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AGENDA
PCB EFPLUENT STANDARDS MEETING
Pedbruary 28, 1974

d. Ucicone = H, S. Bergen

2. Introductory Remarks - W. B. Papageorge
8. Brief Review of Propoud Standard
he Critical Action Dates
c. Objectives of Meeting

3. Discussion Topics

8. PCB Characteristics - Realistic Definition
: cheanical, physical, biodegradation

b. Sampling and Analytical Methodology

Break
c. Toxicity
Acute
Chronic

d. Bioaccumulation - Biomagnification
e. Dilution - Stream Size
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f. Proposed Effluent snndard. .
g. Control at Manufacturing and Use Sites

Current losses
Background

Break
h. Econozic Considerations

4. Action Plans

AdJourn
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1.

MINUTES OF PCB EFPLUENT STANDARDS MEETING

Mr. Boward S. Bergen, Jr., Director, Specialty Products
Business Group of Monsanto Industrial Chemicals Company,

-welcomed the participants.

Introduction « W, B. Papageorge

Mr. Papageorge summarized the timetadble past and future on
toxic pollutants: . :

July 6, 1973 = Toxic Pollutants 1ist published

September 7, 1973 Pinal toxic pollutants list pub-
l4shed including PCBs and 8 other
chenical classes (e.g. enu;de,
mercury, DIT, cadmium, etc.

Proposed Effluent Standards
pudblished

Piling date for status as ..
participant at proposed EPA Hear-
ing on Standards

(1) ::;:hearms Conference with

Decenber 27, 1973

January 18, 1974

January 25, 1974

(14)- NEMA, Monsanto, O.E. and
Westinghouse recognized as
participants.

(411) A total of 38 objectors ex-

A pressed an interest. They
" represented industry or trade
associations with the
exception of the Michigan
Water Research Commission and
two powerful environmental
groups (Enovironmental Defense
Fupnd and National Resources
Defense Council).

(iv) Presiding officer made it clear
that Bear!ggs will be strictiy for
cross-examination of parsticipants’

{
testimonies in affidavit form only.

ACM - 007201
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( - March 15, 1974 ¥ritten testimony b; 38 objectors
: $o be submitted in sffidavit form.
April 8, 1974 - Hearings open for cross-examination
-‘and redbuttal evidence. CN-/Cd/Fg -

Lirst three. PCBs are 7th (third
from last). ‘ (

Nid-Nay, 1974 = Nearings completed. (Evenings/week-
ends may be used.)

June 25, 1974 = JFinal standards published - effective
In one year, TRi0eC - effective
It should be noted that others who are affected by these '
. tandards can still comment by March 25 to:

Dr. C. Bugh Thompson,
Chairman-Hazardous and Toxic Subatmeea
Regulation Task Porce
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 1ist) or Nr. W. B. Papageorge of
Monsanto (314-654-4051).

Mr. Richel (G.E.):

- (1) Made a plea for greater industry participation. Comments
:and::ul be made up to March 25 with sound excuse ror
ar e'.o .

(14) EPA at January 25 prehearing Conference Were reluctant
to expose themselves to cross-examinations Dr. Hugh
Thompson to be available for cross-examination at Hearings.

(144) Many objectors bad common interest (e.g. environmentalists).
EPA suggested a common counsel for this group.

(1v) On each of £irst 3 pollutants, EPA would offer 2 witnesses.

Mr. Doty (P.R. Mallory) asked about dearing of econon'ic factors
on standards. *

Xr. Richel (G.E.) stated:

(1) Llav 4s clear-economic factors are not relevant in
estadblishing standards.

L (1) EPA is somewhat of a split persomality on this. The

ADM 007232
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Presiding Officer at the Prehearing Conference ruled that
economics are relevant. NRDC (National Resources Defense
Council) objected and was over-ruled.

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

Department 6! Coumerce

It was pointed out that Sidney R. OGallier, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Affairs at the Department of
Commerce wrote Monsanto on January 15 asking their views on the
proposed effluent standards. Coples of Dr. Gallier's letter and
Monsanto'’s response were circulated 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
environmental hearings.

Mr, Salazar (NEMA) pointed out that the PCE Task Porce had
Tecomzended a standard for PCBs of 0.01 ppb 4in the main dbody of
water. (EPA was a member of that task force). ANSY C-119
proposes to use this Task Porce recommendation and print this as
a standard of 0.0l ppd in main body of water.

