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.4AjOR NEW STUDY REVEALS TOXIC CONTAMINATION OF THE NIAGARA RIVER 

:TESTS IDENTIFY PRESENCE OF CANCER-CAUSING CHEMICALS  

INADEQUATE REGULATION OF TOXIC DISCHARGES, WATER PURIFICATION, AND 

MONITORING DETAILED  

The New York Public Interest Research Center, Inc. (NYPIRC) todav 

released a 260-page study detailing the sources, types, and hazardous 

health effects of toxic chemicals discharged into the. Niagara River by 

some of the largest corporations in America. The three-year-long 

investigation, entitled The Ravaged River, found that: 

- Extremely hazardous chemicals such as benzene, trichloroethylenc, 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), phenol, carbon tetrachloride and 

phthalate esters are present in industrial wastewaters and municipal 

sewage treatment plant effluents discharged into the Niagara River. 

These contaminated discharges total more than 500 million gallons per day. 

more--more--more 

The Now York Public Interest Research Group, Inc. (NYPIRG) is a not-for profit, nonpartisan research and advocacy organization established. 
directed and supported by New York State college and university students. NYPIRG's staff of lawyers, researchers, scientists and organizers works 
with students and other citizens, developing citizenship skills and shaping public policy. Consumer protection, higher education, energy. fiscal 
responsibility, political reform and social Justice are NYPIRG's principal areas of concern 
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- National and State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (N/SPDES) 
permits issued to 77 industrial dischargers fail to control the dumpinc 
of toxic chemicals. Consequently, some of the largest chemical, steel, 
and manufacturing facilities in America discharge a complex spectrum of 
carcinogenic and otherwise toxic wastes into the Niagara River. These 
inadequately- regulated discharges total approximately 250 million 
gallons per day. 

- More than 700 industries currently avoid direct regulation under the 
N/SPDES permit program by diverting their contaminated wastewater to 
municipal wastewater systems. All ten of the facilities reviewed in 
the study were found to be inappropriately designed or operated to 
treat toxic industrial wastes. As a result, chem,ial pollutants pass 
through these facilities and are discharged into the Niagara River. 
The effluents from the ten facilities total more than 260 million 
gallons per day. Ironically, treatment systems representing tens of 
millions of dollars invested in pollution,control are major sources of 
pollution. 

- Scores of landfills containing hundreds of millions of tons of highly 
concentrated hazardous waste are scattered throughout the Niagara 
River drainage basin. These inappropriately designed, constructed 
and maintained landfills are another significant source of toxic 
contamination. 

- A dump located on the Hooker Chemicals and Plastics Corporation's 
Buffalo Avenue plant site is believed to be the source of toxic 
chemicals that have penetrated the City of Niagara Falls water 
treatment plant, which is situated adjacent to the chemical landfill. 

- Past and present state and federal toxic substance monitoring programs 
failed to assess the full scope of pollution problems. Comprehensive 
testing for a wide variety of toxic pollutants in water supplies and 
fishlife is non-existent. 

- Despite the investment of billions of dollars for a Pure Waters 
Program in New York State, little or no progress has been made, with 
respect to discharge of toxic substances, toward meeting the Clean 
Water Act's 1983 goal of "fishable, swimmable" water quality or the 
1985 goal of "zero discharge" of toxic substances. 

"The honeymoon is over as far as the Niagara's pollution 
protection programs go," said Donald K. Ross, executive director of 
NYPIRG. "Millions of tax dollars have been spent to clean up the 
Niagara, but you still can't eat the fish. Industry must pay for the 
damage its pollution has caused." 

These findings are of critical importance because more than 
380,000 people drink water from the Niagara River. Because currently 
practiced drinking water purification procedures in most cases do not 
adequately remove toxic contaminants, and because chlorination, once 
thought to ensure water purity, has itself been shown to produce 
carcinogens through interaction with water-borne organic chemicals 
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Lhe findings in this study raise very serious question regarding (he 
use of the Niagara River as a source of drinking water. 

"As long as the Niagara River serves as a vast industrial sewer, 
drinking water quality will be jeopardized," said Walter L.T. Hang, 
NYPIRG staff scientist and a co-author of the report. "The failure to 
control toxic industrial discharges, manage hazardous wastes and 
safeguard drinking, water quality is not limited to the Niagara Frontier," 
Hang noted. "it is a nationwide disaster. Nearly 30 billion dollars 
have been spent on national clean water programs, yet rivers and lakes 
are more contaminated with toxics than eVer before." 

NYPIRG called on local, state and Congressional elected 
representatives to conduct immediate hearings on the study's findings 
and to call for full disclosure of industrial dumping activities. Copies 
of the report were sent to Governor Carey, Commissioner Robert rlacke of 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, the acting 
Regional Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Commissioner David Axelrod of the New York State Department of Health, 
and Canadian environmental authorities. These officials were urged to 
give immediate attention to the problems identified in the study. 
Advanced drinking water filtration systems utilizing Granular Activated 
Carbon were recommended as a first step in safeguarding public health. 
In the long run, abatement of toxic discharges at their source was 
called for. 

In undertaking this study, NYPIRG has continued its long involvement 
in environmental and consumer affairs. NYPIRG is a statewide not-for-
profit nonpartisan research and advocacy organization with over 150,000 
members. The Toxics Project was begun in 1976, specializing in 
comprehensive scientific investigations of pollution hazards. Its 
landmark studies of toxic contamination of the Hudson River, entitled 
Troubled Waters, and its study of Long Island groundwater contamination, 
Toxics on Tap, were both cited by the President's Council on Environmental 
Quality in its annual report. NYPIRG has also been awarded a certificate 
of merit appreciation by the Environmental Protection Agency for its 
toxic work. 

Copies of this report are available from NYPIRG Publications, Room 
1000, 5 Beekman Street, New York, NY, 10038, for $10.00 for individuals 
and non-profit organizations, $25.00 for government agencies and 
institutions and $50.00 for all others. Add $2.00 for postage and 
handling. Summaries of the report are free upon request, when accompanie( 
by a stamped, self-addressed envelope. 

--30 
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Toxic Chemicals in the Niagara River 

SUMMARY 

This report details the findings of a three year, independent 
investigation of toxic pollution in the Niagara River undertaken by 
the New York Public Interest Research Center, Inc. (NYPIRC). The 
study was designed to: 1) assess the adequacy of existing pollution 
control efforts; 2) determine the full extent of. contamination in 
the river; 3) assess the pollution impact on the river, its 
surrounding environment, and the residents of that area; and 4)' 
outline the steps necessary to cope with the river's pollution 
problems. 	• 

By. studying the plight of the Niagara River, as it exemplifies 
pollution threats to essential waters nationwide, and by checking 
whether environmental mandates established a decade ago have been 
put into action, the strengths and weaknesses of the nation's 
attempts to cope with water pollution can be judged. The verdict is 
not reassuring. The critical elements of the Niagara River's 
protection program have been reviewed. Not a single one is adequate. 

The National and State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(N/SPDES) is the main line of defense against water pollution in 
America. A total of 77 facilities licensed jointly by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ahd the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) dump over 250 million 
gallons of wastewater into the Niagara each day. An in-depth permit 
review profiled 	the pollution potential of each facility, 
showing that many are known or suspected sources of toxic organic 
chemicals. Strict numerical standards curtailing the discharge of 
a broad range of oils, solvents, and other typical manufacturing 
residues are uniformly lacking. Instead, regulations are generally 
required only for traditional pollution concerns such as degradable 
and visible forms of pollution. Instead of rigorously limiting the 
discharge of toxic pollutants, the permit program sanctions it. The 
study concludes that N/SPDES-regulated discharges are a major source 
of chemical contamination. 

Due to'a loophole in the law, more than 700 industries escape 
the licensing mechanism of the N/SPDES altogether by discharging 
wastewaters through municipal treatment systems, instead of 
directly into the Niagara River. Each of the ten treatment 
facilities that was studied was either inappropriately designed to 
cope with industrial wastes or was operating improperly and, thus, 
could not provide comprehensive toxics removal. Strict pretreatment 
of wastewaters before release into collection systems was generally 
not required. As a result, the study found that treatment plants, 
representing hundreds of millions of tax dollars invested in 
pollution control, discharge between 260 and 310 million gallons 
of inadequately treated wastewater into the river per day, thus  
increasing substantially the Niagara's toxic burden. 
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Landfilled hazardous wastes constitute yet another inadequatc.ly 
controlled source of chemical pollution. A review of available 
information detailing the potential hazards associated with the 
more than 200 dumps located in Erie and Niagara counties reveals 
that highways, buildings, and water supply structures have been 
constructed on or adjacent to abandoned and active landfills. More 
than 50 dumps are proximate to the Niagara River. Contamination 
slips from these landfills and flows underground, where it is all 
but impossible to retrieve. Ultimately, the pollution drains into 
the Niagara River. Improperly disposed-of hazardous wastes are a 
potentially catastrophic threat to the environment and the public's 
health. Yet, the study concluded that neither government nor 
industry has determined the composition of wastes entombed in the 
majority of the sites, characterized the extent of pollution emanating 
from the sites, or undertaken remedial work to make the sites secure. 

A critique of ongoing monitoring programs reveals that the full 
extent of toxic contamination in the Niagara River and its surrounding 
environment is a mystery to all. Broad spectrum analyses essential 
for identifying toxic chemicals in hazardous wastes, industrial 
wastewaters and drinking water have not been undertaken frequently 
enough. As a result, a limited and misleading understanding of 
contamination problems exists. If pollution is Undetected, 
appropriate action obviously cannot be taken. A limited monitoring 
survey was undertaken in, order to test the presumption that sources 
of contamination exist that simply have not been identified. A toLal 
of 73 samples were collected and analyzed using Ames Testing or gas 
chromatograph/mass spectrometry techniques. The presence of 
previously undetected contamination Was verified by the test results. 

More than 380,000 people drink water drawn from the contaminated 
Niagara River. Yet, this study reveals, none of the seven water 
supplies that tap the river are equipped to cope effectively with 
toxic chemicals. As a result, the public may be exposed to 
potentially hazardous pollutants in their water. 

The city of Niagara Falls supply system was found to have the 
most severe pollution problems. The municipal treatment plant is 
located immediately adjacent to a massive Hooker Chemicals site 
and less than 200 yards away from a hazardous waste dump where more 
than 74,000 tons of chemical waste have been buried. Studies have 
indicated that contamination from this landfill has already 
infiltrated the plant's water intake system. Among the wastes known 
to be in the dump are 200 tons of trichlorophenol, a material 
Contaminated with dioxin. Dioxin is extraordinarily toxic and is 
considered to be one of the deadliest chemicals known to science. in 
the event of a sudden break in the plant's antiquated intake lines, 
the facility is not designed to to keep the pollution out of the 
water supply system. An unprecedented health disaster could result. 

The widespread toxic pollution that was identified in this 
study led to a preliminary assessment of the potential for 
environmentally-induced diseases in the study area. A review of 
available cancer statistics shows that presumptive evidence exists 
which indicates that toxic contamination in western New York's 
environment may already be taking a toll in human lives. Erie 
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Co__ity's overall age-adjusted cancer mortality rates for white males 
and females and nonwhite males are each ranked in the top 10 percent 
of the national rate, according td a National Cancer Institute Study. 
Similarly, Niagara County's overall age-adjusted cancer mortality 
rates for %,:hite and nonwhite males are also ranked in the top 10 
percent of the national rate. These high cancer death rates may be 
directly linked to toxic pollutants consumed in contaminated 
drinking water or absorbed via other routes of exposure; 60 to 90 
percent of all human tumors are believed to be environmentally 
induced, according to the World Health Organization and the National 
Cancer Institute. 

Present cancer mortality rates, however, primarily reflect the 
results of events and exposures to cancer-causing (carcinogenic) 
chemicals that could have occurred as long ago as 40 years. Cancer 
is a latent disease. As the environment becomes more heavily 
polluted with carcinogenic contaminants, the public's exposure to 
toxics also rises, resulting, in all likelihood, in a commensurate 
increase in health risks. The study concludes that in the years 
ahead, toxic pollution could pose a very serious threat to public 
health in the Niagara Frontier. 

This study proves for the first time that the Niagara River's 
pollution problems are far more serious and numerous than was 
previously known. It also proves that existing environmental'and 
public health programs are fundamentally unable to cope with the 
chemical pollution problems in the Niagara and its surrounding 
environment. 
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NYPIRG's Toxic Chemicals Project was established in 1976. Scientists 
trained in varied disciplines conduct independent investigations of toxic 
hazards in New York State. Technical reports, testimony and organizing are 
used to promote citizen understanding and action in the areas of public 
policy that affect environment and health. 

The New York Public Interest Research Group, Inc. (NYPIRG) is a not-for-
profit, non-partisan research and advocacy organization directed by New 
York State college students. NYPIRG is funded by students at member 
schools, contributions raised by a professional canvassing staff, and 
government and foundation grants. NYPIRG organizers, scientists, lawyers, 
researchers, administrators, graphic artists and printers work with students 
and other citizens in Albany, Binghamton, the Bronx, Brooklyn, Buffalo, 
Long Island, Manhattan, New Paltz, Queens, Staten Island, Syracuse and 
Utica, developing citizenship skills and shaping public policy. Consumer 
protection, energy policy, environmental preservation, government account-
ability, political reform and social justice are NYPIRG's principal areas of 
concern. 

The NYPIRG Citizens Alliance is the community organizing project of 
the New York Public Interest Research Group, Inc. Its goals are to increase 
citizen power and improve the quality of life in New York State. The issues 
of highest importance to Citizens Alliance members are environmental 
quality, energy costs, neighborhood preservation, governmental reform and 
fair taxes. 

