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‘Chemical regulation nécessary

.
In several years of trylag.
Congress has been unable to
agres upon & method for

! controlling what chemicals may

: be manufactured and used
‘ without endangering publlc
health and the enviroament. The

point of agreement seems to

only

be that some form of regulation.
is nooded.

The first proposal to control.

toxic substances came from the
Nixon Administration in 1971
The newly-formed Council on
I:nvlronmnul an.lny “had

TR Tudi

that no mothod exhtod to protect
the public from hasardous
' fcals despite the t

of legislation dealing with air
. pollution, water pollution, pro-
p-tlmll

safety.

At that time, ll\wh al the
concern focused on mercury in
the ‘environment. Since then,
other chemicals have received
attention. One of them is
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB),
& substance used in electrical
transformers and other pro-
ducts. Testing has shown PCB

. could conceivably

0 easy to agres on what
approsach to take.

YOU COULD. for example,
decide to go all the way in
banning svery substance that
have an
adverse effect on human, animal
or vegetable life. But this would
ignore all other considerations.-
economic or social--and would
put in the hands of a fow
buresucrats the opportunity to
destroy part of our sconomy and
deny us access to many
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substances. The moet stringent
is being considered in the
Senste. A measure that is very
similar has been approved by a
House subcommittee and will go
very soon to the
Committes, on which I serve.

It embodies the
recommendations of an inter-
agencya Adminmraﬁon task
force, the

whick have improved our
standard of living. .-

As an opposite second pos-
sibility, all chemical mlrketulg
decisions could be left to industry
in the hope that the qmpaniu
would be
environmental and uMy oon-
siderations. But it seems unlikely
that today's Congress and
federal bureaucracy will let the
US return to a total lniunwn

economic system.. -
A middle course wnuld be to
control the use of toxie

substances which have demon-
strated harmful effects, but do so

mental Protection Ageney and
the Department of Commeree.
The differing approaches can be
illustrated in the important
pre-market testing requirement.
The Senate and House sub-
committee bills require
manufactures to notify EPA 90
days before the chemical is
placed on the market and allow
EPA to extand the waiting
period for another three months.
EPA can then order testing of
the new substances.

The Administration-spproved
differs in that is requires EPA to
prepare & list of echemical

can produce serious disorders in
animals and that it persists in the
environment and builds up in

with bl jon given
to such factors as jobs and costs
to consumers and .tupay;n No

tissues much like the pesticid
DDT.

It's easy enough to say that
government must protect us
from such dangers, and that's
why everyone--including the
chemical companies--agrees that
something m‘h doae, It's not
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! '-i'upuyon must  fund t.h;

lddiuoul government bureau-

and cobsumers must

nblorb the added costs placed on
industry.

In Congress now are three bills

which would deal with toxic

¢

which pose a
substantial danger and then
require manufacturers to pre

market test only those produu
which are potentially dangerous.
This distinction is imporiant
because it focuses the attention
of the regulators on the
dangerous  substances  and
eliminates much costly an

(Continued on page 27T}~
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‘Chemical --
{Continued from page 9)
unnecessary testing on the great
muonty of products where do
danger is expected.
The Manufacturing Chemists
Association, which does rec-
. otmu v.ho nood lor wxw

- that the Sennn bill wmlld cost

" the chemical industry $358 °

million to $1.8 billion a year.
Even the federal General
Accounting Office put the cost at

cost would translate into s drop
in the gross national product, a
lost of foreign trade income,
fewer future jobs by some 20,000
to 80,000, and increased
pressures on inflation.

AS WE SEEK to protect the
public from hazardous chemicals,
we must consider the effect these
costs and massive new red tape
‘would have on the many smaller
companies which make up so

‘ much of the chemical industry.’

*Many of the safety studies could
cost in excess of $500,000. For a
small company doing up to $20

| million in business, that is a big

burden.

Killing off the small companies
wuld only lead to less
eompoﬂthn as the market is
! taken over by big conglomerates
, which would more easily deal
, with the myrisd levels of
| government regulation. This was

already happened in many
-over- regulated American

industries where big g
'hnlndhbi(b\llinnnlndﬂ(
b

While the public health must be
guarded, total control of our lives
by a “Big Brother” type of

_government is not the answer.

" As we look for & solution to the

"toxic substances problem, we
‘must be ss wary of thoss who

would plunge us into 1964 as we

are of those who would return us

to 1894,

$100 to $200 million a year, This -
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