Mr. Sheppard (Westipnghouse) queried if plant effluent standards
could be set to meet 0.0l ppb. ‘

Dr. Simons (G.E.) said this ieplied ap acceptance of ANSI C-119
y UstTy.

There seemed to be some doudt on this.,

PCB Characteristics

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) presented hand-outs on:
(a) Monsanto's proposed definition of PCBs
(b) Comments on EPA's proposed analytical methodology
(¢) Monsanto's pre-publication paper on biodegradation of PCEs.
(a) Definition of PCEs
FeBs up to tetrasblonobipheny] are Sot of concerd ob

environmental persistence or biomagnificaticn.
Dr. Tucker proposed the following definition:
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"Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) means
materials econtaining the biphenyl group
which 4s ehlorinated and which have deen
shown to persist and rapidly biocaccumulate
ia the aquatic environment. These .
chlorinated biphenyls are identified as
those cozponents having gas chromatographic
Tetention times greater than 54, relative
to p, p-DIE = 100, under the standard con-
di:;o:s.reeonncnded in the EPA PCB test
asthod, .

ard (Vestinghouse) said Monsanto's proposed definition
was relevant to persistence but was it relevant for standards
dir:cgod toward toxic materials? Are persistent materials non-
toxic

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

(1) scute limits @irected to toxicity of materials
and specifically limits PCB concentrations on
that basis. ‘ :

(41) daily locad in effluent - based solely on bio-
magnification (relevant to persistence).

Dr. Simons (G.E.) pointed out that section 307-A of the proposed
s:and:rd‘:eter: to persistence a8 being a eritical factor to de
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

TEINTE VAL I R AR IS 2E tabE T i bothvavianian. 4ad -asnast IAN-ANIBR LS = rxmira srvmaa

Mr. Nelson (G.E.) asked if proposed PCB definition would
exclude Aroclor 4016. .

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) Aroclor 1016 would de excluded for the most
par .93 1is Jower than pentschlorobiphenyl). Aroclor 1242
would be excluded to 65% or detter. Aroclor 1254 however would
not dbe excluded. . : .

Mr. Papsgeorge (Monsanto) pointed out that of the factors listed
88 being critica eteraining which pollutants made the EPA
11st of 9/7/73 only biomagnification appeared relevant to PCBs.

Dr. Simons (0.Z.) agreed.

ADM 00728«
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( : Mr. Wright (Monsanto) stated that an scute toxicological level
8 deflined : e ETA Basis & Purpose document as « 10 ppn
(96 hour 1C-50). He alsoc believes that differences in toxicity
among PCBs are minor until chlorinated as high as Aroclor 1260,

Xr. Nelson (0.E.) stated that words should be used {n a dis-
course on definition to properly screen us on acute toxicity.

In reference to a comment that Aroclor 1254 would not be
excluded by the proposed definition, Dr. Tucker (Monsanto)
offered the opinion that transformer Ilu wele sasier to re-
cover than capacitors.

(b) Analytical Methodology

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) stated the EPA's proposed method for PCB
analysis was being sudbmitted to ASTM. He thought the method
was well written and capable of detection to ppt (parts per
trillion) but 1t was untried and the quantitative accuracy is
in question. The method was not sudbmitted for round-robin
testing before EPA adopted it. Monsanto has found that by
spiking distilled water with 500,000 ppt or 500 ppd of PCBs we
get values for PCB that vary by ) S55%. The EPA, however, claims
a capability of detecting absolute values at 50 ppt. The EPA
method ignores interfering sudbstances. '

: Mr. Clark (Universal Manufacturing) said that with a proposed
- ‘: : upper limit for PCB discharge of 5.06“8 1d./day the sensitivity
of the analytical method would vary "all over the lot" depending

on the size of the water "reservoir" into which the PCEs dis-

charge.

