicity of PCBe is related to salmon egg studies and
Monsanto doubts the validity of this. Monsanto has made their
feelings known to Dr. Thompson of EPA bdbut he thought the

criteria were sound. Since then Russell Train ‘has been sued

by NRDC and other groups on the grounds that the toxic pollutants
list is not long enough and the proposed standards are too len- .

{ient.

Xr. VE%ggt (®onsanto) went through the rationale used by EPA in
arre at a scharge maximum of 0.0648 1b./day. He also
showed how the standard could be changed and yet be consistent
with published data on PCBs. Details follow,
(a) PDA set arbritary proposed tolerances:

5 ppa in fish for human consuaption

5 ppa in components for animal feed
0.5 ppa in complete animal feed

an12°?
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(b) .!onaanto would not disagree with these tolerances.

(c) PDA has presented - acute toxicity limits (point
sources)
- - chronic toxicity limits (daily
load)

Acute toxicity limits:

96 hour LC-50 studies for PCBs show:

~ 280 ppb in fredh water (bluegill)
~ 10 ppb in coastal or seawater (pink shrimp/oysters)

Published data bdased on materials leaving an outlet and going
into a body of water. Acute limits have noc direct relation to

chronic limits.

Chronic toxicity limits:

The EPA equation is:

Chronic limit X water flow rate X safety factor = gm/day
discharge

In Marine organisms the chropic limit is set as

0.2 P22 . 5,0167 ppb

)

In fresh water the chronic limit has been determined by using
0.5 ppm as toxic limit for salzmon eggs and a 200,000 bio-
magnification factor. This gives a chronic limit of

8687666 = 0.0025 ppb

The bilomagnification level of 200,000 is based on unpublished
data from Stalling & Meyer (Pish Pesticide ladb, U, S. Dept. of
Intertor, Colombia, Xo.). Dr. Simons f£aid that in response to
repeated requests by G.E. to the Columbia Lab the only reference
they have been given is a Stalling & Keyer paper presented in
Carolina in 1971 and which contains no mention of a 200,000 factor.
Mr. Wright (Monsanto) stated he has seen only one literature
relerence 10 an accumulation factor of ~200,000 and that was

in the hepato pancreas of a pink shrimp. If the PCB level was
calculated on the basis of the total shrimp then the
accumulation factor was only 22,000. Other Teferences give
accumulation factors of 1000-75,000 for whole tissues of various
fresh water organisms. Accordingl Mr, Wright proposes that a
biomagnification factor of 301085 and not Eéglpoo be used. He
also proposes that we retaln the chronic 1imit of 0.5 ppm with-
out debating the salmon egg lssue.

ADM 007287
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This would lead to a discharge level for PCBs:

0. - 10,000 § 0.5 X 5.4 = 0.453 1b./day
0,000 (flow rate) (safety factor) (conversion
: into 1b./
) day)

This compares to the prpposed standard of 0.0648 1b./day.

The safety factor comes'from the EPA's Basis and Purpose document
supporting the proposed effluent standards. It (s supposed to
take account of non-point sources of PCBs and is the same as 6

of the 9 toxic pollutants proposed for EPA standards. Mcnsanto's
¥adical Department feels this safety factor (s arbitrary and
confers no real toxicological benefit. If deleted, the revised
Wright PCB discharge level would be 0.918 1b./day.

One of the most critical parts of the discharge equation is the
water flow rate. A significant number of dielectric ECHE
manufacturers have plants on rivers where the flow rate is
under 100 cfs or 1% of the EPA cut-off flow of 10,000 cfs.
Several plants discharge into sewage plants which in turn have
treated 1iquid flowing into rivers or streams with very low
flow rates., Por a river with 100 cfs flow the EPA maximum
discharge would drop to 0.000648 1b./day or 0.152 1b. in a 250
work-day year. Even a revised standard of 0.351%8 Ib,/day at
10,000 cI's would only be 0.00918 1b./day at 100 cfs or ~ 2.3 1b.
per 250 work-day vear. Clearly this is a staggering target to

have to meet.