©1981 by the New York Public Interest Research Group, Inc. (NYPIRG) 

For additional copies of this publication or for information on economical 
bulk rates write: NYPIRG Publications, 5 Beekman Street, New York, New 
York 10038 (212) 349-6460. 
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the devastating potential of toxic chemical hazards. 	' 
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Introduction 

Few rivers, 	if any, have the blessings or the troubles of 
the Niagara. This beautiful river, with its majestic waterfalls, 
attracts millions of visitors to Canada and the United States 
each year. Yet, it is a little known fact that the Niagara River 
is a sewer for one of the great industrialized corridors in the 
world. Ironically, the splendid Niagara River is one of the most 
chemically contaminated bodies of water in America. 

Ever since industrialization took root in this country, it 
has flourished in the Niagara Frontier. 	With easy access to an 
abundance of water and cheap hydroelectric power, the region was 
transformed from a placid countryside to a giant manufacturing 
complex. 	Today, the relatively short corridor running alongside 
the Niagara River between New York's two Great Lakes, 	Erie and 
Ontario, is crowded with facilities owned by many of the nation's 
largest corporations, including: Dupont, Union Carbide, Allied 
Chemical, Hooker Chemical and Plastics, Olin, FMC, Ashland Oil, 
Mobil, Dunlop, Republic Steel, U.S. Steel, and General Motors. 

These and other industries have polluted the Niagara 
Frontier almost beyond belief. 	Hundreds of millions of gallons 
of industrial wastewater are discharged directly into the Niagara 
River each day, much of it contaminated with the deadliest 
pollutants known to science. Millions of tons of hazardous waste 
have been landfilled in more than 200 dumps scattered throughout 
the area. 	These long forgotten residues were buried over the 
course of many decades. 	Now they jeopardize the future of 
Western New York. 	Together, 	hazardous wastes and industrial 
discharges constitute an uncontrolled and unprecedented threat to 
the natural integrity of the Niagara River, 	the quality of its 
surrqunding environment, 	and the health and well being of the 
380,000 people who drink water drawn from this polluted source. 

The implications of this scenario are startling, 	yet the 
Niagara's troubles are merely a harbinger of the larger toxic 
contamination crisis that looms ahead. 	A myth is being 
perpetrated in this country that environmental problems have been 
solved or have ceased to exist. 	In terms of chemical pollution, 
this is far from the truth. In fact, the huge proportions of the 
problem are only now being discovered. 	As a heavily 
industrialized nation, America annually generates over 90 billion 
pounds of pollution. 	But all across the country industrial 
wastes are indiscriminately dumped into rivers, 	lakes, 	and 
groundwaters, precisely where widespread contamination is certain 
to result. 	During the 1970's, a decade of awakening 
environmental awareness, 	nearly 30 billion tax dollars were 
allocated by the federal government to clean up the nation's 
waters. But efforts to stem the rapid deterioration of water 
quality focused almost entirely on controlling degradable 
biological wastes, such as sewage. Consequently, little progress 
was made to halt the discharge of toxic chemicals. 	Biological 
wastes can upset a river's ecological balance, but nature can 



usually repair the damage if the dumping stops. 	Rivers heavily 
polluted with synthetic industrial wastes rarely recover. Today, 
many waterways which look cleaner than they have in,decades are 
often more contaminated with toxics than ever before 

So long as America's environment serves as industry's 
dumping ground, 	toxic pollution of the nation's air., land and 
water resources will continue to intensify. 	The principal 
problem that must be overcome is neither technical, 	legal or 
economic. 	It is purely political. 	Since the early 1970's, 
environmentalists have worked to lay the foundation for sound 
pollution control programs, mainly through legal and research 
efforts. 	But without sustained grassroots support for tough 
initiatives, powerful special interest groups counterattacked to 
thwart the implementation of essential policies. 	Industry's 
strategy has been successful. Many of the nation's environmental 
laws are mostly promise and little substance and the national 
drive for a clean, safe environment has been stopped well short 
of its goals. 

As America enters its second decade of widespread 
environmental awareness, a renewed commitment to fight pollution 
is needed. One way to bring this about is to chart the successes 
and failures of the nation's anti-pollution efforts for all to 
see. 	Then the public can learn what has been accomplished and 
decide what needs to be achieved in the future. 

This report details the findings of a three year, 
independent investigation of toxic pollution in the Niagara River 
undertaken by the New York Public Interest Research Group, Inc. 
(NYPIRG). 	The study was designed to: 1) assess the adequacy of 
existing pollution control efforts; 2) determine the full extent 
of contamination in the river; 3) assess the pollution impact on 
the river, its surrounding environment, and the residents of that 
area; and 4) outline the steps necessary to cope with the river's 
pollution problems. 

By studying the plight of the Niagara River, as it 
exemplifies pollution threats to essential waters nationwide, and 
by checking whether environmental mandates established a decade 
ago have been put into action, the strengths and weaknesses of 
the nation's attempts to cope with water pollution can be judged 
by this study. 	The verdict is not reassuring. 	The critical 
elements of the Niagara River's protection program have been 
reviewed. Not a single one is adequate. 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
is the main line of defense against water pollution in America. 
A total of 77 facilities licensed by the U.S. 	Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) dump over 250 million gallons of 
wastewater into the Niagara each day. 	An in-depth permit review 
profiled the pollution potential of each facility, 	showing that 
many are known or suspected sources of toxic organic chemicals. 
Strict numerical standards curtailing the discharge of a broad 
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range of oils, solvents and other typical manufacturing residues 
are uniformly lacking. 	Instead, regulations are generally 
required only for traditional pollution concerns such as 
degradable and visible forms of pollution. 	Instead of 
rigorously limiting the discharge of toxic pollutants, the permit 
program sanctions it. 	The study concludes that NPDES regulated 
discharges are a major source of chemical contamination. 

Due to a loophole in the law, more than 700 industries 
escape the licensing mechanism of the NPDES permit program 
altogether by discharging wastewaters through municipal treatment 
systems, instead of directly into the Niagara River. Each of the 
10 treatment facilities that was studied was either 
inappropriately designed to cope with industrial wastes or was 
operating improperly and, thus, could not provide comprehensive 
toxics removal. 	Strict pretreatment of wastewaters before 
release into collection systems was generally not required. As a 
result, 	the study found that treatment plants, representing 
hundreds of millions of tax dollars invested in pollution 
control, 	discharge between 260 and 310 million gallons of 
inadequately treated wastewater into the river per day, 	thus 
increasing substantially the Niagara's toxic burden. 

Landfilled hazardous wastes constitute yet another 
inadequately controlled source of chemical pollution. 	A review 
of available information detailing the potential hazards 
associated with the more than 200 dumps located in Erie and 
Niagara counties reveals that highways, buildings and water 
supply structures have been constructed oh or adjacent to 
abandoned and active landfills. More than 50 dumps are proximate 
to the Niagara River, including the Hooker Chemical and Plastics 
Corporation' "S-Area" landfill which reportedly contains 74,000 
tons of chemical waste and abuts the city of Niagara Falls water 
filtration plant property. Contamination slips from these 
landfills and flows underground, where it is all but impossible 
to retrieve. 	Ultimately, the pollution drains into the Niagara 
River. Improperly disposed of hazardous wastes are a potentially 
catastrophic threat to the environment and the public's health. 
Yet, the study concluded that neither government nor industry has 
determined the composition of wastes entombed in the majority of 
the sites, 	characterized the extent of pollution emanating from 
the sites, or undertaken remedial work to make the sites secure. 

A critique of on-going monitoring programs reveals that the 
full extent of toxic contamination in the Niagara River and its 
surrounding environment is a mystery to all. 	Broad spectrum 
analyses essential for identifying toxic chemicals in hazardous 
wastes, industrial wastewaters and drinking water have not been 
undertaken frequently enough. 	As a result, 	a limited and 
misleading understanding of contamination problems exists. 	If 
pollution is undetected, appropriate action obviously cannot be 
taken. A limited monitoring survey was undertaken in order to 
test the, presumption that sources of contamination exist which 
simply haven't been identified. 	A total of 73 samples were 
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collected and analyzed using Ames Testing or gas 
chromatograph/mass spectrometry techniques. 	The presence of 
previously undetected contamination was verified by the test 
results. 

The widespread toxic pollution that was identified in this 
study led to a preliminary assessment of the potential for 
environmentally induced diseases in the study area. 	A review of 
available cancer statistics shows that presumptive evidence 
exists which indicates that toxic contamination in Western New 
York's environment may already be taking a toll in human lives. 
Erie County's overall age-adjusted cancer mortality rates for 
white males and females and nonwhite males are each ranked in the 
top 10 percent of the national rate, 	according to a National 
Cancer Institute Study. 	Similarly, Niagara County's overall 
age-adjusted cancer mortality rates for white and nonwhite males 
are also ranked in the top 10 percent of the national rate. 
These high cancer death rates may be directly linked to toxic 
pollutants consumed in contaminated drinking water or absorbed 
via other routes of exposure; 60 to 90 percent of all human 
tumors are believed to be environmentally induced, according to 
the World Health Organization and the National Cancer Institute. 

Present cancer mortality rates, however, primarily reflect 
the results of events and exposures to cancer-causing 
(carcinogenic) chemicals that could have occured as long ago as 
40 years. 	.Cancer is a latent disease. 	As the environment 
becomes more heavily polluted with carcinogenic contaminants, the 
public's exposure to toxics also rises, resulting, 	in all 
likelihood, in a commensurate increase in health risks. 	The 
study concluded that in the years agead, toxic pollution could 
pose a very serious threat to public health in the Niagara 
Frontier. 

This study raises many questions that cannot be answered 
with certainty, but it proves for the first time that the Niagara 
River's pollution problems are far more serious and numerous than 
was previously known. It also proves that existing environmental 
and public health programs are fundamentally unable to cope with 
the chemical pollution problems in the Niagara and its 
surrounding environment. 

Difficult problems are described in this report, but NYPIRG 
hopes that its study will spark a positive response, not one of 
resignation or despair. 	A clear choice lies ahead for the 
public. 	Unless toxic chemical discharges are curtailed, water 
quality in the Niagara River will continue to deteriorate. 	In 
the long run the damage could be irreversible. 	However, key 
changes in pollution control could result in dramatic 
improvements in the foreseeable future. Essential reforms, and 
the justifications for making them, are described in this report. 
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Until now relatively meager resources have been used to 
fight toxic pollution in New York. 	A handful of workers lacking 
adequate technical, 	legal, scientific and laboratory support 
cannot possibly regulate tens of thousands of industrial 
discharges, preserve the environment and protectublic health. 
In the future it will be essential to greatly expand resource 
allocations to the state and federal puablic health and 
environmental protection programs. 

Equally important is the necessity to develop a political 
solution to the national toxics dilemma. Rivers like the Niagara 
belong to the public, not to giant multi-national corporations. 
Yet industry has exploited America's waters without regard for 
environmental protection. 	Individuals concerned about the 
country's environmental future should fight to take away 
industry's freedom to lay waste to America's irreplacable rivers 
and lakes. 

A unified citizen campaign can translate the recommendations 
of this study into public policy. 	Initially, 	citizens must 
become knowledgeable about the wide range of hazards industrial 
pollution poses to the environment and the public's health. 
Ultimately, citizens must organize themselves to challenge and 
overcome the the power of corporate polluters. 	Five main goals 
should be sought: 1) the control of chemical contamination 
through a crackdown on waste dumping; 2) the fundamental 
reorganization of public policies to improve the management and 
preservation of our nation's precious natural resources; 	3) the 
protection of public health through a drastic reduction in 
exposures to toxic pollutants; 4) the utilization of corporate 
profits to repair the damage caused by illegally discharged 
wastes; 	and 5) the development of environmentally acceptable 
manufacturing and waste disposal systems. 

Making these changes will be difficult, but the task is not 
impossible and the results do much more than protect the 
environment. 	By fighting for improvements, 	citizens become 
politically wise and empowered to make decisions for themselves. 
In the long run, this allows an informed public to collectively 
weaken the political advantages of special interest groups in 
order to make sure that America's land, air, and water resources 
are used to serve the needs of people, 	not the demands of 
profit-minded corporations. 

The scientists, attorneys, organizers and members of NYPIRG 
are ready to join citizens to work for a clean, safe environment. 

9kettt eer7  

Staff Scientist Staff Scientist 

n...zeof -74"„ 
Executive Director 
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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND 

This section provides background information on the issues 
central to this investigation. 

The Niagara River  

The Niagara is a singular river. 	Starting from the 
confluence of the Buffalo River and Lake Erie, the entire length 
of the Niagara serves as the United States/Canadian border. 	The 
Niagara flows from south to north linking Lake Erie to Lake 
Ontario. 	It travels 36 miles and generally measures less than a 
mile in width. 	At Grand Island the Niagara splits into east and 
97 west branches which converge at the northern tip of the 
island, approximately four miles upstream from Niagara Falls. At 
the famous waterfalls, the river plummets 167 feet into the 
Niagara Gorge and continues northward to Lake Ontario. 	The meon 
flow rate of the Niagara'is approximately 203,000 feet3/second. 1  

The Niagara is Lake Ontario's largest tributary, 
contributing 83 percent of the total input to the lake. 	The 
combined flow of the other four major tributaries (the Genesee, 
Oswego, Black Rivers and the T,Fout River in Canada) is less than 
one-third of the Niagara's. 4  Consequently these tributaries 
have a lesser effect on water quality in Lake Ontario. 	Water 
from the Niagara spends an average of 15 years in Lake Ontario 
before flowing down the Saint Lawrence River to the Ataantic 
Ocean. 3 

Once in the lake, water from the Niagara moves in 
directions influenced by wind direction, 	temperature, 	river 
volume, and other factors associated with seasonal variation. 
Studies have indicated that the combination of these factors 
tends to orient the Niagara's plume close to Lake 	Ontaro's 
southern shore, moving it steadily in an easterly direction.' In 
this way, toxic contamination originating from the Niagara River 
affects water quality along the southern shore of Lake Ontario. 