Mr. Sheppard (VWestinghouse) commented that if the analytical ,
‘ ' techniques on determining PCB levels are so difficult, how valid
- are the determination of toxic values for PCBEs. )
CATETT Brm L L TR R T 9 b 8T T SO s SUNIB] AN TIEE L O P g, SN ST SR TN 7 VT R ST
Mr. Clark (Universal Manufacturing) asked if amalytical techniques
iflerentiate between dilferent chlorine levels. Dr. Tucker
Monsanto) said it would depend on the PCB mixture, Aroclor
could prodadbly de identified quantitatively in a mixture
. with Aroclor 1260 dbut addition of Aroclor 1254 to the mixture
~ would prevent identification because Aroclor 1254 contains PCB
: homologs that overlap both Aroclor 1252 sand 12650,

Dr., Munch (Monsanto)said that the proposed EPA method does not
use high resolution and hence handicaps identification of

individual peaks.

Dr. Simons jo.!.; mentioned that after EPA set automotive

exission standards (NIOX) the analytical methodology was found

faulty and the standards were delayed. In this case, EPA is
'(_: pot setting the effluent standard on analytical methodology but

L)
vol4
I\
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( on factors such a8 toxicity and persistence. The methodology
i3 relevant in enforcement and monitoring. This then leads to
the poasible argument that the effluent standard is correct and
Justified on the dasis of toxicology et al, but &3 not enforceadble
due to lack of an accurate method for abooiuto value deter-

mination of PCB discharge.

Mr. Richel (G.E.) pointed ocut that EPA won't buy an answer to
that argument which seeks to raise the effluent standard to a
level that can be accurately measured. Mr, Savage (Monsanto)
felt strongly, bowever, that this dilenma peeded to be in the
record. Others agreed. * :

Dr. Tucker (Monsanto) said ASTM would hold a round-rodin on the
method and that Monsanto would participate. He will send
the name of the ASTM contact to the participants so that they can

decide if they want to Join the round-rodin test.

Mr, Sheppard gwestigﬁhouse) said he was not prepared to accept
that the propose method for determining quantities and types
of PCBE in samples and animals was accurate enough so that toxic
limits could be defined on the basis of PCB levels of question-

able accuracy.

Toxiecity
( “ _ Mr. Hosmer (Monsanto) etated that the original EPA pudblication
-~ on Water «uality Criteria came from a publication by McKee and

VWolfe for the State of Californis. The McKee/Wolfe volume was
well done and EPA did not change much of it, There 18 nov 2
new 2-volume EPA edition extracted from the work of 10
committees of the National Academy of Sciences.

- The toxicity of PCBs s related to salmon egg studies and
mare=e sammom - L gy JiORBANLO doubts the validity of this. Monsanto has made their
. * f'e el fﬂgi *RAeWn O DR - THOND S o ST EPA “Dut - herthought -the .o cnravrmza
eriteria were sound. Since then Russell Train has been sued ‘
by NRDC and other groups on the grounds that the toxic pollutants - °
l1ist 4s not long enough and the proposed standards are too len-

ient.

Mr. ¥right (Monsanto) went through the rationale ul'ed by EPA &n
arriving at a FCB discharge maximum of 0,0648 1b./day. He also
showed how the standard could be changed and yet be consistent
with pudlished data on PCBs. Details follow.
(a) PDA set ardritary proposed tolerances:

‘ 5 ppm 4{n fish for Buman consumption

5 ppa in components for animsl feed
L: 0.5 ppm in cozplete animal feed

am o012t
&
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(b) Monsanto would nmot disagree with these tolerances.
(c) FDA has presented - scute toxicity limits {(point
sources)

- chronic toxicity limits (daily
Joad)

Acute toxicity limits:
96 hour 1£-50 studies for PCBs show:

~~280 ppd 4in fresh water (bluegill)
10 ppd 4in coastal or seawater (pink shrimp/oysters)

Published data bdased on materials leaving an outlet and going
into a body of water. Acute limits have no direct relation to

chronic limits.

Chronic toxicity limits:
The EPA equation 1s:

Chroniec 1limit X water flov rate X safety factor = gm/day
discharge

In Marine organisas the chronic limit is set as

52582 = 0.0167 ppb
et

In fresh water the chronic limit has been determined dy using
0.5 ppm as toxic limit for salmon eggs and a 200,000 dbio- :
magnification factor. This gives a chronlc 1imit of

%5%,‘6& = 0.0025 ppd .

