Introduction

edonat nornally think of a utility or tel ephone pd e as a hazardous nat e-
rid, b it is It issohezardous that BPA inaprdinmnary scence review re
cently disclosed that a child exposed on an ongoing basis to the sol around
a poetreated wth pentachlorophend (peta), onre of severad wood pre-

servatives used inthis way, has a chance of getting can
cer thet is 220 tines higher than nornal . This exposure
a one accounts for at | east 17,000 cases of cancer anong
children. Two chil dren born every day are destined to a
fate of cancer fromjust this exposure to pata ! The EPA
hazard and ri sk eval uation, rd easedinthis report for the
first tine, was obtained by Beyond Restici des/ Nati onal
alition Against the Msuse of PResticides (NAW)
through a Freedom of Infornation Act

(FOA request.

Beyond Pesti ci des/ NCAMP produced
thisstudy (i) todsdoseadcritiqe BRs
curent effort toreeva uate the hezards of
wood preservatives, including pentachl o-
rophend, and (ii) evduate wility conpa
nes practiceswthregardtothe use, stor-
age and dsposad of uility pdes trested
wth these chencals. The findings are troubling and at
points shocking They cal for actionto better pratect pub
lic health and the envi ronnent frompent achl or ophenadl .

BPA a so found that workers applying the chemical to the
poles wll get cancer and nay expose athers to the risk of
cancer as well. Sudy after study showthat penta and ot her
wood preservati ves have nade their way into the environ
nent, contamnatingthe air, water and I and.

Wod preservatives have been shown to nigrate out of
pol es, cotannating soil and vater. 2100 percent of chil-
dren tested in one study were found to have pentaintheir
uire ® A least 314 superfund or chenical vaste sitesinthe
US have been contamnated wth penta. 4 Gncern for hu
nan heal th ri sks posed by wood preservatives | ead twel ve
leading scientists towite the Addmnistraaor of BPA CGrd
Bower, urgingthe agency totake actionto stop this expo-

Two children born
every day are
destined to a fate of
cancer from just this
exposure to
pentachlorophenol.

sure. (See Appendix A)

Survey Sent to Over 3,000 Utilities in the
United States and Canada

Inlight of BPAs reviewand the known hazards of wood
preservatives, includi ng pentachl orophenal, a survey was
conducted by Beyond Pestici des/ NCAMP of utility com
panies across the Lhited Sates and
Ganada to deternine conpany prac-
tices wth regard to uility pdes. (See
Appendix B dnce 93 percent of al
penta produced is used to preserve
wood t el ephone pal es, 5ths ismosmll
issue for utility conpanies. Beyond
Pesti ci des/ NCAMP al so | aunched this
study tobring rea vorld or operati onal
data to EPA s deci si on naki ng process
on continued use of sone of the nost hazardous nateri -
al s know to hunanki nd, wood preservatives. Vé began
thseffat wthasuvey o 3000d us uilities, wichindudke
investor owmed wilities (1Q%), nonicipd wilities (MNS),
rud dectrificaionassociaios (R#s) adpdic uility
districts (R¥). Qly 0 uilitiesin24 states and Gnada
responded. None of the largest 100 1Q% chose to re-
spond.

Beyond Pesti ci des/ NCAMP vi ews the survey as a basic
tod for pudicright to knowabout the enviromental prac-
tices of uilities across the coutry so that producers of
treated wood pol es can be adequately regul ated to pro-
tect pudic hedth and ervironnertal safety. Ater thed s
tribution of the survey, the trade associ ation for the wood
treaters, the Anerican Wod Preservers Institute (AH),
inmedi atel y started a canpai gn to squel ch participation
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inthissurvey. AM watetothe uilities urg ng themnot
to cooperate wth the survey. APl has along history of
seeking to weaken BPA's regul atory position on wood
preservative restrictions and was extrensl y successful
tothat end during BPAs last reviewdf the chemcals in
the 1980's. In a neno fromthe associ ation' s presi dent,
uilitiesveretdd

It hes recertly conetothe atetion of the Anweri-
can Vdod Rreservers Institute that the Niti onal
alition Against the Msuse of PResticides
(NCAMP) is surveying utilities around the coun
tryontheir use of pdestrested wth creosate,
penta and GCA-as wel | as their use of pol es
nade of alternative naterial s such as concrete
and steel. The survey includes a wde range
of questions about usage and disposal prac-
tices

@operating wth this survey is not inthe best
inerests of uilities. NOAWP is etrendly bi-
ased agai nst the use of preserved wood and
wll usethe survey resutstosupport their argu
nents agai nst wood pol es. ¢ (See Appendi x

9

Tharks to those wilities that believe in discosing besic
busi ness i nfornati on as requested inthe survey, the sur-
vey results provi de a good sanpli ng of what is going on
across the country fromutilities thet invetary of over one
millionutility pdes covering a |east 33 88 souare nil es
(or 57,000 nl es of road/pol e niles). ”

Thecutued using uility pdestreated wth perhaps the
nost hazardous chemcal s known to hunanki nd runs
deep inthe wility industry. Furthernore, the nethod of
nanagi ng, storing and disposing of poles shows a trail
of poisoning and contamnati on wth resul ti ng hazards
that surpass anyone' s definition of acceptabl e. The pub-
lic and the ervironnent are at serious risk because of
wood preservatives, including penta, and their use on
uilitypde

Aeudilitieswsimguilitypdesthet put thehedthd pegde
and the environnent at unacceptabl e risk? Yes. Qoul d
utilities decide not to use wod preservative-treated
poles and utilize aternative approaches that do not

present the sane environnental and public health threat?
Yes. Aetheytaking or plaming totake this responsibl e
step? No, generally they are not. These are the findi ngs
of Beyond Pesti ci des/ NOAMP s survey of utility conpa-
niesinthe Lhited Sates and Gnada.