At the turn of the century, the Niagara Frontier presented 
an attractive opportunity to prospective industries. 	The Erie 
Canal offered a major thoroughfare for goods. 	Cities like 
Buffalo and Niagara Falls harbored large pools of workers. 	The 
Niagara River offered cheap hydroeleCtric power and an ample 
water supply for large energy and water-intensive manufacturing 
operations. The combination made for prosperity. 

Between 1890 and 1930, most of the major chemical, steel 
and manufacturing facilities were built, including the three 
Allied Chemical plants in Buffalo and Tonawanda, the oil refinery 
now operated by Ashland in Tonawanda, 	the Hooker Chemicals and 
Plastics plant in Niagara Falls, the two DuPont Chemical 
facilities in Tonawanda and Niagara Falls, 	the Carborundum 
facility in Niagara Falls, the General Motors plant in Tonawanda 



and the Bethlehem Steel facility in Buffalo. 	These industries 
transformed the region into an area heavily dependent on 
industrial manufacturing. 

Similarly, industrial activity has transformed the Niagara 
River. 	As this study will document, the large number of heavy 
industries in the Niagara Frontier have burdened the river with 
unique toxic pollution problems. 

Toxic Chemicals 

The phrase "toxic chemicals" is typically used to describe 
members of a large class of potentially hazardous compounds known 
as synthetic organic chemicals. 	These materials are man-made, 
not naturally occurring, and are primarily composed of carbon and 
hydrogen. 	In recent decades, 	modern chemistry methods have 
produced tens of thousands of these compounds, 	mainly from 
petroleum. Today, over 30,000 organic chemicals are commercially 
manufactured. 5 	Each year approximately 500 new compounds are 
discovered. 	By substituting synthetic chemicals for naturally- 
occurring materials, 	the chemical industry has brought about a 
manufacturing revolution. 	Since 1945, U.S. petk.ochemical 
production has skyrocketed by more than 2,000 percent. ' 	In the 
last ten years alone, America's 2roduction of synthetic organic 
chemicals has more than doubled. / As a result, these materials 
now play an essential role in manufacturing and are used as oils, 
solvents, greases, detergents, intermediates and additives. 
Moreover, they are common ingredients in an endless variety of 
consumer products. 	Unfortunately, synthetic chemicals are also 
ubiquitous as pollutants. 

Wastes from industrial processes are often composed of 
potentially toxic chemicals and their by-products. 	Each year, 
more than 334 million metric tons (wet) of industrial wastes are 
generated in America, with an annual growth rate of three 
percent. Yet, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency estimates 
that up to 15 percent of this waste is hazardous and that more 
than 90 ,percent of it is dumped in unsafe ways each year. 8  
Free in the environment, synthetic chemicals require an extremely 
long time to break down. While doing so, the pollutants disperse 
to cause widespread contamination of air, land, and water. 

Many toxic chemicals are carcinogenic, mutagenic (cause 
mutations), teratogenic (cause birth defects) or otherwise toxic. 
Some cause all these toxic effects, 	even at very low 
concentrations. 	However, the toxic effects of most synthetic 
chemicals are not known for certain. 	The vast majority of the 
chemicals used in manufacturing, found in consumer products, or 
identified as environmental pollutants have never been tested 
adequately to determine their toxic qualities. 	As a result, the 
exact consequences of daily, 	inadvertent exposure to these 
contaminants is not known. 	There is, 	however, convincing 
scientific evidence to suppport the presumption that exposure to 
toxic chemicals will result in higher cancer rates in the near 
future. 
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Environmental Cancer 

The scientific community generally agrees that the majority 
of human cancers are environmentally induced. 	Estimates by the 
World Health Organization (WHO) and the National Cancer Institute 
(NCI) concur that between 60 and 90 percent of all human cancers 
are environmental in origin, and that approximately 90 percent of 
all human cancers are chemical in origin. 9 1 10 	These estimates 
have resulted from carefully conducted epidemiological 
investigations in the workplace, or in large diverse populations. 

Cancer is actually a group of over 100 illnesses resulting 
from the uncontrolled growthn of cells. 	Normally the human 
body's billions of cells are specialized to accomplish exacting 
duties. 	The complex operation of organs and life processes are 
precisely regulated and harmonious with one another. When cancer 
develops, however, the effects are devastating. Cancerous cells 
disregard the body's internal system of operations controls. 
'Growing at faster rates than normal, 	cancerous cells build up 
into tumors. These independent masses of cells invade, compress, 
and destroy surrounding tissues. 	Through the process of 
metastasis, cancerous cells spread throughout the bloodstream and 
lymph system to form new tumors elsewhere in the body. 
Ultimately, the body becomes so weakened that death occurs. 

Since the turn of the century, 	the incidence rate of 
cancer has risen steadily and drastically. 	In 1900 cancer was 
the eighth leading cause of premature death. 	Today, only heart 
disease kills more people in America. Between 1930 and 1975, the 
age-adjusted national cancer rate jumped from 116.7 deaths per 
100,000 people to 130.9 deaths per 100,000. This increased toll 
is far above the rise expected from either the increased 
longevity of Americans, the decline of other leading causes of 
death (such as infectious diseases), the population boom or other 
related factors.11  At its present rate, cancer will afflict one 
out of every four citizens in the nation sometime during their 
lives. Approximately 54 million people alive at this time in the 
USA will someday get cancer. 	Two-thirds of those people will 
ultimately die from the disease.12 

The vastness of these statistics fails to convey the agony 
and dread caused by cancer. 	More people die annually from it 
than all the Americans who died in combat during the entire 
Second World War.13  So many have died from this disease that the 
cancer experience of drawn-out pain and suffering is close to 
universal in our country. 	There are few Americans who have not 
been touched in some way by cancer, their lives changed forever. 

The economic costs of cancer are also devastating. 	The 
direct and indirect costs of cancer have been calculated to range 
from $15 billion to $25 billion a year. 
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Ironically, cancer is a largely preventable disease. Many 
sicknesses 	previously 	thought to arise spontaneously are now 
known to be caused by environmental pollution. 	This is 
especially true of cancer. 	Toxic substances, including 
carcinogens, are in the air we breathe, the food we eat, the 
consumer products we use and the water we drink. 	Exposure to 
these chemicals has significant deleterious effects on human 
health, most notably the incitement of tumors. Multiple 
exposures can exert additive, synergistic or antagonistic 
effects. Thus, as our environment grows increasingly 
contaminated, the cancer risks we bear rise accordingly. 

The rise may be a direct consequence of increased exposure 
to toxic chemicals. It is evident that cancer's general increase 
is closely parallel to the deterioration of the nation's 
environment. 	A graph of industrial activities known to be major 
contributors of toxic pollution fpllows a concurrent rising trend 
of cancer mortality in Figure 1.14 	Loose in the environment, 
synthetic pollutants may not break down for decades. 	Instead, 
they accumulate in "hot spots" or in the flesh of fish and 
wildlife. 	tHuman beings are similarly poisoned. 	Extremely 
carcinogenic or otherwise toxic compounds such as: 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) DDT, 	DDE, DDD, BHC (benzene 
hexachloride), 	aldrin/dieldrin, 	endrin, 	mirex, 	lindane, 
heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, oxychlordane, hexachlorobenzene, 
transnonachlor, and dioxin have all been detected in American 
flesh. 15 
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It is highly probable that so long as we expose ourselves 
to carcinogens in the environment, the rise in the cancer rate 
will continue unabated. 	Cancer is a latent disease. 	Once 
induced, its symptoms may not appear for as long as 40 years. 
Presently observed cancer rates are generally the results of 
exposures that occurred decades ago. 	These rising trends can 
logically be extrapolated to much higher rates in the future. 
Americans have yet to experience the full impact of massive 
dumping of toxic wastes. 	The worst effects of today's air, land 
and water pollution, therefore, will be felt in the years to 
come. 

The future is already taking shape. 	The distribution of 
cancer death rates in America has been studied in depth and 
charted on maps. The result is a major geographical investigation 
of cancer in America, entitled, Atlas of Cancer Mortality for 
U.S. Counties: 1950-1969, published in 1975 by the Epidemiology 
Branch of the National Cancer Institute. 	This study mapped out 
the geographical variations in cancer mortality for white males 
and females nationwide. Mortality rates for 19 cancer sites were 
graphically represented according to individual counties or 
clusters of counties that comprised "state economic areas" (SEA). 
As the phrase implies, 	these minor regions are economically, 
sociologically and otherwise similar. 	Mortality rates for 16 
additional prevalent cancers were graphically represented on a 
strictly county-by-county basis. 16 	Later a ,similar study was 
performed for nonwhites, males and females. the nationwide maps 
for white males and females are presented in Figures 2 and 3, 
17,18 respectively. 	Nonwhite patterns for males and females are 
presented in Figures 4 and 5,19  ,20  respectively. 

This study indicates that America's northeastern region has 
the greatest concentration of high cancer rates, with clusters of 
high cancer mortality located in the manufacturing centers of the 
Great Lakes, 	the southern petrochemical •center of southern 
Louisiana and a variety of other locations throughout the 
country. 	New Jersey ranked number,  one overall for cancer 
mortality, with New York an extremely close second. 21 ,22 

As a heavily industrialized and .populated state with 
intensely polluted areas, New York would be expected to have high 
cancer rates. 	In fact, each of New York's industrialized areas 
were found to have age-adjusted, overall cancer mortality rates 
for white males ranked in the top 10 percent of the nation's 
overall rate. 

For a detailed review of cancer statistics and trends in 
Erie and Niagara Counties, refer to Chapter VIII. 

A cancer cure is all but impossible in the foreseeable 
future. 	This is plainly evident by the fact that cancer's 
overall incidence rate is climbing, while its cure rate remains 
static. 	The overall five-year survival rate of cancer victims 
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3' has remained virtually the same since 1950.2  • 	While tens of 
thousands more people now contract cancer than 30 years ago, 
their chances of survival have barely improved. 

Toxics in Drinking Water  

A large body of scientific evidence has associated 
ingestion of carcinogens and other toxic pollutants in drinking 
water with elevated cancer mortality. Yet, neither standards nor 
stringent protection programs have been established to safeguard 
the public from this preventable health hazard. 

One of the earliest warnings was sounded in 1963 by Dr. 
Wilhelm Heuper, former head of the National Cancer Institute's 
Environmental Cancer Section, and an associate: 

The rapidly increasing pollution of many bodies of fresh 
and salt water with (such] carcinogenic agents and the 
inabilities of the presently used filtration equipment 
to remove adequately such contaminants from the drinking 
water supply has created conditions that may result in 
serious cancer hazards to the general population. 24  

In 1964 an expert committee on the prevention of cancer 
reporting to the World Health Organization (WHO) concluded that: 

Effective measures are needed to prevent the introduction 
of carcinogenic industrial wastes into the atmosphere and 
into public waters serving as sources of drinking water 
supply... Although at present no clear evidence exists 
that such carcinogenic industrial contaminants of the air 
and water have become an actual environmental cancer hazard 
to the general population, they should be viewed with 
serious 	concern, so as to forestall such 	complications 
in the future.25  

During the 17 years since these ominous warnings were 
voiced, little or no action has been taken to heed their advice. 
Yet indications of widespread drinking water problems are more 
striking now than ever before. 

A great deal of scientific evidence now shows that exposure 
to toxics in drinking water results in significantly increased 
cancer risks. 	Dr. Robert H. Harris, formerly of the 
Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) was the first investigator in 
America to substantiate that presumption. 	In 1974 Dr. Harris 
released the findings of a pioneering epidemiological study which 
showed a strong statistical link between toxics consumed in 
drinking water drawn from the Mississippi and increased cancer 
mortality rates in residents of New Orleans and eleven 
parishes. 26 	Since Dr. 	Harris' first study, no less than 12 
separate epidemiological investigations have confirmed 'his 
general 	findings. These and other epidemiological studies of 
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toxic chemicals in drinking water are listed in Table 1.27  
These studies were conducted by investigators independent of one 
another, in different geographical locations in the United 
States, using a variety of analytical techniques. 	Yet they 
consistently implicate consumption of water-borne carcinogens 
with excess cancer mortalities, primarily associated with tumors 
of the gastro-intestinal and urinary tract. 	Cancer sites which 
were associated positively in the studies are also listed. 	On 
the average the studies estimate the excess cancer rate due to 
consumption of trace carcinogens in water to be 20 percent or 
greater. 

TABLE 1 
EPIDEMIOLOGIC STUDIES OF CANCLL-1 

AND DRIEtaNG WATER QUALITY 

Author Type of study Sample Water Cancer 	Major Findings 
1 P.=Published Type of data Variable autcome 	(Subgroups. 

(Year of publ. 
or completion) 

Country/study 
identifier 

(Geographical 
location) 

Sex 

Race 

Age (C=control 	ages)  
attempt. for 
extraneous 
variables 
in design 
or analysis) 

Or nnics (Surrogate Exposure Data i.e. Sutface Cround Water 

Diehl 
P.(1953) 
Netherlands 

Ecological 
Mortality 
(Munici- 
palities) 

M F 

All 

>50 1)Water 
systems vs. 
no water 
systems 
2)Water 
supply from 
river vs. 
other source 

Total 

Total 

+ 

* 

Harris 
P.(1974) 
U.S.A. 

