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The tragedy in Bhopal last December
was of a magnitude almost too terrible
for most to grasp. More than 2000 were
killed and tens of thousands were in-
jured from the leak of .methyl isocya-
nate gas at Union Carbide’s pesticide
plant in that Indian City. Today, the
images of suffering and death that
newspapers, magazines and television
sets carried into our homes are begin-
ning to fade.

But a legacy remains. Bhopal high-
lighted the dangers that toxic chemi-
cals leaked or released into the air pose
tothe public health. As numerous arti-
cles in this journal and others attest, it
prompted us to scrutinize the chemical
industry, not only for the potentially
catastrophic large leaks, but also for
the routine leaks and ventings which
also are a health threat.

Survey of the Chemical Industry
Reveals High Release Rates

Last January, in the wake of concern
over Bhopal, the Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment initiated
a survey of the chemical industry in the
United States as part of an éffort to
evaluate the public health threat from
air toxics here in this country. We
wrote to the chief executive officers of
86 of America’s largest chemical com-
panies requesting information on the
amount of poisonous gases and other

hazardous compounds being leaked
into community air supplies from their
plants.

This effort is a far cry from the ex-
tensive scientific evaluation that the
air toxics problem deserves. But no se-
rious effort had been made to gather
even the most basic information on
how much of which toxic chemicals are
being released into America’s air. The
survey offered an opportunity to at
least roughly gauge the magnitude of
the public health threat caused by
chemicals leaked or vented from chem-
ical plants. )

What we have learned is not reassur-
ing. More than sixty million pounds of

toxic chemicals are leaked into the air

yearly from just the plants of the 80

companies that responded to our sur-
vey. Almost every chemical plant
which Tesponded is releasing disturb-
ing levels of compounds proven or sus-
pected of being hazardous to the public
health. Many of the reported routine
releases are extremely high, far greater
than we expected even in the unregu-
lated world of toxic air pollution from
chemical plants. For example, consider
the following plant emission rates,
which were submitted voluntarily in
response to our survey:

¢ Dow Chemical’s Midland, Michi-
gan plant releases into the local air
- supply some 4.6 million pounds

each year—more than six tons dai-
ly—of the carcinogen methylene
chloride.

¢« Borg Warner Chemical leaks more
than 1400 tons per year—four tons
each day—of the proven carcino-
gens acrylonitrile and butadiene
into the air from its plant in Par-
kersburg, West Virginia. From
their plant in Ottawa, Illinois, Borg
Warner releases more than 270 tons
each year—1500 pounds each
day—of these same chemicals.

¢ The Amoco Chemical Plant in De-
catur, Alabama leaks more than 915
tons of xylene, a suspected neuro-
toxin, into that town’s air every
year—more than two and one half
tons each day

¢« Exxon Chemical’s plant in Baton
Rouge, Louisiana leaks more than
560,000 pounds of benzene, a prov-
en carcinogen, into that communi-
ty’s air yearly.

The EPA Record

The release of these and other haz-
ardous compounds—even in such stag-
gering quantities—is wholly unregulat-
ed. This is possible because EPA has
been, and continues to be, unwilling to
designate clearly dangerous air toxics
as hazardous under Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act. In this way, the Agency
has been able to circumvent Congress’
clear mandate in the 1970 Clean Air
Act to regulate ‘“hazardous air pollu-
tants”.

Dangerous substances that EPA re-
fuses to consider hazardous include:
formaldehyde, chloroform, PCBs, car-
bon tetrachloride, and acrylonitrile. All
of these compounds have been formally
listed as carcinogens by the National
Toxicology Program of the U.S. Public
Health Service. All of these substances
are tightly regulated by the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administra-
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tion with regard to worker exposure.
But there is no limit on the amount of
these toxics that may be released into
community air supplies.

There are other prominent exam-
ples. EPA still does not regard methyl
isocyanate (MIC) as hazardous. Anoth-
er glaring example is phosgene, a nerve
gas which killed thousands in World
War I. Today, phosgene is handled at
hundreds of chemical plants across
America. Its release into the air re-
mains unregulated.

While all these substances, and doz-
ens of others, are being released into
community air supplies around the
country, EPA has set standards for
only six air toxics in the past fifteen
years. .

America’s Health is Suffering

Perhaps the most disturbing aspect
of this situation is that EPA has not
gathered the information necessary to
evaluate how these hazardous sub-
stances are affecting America’s health.
The Agency has never put in place a
comprehensive ambient monitoring re-
gime to provide the crucial data on

public exposure to dangerous chemi-
cals. Nor has EPA sought to compile an
inventory of how much of which dan-
gerous chemicals are being emitted
into America’s air supply.