Mr, Doty (Mallory) pointed out that in the present language of
the EPA standards municipal sewage systems are not considered
point sources.

Mr. Richel (G.E.) was of the cpinion that where a plant dis-
charged into 2 sewage system without treatment and hence into
navigable waters the plant could have to comply with effluent
standards on toxic pollutants. Mr. Papageorge (Monsanto) felt
we should not be complacent and regard dlscharge to sewage
plants being the answer to problems. MXr. Hosmer (Monsanto)
stated that 10,000 cfs represents the largest flow the ErA will
consider on the grounds that all industry would move to the
largest river. The opposite of that argument {5 that (¢
encourages small plants on every streaz in the country.

Xr. Sheppard (Westinghouse) raised the issue of sedimentation.
Since it appears that all the experiments to establish toxic
values were run without sedipent effects being considered, the
real-l1ife values were questioned., PCBs attach theaselves to
sedipent. Purthermore the sediment moves down river and so PCB
would be dispersed from the point source, It was pointed out
by Dr. Richard (Monsanto) that Aroclor 1254 is soluble in water
up to 50 ppb and that 1o time partitioning between sediment and

ADM 007238
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watar could take place. Mr. Wright (Monsanto) agreed that the

discharge limits were extremes cases in the absence ol sediment
considerations and this was worth sctudy and incorporation into
argusents against the proposed levels.

Dr. Simons (G.E.) queried whether we were correct {n concen-
Trating our attacks on.the criterion of toxic effects of mammals
eating fish and ignoring the possible argument that fish per se
must be protectad, Mr4 Wright (Monsanto) said the proposed
standard says both. In-salt water, standards are proposed that
would protect the specids that eat organisms containing PCB.

In fresh water, {f 0.5 ppm in salmon eggs correlates with <5 ppm
in salmon then we are protecting salmoa. He also said that the
chronic limits and bilomagnification limits he was proposing would
protect the species themselves. We should, however, beware of
arguing for higher levels in fish because we could draw EPA and
PDA into conflict. The FDA levels {n food, fish etc., are

tempora tolerances and any arguments against their validity
couEH Tead to a reduction in these tolerances.

Mr. Savage (Monsanto) quaried whether raising the level 4n
organisms could cause possible danger to predators.

Dr. Simons (G.E.) quoted from page 39 of the Basis & Purposes

document which states that the body burdens of birds and nammals

should not incresse over present levels, Page 51 of the same

document cites a Nat. Acad. Sci. report which gives 2.0 ppm PCB

as tolerable level in flesh of whole fish. 2.0 x 0.1 ppm PCB
200,000

18 given as tolerable level in water divided by'l safety factor
of 5 to give a maximum PCB concentration in water of 0.002 ppm.
Thus EPA accepted 2 ppm PCB level in fish but got to water
concentration of 0.002 ppm by using a high level of 200,000 for
biomagnification and &an arbitrary factor of 5.

If we were to revise the proposed EPA standard bdy:

(1) wusing 2.0 ppm as chronic limit in rréib watar
spacies instead of 0.5 ppm; .

(11) substituting 30,000 instead of 200,000 for
biomagnification factor;

and

(¢#4) ignoring safety factor of 0.5

ghon the maximum permissidle discharge in 1b. PCB per day would
e:

2-0 I 10,000 X 50“ ‘:' 3.6 lb.
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Por the plant situation on a river with a flow of only 100 cfs
the discharge would be 0.036 1b/day or 9.0 1b. per 250 work-day
ear. These levels are still far dbelow the 5 1b./day given in

c-107.
It i{s therefore apparent that other aspects of PCBs must be
highlighted in order to get away from PCB discharge levels as
low as even our "revisad proposals.

Aspects to concentrate §n are:
(1) Definition of PCBs that excludes biodegradable homologs.