Ecological 
Mortality 
(Louisiana 
parishes) 

M 

W 

All % parish 
population 
drinking from 
Mississippi 
River water 

Total 
Site Specific 

(C) 

+ 
Urinary tract + 
G.I. 	tract + 
Liver, lung 	N.C. 

De Rouen 
(1975) 

U.S.A. 

Ecological 
Mortality 
(Southern 
Louisiana 
parishes) 

_ 

M F 

All 

All Water 
furnished by 
Mississippi 
River 
(dichotomous) 

Site specific Bladder + 
Colon-rectum + 
Breast + 	. 
Liver,corpus 
uteri - 	• 
10 sites 	N.C. 

Buncher 
(1975) 

U.S.A. 

Ecological 
Mortality 
(Ohio River 
counties) 

M F 

W 

All Water 
furnished by 
Ohio River 
(dichotomous) 

' 
Total 

(C) 
N.C. 

Page 
P.(1976) 
U.S.A. 

Ecological 
Mortality 
(Louisiana 
parishes) 

— 

M F 

All 

All I parish 
population 
drinking from 
Mississippi 
River water 

Total 
Site specific 

(C) 

+ (WM, NW) 
G.I. tract + 
Urinary tract + 

(WM, NWF) 
Breast,prostate_N.0 
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Author 
P. ..Published 
(Year of publ. 
or completion) 
Country/study 
identifier 

Type of study 
Type of data 
(Geographical 
location) 

Sex 

Race 

Sample 

Age 

Water 
Variable 

Cancer 
Outcome 
(Cucontrol 
attempt, for 
extraneous 
variables 
in design 
or analysis) 

Major Findings 
(Subgroups, 
ages) 

Organics 	Surrogate pgosure Data) Cont 

Kuzma Ecological F All Ground/ Total +04) 
P.(1977) Mortality surface water Site specific Stomach + 
U.S.A. (Ohio 

counties) 
(dichotomous) (C) Bladder + (M) 

6 other sites N.C. 

Harris .Ecological M F All % county Total + (3K) 
(1977)a Mortality population Site specific Stomach 4- 

U.S.A. (Ohio 
counties) 

served by 
surface water 

(C) Bladder + (M) 
Esophagus, 
pancreas + (M) 
5 other sites N.C. 

Vasilenko Ecological All Ratio of 0 Site specific Lung + 
P.(3975) Mortality houses served .Stomach + 
U.S.A. (New Jersey 

counties) 
by water 
systems to 0 
houses served 
by individual 
wells 

(C) Urinary tract N.C. 

Kruse 
(1977) 

Retrospective 
cohort 

F >35 Chlorination 
(dichotomous) 

Site specific Liver,kidney N.C. 

U.S.A. Incidence (C) 
(Washington 
county) 

Alavanja Case control HF All 1)Ground/ Site specific G.I., Urinary 

p.(1977) Mortality surface water tract 	N.C. 

U.S.A. (New York All (dichotomous) 
State) 2)Chlorination 

(dichotomous) 
Site specific 

(C) 
G.I., 	Urinary 
tract 

Spivey 	 Ecological H All Chloroform $Site specific G.I. 	tract 	N.C. 
(1977) 	Mortality content 	(low/ Urinary tract N.C. 

U.S.A. 	 Incidence medium/high) (C) Liver, lung 	N.C. 
(Los Angeles 
County 
comaunities) 

Salg 
(1977) 

Ecological 
Mortality 

F All 1)% county 
population 

Site specific Esophagus, rectum, 
larynx 	+ 

U.S.A. (Ohio River 
basin 

All served by 
surface water 

counties) 2)% county 
population 
served by pre-
chlorinated 
water 

Site specific 

(C) 

Rectum 	+ 
16 other sites N.C. 

0,1T 

Carlson 
(077) 

Ecological 	M P 
Incidence 

All 1)Types of 
surface water 

Total 

U.S.A. (public water 	All 
supplies 

2)Types of 
ground water 

Total N.C. 

Pittsburgh) 3)Water 
company 

Total N.C. 

4)Raw water 
source 

Total 
(C) 

N.C. 
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Tuthill 
(1978) 

Ecological 
Martality 

M F All 10 water 
variables 

Site specific 

U.S.A. (Communities 
Massachusetts) 

All including 
chlorine dose, 
hardness, iron 
and nitrate 
content 

(C) 

Rafferty Ecological MF All Ground water Total 
(1978) Mortality vs. surface Site specific 

U.S.A. (North 
Carolina 
cities) 

All water 
receiving 
upstream 
discharges 

(C) 

19 sites invest., 
p number of + and 
associations, 
+ associations 
principally 
between nitrates 
and C.!. cancers 

N.C. 
10 sites invest., 
several + 
associations 
between G.I. cancers 
and surface water 

ed Exposure Data 

&Cabe 
(1975) 

U.S.A. 

Ecological 
Mortality 
(Cities) 

14 F 

All 

All 1)Chloroform 
level 
2)T.T.H.M. 
level 
3)T.0.C. 	level 

Total 

Total 

Total 

+ 

1 + 

N.C. 

Cantor Ecological M F All Chloroform Site specific Kidney + 	(M) 
P.(1977) Mortality T.T.H.M. Stomach + (F) 
U.S.A. (Urban 	- 

counties) 
W B.T.H.M. (C) Bladder + 

Non-Hodgkin's 
Lynshomas 	+(m) 

nogatv Ecological/ M F All Chloroform Total N.C. 
P.(1979) Statistical- level Site specific Colon + 
U.S.A. 	. Methodological Si Rectum + 

Mortality (C) Bladder + (F) 
(Counties) 10 other sites N.C, 

Notations For Table 10: Bladder* Urinary bladder 
M * male 
F * female 

T.T.H.M.*Total trihalamethane T.O.C.*Total oraaol: carbon W.g
in

a
r
o
gl= contain- 

Source: SHY, C.M. and Stubs, M.S. (1979). "Epidemiologic Evidence for Human Cancer Risk Associated With 
Organics in Drinking Water Presented at the Third Conference an Water Chlorination: Environmental 
Impact and Health Effects, Colorado Springs, Colorado, 

Although these studies, and epidemiological investigations 
in general, 	do not prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that 
contaminated water causes cancer in humans, 	they do provide 
strong evidence to support that presumption. 	Similarly no one 
can say that smoking cigarettes causes cancer. The causes of the 
disease are known only to be the intensely complex interactions 
of myriad factors such as genetic makeup, diet, 	exposure to 
toxics, and radiation-- all combined with the influence of random 
chance. 	One fact is certain, however. Any exposure to 
carcinogens, no matter how small or transitory, increases cancer 
risk. 	The ad hoc committee on the Evaluation of Low Levels of 
Environmental Chemical Carcinogens reporting to the Surgeon 
General in 1970 recommended that: 

No level of exposure to a chemical carcinogen should be 
,considered toxicologically insignificant for man.... 	The 
principle of a zero tolerance for carcinogenic exposures 
should be retained in all areas of legislation 

1T * 1-tailed statistical test 

W * white 	N.C. * not conclusive 	- =negative association 
NW = non-white +=positive association 	G.1. * gastrointestinal 



presently covered by it and should be extended as well... 
Any substance developed for use not primarily involving 
exposure to man but nevertheless resulting in such 
exposure, if found to be carcinogenic, should be either 
prevented from entering the environment or, if it already 
exists in the environment, progressively eliminated.28  

In 1975 the National Organics Reconnaissance Survey (NORS) 
tested for the presence of six pollutants in the water supplies 
of 80 American cities. 	The compounds were bromochloromethane, 
bromoform, 	bromodichloromethane, 	chloroform, 	carbon 
tetrachloride, 	and 1,2 dichloroethane. 	Chloroform is 
carcinogenic. 	Several of the others are potentially 
carcinogenic. 	All were thought to be formed during the 
chlorination process used to disinfect water. 	When raw water is 
drawn into a purification plant, it contains naturally-occuring 
substances known as humic and fulvic acids; these are long chain 
fatty acid breakdown products of plant and animal matter decay. 
Upon shock chlorination, chlorine, 	iodine and bromine atoms 
attach to carbon .fragments of the fatty acids through free 
radical halogenation. 	The result is production of a class of 
toxic compounds generally called trihalomethanes. 	These include 
the six previously mentioned chemicals. 

The NORS results were the first evidence that diverse water 
supplies across the U.S. shared the problem of producing finished 
water laced with carcinogens. Chloroform was detected in each of 
the 80 supplies sampled; 	1,2 dichloroethane and carbon 
tetrachloride appeared to originate from pollution sources and 
not the chlorination disinfection process and were discovered in 
the water supply of 26 cities and ten cities, respectively. Three 
cities were selected for more extensive analysis. A total of 129 
organic compounds were identified in the water supplies of: New 
York, New York; 	Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Cincinnatti, Ohio; 
Seattle, Washington; Miami, Florida; Terrebonne Parish, 
Louisiana; Tucson, Arizona; Grand Forks, North Dakota; Ottumwa, 
Iowa; and Lawrence, Massachusetts. 	The National Academy of 
Science has since determined that 22 of the 129 chemicals are 
suspected or known carcinogens. Z9 

Although the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 1974 
empowers the EPA with far-reaching authority to regulate the 
levels of carcinogens in drinking water, the agency has failed to 
do its job adequately. 	SDWA directs EPA to set numerical limits 
for individual toxic compounds consumed in water. It also allows 
EPA to require sophisticated treatment processes at individual 
water purification plants. 	To date, EPA has done neither. 	In 
February 1978, EPA proposed to set a maximum contaminant level 
(MCL) for trihalomethanes (THMs) at 100 ug/1 or parts per billion 
(ppb). 	At the same time, EPA proposed to require the 
installation of Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) filtration in 
communities of over 75,000 residents where synthetic organic 
chemical contamination was known to exist. 	Nearly two years 
later only the THM standard has begun to be put into effect. 

17 



Even if both the proposed EPA actions were instituted, 
adequate protection would still be lacking. 	The THM standard of 
100 ppb could account for at least 200 excess cancer fatalities 
nationwide per year, according to EPA's own caladlations. 
Furthermore, one study by the NCI predicts that consumption of 
two liters per day of contaminated water containing 100 ppb of 
chloroform for 50 years will result in a 30 percent excess of 
bladder cancer t, and a four to six percent excess of colon/rectum 
tract cancer. 60  

Over 700 individual pollutants have been identified in 
public water supplies nationwide. 31 	Yet it is estimated that 
90 percent of all toxic chemicals consumed in drinking water 
remain unidentified. Fewer than 10 percent of the known drinking 
water contaminants have been tested adequately for toxic and 
carcinogenic effects. 	The National Cancer Institute lists 23 
drinking water pollutants as caracinogens, 30 as mutagens, and 11 
as promoting agents.32 	These facts indicate that health 
authorities responsible for the public's safety have been unable 
to cope with water-borne toxic chemical problems so far. 	As a 
result tens of millions of American consumers are unknowingly 
dosed with toxic chemicals in their drinking water on a daily 
basis. 

Regulatory Overview  

By enacting the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972 (FWPCA), America began to strive for clean, 
safe water as never before. 33 	Nearly 30 billion federal tax 
dollars have since been spent to implement the Act. 	Water 
pollution bureaucracies now exist in every state. 	Wastewater 
treatment plants have been built across the country. 	Yet, much 
of the letter and spirit of this law has never been implemented. 
After almost a decade of effort, it is fitting to consider the 
glaring discrepancy between existing water pollution control 
programs and the mandate that Congress originally provided. 
While it is obvious that the Congressional intent to regulate 
toxic discharges has not been successfully translated into 
action, it is equally obvious that the pollution management 
strategy embodied in the Act still remains remarkably sensible. 

The Act set out as its objective "to restore and maintain 
the chemical, 	physical and biological integrity of the nation's 
water." 34  To achieve this objective, 	two national goals and 
four major policies were formulated. 

The first 	goal established 	that "the 	discharge. ga 
pollutants into the navigable waters be eliminated by 1985."J3  
The second goal established that "wherever attainable, an interim 
goal of water quality which provides for the protection and 
propagation of fish, shellfish, 	and wildlife and provides for 
recreation in and on the water be achieved by July 1, 	1983. 36  
The four national policies defined by the act were: 1. to provide 
federal financing for the construction of municipal sewage 
treatment plant; 	2. to research and develop the technologies 

1 R 



capable of eliminating pollutant discharges into the nation's 
waters; 3. to prohibit the discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic 
amounts; and 4. to provide for area-wide waste treatment planning 
in order to guarantee proper pollution control in each state. 37 

The Act's definition of "pollutant" is so inclusive that 
virtually everything dumped into water is controlled: "the term 
'pollutant' means dredge spoil, solid waste, incinerator residue, 
sewage, garbage, 	sewage sludge, 	munitions, chemical wastes, 
biological materials, radioactive materials, heat, 	wrecked or 
discarded equipment, rock, sand, cellar dirt, and industrial, 
municipal, and agricultural waste discharged into water." 38  

The Act makes a clean break with past pollution control 
practices. 	Previously, individual states controlled pollution 
through an antiquated and ineffective system of "water quality 
standards" for each river or stream and its segments. 	For 
example, a particular section would be classified by its "best 
use": drinking water supply source, trout waters, or industrial 
discharge use. 	Waste allocations for individual dischargers, 
consistent with the standards, would then be applied to maintain 
that "best use" quality. 	Unfortunately, there were fundamental 
problems with this approach, 	not the least of which was its 
dependence on the precise ability to measure the effect of 
pollution on a body of water, something that is scientifically 
impossible at this time. 	Water quality standards often 
overloaded bodies of water with more pollutants than they were 
able to assimilate. 	Also, 	water quality management generally 
tended to focus on direct uses of water, 	such as drinking, 
recreation, or dumping. 	Consequently, protection of aquatic 
ecosystems was largely ignored. 	Finally, 	the system was 
cumbersome to use. 	Each new discharge altered the allowable 
discharges for all existing dischargers. 	Thus, 	individual 
standards constantly changed. Strict enforcement of standards was 
all but impossible. 