~ wmo

EF LI WO WA TP -2 ewis rad L SN IO A TR e T e SETE ISR NS STy PR AT K NA S
v *The blomsgnification level of 200,000 iz Yased on unpublisHed® :

data from Stalling & Meyer (Pish Pesticide Lab, U. S. Dept. of g
Interior, COlOQbil,_ﬂo.io .Dr. Simons faid that in response to
repeated requests by G.XE, to the Columbia Lad the only reference

they have been given is a Stalling & Neyer 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
Telerence to an accumulation factor of ~200,000 and that was

in the hepato pancreas of 8 pink shrimp. If the PCB level was
calculated on the basis of the total shriamp then the '
accumulation factor was only 22,000. Other references give
accumulation factors of 1000-75,000 for whole tissies ©f various
fresh water organisms. Accordingly, Mr. Wright proposes that a
biomagnification factor © '

also proposes

[}
out debating the salmon egg issue,
ADM 007287
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This would lead to 8 discharge level for PCBs:

0. .X, 10,000 x 0.5 x 5.4 . 0.459 1b./d
33?555 (flow rate) (safety factor) conversion 59 1b./8sy

day)

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

The aafety factor comes from the EPA's Basis and Purpose document
supporting the proposed effluent standards. It is supposed to
take account of non-point sources of PCBs and 4s the same as 6
of the 9 toxic pollutants proposed for EPA standards. Monsanto's
Medical Department. feels this safety factor is arditrary and
confers no real toxicological benefit, If deleted, the revised
Wright PCB discharge level would dbe 0,918 1b./day.

One of the most eritical parts of the discharge eguatton 18 the
water fiow rate. significant number of dielectric
manulacturers have plants on rivers where the flov rate is
under 100 cfs or 1% of the EPA cut-off flow of 10,000 efs.
Several plants discharge into sewage plants which 4in turn have
treated 1iquid flowing into rivers or streams with very low
flow rates. For a river with 100 c¢fs flow the EFA maximum
discharge would drop to 0.000648 1b./day or 0.1 . in a 250

work-da ear., ven a revised standa -] . ay at
10,000 ¢I's would only be 0.00918 lb./day at 100 efs or ~~2.3 1b.

ger 250 work-day year. Clearly this is a staggering target to
ave to meet. ,

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

point sources.

Mr. Richel (G.E.) was of the opinion that where a plant dis-
charged into a sewage system without treatment and hence into
navigable waters the plant could have to ecomply with effluent
standards on toxic pollutants. Mr. Papageorge (Monsanto) felt
we should not be complacent and regard discharge to sewage
plants being the answer to problems. Mr. Hosmer (Monsanto)
stated that 10,000 cfs represents the largest Zlow the EFA will
consider on the grounds that all industry would move to the
largest river. The opposite of that argument 1s that it
encourages small plants on every stream in the country.

Mr. Sheppard (Westinghouse) raised the 4ssue of sedimentation.
ince it appears that all the experizents to establish toxic
values were run without sediment effects deing considered, the
real-life values were questioned. PCBs attach themselves toO
sediment., PFurthermore 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 soludble in water
up to PpPDb an 3t In time partitioning between sediment and

ADM (007240
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water could take place. Mr., Wright ’!bnsanto! agreed that the
discharge limits were extreme cases in the adsence of sediment
considerations and this was worth study and incorporation into
arguments against the proposed levels.

Dr. Stmons (G.E.) queried whether we were correct in concen-
rating our attacks on the eriterion of toxic effects of mammals
eating fish and ignoring the possidle trsunent that fish per se.
must be protected. Mr, Wright (Monsanto) said the proposed
standard says both. salt water, standards are proposed that
would protect the species that eat organisms containing PCB.
In fresh water, if 0.5 ppm in salzon eggs correlates with <5 ppn
in salmon then we are protecting salmon. He also said that the
chronic limits and biomagnification limits he was proposing would
protect the species themselves. We should, however, beware of
arguing for higher levels in fish decause we could draw EPA and
FDA iato conflict. The FDA levels in food, fish etc., are
temporary tolerances and any arguments against their validity
eouEH Jead to a reduction in these tolerances.

Mr. Savage (Monsanto) queried whether raising the 10§e1 in
organisms could cause possible danger to predators.

Dr. Simons (G.E.) quoted from page 39 of the Basis & Purposes
ocument which states that the body burdens of dirds and mammals
should not increase 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 s 0.1 ppm PCB

18 given as toleradble level in water divided by't safety factor
of 5 to give a maximum PCB concentration in water of 0.002 ppm.
Thus EPA accepted 2 ppm PCB level 4in fish but got to water
concentration of 0.002 ppm by using a high level of 200,000 for
biomagnification and an ardbitrary factor of 5.