Even within the constraints of the
limited data which are available, there
is evidence that America’s health is suf-
fering as a result of toxic chemicals in
the air. We know, for example, that
cancer rates are higher near areas
where chemical plants are located. A
Tulane University study reported that
residents living within a mile of major
chemical production facilities have an
incidence of cancer more than four
times the national average (Gottlieb,
Shear and Seale, “Lung Cancer Mor-
tality and Residential Proximity to In-
dustry,” 45 Environmental Health
Perspectives pg. 154, 1982). The West
Virginia Department of Health reports
cancer rates twice the national average
at neighborhoods near chemical plants
in Charleston (West Virginia Depart-
ment of Health, “North Charleston,
Cancer Mortallty 1970-1979” January
1982).

EPA’s New Air Toxlc Strategy

After fifteen years of admittedly un-
successful efforts to regulate the chem-
ical industry, the Agency has embarked
on a new strategy. EPA now seeks to
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Figure 1. These studies form the quantitative basis for EPA’s **Six Month'" air

toxics study:
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attempted for 42 of the original 87 compounds. Emissions estimates were

available for only 27 compounds.)
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use this tactic for the carcinogen acry-
lonitrile—announcing this to be a pilot
effort for other “local problems”
caused by chemical plants.

In testimony before the Health and
Environment Subcommittee, state
representatives from Louisiana, West
Virginia and Massachusetts, the latter
representing the association of State
and Territorial Air Pollution Program
Administrators (STAPPA), have
strongly criticized the Agency’s new
strategy. State and local governments
readily admit they do not have the ex-
pertise or the resources to develop
standards for hazardous emissions
from such plants. Even more impor-
tantly, the states know that they are no
match for multl national companies
threatening to move their jobs and tax
base to another state if today’s lax
standards are tightened.

The comments of Louisiana’s Attor-
ney General William Guste, represent
the state viewpoint very well:

“I can tell you that the environmen-
tal resources of Louisiana are stressed
to the limit. We have serious shortages

. of money and manpower. I find it in-

conceivable that the Federal Govern-
ment, with its vastly superior scientific
resources, after so many years of inac-
tion, believes the solution to the prob-
lem is to shift responsibility to state
governments. That policy will make
environmental protection a bargaining
chip in the efforts of states to induce
industry. Inevitably, pressure will be
applied to enact less stringent stan-
dards than neighboring states in order
to win the sweepstakes for industrial
location and expansion. The lack of na-
tional standards may produce a kind of
national auction, the prize being indus-
try, the currency being weak standards
for toxic air.”

This new EPA strategy is based on
the Agency’s so-called six month study
which relied upon quantitative risk as-
sessment for the conclusion that area
sources such as dry cleaners pose alarg-
er health threat nationally than chemi-
cal plants. This study is a strong argu-
ment for why we must be very careful
about the use of risk assessment in the
establishment of health protection pol-
icies.

In assessmg the nature and severity
of the air toxics problem, EPA relied
upon quantitative analyses which ex-
cluded from consideration 95% of all
organic chemicals released into the air.
See Figure 1. The study authors them-
selves warn that the excluded chemi-
cals may in fact present significant
health risks.

The Toxlc Release Control Act of 1985

Today we are confronted with grow-
ing evidence of a serious health threat,
and prospects for an effective EPA re-
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sponse which are uncertain at best.
Congress has a responsibility for the
protection of the public health, We can
no longer stand by while millions of
pounds of toxic chemicals are released
unregulated into America’s air each
year. The time has come for Congress
to step in and require rapid and effec-
tive action to control the release of haz-
ardous chemicals into the air. :
This is why last spring Congressmen
Tim Wirth, Jim Florio, and I intro-
duced H.R. 2576, the Toxic Release
Control Act of 1985. This bill is de-
signed to get EPA moving on the con-
trol of air toxics. Its central provisions
concern the collection and public avail-
ability of data on toxic releases; a strict
schedule for EPA standard-setting for
85 listed chemicals; and a new program
to prevent chemical leaks into the air,
both routine and catastrophic.
Today it is difficult to even roughly
estimate the amount and type of haz-
ardous chemicals regularly being re-

leased into our nation’s air supply. The
absence or a comprehensive and reli- _

able data base is a major concern high-
lighted repeatedly by contractors and
EPA personnel in virtually every one of
the quantitative analyses which to-
gether comprise EPA’s “Six Month”
air toxic study. Actual data on popula-
tion exposures to these substances is
virtually unavailable, which is one cen-
tral reason why we cannot develop any
kind of serious quantitative estimate of
the public health impact of the air toxic
problem: One of the most striking and
inexplicable shortcomings of the Agen-
cy’s new strategy on air toxics is, in fact,
the absence of any new information
gathering initiative to collect this vital-
ly important data.