In order to aviod the pitfalls of the "water quality 
standards" approach, the FWPCA embodied a a bold new strategy. 
For the first time pollution abatement was to occur at each 
discharge source. 	Effluent standards set by EPA based on the 
availability of technology and its cost provide uniform control 
measures nationwide. 	Enforcement of these standards became the 
task of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES). 	Under this system the same categories of industries 
located anywhere in the country were supposed to attain the same 
quality of discharged waste waters. 	Discharges into relatively 
unpolluted streams must assure non-degradation of high water 
quality. Dischargers into already contaminated streams must help 
clean them up. 

The FWPCA also provided a step-by-step overall plan to 
restore the nation's waters. 	The effluent standards, for 
municipal and industrial discharges, become progressively 
stricter in order to meet the 1983 "fishable swimmable" and 1985 
"zero discharge" limitations. 	By July 1, 1977 industries were 
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required to reach "best practicable" waste treatment (BPT) and 
municipalities were required to install secondary treatment 
processes. 	By July 1, 	1983 industries would be obliged to 
institute "best available" waste treatment (BAT) while 
municipalities must install "best practicable" waste treatment. 

The FWPCA required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to establish .specific effluent standards for toxic 
substances and pre-treatment regulations for industries that 
discharge through municipal sewage treatment plants. If adequate 
control were not provided by these standards, in any particular 
body of water, water quality standards might still be applied. 

In addition, in conjunction with its monitoring provisions, 
the FWPCA provided that on a continuing basis effluent standards 
would be developed for newly-developed pollutants. 	Finally, the 
Act established area-wide waste treatment planning to guide and 
assist in the control of complex problems caused by combined 
point and non-point sources of pollution. 

Within the overall scheme of the FWPCA is a special system 
of regulatory controls to guard against the release of toxic 
chemicals. 	Section 307(a) requires EPA to compile a list of 
toxic pollutants and to develop pre-treatment and effluent 
standards to limit their discharge. 	Instead of the industry-by- 
industry approach common to the FWPCA, section 307(a) requires a 
more stringent pollutant-by-pollutant review. 	Furthermore, if a 
toxic is regulated under the provisions of 307(a) tighter 
controls than under Section 304(b) may be required. 	Section 
307(a) calls for nothing less than protection affording "an ample 
margin of saftey." 	There is little room allowed for 
consideration of factors other than a substance's toxic qualities 
and no authority such as in Section 304(b), 	which permits 
consideration of economic factors in setting BPT and BAT effluent 
standards. 

Toxic pollutants are defined broadly as "those pollutants 
or combinations of pollutants, including disease-carrying agents, 
which after discharge and upon exposure, ingestion, inhalation or 
assimilation into any organism, either directly from the 
environment or indirectly by ingestion through food chains, will, 
on the basis of information available to the administrator, cause 
death, disease, behavior abnormalities, cancer, genetic 
mutations, physiological malfunctions (including malfunctions in 
reproduction) or physical deformation, in such organisms or their 
offspring."39 The FWPCA provides guidelines for selecting toxics 
for regulation under section 307(a). 	The EPA administrator is 
instructed to "take into account the toxicity of the pollutant, 
its persistence, degrability, the unusual or potential presence 
of the affected organisms in any water, 	the importance of the 
affected organism and the nature and effect of the toxic 
pollutant on such organisms." 



Despite this clear authority to halt toxic chemical 
discharges, EPA did next to nothing to implement an exacting 
toxics program. 	Between 1972 and 1976 EPA listed a mere nine 
substances as toxics: mercury, henzidine, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), ,dadmium, cyanide, and four pesticides (endrin, 
toxiphene, 	DDT, and aldrin/dieldrin). However, even for these 
few toxics no effluent standards were promulgated. 

Beginning in 1976, EPA began to place more emphasis on 
controlling toxic chemicals. 	In June of that year a settlement 
agreement was signed ending three years of litigation between EPA 
and several environmental groups. 	At issue was EPA's 
implementation of Section 307(a). 	The agreement provided that 
EPA would embark on a new plan to deal with toxics. 	EPA's first 
action consisted of bringing 129 priority toxic pollutants, 
discharged by 21 industrial categories, 	under control. 	EPA's 
strategy was to skirt the special provisions •of Section 307(a) 
and regulate the pollutants using the Sections of the FWPCA which 
dealt with pollution in general. 	The 129 priority pollutants 
would be regulated by effluent, new source performance, and pre- 
treatment standards set according to BAT. 	These standards would 
be developed on a phased-in schedule beginning in_September, 
1979. 	When Congress amended the FWPCA in 1977 few significant 
changes were made in this general approach. 	The biggest 
difference was that FWPCA would have a new name: The Clean Water 
Act (CWA). 	Some of the deadlines were also delayed and several 
other levels of treatment were provided. 	Overall, 	in 1977 
Congress affirmed its strong mandate to EPA to regulate toxics 
vigorously. 

In New York the implementation of the CWA is the joint 
responsibility of the federal EPA and the State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC). 	For example, the CWA 
specifically provides for the eventual state takeover of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). 	The 
terms that New York State and the EPA came to regarding this 
transfer of program authority are contained in a pact called the 
"State-EPA Agreement." 

Despite all the new and amended laws, 	and program 
reorganizations and alterations, toxic chemical pollutants are 
regulated no more effectively today than in years past. 	In 1980 
EPA proposed the first "Best Available Treatment" (BAT) discharge 
standards for the 129 priority pollutants found in wastestreams 
of several categories of industries. 	Though the consent decree 
specifically calls for EPA to set toxic chemical effluent 
guidelines, no numerical standards were proposed. 	Soon 
afterwards, 	the Reagan administration established a freeze on 
all new regulations. As a result, BAT standards for the majority 
of the 21 industry categories have not been promulgated. 	Nor 
have any of the proposed BAT standards been adopted. 

No one knows when the mandates of the consent decree will 
actually be implemented. 	The Reagan administration has vowed to 
reduce the burden of regulation on industry and to subject all 
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new regulations to cost/benefit analysis. 	In the meantime, new 
regulations have not been proposed. Consequently, New York State 
now has the responsibility to implement BAT, with or without the 
benefit of national standards set by EPA. 	This is a next to 
impossible task. On July 1, 1981, all SPDES permits were allowed 
to expire. 	Since then, 	the DEC has begun to renew tens of 
thousands of permits in order to meet the BAT deadline of July 1, 
1984, approximately three years from this time. All permits are 
supposed to be renewed on a case by case basis, 	using Best 
Engineering Judgement to decide how to regulate individual 
discharges consistent with BAT. 	Until that is accomplished, the 
parameters required by the lapsed permits are still in effect. 
Many years may pass before BAT is effectively implemented. 	It 
may never happen. 	In the meantime, toxic chemical discharges 
will remain inadequately regulated and will continue to pollute 
the environment and threaten the health of New Yorkers. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

This investigation of toxic chemical pollution in the 
Niagara River was based on a modified version of a research model 
originally developed by NYPIRG and the Environmental Defense Fund 
to assess the water quality problems of the Hudson River. 	The 
model is composed of four interwoven sections: 1) a survey of 
licensed industrial dischargers regulated by the State Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit program; 2) a survey 
of unlicensed industries that discharge through sewage collection 
systems, thereby escaping the permit program; 	3) a review of 
environmental and health problems posed by past and present 
hazardous waste disposal practices; and 4) a limited monitoring 
effort to identify previously undetected sources of toxic 
contamination. 	Because of the Niagara River's unique problems, 
two additional sectionshave been included in the study. 	Since 
approximately 384000 residents of the Niagara Frontier drink 
water drawn from the polluted Niagara, an investigation of 
possible long-term, water-borne health hazards to the public was 
undertaken. Since the Niagara Frontier is already characterized 
by alarmingly high cancer rates, a preliminary investigation was 
undertaken to determine whether environmental pollution or 
drinking water contamination may be the cause of the area's 
present health problems or whether they, pose future hazards. 

A description of the methodology used in each section of the 
study follows. 

Chapter III -- An Evaluation of Wastewaters Discharged into 
the Niagara River Regulated by the State Pollutant Discharge  
Elimination System.  

On December 18, 1980, 	a computer listing of all SPDES 
regulated dischargers in the Niagara River-Lake Erie Basin was 
obtained from the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (DEC). 	From this master list, 	a total of 77 
industries that discharge directly into the Niagara River and its 
major tributaries, including the Buffalo River and Buffalo Creek, 
was selected for study. 

;n-depth reviews of each individual discharger's permit file 
were performed at the Bureau of Industrial Programs and the SPDES 
Permit Division at the DEC headquarters in Albany and at the 
Region 9 office in Buffalo. 	Information was gathered to prepare 
profiles of each discharger relating to the following three 
concerns: 1) assessing the permit program's ability to control 
toxics adequately; 2) assessing the permit compliance record and 
the pollution potential of each facility's manufacturing 
processes; and 3) characterizing the quantity and quality of 
effluents dumped into the Niagara. 
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Information from four other sources was also incorporated 
into the profiles. First, a literature search generated lists of 
toxic organic chemicals that have previously been identified in 
the wastestreams of 23 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) 
categories of manufacturers, including most of the 77 
dischargers. 	Since the effluents of industries are rarely 
monitored for toxics, these lists are one of the best ways to 
index the pollutants that are likely to enter the Niagara through 
inadequately regulated discharges. 	The lists also indicate the 
relative biodegradability of the compounds and identify which 
ones have been detected in the U.S. drinking water supplies. 
These data help assess the pollution potential of each industry. 
The lists are contained in Appendix A. 

The second source of information was a compilation of data 
generated during a large-scale monitoring program carried out by 
the U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 	Appendix B 
contains summaries of the 129 "priority pollutants" that were 
identified in the wastestreams of selected SIC categories of 
industries due to be regulated according to Best Available 
Treatment (BAT) standards by 1984. 	These data also provide an 
index of the pollutants likely to be present in effluents that 
have not been monitored for toxics. 

The third source of information used to guage the pollution 
potential of individual dischargers was the DEC's Industrial 
Chemical Survey (ICS). 	Beginning in 1976, the ICS surveyed 
approximately 6,000 industries to learn the specific types and 
ammounts of potentially hazardous chemicals that they had used, 
stored, distributed or otherwise disposed of since January, 1971. 
The ICS is continuously in the process of being updated, so its 
data are outdated to some extent, but there is little evidence to 
prove that individual usage of the reported chemicals has changed 
dramatically. The ICS, therefore, still provides one of the best 
means to assess the pollution potential of individual 
dischargers. 	Appendix C contains ICS data for selected positive 
responders. 

The fourth major source of information found in the 
discharge profiles is the toxicity data contained in Appendix D. 

Literature research was another important source of data. 
Where gaps of information existed, 	environmental and health 
agency personnel were interviewed. To a limited extent, industry 
personnel also supplied information found in the profiles. 

The completed profiles were analyzed to determine whether 
the mandates of the Clean Water Act had been translated into 
action by the SPDES program. The findings of that evaluation are 
presented. 

24 



Chapter IV- An Evaluation of Industries Discharging Into 
Municipal Wastewater Treatment Systems. 

NYPIRG reviewed Section 303 River Basin Reports for the 
Niagara and its tributaries, the Erie-Niagara County reports, Dr. 
Beverly Paigen's Project Pipewatch report, and the master list of 
SPDES regulated dischargers used in Chapter III to identify 
municipal wastewater treatment plants in the Niagara drainage 
basin. 	With the help of the DEC's Bureau of Sewage Programs and 
personnel in the Region 9 office, 	10 wastewater treatment 
facilities with industries on-line to their collection system 
were identified. 	In order to prepare profiles similar to those 
described in Chapter III, 	the SPDES permit files for each of 
these plants were reviewed in depth at the Permit DivisiOn 
located in the DEC headquarters in Albany and at the Region 9 
office in Buffalo. Because these files contained little complete 
information on the industrial wastewater contributions to each 
facility, a phone survey was undertaken. 