If we were to revise the proposed EPA standard bdy:

(1) using 2.0 ppm as chronic 1imit in fresh water
species instead of 0.5 ppm; .

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

and ‘
(144) ignoring safety factor of 0.5

:ben the maximua peruissidle discharge in 1b. PCB per day would
e

2.0 x 10,000 ¢ 5.4 «~ 3.612b.

ACM 007209
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For the plant situation on a river with s flow of only 100 efs
the discharge would de 0.036 1b/day or 9.0 1b. per 250 work-da
ear.c i‘g_e,u levels are still far delow the ./day given in

It is therefore apparent that other aspects of PCBs must be
highlighted 4in oxder to ‘et away from PCB discharge levels as
low as even our"'uvtud proposals.

Aspects to copcentrate on sre: -
(1) Definition of PCEs 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 dbe as follows: _

tream ischarge . eguivalent/day)
PCB Type Flow (cfs) | Wright [ Simons/wright
Any PCB 10,000 0.0648 10,918 3.6
ny PCB 100 0.000648 {0.00918 0.036
roclor 4010 | 10,000 0,048 9.40 30.0
roclor 1016 100 0.00648 [0.0918 0.36
roclor de4z2 | 10,000 10.194 2.75 40.8
roclor 1242 _3100 0.0019 0.027 0.20

(2) Try to change stream flows from the present value of

the flow rate in cubic feet r second gersz expressed
as the probable Jow rate occurri uring a
nsecutive da eri0d once in .'[% the effluent

€0 J P years at
goint.

I the average flow rate over a period of time (to de
agreed on) was used, the lowest flow rate in the
equation could conceivably be raised by a factor of 10
from 100 to 1000. In the Simons/Wright version for a
standard the Aroclor 1016 discharge could be raised to
3.6 1b./day at 1000 cfs flow and Aroclor 1242 to 1.0 1b./

day at 1000 efs flovw, - ‘
(3) Magnitude of PCB Point-Sources

It $s possidble that EPA and environmentalists are totally
misinformed on the number of plants still using PCBs.
In the U.S. today there are:

ADM 007290
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‘Turning again to the Simons/Nright proposal we can estimate the '
. effect in terms of annual PCB discharge into water across the
. U.S. at 1000 cfs: '

-11-

1 PCB manufacturing plant
~18 capacitor plants using PCB
~27 transformer manufacturing plants using PCB

.In the past there were probadly 1500-2500* plants using
PCBs. Only 2-3}_ of these plants eontinue to use PCB

today.
® (Subject to closer checking 4f nesessary)

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

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

- eliminated ~40ON 1bs. PCE sales per year.

The EPA standard would limit PCB discharge per plant to
0.0648 1b./day or ~3.2 1d,./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 seexms far too drastic.

I US Total RE
pe A8 Persistent PCBs

r
Discharge No. 250 days [Discharge No. Us
Discharge As __ (1b./day) Plants (pounds) | (1b./day) Plants Tota:

Any PCB .6 3 900 1.2 1 00
e lor 1016 3.6 18 16300 33 18 ates
Aroclor 1252 1.08 4 1080 0.36 4 360
Aroclor 1254 0.36 23 2070 0.36 23 2070

20,250 : 4350

® Plant 4s on river in excess of 10,000 efs.

vuhs this technique an argument can be made 4n favor of the
ANSI C-107 proposal of 5.0 1b./day. ,

- AuUM 007291
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( Proposed Effluent Standards
Dr. Simons (G.E.) summarized the points he felt had to bde dealt
wl tTYying change the proposed standard:

d. Higher persistence of higher PCBs versus
alleged lower acute toxicity .

2. Background levels of PCBs
3. VUWritten testimony of participants and correlation

Toxicity

EPA Basis & Purpose document {pase 50) states that 96 hour
1C-50 to fish cannot adequately measure toxicity of PCE. Where
18 time demarcstion between acute and chronic. Chronic effects
can be either lethal or non-lethal.

Why are PCBs on the 1ist on toxic grounds?
1D-50 for PCB s such that 1t is not considersd toxic to humans.