Qe o the nast shocking findngsinthis report, inadd -
tiontotheedtraord rerily highrisk factors associ ated vith
chil dren and verker exposure, isthefact that the ngjority
o uilitiessuwveyed gve anay or sdl tothe pidic pdes
taken out of service. This practice exposes the public to
serious hazards associ ated wth hand ing, sawng and
usi ng the contamnated wood. Despite this w despread
practice, BPAdoes not currently consider this exposure
inits risk cacuation Apparently, the agency assunes
thet the activity does nat go on

Qe utility, Vigstern Resources in Topeka, Kansas act u-
ally received an avard in 1999 fromthe Kansas Depart -
nent of Health and Environnent for donating and con
verting discarded treated wod poles into such things
as bird boxes and outdoor classroons. Qily one utility
that ve cou didentify dstributedthese poes wth a Mte
ria Safety Data Sheet, which varns people that penta
trested wood can cause irritation of the eyes and respi-
ratory system The NES says, “Pentachl orophenol has
beenfound to have toxic effectsinlaboratory annal s. . .
Exposure to treat ed wood shoul d be kept to a nini num
. . Exposure to penta during pregnancy shoul d be avoi ded.

.Penta contains trace anounts of Hexa, Hepta, and
Qct ochl or odi benzo- p-di oxi ns, Hexa, Hepta, and
Qct achl or odi benzof urans, and Hexachl or obenzene. The
Sate of Glifornia has listed Hexachl orodi benzo-p-di -
oxi n and Hexachl or obenzene as chenical s known to the
state to cause cancer.” (See Append x D

EPA’s Preliminary Science Review of Penta

BPX s prelimnary sci ence reviewdf penta finds extraor-
dnarily highrisks to children, workers and the enviro
nent (i ncl udi ng unaccept abl e risk fromfood and wat er)
wichaedscussedinthisreport inGepter 111, 1t shou d
be noted that BPAs draft science chapter does not ad
dress perhaps the nost toxi c conponents of penta, the
contaninants listed in the MG above, which incl ude
dioxins, furans and hexachl orobenzene. Each one of
these toxi ¢ conponents al one account for high risk fac-
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tasinaddtiontothosecdcd aedfar pataitsdf. Infact,
the scietific peer reviewd BRs Invertory of Sources
o Dadninthe Utted Saes (1998 miedthat, “dodinon
treated wod appears to be the largest flowof dioxins
that were quantified, thus naking treated wood a | arge
reservar of doxdinintheenviroment.”®

Inaddition, pentaandits contanmnants have been deter-
nmined to be endocrine disruptors, which act like hor-
nones in the body during criticd tines infeta deve op
nent, when organs are forning, adversely affecting de-
vel opnent, reproductive capacity, sexual devel opnent
and causing diseases like cancer later in life Wiat
nakes these effects d fferent fromathersis tha they defy
classical toxicology nodel s which enforace the notion
that the “dose nakes the paison.” Infact, wth endocrine
dsrugtas, like these wood preservatives, it is not just
dse hu it is tining of exposure to ninuscul e doses at
theparts per billionad eventrillionlevd that nake these
chenmical s so destructive.

Regulatory Issues

Gan we expect the current regul atory reviewof wood pre-
servatives, incdudng peta totakerestrictive actionthet
voul d stop the use of these chenical s and the resulting
poi soni ng and cont aninat i on? The history of BPA's pes-
ticide programwoul d say no. The programengages in
risk equations that ignore inportant pieces of inforna
tion, such as the pde give-anay prograns cited in this
report and basi c toxi co ogy datathat i s mssing but woul d
only add to the nountai n of hazards al ready estahl i shed.
Eoual ly inportant isthefailure of the agency to consi der
less risky approaches than wood preservative-treated
uility pdes, that areecooomcd lyviad e but nat curertly
entraced by the utility industry. To determine a regul a
tory outcone by asking an industry that has used wood
preservative-treated utility poes since its inception
wether it codd use dternative pde naterias like re-
cycled sted, cocrete or conposite istosed the fate of
the decision in the hands of the status quo. That is, no
change. EPAddjust that inits last reviewd peta ad
other wood preservatives in 1981 (conpl eted in 1987)
wenit said “Deetothe nonsubstitutadlity of the wod
preservati ve conpounds and the | ack of acceptabl e non-
wood or other chemical alternatives for nany use situa
tions, the econonmic inpact which would result froman

across-the-board cancel l ation would be inmense.”
(BPA Véod Preservative Position Docunent 2/3, Ex-
ecutive Sunmary, p.3, 1981.) Not truetoday. Qur survey
resuts showthat the cost dfferentia between treated
wood and recycl ed stedl pdesisnegighbeinthe short-
termand benefits sted inthelong-term