Answers to the following questions were sought: 

1. Which industries are serviced by the facility? 

2. What types of manufacturing processes are employed by 
those industries? 

3. What pretreatment of industrial wstewaters is required, 
if any? 

4. Has the treatment plant's effluent ever been analyzed 
comprehensively? 

5. What type of treatment technology is employed by the 
treatment plant? 

6. On the average, what volume of wastewater is treated per 
da 

7. What effluent parameters are monitored by the treatment 
facility in order to comply with its SPDES permit? 

In addition to this information, the pollution potential of 
each treatment facility and its on-line industrial dischargers 
was assessed using the same four sources of information described 
in the methodology summary for Chapter III and contained in 
Appendices A, 	B, C, 	and D. 	A literature search was also 
undertaken to determine the toxics removal efficiency of the 
treatment methods employed by each municipal system. 	Finally, 
DEC and EPA personnel were interviewed to discover the progress 
of the pretreatment programs and other efforts being developed to 
cope with this problem. 
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Chapter V- Hazardous Waste Contamination in the Niagara Frontier  

Beginning in 1978, an enormous amount of attention has been 
focussed on the problem of hazardous wastes in Western New York. 
Due to the unprecedented publicity generated by the Love Canal 
tragedy and due to pending litigation against the Hooker Chemical 
and Plastics Corporation and its parent company Occidental 
Petroleum, many hazardous waste studies have been undertaken. As 
a result, unlike most areas of New York State and the rest of the 
country, an inventory of active and abandoned landfill sites has 
been compiled. 	Through widespread use of the Freedom of 
Information Act, NYPIRG has reviewed virtually all of the major 
studies that have been completed, 	as well as several that are 
still in progress. Foremost among these are the Interagency Task 
Force on Hazardous Wastes report and the Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Sites in New York State, 	First Annual Report. 	In addition, 
NYPIRG interviewed the EPA and DEC personnel who undertook the 
studies or who are involved in the regulation of hazardous 
wastes. 	A detailed critique of the strengths and weaknesses of 
past and present research efforts and existing regulatory 
programs is presented. 

Chapter VI- Monitoring of Selected Pollution Sites  

In order to support the findings of the previous three 
chapters of this study, a total of 71 sediment samples were 
collected from areas identified to be polluted and were analyzed 
using the Ames Test. 	Two wastewater samples were also collected 
and subjected to integrated gas chromatograph/mass spectrometry 
analysis. 	A detailed description of the sampling and analytical 
protocals used in this monitoring effort is found in Chapter VI. 

Chapter VII- An Evaluation of Niagara River Drinking Water  
Supplies and their Regulation  

The quality of drinking water drawn from the Niagara River 
and supplied to approximately 380,000 residents of the Niagara 
Frontier was assessed through interviews with environmental and 
health authorities, mail and telephone surveys sent to a total of 
seven water supply system operators, and a review of studies 
detailing the operation of the individual treatment facilities 
and their contamination problems. 	Combined with the findings of 
a literature search of general drinking water quality problems 
and a summary and critique of existing state and national 
d rinking water regulations, an evaluation of drinking water 
protection programs as a whole was produced. 

Chapter VIII- A Preliminary Analysis of Cancer Statistics and 
Trends in Erie and Niagara Counties.  

Cancer statistics were compiled from the National Cancer 
Institute, the New York State Department of Health and other 
sources. 	These data were summarized and analyzed to determine 
which tumor sites were most prevalent and whether mortality 
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rates over successive years demonstrated any obvious trends. The 
findings of this preliminary assessment were compared against 
statewide and ,-nationwide statistics and trends for the same time 
period. 
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CHAPTER III 

An Evaluation of Wastewater Discharges in Erie and Niagara 
Counties Regulated by the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination  

System (SPDES).  

The restoration of the. Niagara River's polluted waters 
depends on the strict control of toxic industrial discharges. 
Manufacturing wastewaters are often highly contaminated with a 
broad spectrum of synthetic organic chemicals such as spent oils, 
.solvents, greases, 	plasticizers, and other process residues. 
When these contaminants are discharged into the Niagara, 
widespread and devastating contamination problems can develop in 
the fragile aquatic ecosystems in both the river and in Lake 
Ontario. 	Toxic pollutants sometimes require decades to break 
down when released into the environment. 	As the chemicals 
disperse, they bioconcentrate in the fatty tissues of fish and 
wildlife, and pass upward through the food chain. 	In the long 
run, this can cause the impairment of growth and reproductive 
capacity in a wide range of animal species. 	Toxic dumping also 
results in the bioaccumulation of carcinogenic and otherwise 
toxic residues in human flesh and mothers' milk, 	drinking water 
contamination on a vast scale and a general elevation of health 
risks in communities touched by the ever-spreading pollution. 

This section represents the first attempt to judge the SPDES 
permit program's overall effectiveness in reversing the 
deterioration of water quality in the Niagara River. 	As the 
regulatory overview section of this report points out, the SPDES 
program is the heart of the water pollution control effort since 
it is the most important mechanism to carry out the mandates of 
the Clean Water Act. 	With few exceptions, 	no pollution 
discharges to surface or groundwaters are allowed unless they are 
regulated by a SPDES permit and are in full compliance with the 
permit's requirements. 

In order to obtain an SPDES permit, each potential 
discharger in Erie and Niagara Counties makes an application to 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
and fills out the form pictured in Figure 6. 	All the 
dischargers in these two counties are under the responsibility of 
DEC's Region 9 office. 	After the completed form is returned and 
the appropriate permit fee paid, a review process is initiated to 
assure that the proposed discharge will not violate national 
effluent limits or performance standards, or substantially impair 
anchorage and navigation. 	The review is conducted at local, 
state and federal levels of authority. 	On-site inspections, 
requests for additional data and the participation of other 
agencies and neighboring states may be involved. 	Eventually, 
proposed compliance schedules, 	effluent limits and monitoring 
requirements are pet up. 	Notice of the preliminary decision to 
grant or deny the permit application follows. 	After 30 days, 
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during which the public can comment or request hearings, the 
permit is finally granted or denied. SPDES permits are valid for 
a five year period, and are renewable. 

FIGURE 6 
STI4TE POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATIO CY:JILL (Da3) 

PLAMIT APPUCATION FORM "C" 

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

APPLICATION FORM "C" FOR A STATE POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (SPDES) PEROIT 
INDUSTRIAL OR MINING 

IL AFPUCANT DATA 
APPLICATION TYPE 	 I IF RENEWAL OR MODIFICATION, GIVE PREVIOUS APPLICATION NO., EFFECTIVE DATE, EXPIRATION unic 
c wow 	0 Renewal 	0 Modification I No. NY— 	 Meetly, Mile 	 lEiplration Dole 
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0 Corporate 	0 Individual 	0 Portnership 	r r',.!•!IC 

W 	III'S MAILING AODILESS (Street, City, State, Zip Code) 
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I 
FiiCILITN NAME, FACILOY LOCATION (Wee! or Road) CITY, TOWN OR VILLAGE 

. 

sATLRI. OF EICI SICESVOR TYPE—OP FACILITY 

GIVE EXPLICII DIRECTIONS TO LOCATION, II Necessary 

NO. LIF EMPLOYEES 	NO. OF SHIFTS 

1.1F ALL YOUR WASTE IS DISCHARGED TO A PUBLICLY OWNED WASTE TITIAIMENI 
TOUR INOWLEDGI YOU All NOT REQUIRED TO OBTAIN AN SPDES PERMIT, COMPLETE 

NAME ANO AODRESS OF MUNICIPALITY ItESPONSITILE FOR RECEIVING WASTE 
AND/OR 

FACILITY AND/OR A LICENSED WASTE SCAVENGER AND TO THE BEST OF 
THIS SECTION ONLY, SIGN APPLICATION AND RETURN 

NAME AND ADDRESS DE LICENSED WASTE SCAvENGFR 

I. PRODUCTION UA TA IUD additional loon, if neceSsarY) 
PRINCIPAL TYPES OF PROCESSINC DONE AT THIS FACILITY 

RAW MAilERIALS AND PRiNCIPAL PRODUCTS AND AMOUNTS PRODUCED PER TIME UNIT AMOUNTS CONSUMED PER TIME UNIT 

2. 2. 

3. 3.  

4.  

S. S. 

I. DM ANv op YOUR DISCHARGES CONTAIN OR IS IT POSSIBLE FOR ANY DISCHARGE 10 CONTAIN ONE ON MORE OF THE fULLOIANC SUBSTANCES Al:0 AS 
A RESULT Or YOUR OPERATIONS, ACTIVITIES 0111110CESSEst 

0 Aluminum 	0 Arsenic 	0 Boron 	Chrumium 	0 Flourides 
0 Ammonia 	c.7) eaflUfn 	n  c,dmium 	0 Copper 	0 Gold 

o Antimony 	0 aerTillum 	0 Chlorine 	0 Cyanide 	0 Iron 

0 C011oslun Contml chemicals I sueoly) 

O lialneenaled urp.inics or haIngenaleil hydrocarbons le.a. chlorinaied, Ilourinaled Or brominaled)(1peCifY) 

0 Herbicides or roslicineS (Specify) 

0 lead 
n  ..n.nese 
0 mercury 

O Selenium 

fl Silver 

O Sulf Ides 

0 ?alike; 
n 	(-dem 
0  Phenols 

(71 Radioactivity (slier ily) 

— 	 hi,•,1411, Of Alf avf ,th, (sift( 

410,411. , 	 lienteof., Ii ridene, Imphelty I, flaplhAICne, (WI Of petroleum Lff, ere.) Neec111.1 
S iIIlCIJfllS I .1, ,,1)) 	 

None of the 
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Often industries that seek to skirt the systematic controls 
of the SPDES permit program discharge their wastewaters into 

'Ymunicipal sewage collection systems. 	These on-line contributors 
are not required by law to be regulated by SPDES permits. 
Industrial wastewaters, however, can create a host of operational 
problems for municipal treatment plants. 	On-line dischargers in 
Erie and Niagara Counties are discussed separately in the 
following section of this report. 

In order to assess the pollution impact of industrial 
effluents dumped directly into the Niagara River, an in-depth 
review was made of 77 licensed industrial dischargers located in 
Erie and Niagara Counties. 	These facilities release more than 
250 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater into the river. 
The purposes of this review were 1) to assess the effectivenessof 
the SPDES permit program'in controlling toxic chemical discharges 
properly; 2) to profile the pollution potential of the most 
problematic industrial dischargers in terms of their 
manufacturing processes, 	the nature of their wastes, and their 
pollution control compliance records; and 3) to characterize the 
quantity and quality of the effluents dumped by the potentially 
most significant toxic dischargers. 

One of the primary goals of the .SPDES program is the 
stringent control of wastewaters contaminated with toxic organic 
chemicals. 	Yet not a single one of the 77 discharge permits 
reviewed in this study contained comprehensive standards capable 
of strictly controlling the release of the broad spectrum of 
toxic pollutants found in industrial wastewaters. 	The vast 
majority of the permits failed to set specific limitations for 
the discharge of any toxic chemical contaminants at all. 
Instead, the SPDES permits focussed on regulating conventional 
pollutants, such as sewage and other degradable forms of 
pollution, using gross pollution parameters that fail to control 
toxic chemicals adequately. Consequently, the SPDES program, the 
main line of defense against water pollution, 	sanctions the 
discharge of toxic contaminants instead of rigorously abating 
their release. 

This section proves that the fundamental components of a 
sound toxic pollution control program do not exist at either the 
state or federal level. Legal, scientific, technical, laboratory 
and field investigation support services are woefully inadequate. 
As a result, pollution problems are developing at a rate that 
greatly exceeds the permit program's ability to identify them and 
cope with them. 	Inadequately controlled industrial discharges 
have already released massive amounts of toxic chemicals into the 
Niagara River over the course of past decades, and there can be 
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no reasonable hope of properly curtailing wastewater discharges 
in the future unless fundamental reforms are made in the SPDES 
program. 

Findings  

The 77 industrial profiles presented in this section contain 
the results of the investigation described in the methodology 
section of this report. 	Every profile follows the same format. 
The heading contains the discharger's name, address and SPDES 
permit number. 	Where appropriate, the following information is 
also provided: 1) the industry's Standard Industrial 
Classification code and references to Appendices A and B, which 
identify the toxic pollutants that have been detected in the 
wastewaters of that SIC category; 2) whether the industry 'is an 
Industrial Chemical Survey positive responder, indicated by a 
reference to Appendix C, 	which contains individual response 
summaries; 3) whether the industry or its profile is contained in 
the Interagency Task Force (ITF) report; 	and 4) the number of 
people employed by the firm. 

The body of the profile contains a description of the firm's 
manufacturing or business activities, the nature of the wastes it 
generates, the quality and quantity of •its wastewater discharge, 
the adequacy of its SPDES permit's requirements, 	its permit 
compliance record and its environmental impact. 

Table 2 lists the industries profiled in this section and 
indicates whether they are 1) positive ICS responders, 	2) 
included in the Interagency Task Force Report on hazardous waste 
dumping; and 3) designated as principal or non-principal 
wastewater dischargers. 

Figure 7 illustrates the locations of the 77 profiled 
industries. 