This could exclude 90% or better of Aroclor 1016 and 65%
or better of Aroclor 1242. On that basis, discharge
levels would be as follows:

Stream ischarge (1b.PCB equivalent/day
PCB Type Plow (cfs) EPK Wright [ Slmonas/wright
Any PCB 10,000 0.0648 0.918 3.6
Any PCB 100 0.000648 }0.00918 0.036
roclor 1016 | 10,000 0.608  {59.18 36.0
Aroclor 1016 100 0.00648 {0.0918 0.36
Aroclor 1242 | 10,000 0.13% 2.75 10.8
Wroclor 1242 100 0.0019 0.027 0.10

(2) Try to change stream flows from the present value of
the flow rate in cubic feet per second (cfs) expressed
as the probable low rate occurring during a 7
consecutive day period once in 10 years at tbe effluent

peint.

If the average flow rate over a period of time (to be
agreed on) was used, the lowest flow rate in the

equation could concelivably be raised by a factor of 10
from 100 to 1000. In the Simons/¥Wright version for a
standard the Arcclor 1016 discharge could be raised to
3.6 1b./day at 1000 cfs flow and Aroclor 1242 to 1.0 1b./

éay at 1000 cfs flow. -
(3) fMagnitude of PCB Point-Sources

It iz possible that EPA and environmentalists are totally
risinformed on the number of plants still using PCBs.
In the U.S. today there ars:
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1l PCB manufacturing plant
~18 capacitor plants using PCB

-véY transforaer manufacturing plants using PCB

PCBs. Only 2-3% of these plants continue to use PCB
today.
¢ (Subject to closer checking 1f necessary)

In the past there Xere probably 1500-2500*% plants using

In the past ~97% of plants using PCBs purchased ~40
million pounds of PCB per year. Mcnsanto's PCB sales
policy has therefore

- reduced number of using plants to ~2-3%
of previous total.

- eliminated ~4ON 1lbs. PCB sales per year.

The EPA standard would limit PCB discharge per plant to
0.0648 1b./day or ~3.,2 1b./day across the U.S. (~50-
plants). This equates to ~800 pounds in a 250 work-day
year. Since fish have survived throughout the 40+ years
that PCBs have been produced and widely used, the
standard proposed by EPA seems far too drastic.

Turning again to the Simons/Wright proposal we can estimate the
effect in terms of annual PCB diacharge into water across the

U.S. at 1000 cfs:

US Total .
per As Persistent PCBs

Discharge No. 250 days | Discharge No., us

Discharge As  (1b./day) Plants (pounds) | (1b./day) Plants Total
Any PCB 3.6 o1 900 1.2 1 300
Aroclor 1016 3.6 18 16200 0.36 18 1620
Aroclor 1242 1.08 -] 1080 0.36 4 360
Aroclar 1258 0.36 23 2070 0.36 23 2070
R 20,250 4350

-

¢ Plant {s on river in excess of 10,000 cfs.

Using this technique an argusent can be made in favor of the
ANST C-107 proposal of 5.0 1b./day.
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Proposed Effluent Standards

Dr. Simons (G.E.) summarized the points he felt had to be dealt
with in trying to change the proposed standard:

1. Higher persistence of higher PCBs versus
alleged lower acute toxicity -4

\
2. Background ledels of PCBEs
3., Written teatimény of particirants and correlation

Toxicity

EPA Basis & Purpose document (page SO) states that 96 hour
LC-50 to fish cannot adequately measure toxicity of PCB. Where
{8 time demarcation between acute and chronic. Chronic effects

can be either lethal or non-lethal.
Why are PCBs on the list on toxic grounds?
LD-50 for PCB is such that (t (8 not considered toxic to humans.

Por protection of aquatic iire the Nat., Aca. Sci{. set 2 96 hour
IC=-50 of 10 ppm or less,

In proposing a definition for PCBs, Dr. Simons (G.E.) felt we
should stress:

(a) lack of persistence of homologs below tetra-
chlorobiphenyl.

(b) chrontic toxicity does not arise for the lower
homologs because they are non-persistent.