Li ke other naj or BPAdecisions that require achange in
anindustry scuture, very sinnlar tonovi ng farners avay
fromODT and nore noder n pesti ci de-i ntensi ve opera-
tions, thepudic nust get invaved. The pudic wil vart
to know what the risk fromcontanineted soil around the
poe infront of their hones, or inthe schod yard neans
totheir children' s hedth, wnat aretheinpacts o reusing
treated pol es for outdoor classroons; or, what does the
storage and disposal of treated wood in their conmu-
nity nean for the heal th of peopl e and the envi ronnent .

Rachel Grsonwotein Slet Qring, “Sncethech ari -
nated hydrocarbons are persistent and long |asting,
each application is nerely added to the quantity re-
naining fromthe previous one. ® The persistence of
pent achl orophenol and its contamnants dioxi n, furans
and hexachl or obenzene have been established. The
fact that they are contained inbody tissues adfludsis
establ i shed. The harmthat they causeis estadlished. It
istinefor their usestostop. Aterratives are avalad e
and can be successfully and econonical |y enpl oyed.

FI NDI NGS
Preliminary Science Findings by EPA

m Residues of perta “in drinking vater (wen consi d
ered a ong wth exposure fromfood and resi dentia uses)
pose an unacceptabl e chronic risk to children.”

m (hildren exposed to pentain the soil around treated
poles face a2 2in 10,000 (or 220 ti nes hi gher than ac-
ceptabl e) risk of cancer. Just this exposure accourts for
at least 17,000 cases of cancer anong children. Two
children born every day are destined to afate of cancer
fromjust this exposure to penta

m 13 of 14 occupations consi dered by BPA have unac-
ceptabl e cancer risk, including risks as high as 3.4 x
10°.
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m Qrer four people out of 10 who apply penta to wood in
joinery mlls and two people in a thousand who mix and
|oad penta at pressure treatnent plants are expected to
get cancer fromtheir exposure.

m Applicators of gresse formi ations of penta, used for
retreatnent of poles, face certan cancer.

Utility Survey Findings

m B5percet o uwility pdesinservice
are chemcal ly-treated wood poles, 1.5
percent are dternative naterias

m 56 percet of the pdes inthe survey
are treated wth pent achl orophenal .

m Apxcat o the uilities retreat thar uwility pdes wth
fresh poisos dring the pdes’ servicelife

m 8 percat of theutilities store chenicd ly treated wood
pdes onsite

m 69 percent of Wwilitiesrespond ngtothe survey g ve avay
o sell tothe public wood preservative-treated pd es taken
ot o service

m Qe uility donated to the coomoni ty treated wood pal es
that had been converted into bird boxes and outdoor
cl assr oons.

m 18 percent dispose of thetreated pdesinloca nonici-
p ladills

m iy five percent of respondents consider wood pre-
servative-treated wood pol es taken out of service as haz-
ardous waste and dispose of themaccordingly.

m Oily one survey respondent distributes a Mterial
Sofety Data Seet onthe hazards of pentawththe treated
wood pol es being sold or given anay to the public.

m 27 percent of respondents indicated that they were con
Sidering dternative pd e naterids.

m The cost differentia of treated wood and recycl ed sted
pdes is inconsequentia in the short-termand benefits

Immediately cancel
all uses of penta
and other wood n

preservatives with
similar effects.

sted inthelongterm

RECOMMENDATI ONS

The BPAand ather scientific findings taken together wth

utility conpany practices raise serious concern about

publ i c and environnental healthand call for the fdlowng
r ecomrmendat i ons:

EPA should:

Inmedi ately cancel all uses of penta
and ot her wood preservatives wth siml ar
dfeds

m Rcdl dl edstingstacks o pata

m Begin phase-out the use of penta-
treated repl acenent poles in 12 to 24 nont hs.

m Rohihbt the use of any renaining stocks of perta and
other wood preservatives wth simlar effects.

m Rquretha dl storage sites of trested pd es are cov-
ered fromthe el enents of weat her.

m [efine penta treated wood pol es as hazardous vast e
and require their disposal as hazardous vaste.

m Rohbtthegvingamy o sded petatreaed pdes
taken out of service

m Raureuility conpaniestodert thepdictothe datr
gers associ ated wth penta-treated pol es.

Utilities should:

m Sop the purchase of treated utility pdes, and begn
purchase of po es constructed out of alterative naterias.
m Develop pdicies to protect workers, the public and
envi ronnent fromexposure to penta and other sinlarly
dangerous wood preservati ves.

m Sopthe sale or give-anay of discarded treated wod
pdes for pudic use

m Dspose of discarded treated wood pol es at |icensed
hazar dous veste sites.

m Incresse the use of dternative types o Wility pdes,
vorking towards elimnation of the use of chemcal ly
treasted vood Wility pdes.
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