TABLE 2 
77 SPDES-REGULATED INDUSTRIAL DISCHPSIGERS 

IN ERIE AND NIAGARA COUNTIk'S 
DESIGNATED 

RESPONSE TO 	PROFILED IN 	"MAJOR' 
COMPANY 
	

ICS 	TASK FORCE REPORT? DISCHARGE 

1. National Starch & Chemical, W. Seneca, N.Y. 	NI 	 NI 	 N 
2. Dresser Industries, Depew, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 
3. Buffalo Slag, Cheektowaga, N.Y. 	 N 	 NI 	 N 
4. Worthington Compressors, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 r 	 NI 	 N 
5, Mobil Oil, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 V 	 Y 	 r 
6. Allied Chemical, Buffalo, N.Y. (Lee St.) 	Y 	 Y 	 r 
7. Republic Steel, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 r 	 Y 	 Y 
8. Buffalo Color, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 r 	 Y 	 Y 
9. Donner Hanna Coke, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 r 	 r 	 r 

10. RaTco Steel, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 N 	 Y 	 Y 
11. Airco, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 Y. 	 NI 	 N 
12. U.S. Steel, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 M 
13. Pacific Molasses, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 4 
14. International Multifoods, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
15. American Malting, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 
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16. Peavey Corporation, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 V 
17. Agway, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
18. Pillsbury, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 
19. General Mills, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
20. Westinghouse Electric, Cheektowaga, N.Y. 	 r 	 Y 	 Y 
21. Calspan Corp., Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
22. Arcata Graphics, Depew, N.Y. 	 Y 	 r 	 •N 
23. Spencer Kellogg, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 r 	 NI 	 N 
24. American Optical, Cheektowaga, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 N 
25. Markel Electric Products, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
26. Dayton Malleable (Pratt 6 Letchworth) 	 N 	 r 	 N 

Buffalo, N.Y, 
27. Curtiss Wright, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
28. F.M. Schaeffer, Buffalo, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
29. General Motors-Chevrolet, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 r 	 r 	 r 
30. Dupont, Yerkes Plant, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 r 	 r 
31. Niagara Mohawk, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 r 	 Y 	 Y 
32. Polymer Applications, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 r 	 N 
33. Ounlop Tires, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 N 

34. FMC Corporation, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 

35. Texaco (oil storage), Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
36. Ashland Oil (oil storage), Tonawanda, N.Y. 	NI 	 NI 	 N 
37. Sun Oil (oil storage), Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
38. Atlantic Richfield, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
39. Allied Chemicals,Plastics, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	r 	 r 	 Y 
40. Tonawanda Coke, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 r 	 Y 	 Y 
41. N.Y. Wire Mills, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 
42. Ashland-Canlake Truck Terminal, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	NI 	 NI 	 N 
43. Ashland Oil, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 
44. River Road Oil Company (oil storage), 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 

Tonawanda, N.Y. 
45. Spaulding Fiber, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 
46, Hooker Chemical/Durez, N. Tonawanda, N.Y. 	Y 	 Y 	 r 
47. Tonawanda Electric Steel, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	Y 	 NI 	 N 
48. Kopper's Inc., N. Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 N 	 NI 	 N 
49. Hooker Chemical, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 r 	 r 	 Y 
50. Olin Corporation, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 N 	 Y 	 Y 
51. Dupont Co., Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 Y 	 r 	 Y 
52. Union Carbide/ Linde, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	N 	 Y 	 Y 
53, Union Carbide, Acheson Plant, 	 Y 	 Y 	 N 

Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
54. Carborundum, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 
55. Great Lakes Carbon, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 r 	 V 	 N 
56. Grief Brothers, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 
57.'Stauffer Chemical, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 NI 	 r 	 y 
58. Grand Island Biological, Grand Island, N.Y. 	Y 	 NI 	 N 
59, Hooker Chemical, Grand Island, N.Y. 	 Y 	 r 	 N 
60. St. Regis Paper, Kenmore, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 
61. Union Carbide/ Linde, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 N 
62. Bisonite, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 
63. National Gypsum, Clarence Center, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
64. Amax Metals, Clarence Center, N.Y. 	 r 	 r 	 N 
65. Continental Can, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
66. Exolon, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 Y 	 NI 	 N 
67. County Limastone, Akron, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
68. Lancaster Stone, Clarence, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
69. Houdaille Construction, Akron, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
70. Trimetal Industries, Cheektowaga, N.Y. 	 NI 	 NI 	 N 
71, Columbus McKinnon, Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 y 	 Y 	 N 
72. Carborundum, 5raphite, Sanborn, N.Y. 	 NI 	 Y 	 N 
73. Cartorundum, Coated Abrasives, Niagara 	 r 	 r 	 N 

Falls, N.Y. 
74. Radatron, N. Tonawanda, N.Y. 	 NT 	 NI 	 N 
75. Bell Aerospace, Wheatfield, N.Y. 	 Y 	 Y 	 N 
76. No Waste Systems, Niagara Falls, N.Y. 	 NI 	 Y 	 N 
71. SCA Waste Systems, Model City, N.Y. 	 Y 	 r 	 Y 

Key: 

•Y- positive response 
N-, negative response 
NI- not included 
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Discharges to Buffalo Creek 

1. National Starch and Chemical 
105 Empire Drive, West Seneca, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY (000 2071) 
SIC code: 2891 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS Response: negative 
eight employees 

This firm manufactures approximately 5,400 pounds/day of 
converted starches for use as adhesives. 	Its 4,000 gallon/day 
nonprincipal discharge of cooling water is regulated for flow, 
conductivity and pH. 

The pollution potential of this facility's effluent should 
be assessed. 	Although a variety of toxic pollutants have been 
identified in the wastewaters of industries in the SIC category 
2849, this company's effluent has never been monitored for 
organic chemicals. 	Its SPDES permit fails to provide any toxic 
chemical limits whatsoever. 

2. Dresser Industries 
2 Main Street, Depew, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number NY (0001996) 
SIC code: 3323 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive 
Interagency Task Force Response (ITF): positive 
1,450 employees 

This steel foundry operation manufactures more than 225 *tons 
of large iron castings/day. 	Approximately 250 tons of steel 
scrap/day are heated in two electric arc furnaces. 	The molten 
metal is.poured into sand molds formed with cereal and phenol 
formaldehyde based core resins. 	After the castings have cooled, 
the molds are broken apart by mechanical vibrating screens. 	The 
rough low alloy specialty castings of.  railroad undercarriages, 
couplings, and gears are then heat treated, finished and painted. 

This plant's effluent discharge of approximately 90,000 
gallons per day (GPD) is a designated source of toxic organic 
chemicals and heavy metals, and is reported to contain ammonia, 
arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, copper, cyanide, iron, lead, 
manganese, mercury, nickel, phenols, selenium, silver, oil, 
grease, phenols and formaldehyde. 

This company's discharge was first identified as a source of 
toxics in 1977, 	when a DEC inspection discovered unauthorized 
releases of phenol, oil and grease. 	Yet its SPDES permit still 
fails to regulate toxic pollutants strictly. 	Only the following 
traditional effluent limitations are enforced: temperature (32.2 
degrees Centigrade- maximum), flow (0.2 million gallons/day (MGD) 
average), oil and grease (25 pounds/day (PPD) average, cyanide 
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(4.3 PPD - average), 	and iron (2.0 PPD - average, 	3.0 PPD 
maximum). 	These standards fail to provide comprehensive control 
of toxics. 

This industry is scheduled to discharge its wastewaters on- 
line to a municipal collection system. 	This will present unique 
pollution problems • that are discussed in detail in the following 
section of this report. In the meantime, however, the company is 
an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 	The information 
contained in Appendix B indicates that a wide'variety of toxic 
organic chemicals have been identified in the wastewaters of 
industries in the 332 SIC category. 	Yet this firm has not been 
required to monitor its discharge for those pollutants. Its full 
pollution potential should be assessed. 	Toxics found in its 
wastestream should be abated immediately. 

3. Buffalo Slag Company/Cheektowaga Crushed Stone 
500 Como Park Boulevard Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2852 
SIC code: 3295 
ICS response: negative 
ITF Response: negative 
3,200 employees 

This firm quarries, crushes and screens limestone rock and 
produces 3,400 tons of finished product/day. This process is dry 
and generates no wastewater. 	The facility's discharge is 
groundwater runoff from the company:s property and is regulated 
only for pH (6.5 to 8.5), 	and suspended solids (25.0 mg/L - 
average, 50.0 mg/L - maximum). 	In 1976, an on-site inspection 
discovered an illegal discharge of sewage and reported that 
suspended solid limitations were exceeded during wet weather 
periods. 

Discharges to the Buffalo River  

4. Worthington Compressors 
45 Roberts Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 485 
SIC code: 3561 
ICS response: positive - refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
1,200 empoloyees 

This firm manufactures water cooled air and gas compressors 
and diesel and dual fuel engines. 	Its process wastes are 
discharged into the Buffalo Sewer Authority (SA) collection 
system. Its SPDES regulated non-contact cooling water discharge 
totals 164,000 GPD. 	This industry generates and discharges a 
variety of wastes. Regarding the plant's effluent, the BSA noted 
in 1971 that "excessive quantities of oily matter and solid 
material are entering these sewer facilities." 	The company's 
annealing operation produces oil quench discharges that can exit 
through floor drains. 	Other "lubricating oils and cleaning 



solvents" releases have been identified. 	The ITF reported that 
the company generated many wastes that could contaminate its 
wastestream: casting sands, slags, flyash, various binders, waste 
oils, crystalline "kolene" process salts, degreasers, and 
polyester sludge. 	In addition, residues of waste oil used to 
control dust on the plant site could be carried by stormwater 
runoff off-site or into the plant's discharges. According to the 
ITF, nearly 30 times as much trichloroethane is used in self-
contained degreasing units than is reported to be hauled away. 
The rest of the material could be escaping into the environment. 

In all likelihood, toxics are present in this facility's 
discharge, yet its SPDES permit only regulates temperature, pH, 
oil and grease. 	These traditional pollution limitations fail to 
provide comprehensive toxics control. 

The full pollution potential of this industry's wastewaters 
should be determined. 	Toxics in its discharge should be abated 
immediately. 

5. Mobil Oil 
635 Elk Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 264 
SIC code: 2911 and 2992 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
234 employees 

This petroleum refinery has been in operation since 1892 and 
processes over 44 million barrels of crude oil per day. 
Processes including atmospheric and vacuum distillation, 
catalytic cracking and reforming and product treating and 
blending are used to produce 21.3 million barrels of motor 
gasoline/day, 10.3 million barrels of distillates/day, such as 
kerosene and distillate fuel oil, 8.5 million barrels of 
residuals/day, such as residual fuel oil and asphalt, and 3.6 
million barrels/day of liquified petroleum gas and butane - 
butylene mixture. 

The plant's effluent varies between 28 and 33 MGD. 	Since 
November 28, 1979, process wastewaters have been discharged to 
the BSA system. Other SPDES regulated wastewaters are designated 
as a principal discharge of toxic heavy metals and organics. 
These are still dumped into the Buffalo River and are reported to 
contain: 	ammonia, barium, chlorine, chromium, copper, cyanide, 
fluorides, iron, lead, manganese, oil, grease, sulfides, zinc, 
and phenols. 

The refinery's discharge has been identified as a source of 
toxic contamination, 	yet its SPDES permit fails to regulate 
toxics strictly. 	Only the following limitations are in effect: 
temperature (90 degrees Fahrenheit - maximum), Chemical Oxygen 
Demand (COD) (2,800 PPD - average, 65,600 PPD - maximum), pH (6.0 



to 9.0), 	oil and grease (80 PPD - average, 160 PPD - maximum), 
NH3 (149 PPD - average, 298 PPD - maximum), Total Organic Carbon 
(5.0 mg/L - maximum), 	chrome-hexavalert (0.07 PPD - average, 
0.154 PPD - maximum), suspended solids (815 PPD - average, 1,630 
PPD - maximum), Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD5) (400 PPD - 
average, 800 PPD - maximum), phenols (25.0 PPD - average, 50.0 
PPD - maximum), chrome-total (4.4PPD - average, 	8.8 PPD - 
maximum), and sulfides (20.0 PPD - average, 40.0 PPD - maximum). 
None of these limitations provide comprehensive toxics control. 
Moreover, during wet weather even less stringent standards are in 
effect to compensate for stormwater runoff. 

This industry is an inadequately regulated source of 
chemical contamination. 	In all likelihood a variety of 
undetected types of pollution are present in the plant's 
discharges. 	Hazardous wastes listed in Mobil's response to the 
ITF include spent catalysts, 	tank sediments, 	bottoms, 	and 
scrapings, contaMinated soil, and spent caustic sludges. These 
materials could contaminate the refinery's effluent. 	The 
facility's primary product, gasoline, characteristically contains 
a mixture of straight chained and branched alkanes an alkenes, 
substituted and unsubstituted aromatics, and a variety of other 
hydrocarbon compounds. 	Many of these chemicals are typically 
present in refinery wastestreams, especially those associated 
with the cooling and condensing of hydrocarbon streams. 
Appendices A, B, and C contain refinery effluent monitoring data 
and ICS information supplied by Mobil that prove that potentially 
toxic chemicals used in Mobil's petroleum refinery process are 
typically found in refinery wastestreams. 	Yet the facility's 
discharges to the BSA system or the Buffalo River have never been 
monitored for those pollutants. 	The refinery's full pollution 
potential should be assessed as soon as possible. 	Toxics 
discovered in its discharges should be abated immediately. 

6. Allied Chemical Corporation 
35 Lee Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2160 
SIC code: 2818, 2819 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix B 
ITF response: positive 
136 employees 

This facility has been in operation since 1930 and 
manufactures acids and other industrial inorganic chemicals. The 
following compounds are produced: 	sulfuric acid (112,000 
tons/year), nitric acid (20,000 tons/year), oxalic and mixed 
acids (6,700 tons/year), ammonium thiosulfate (30,000 tons/year) 
and other assorted metallic nitrates (1,603 tons/year). 

The plant disposes of its wastewater in three ways. 
Sanitary sewage is discharged to the BSA system. 	Non-contact 
cooking water averaging 12 MGD is discharged through four 
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outfalls into the Buffalo River. 	Process wastewater is diverted 
to the nearby Buffalo Color treatment facility and is ultimately 
discharged to the Buffalo River. 

The industry's SPDES-regulated discharges have been known to 
be contaminated with toxic pollutants since 1977. High-intensity 
monitoring detected trichlorotrifluoroethane being discharged at 
the rate of 0.06PPD, 1.08 PPD, 	and 0.22 PPD, over a three day 
period, respectively. 	Some of this contamination was traced to 
the plant's water source. 	Subsequently, 	testing for the 129 
"priority pollutants" detected the presence of the following 
compounds: 

1. discharge 001: bis(2-chloro ethyl) ether, 2,4 dichloro- 
phenol, 	bis(2-ethyl hexyl) 	phthalate, 	di-n-octyl 
phthalate, 	and diethyl phthalate, all present at 
concentrations less 	than 10 ppb. 