Under the Toxic Release Control Act
chemical plants and other major air
toxics sources would for the first time
be required to monitor hazardous
chemicals released into the air. EPA
would be required to compile a national
inventory of hazardous emissions. Ad-
ditionally, the Agency would be direct-
ed to work with major sources of air
toxics to put in place an extensive mon-
itoring system to track the level of haz-
ardous chemicals in the air of nearby
communities. These programs would
focus initially on the 85 listed com-

pounds discussed below. The data pro- -

duced in this effort would be made
available to the public, and provided to
state and Federal agencies for use in
health studies and pollution control
enforcement.

The Toxic Release Control Act con-
tains a list of 85 hazardous chemicals.
EPA is required to set health protec-
tion standards and put in place rules
designed to prevent chemical leaks into
the air, both routine and catastrophic,
for each of the listed substances. This
list includes 35 air toxics identified by
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EPA as candidates for regulation. Also
included on the list are gases and vola-
tile liquids listed by the National Toxi-
cology Program as substances which
“may reasonably be anticipated to be
carcinogens” or are “known” to be car-
cinogens; and substances for which the

" Occupational Safety and Health Ad-

ministration or the American Confer-
ence of Governmental and Industrial
Hygienists have issued stringent stan-
dards establishing worker exposure
limits of .05 ppm or .25 micrograms/m3

or less. Substances not designated by

EPA were included only if they were
produced in the United States in high
volumes, 2 million pounds per year or
greater in the most recent year for
which production data are available.
Certainly, it would have been better
had the Agency evidenced an ability to
delineate and aggressively implement
an air toxics agenda on its own. After 15
years of waiting, however, it is appar-
ent that Congress must give the Agency
binding and specific directives if we are
to see progress in this area. It is unfair
to ask the American public to wait any

~ longer. The list of 85 chemicals is a re-

sponse to this unfortunate state of af-
fairs. Admittedly it is only a starting
point. But it is a sensible start, incorpo-
rating the substances that other agen-
cies have identified as leading air toxic
concerns, as well as those substances
identified by EPA itself as candidates
for regulation. The Agency does have
discretion to add other substances to
the list as necessary.

Under the Toxic Release Control Act
EPA is put on a tight schedule for the
establishment of health protection
standards for each of the listed sub-
stances. Where the health-based stan-
dards are not achievable, EPA is em-
powered to set a technology-based “in-

- terim_standard” that will in_essence”

toreduce toxic emissions.
“Today economic factors-are the sin-
gle criteria controlling the level of re-

require sources to do the best they can

lease of toxic substances into commu- .

nity air supplies, even for the hundreds
of compounds already regulated by
OSHA as hazardous. Sources should be
required to do all that the can to reduce”
themsuch-mmpoundsinmme
air, The additional costs for pollution
control and leak prevention should
rightfully be a part of the costs of doing
business, like fire prevention or worker
protection efforts, and reflected in the
price of the products industry pro-
duces.

The road we choose for addressing
the air toxics problem will affect the
health of millions of Americans in the
years to come. Unfortunately, EPA’s
record, and EPA’s new strategy, pro-
vide clear evidence that if the Congress
does not act, the American public will
remain unprotected.

Introducing
a compact
dilution calibration

The EESI system calibrates nearly all
ambient and stack pollution monitoring
equipment. Programs exact accuracy and
repeatability with mass flow control. And
the EESI system offers a new low price.
Check these advantages:

1. NBS Traceability

2. Repeatability—No re-calculations

_required for changes in temperature
or pressure.

3. Versatility—Adjustable vent flow
gives the ability to calibrate nearly
all instrumentation regardless of
required flow with any pollutant gas.

4. Ease of Operation—A simple math
calculation lets the operator select
the dilution ratio required for the
needed concentration output.

5. Portability—No warm-up time
means moving from site to site
with confidence without batteries
or temporary power.

The EESI system makes pollution

monitoring equipment calibrations

a breeze.

EESI
ENVIRO ELECTRONIC
SERVICE INC.

PO. Box 452

Greenfield, IN 46140

(317) 462-2614

CIRCLE 9 ON READER SERVICE CARD
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