V.

The History of Pentachlorophenol

he Environnental Protecti on Agency

(BPY, acting under the nandate of the

Federal | nsecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticice At (AFRY, 7 USC § 136 e

seq., iscuretly inthe process o

nanel y creosote, the inorgani c arsenical s and pent achl or ophenol (penta).

end product of such an evaluation is called a
Reregistration Higibility Decision Docunent (FED; the
RED provi des an expl anation for the action taken by the
agency regarding a particu ar poi-
son, whether it cancels or, as nost
otenis the case, dlows the cotin
ued use of the toxic chenical, wth
the adoption of risk mtigation nea
sures. Towards that end, the BHPA
has produced a draft sci ence chap-
ter onperta, vichrepresents asig
nificant steptonards conpl eting the
RED on pent a.

Beyond Pesti ci des/National @l i -

tion Against the Msuse of Restici des (Beyond Resti ci des/
NCAMP) is tracking the progress of the BPA's work on
the wood preservatives. Beyond Pestici des/ NCAMP
obtained a copy of the science chapter on penta and
critiqued the 188-page docunent, noting the gaps inthe
EPA's data and cal cul ations nade by the BPA regard-
ing the risks of exposure to penta. The sane procedure
wth be folloned wth al of the docunents produced by
the BPAduring its eval uation of the wood preservati ves.
The fact that pertaisfirst onthe BAs list expa ns wy
Beyond Pestici des/ NCAMP is enphasizing the totally
unaccept abl e and unr easonabl e adverse effects on the
public’s heal th and the envi ronnent caused by penta.

Thisisna thefirst tinetha pentahes rece vedthe scru-
tiny of the BEPA The BPA back in 1978, under the aut hor-
ityd the Federal Insecticide Fungi cide and Rodenti ci de
At (HHRY placed penta and the other wood preserva
tives in Secial Rview then referred to as Rebuttabl e
Presunption Agai nst Registration (RPAR). The Adnin-

Beyond Pesticides/
NCAMP is emphasizing
the totally unaccept-
able and unreasonable
adverse effects on the
public’s health and the
environment caused by
penta.

reeva uati ng wood preservative pestici des,
The

istrator of BPAnay place a pesticide into Secia Review
and cancel the registration of a pesticide wenever he or
she deternines that the pesticide no longer satisfies the
statutory standard for registration
(AAA8G(). Thet standard requires,
anong other things, that the pesticide
not cause “unreasonabl e adverse ef -
fects on the environnent” (HFRA §
3(0)(5(Q). 1n 1978, when BPA began
its reviewof wood preservatives, the
agency did so because of serious
concerns about the public health and
enviromnental threat that these cheni-
cas represent.

Inannouncing its January 2, 1987 F nal Determinati on and
Notice of Intent to Ganecel and Deny Appli cation for Regis-
trations of Resticide Products Gntai ni ng Rent achl or ophe-
nol for Norvood Wses, EPA said:

The Agency is concerned about the ubiquity of
pentachl orophendl, its persistence in the envi-
ronnent, itsfetotoxic and terat ogeni ¢ properties,
its presence i n hunan tissues, and its oncogenic
risks fromthe presence of daxins inthe techn -
cd naterid.?

The natice covered a | penta uses in five categories: her-
bicides, atimcroba agents, dsinfectants, nassicides,
and defdias.

Throughout this history, conmunities across the Lhited
Sates have been contaminated and its residents poi-
soned. A community in Pennsacol @, Horida next to awod
preserving plant that created so nuch contanination from
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its use of pentachl orophenol and creosote that BPA des-
ignated it a Superfund site and coomtted to rel ocating
the conmunity. That was 1996. In 1999, HPA has only
conpl eted apartia relocation and effortstoclean up the
sitehave beenstaled It isthelegacy of pentach orophe-
nol that continues as | ong as the chemical continues to
be used on uility pdes.

The Ewironnental Protection
Agency plans to spend $18

nil lion rel ocating peop e from
158 houses and 200 apart nent
in Pensacol a, AH.. The hones
are nei ghbors wth the

Escanbi a Treati ng Conpany,
vhere the | ogs, tel ephone pol es
inthe naking were drippi ng
chemhcal preservatives, first
creosote, then pentachl or ophe-
md. In191, logdter the
conpany went bankrupt, an
ener gency teamfromthe BEPA
dguthetoxicness, piledit
intoa 60-foot high nound | aced
wth dioxin and ather chemcal s,
adstoredit tigt uder a

pol yet hyl ene cover. M.

Kauf nan, EPA engi neer,
sugested that ‘ conmon sense’
justifiedtherdocation “\ery few
peopl e are going to keel over
and di e because of a Superfund
site’ hesad ‘It’sthelagtem
hed thrisks that are the prd>
lens.’

The New York Tines, Qctober 21, 1996

Why Do Wood Uses of Penta Remain on the
Market?

Qrer the nine-year Specia Review process precedi ng
the non-wood decision, EPA was chal l enged on every
proposed wood-use restriction of penta by the Anerican
WWod Preservers Institute (AM) and other trade organi -
zations representing wood preservers and chem cal
nanuf acturers, al staunch advocates for continued nanu-
facture and use of penta. Thisis sane A that asked
the utility conpanies to not cooperate wth the efforts of
Beyond Pestici des/ NCAMP to col l ect infornation about

their uility pdes (See Append x Q.

In fact, the HPA had originally proposed nuch nore
sweeping restrictions onthe uses and qual ity of conmer -
cia grade penta. In 1984, HPA announced restrictions
requiring such things as Gnsuner |nfornati on Sheets
(@9 to acconpany pressure treated wood and a linnt on
the level of dioxin contamnation in conmercia grade
pentato one part per nllion (pom wthin 18 nonths. 2 B
1986, after enduring one legd chall enge after ancther, the
EPAcapitulated to the wood treatnent industry: nowthe
A Sprogramis vol untary and di oxi ns can be as high as 4
ppmin commercia grade penta.
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