For protection of aquatic life the Nat. Aca. Sci. set a 95 hour
1C=-50 of 10 ppm or less.

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

(a) 1lack of persistence of homologs below tetra-
: chlorebiphenyl.

(v) chronic toxicity does not arise for the lower i
. homologs because they are non-persistent. .

AT Vma, W TR - \N-'(v, =Y grifee “grute-Loxicityiano Pesl i fferentes = ot anra iz
between Aroclor 1016, 1242 and 1254.~ : :

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

In the tentative EPA snalytical method we should take note that

in the table on p.3-22, the P B was not controlled.

Mr. Carlson (E.U.C.) pointed out that in its present form the
standard could saddle present PCB users with sll other dis-
econtinued uses. Dr. Richard (Monsanto) pointed out that PDA and
Boxboard Manuracturer's Association had agreed on & proteocol that
protected recycle paper users from Just such a situstion.

Mr, Bergen (Monsanto) asked that copies de circulated ¢to

participants.

ADM 007292
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Ve need to word our definitions to exclude residuals.
Participants should exchange proposed drafts on wording re-
garding residuals by March 7. :

C. £, stated we should not approsch the hears on the dasis

that tEings can't be Zom. EEﬂEor take iSe grogoua standard

and point out wha +Ee'8 Cale they
use & N Ib./year and nt ean‘t .‘lost 0. 5 dx-opu per day. Streanm
flow rates make the matter worse. 7This is a point on which

= V Dr. Thompson should be eross-examined.

Orf the participants present, 5 plants discharge into severs with
outlets into rivers (very small except in 2 cases). Three
plants discharge u_:to small rivers.

- . No one at the meeting could cope with the EPA uandard as 1t 1s
roposed. OUDly Jard expressed an opinion oo w evel they
cou§a Tive with. (Jard stated 27 1b, Arceler 1016 per day.
This would be 2.7 1b. PCB by our proposed delinition.)

-
-Aree Y Sar—a, . - -
o TRt 2 B SRt XL Ry vy N T TSN s AN -..11" ...-s.‘.,g._‘g._.«‘, LN T PR VT SNt SR

- ..
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(- - Participation at EPA Hearing
Definite participation: Monsanto
' U&ltingbouu
Undecided: Electrical Utilities
u Jard
NEMA
No participation: Electronic Components
‘ MXallory

Objectors of ncord could adopt non-responding company as
witness.

G.E.'s testimony will fall into the following areas:

Explanation of why PCBs are used
Consequences of ban on customers

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

- definition
( = methodology
= logic behind the standard

Other contridutory actions:

« Involve Federal Energy Office (e.g. Aerovox
letter on motor-run capacitor eontributi.on to

. ease energy erisis. )

® AT A L 2RCR[ \.\-Q"Invalw ’Mm&w‘e’ mu m '&:. STOCEAVHE TRAN A S
petrochemical producers' FEG report. o

= Power Systems Group of IEEE will eirculate a posi-
tion paper on PCBs (technical aspects) 4in the

dielectric industry to Congress, EPA, FEO and
Dept. of Comzerce (target date: Apru).
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( Action Plans

1.

3.

7.

had S Aty B T an A SEEY axaz

9.

10.

(V. B. Papageorge)

(Participants)
(Participants)
(Participants)

(f. S. Tucker)

(Participants)

(Participants)

e15- )

Circulate to participants copiles of
FDA/Boxboard Manufactursrs protocol
on in recycle paper.

Exchange @rafts on testimony regarding
PCB residuals/background levels with
each other by March 7.

(Monsanto contact should be W, B,
Papageorge.)

Sudmit 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
phenomenon (as raised by Mr. Sheppard
of Westinghouse).

Send out name of ASTM eontact for
participation 4in round-rodbin 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
ecan still write Dr. Thoxpson dy
Narch 25,

. -t.-(h s«Salazar, :Ml—.;-w: ~aek -3 %ﬁklﬁ!‘--fm:‘s!n} DO/ R Q};‘--':n.-c L N

(¥, B. Papageorge)

(Participants)

Edison’on the proposed stan ards.

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

hearing.

Obtain PEG report and send to
Mr. Nelson (0.8.).

Involve P.E.O. in EPA Eearing along
g:::a of Aerovox letter to Secretary
ne
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