(¢) 1ignore acute toxicity - no real differences
between Arocleor 1016, 1242 and 1254.~ :

Participants need to consider: Do we have the best definition?

In the tentative EPA analyticzl method we should take note that
in the tabls on p.3-22, the percentage ol PCH was not controlled.

Xr. on (X.U.C.) pointed out that in {ts present form the

st cou saddle present PCB users with all other dis-
conttmoed uses. Dr. Richard (Monsanto) pointed cut that PDA and
Boxboard Manufacturer's Association had agreed on a protocol that
protected recycle paper users from Juat such a situation.

Mr. Bergen (Honsnnto asked that copies be circulated to
participants,
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We need to word our definitions to exclude residuals.
Participants should exchange proposed drafts on wording re-

gerding rgliduals by March 7.

G. X. statad we should not a

ther take the proposs
in G.E.7s case they

and {nt out what it means 1in real I{fe,

use ? H 1b./year and yet can't lost 0.5 drops per day. Stream
flow rates make the natier worse. This 1s a2 point on which

Dr. Thompson should be cross-examined.

Of the participants present, 5 plants discharge into sewers with
outlets into rivers (very small except in 2 cases). Three
plants discharge into small rivers.

No one at the meeting could cope with the EPA standard as (¢t is
roposed. Only Jard expresaed an opiniocn on what level they
coufa Ilve with. (Jard stated 27 1b. Aroclor 1016 per day.
This would be 2.7 1b. PCB by our proposed dellnitiocn.)
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Participation at EPA Hearing

Definite participation: Monsanto

G. E.
- Westinghouse
Undecided: . Electrical Uti{lities
\ Jard
{ NEMA

No participation:

Electronic Components

Mallory

ObJjectors of record could adopt non-responding company as

witness.

G.E.'s ¢t

Other co

'4'1‘-‘

estimony will fall into the following areas:

Explanation of why PCBs are used
Consequences of ban on custozmers

Inadequacy of EPA/Nat. Acad. Sci. statements
How standards would apply to G.E.
Inadequacies of the Standard

- definition
- methodology
- logic behind the standard

ntributory actions:

Involve Pederal Energy Office (e.g. Aerovox
letter on motor-run capacitor contributicn to

ease energy crisis.) .

Involve P.E.O./other agencies along lines of
petrochemical producers' PEG report. .

Power Systeas Group of IEEE will circulate s posi-
tion paper on PCBs (technical aspects) in the
dielectric indust to Congress, EPA, FEO and
Dept. of Commerce (target date: April).
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Action Plans

1. (W. B: Papageorge)

2'

10,

(Participants)
(Participants)
(Participants)

(E. 8. Tucker)

(Participants)

(Participants)

(A. Salazar, XEXA)

(v B Pap&mérge )

&‘Emimtl)

-15=-

Circulate to participants copies of
FDA/Boxboard Manufacturers protocol
. on PCBs in recycle paper.

y Exchange drafts on testimony regarding
{ PCB residuals/background levels with
‘each other by March 7.

.(Monsanto contact should be W. B.

Papageorge.)

Subait to W. B. Papageorge their
thoughts on proposed PCB definition
(to exclude 1-4 chlorine homologs).

Communicate with each other on how
best to handle sedimentation
phenozenon (as raised by Mr. Sheppard
of Westinghouse).

Send out name of ASTM contact for
participation in round-robin on
proposed EPA analytical method.

Write to Dr. Galler of Commerce Dept.
opposing EPA standards.
(See Galler letter to Monsanto and

Monsanto response.)

Those who have not responded to EPA
can still write Dr. Thompson by
March 25.

(a) Get feedback from Sangamo/McGraw
Edison on the proposed standards.

(b) Determine role NEMA. will take on
affidavits/testimony at EPA
hearing.

Obtain FEG report and send to
Mr. Nelson (G.E.).

Involve F.E.O. in EPA Hearing along
lines of Asrovox letter to Secretary

Simcn.

ADM ©07295

319

HARTOLDMONO012349