2. discharge 002: bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate, di-n- 
butyl 	phthalate, 	and diethyl phthalate, 	all at 
concentrations less than 50 parts per trillion. 

3.discharge 	003: 	2-nitrophenol, 	bis(2-ethyl 
hexyl) 	phthalate, and diethyl phthalate at concentrations 
less than 10 ppb and endosulfan at concentrations less than 
50 ppt. 

4. 	discharge 004: 	2-nitrophenol, 	bis (2-ethyl hexyl) 
phthalate, di-n-butyl phthalate, diethyl phthalate, all at 
concentrations less than 10 ppb. 

inadequately regulated discharger. 
chemicals have been identified in its 
does not curtail the release of these 
discharges: 	only the following sum 
pH (6.0 to 9.0), 	temperature (90 

degrees F- maximum), COD (1,540 PPD maxithum), oil and grease (150 
PPD maximum), total Kjeldhal nitrogen(TKN)(6.0 PPD average, 12.0 
PPD maximum), cadmium (2.6 PPD maximum), suspended solids (1,340 
PPD maximum), 	BOD5 (260 PPD maximum), 	copper-total (5.0PPD 
maximum) and iron-total (99.0 PPD maximum). These standards fail 
to provide comprehensive toxics control. Numerical limits should 
be set to abate the toxic pollUtants identified in this 
facility's discharge. 

7. Republic Steel Corporation 
1175 Park Avenue Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1881 
SIC code: 3312 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
2,600 employees 

This facility is an 
Despite the fact that toxic 
discharge, its SPDES permit 
pollutant. 	For the four 
limitations are in effect: 



This facility has been in operation since 1906 and produces, 
on an annual basis, 624,000 ingot tons of steel products using 
776,000 tons of iron ore, 118,000 tons of limestone and 371,000 
tons of coke. 

The facility has four discharges in all. 	Discharge 01 
contains wastewaters generated by the manufacture of 2,199 tons 
of steel bars/day. 	Operations that contribute to this effluent 
include bar mills, machine shops, 	steel chipping scarfing, 
barstraightening and pickling. Discharge 02 contains wastewaters 
generated by the manufacture of 2,502 tons of pig iron, 4,599 
tons of steel and 3,933 tons of bloom and billets per day. 	The 
discharge consists of blast furnace gas cleaning water, basic 
oxygen furnace spark box wastewater and blooming mill wastewater. 
Discharge 03 contains wastewater generated by the manufacture of 
2,340 tons of steel and steel billets/day and surface runoff. 
Indirect cooling water from the basic oxygen furnace melt shop 
and miscellaneous cooling water from the blooming mill area 
constitute this discharge. 	Discharge 04 contains cOoling water 
generated by the power house, turbo blower condenser and turbo 
generator condenser operations that produce electric power wind 
for the blast furnaces. 

This plant's manufacturing processes generate a total of 
between .nine and ten MGD of Wastewaters known to be polluted with 
the following: ammonia, cadmium, chromium, copper, cyanide, iron, 
lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, sulfide, zinc, phenols, oil 
and grease. 	The monitoring data presented in Appendix B 
indicates that scores of toxic organic 'chemicals could also'be 
present in the facility's wastewaters 

Despitethe fact that this industry, is designated as a 
principal discharger of heavy metals and organic chemicals, its 
SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive toxics control. Only 
the following limitations are in effect: 

outfall 01:  pH (6.0 to 9.0), oil and grease (482 PPD-
average, 1,446 PPD maximum), temperature (summer: 92 
degrees 	F average, 	104 degrees F maximum, 	winter: 55 
degrees F average, 61 degrees F maXimum), suspended solids 
(1,064 PPDaverage, 3,192 PPD maximum). 

outfall 02: 	pH (6.0 to 9.0), oil and grease (514 PPD 
average, 1,542 PPD maximum), 	NH3 (200 PPD average, 400, 
PPD maximum), free cyanide (20PPD average, 60 PPD maximum), 
soluble iron (184 PPD average, 552 PPD maximum), 
temperature (summer: 94 degrees F average, 104 degrees F 
maximum, winter: 	56 degrees F average, 	61 degrees F 
maximum), suspended solids (1,318 PPD average, 3,954 
PPD maximum), phenols (17.4 PPD average, 52.2 PPD 
maximum), cyanide (39 PPD average, 117 PPD maximum):  

outfall 03: 	pH (6.0 to 9.0), and temperature (summer: 80 
degrees F average, 89 degrees F maximum, winter: 39 degrees 
F average, 51 degrees F maximum). 
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outfall 04: 	pH (6.0 to 9.0) and temperature (summer: 90 
degrees F average, 98 degrees F maximum, winter: 54 degrees 
F average, 61 degrees F maximum). 

Numerical standards for specific organic chemicals are 
totally lacking. 	This facility is an inadequately regulated 
toxic discharge. 	Its full pollution potential should be 
assessed. 	Toxic pollutants identified in its discharges should 
be abated immediately. 	In the past this company has exceeded 
allowable levels of free cyanide by nearly four-fold and total 
cyanide by two-fold. 

8. Buffalo Color Corporation 
340 Elk Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2470 
SIC code: 2818, 2841 - Refer to appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
525 employees 

This facility operates 90 product lines and manufactures 
over 50 million pounds/year of various dyes, 	dye intermediates, 
alkyl anilines, 	resin chemicals and food colorings. 	The plant 
generates approximately 20 MGD of combined cooling and process 
wastewater. Its SPDES-regulated effluent to .the Buffalo River is 
designated as a principal discharge of toxic organic chemicals. 
The facility is also an on-line discharger to the BSA collection 
system. 

The company's wastestream has been known to be contaminated 
with toxic pollutants since 1977. 	In January, 	1977, after 
repeated violations of its phenol discharge limitation, the firm 
analyzed its effluent for compounds that could give a false- 
positive phenol test. 	It was discovered that high phenol leVels 
were evidently due to the presence of diethylaniline and 
dimethyl-analine. 	The company has since reported that o- 
dichlorobenzene and substituted aromatic compounds are also 
present in its wastestream. 	Ames testing analysis of bottom 
sediments collected by Dr. 	Beverly Paigen of Roswell Park 
Memorial Institute in an area adjacent to the plant's discharge 
to the Buffalo River provide solid evidence of the presence of 
mutagenic agents in the facility's wastestream. Other identified 
contaminants in the plant's effluent include ammonia, chromium, 
cyanide, iron, zinc, oil and grease. 

Despite the certain knowledge that this plant is a source of 
toxic contamination, 	its SPDES permit fails to provide 
comprehensive control of chemical pollutants. Only the following 
sum limitations are in effect: 	oil and grease (10.0 mg/L 
maximum), NH3 (125 PPD average, 250 PPD maximum), total organic 
carbon (750 PPD average, 	1,500 PPD maximum), suspended solids 
(1,500 PPD average, 3,000 PPD maximum), BOD5 (750 PPD average, 



1,500 PPD maximum), and phenols (5.0 PPD average, 	10.0 PPD 
maximum). 	Numerical standards for specific toxic pollutants are 
completely lacking. 

This facility is an• inadequately regulated source of toxic 
contamination. The monitoring data presented in appendices A and 
B indicate that a wide variety of toxic compounds could be 
present in the plant's wastestream. 	Information supplied by the 
company to the ITF indicates that millions of tons of hazardous 
waste have been generated by this facility since it began 
operation in 1930 as the National Aniline and Chemical Company, 
including: 	still bottoms, organic residues, spent oils and 
solvents, laboratory chemicals and off-specification products. 
Some of these wastes were disposed of on-site using incineration, 
open pit burning, recharge lagoons and deep well injection. 
Residues from these disposal operations could be contributing 
contamination to the facility's wastestream. 	This belief is 
substantiated by references in the company's permit file which 
indicate that "...recent contamination is believed to originate 
from site drainage and infiltration." Many of the chemicals that 
were produced at this plant are powerful carcinogens, notable the 
benzidine base dyes that were manufactured until 1976. 	All 
pollutants generated by the company's past and present production 
activities should be analyzed for this facility's discharges. 
Toxic compounds found to be present should be abated immediately. 

This company has established a clear record of permit non-
compliance and poor cooperation with water pollution control 
authorities. 	In a recent SPDES permit renewal application, the 
firm argued for less stringent regulations because: "the current 
owner is committed to a program of growth and expansion. 
Reduction or tightening of existing limits, which are presently 
quite confining, may inhibit this reversal and proposed expansion 
of economic activity." 

In the future, this industry's toxic chemical discharges 
should be regulated as strictly as possible under the authority 
of the Clean Water Act. 

9. Donner Hanna Coke Joint Venture 
Abby and Mystic Streets Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 3310 
SIC code: 3312- Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
400 - 500 employees 

This firm manufactures coke from coal for metallurgical 
purposes. 	Pyrolysis of coal produces two billion pounds/year of 
coke, 	30 million gallons/year of liquid ammonia, 	and other 
"products of variable and changing composition from which others 
derive benzene, pyridene, naphthalene and other organics." 

42 



The plant generates approximately 15 MGD of combined non- 
contact cooling and process wastewater. 	Sanitary wastes are 
discharged to the BSA collection system. 	The SPDES-regulated 
effluent to the Buffalo River is designated as a principal 
discharge of toxic heavy metals and organic chemicals. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxics 
discharger. 	Aromatic oils were reported in the plant's 
wastestream in 1976. 	Benzene and toluene were reported to 
contaminate the company's effluent in 1979. 	Yet the industry's 
SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive control of chemical 
pollutant. Only the following effluent limitations are in effect: 
temperature (94 degrees F maximum, 90 degress summer maximum), 
pH (6.0 to 9.0), oil and grease (65.0 PPD average, 	194.0 PPD 
maximum), NH3 (413.0 PPD average, 826.0 PPD maximum), suspended 
solids (220.0 PPD average, 	650.0 maximum), 	BOD 5 (780.0 PPD- 
average, 1000.0 PPD maximum), 	phenols (8.0 PPD average, 16.0 
maximum), cyanide (9.8 PPD average, 19.6 PPD maximum). Numerical 
standards for specific toxic compounds are totally lacking. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed. 	In all likelihood, 	a wide variety of organic 
pollutants are present in its discharge. 	Appendix B contains 
monitoring data that identifies scores of toxic contaminants that 
are typically present in the wastestreams of SIC 3312 industries. 
Traditional pollution parameters do not restrict the discharge of 
these pollutants. The facility's wastestream should be monitored 
for the broad spectrum of pollutants that could be present. 
Strict limitations should be established for those that are 
present. 

10. Ramco Steel, Incorporated 
110 Hopkins Street Buffalo, N.Y 
SPDES permit number: NY 0074977 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 
250 employees 

This firms SPDES permit was deleted on March 7, 1980. 	The 
facility discharges its 50,000 gallons/day of wastewater to the 
BSA collection system. 	This company manufactures cold finished 
steel bars and coils. 	Wastewaters generated by the plant are 
contaminated with spent pickle liquor, rinse water, and waste 
lubricating oils. 	Prior to diverting its effluent to the BSA 
system, the facility had dumped wastewaters into the Buffalo 
River since 1929. 	These discharges were regulated only for 
traditional pollution concerns, not for toxic pollutants. 



11. AIRCO Industrial Gases Division 
101 Katherine Street Buffalo N.Y 
SPDES permit number: NY 0085294 
SIC codes: 493, 4925 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
40 employees 

This firm manufactures industrial gases by air separation. 
The facility is reported to produce 500 tons/day of oxygen, 150 
tons/day of nitrogen and 12 tons/day of argon. 	Approximately 
40,000 gallons/day of primarily cooling water are discharged into 
the Buffalo River. 	An additional 700 gallons/day of sanitary 
waste is discharged into groundwaters. 	The plant's SPDES permit 
provides the following restrictions: Total phosphorus (10.0 mg/L 
average, 15 mg/L maximum), 	phenol (0.01 mg/L maximum), 
temperature (90 degrees F maximum), and pH (6.0 to 9.0). 	These 
traditional pollution standards fail to limit the discharge of 
toxic pollutants that could be present in the facility's 
wastestream. 	The industry's full pollution potential should be 
assessed immediately. 	Toxic chemicals identified in its 
wastestream should be abated. In particular, attention should be 
focussed on microbiocides reported to be used by the plant and 
known to contain toxic compounds such as 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 
dimethyl formamide, diethylene glycol, methylene bisthiocyanate, 
and isopropanol. 

12. U.S. Steel Corporation 
Katherine Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0002194 
SIC code: 3295 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This facility ceased operation on July 20, 1979. 	Prior to 
shutting down, the plant produced agricultural grades of 
limestone by crushing and drying between 700 and 1,000 tons/day 
of limestone. 	The facility's 30,000 to 50,000 gallon/day 
discharge was only regulated for traditional pollution concerns, 
not for toxic chemicals. 

13. Pacific Molasses Company 
Katherine Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit munber: NY 0001139 
SIC code: 5099 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This firm is a molasses distribution terminal. 	Molasses is 
received via railroad tank cars or barges, stored in tanks, and 
distributed. Boilers heat the molasses to facilitate its 
transfer. Water is added to the molasses to adjust it to "feed 
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trade density." 	Approximately 3,640 gallons/day of sanitary 
waste and boiler blowdown are discharged to the Buffalo River. 
The plant has a history of molasses spills. 

The facility's SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive 
control of toxics. 	Only the following standards are in effect: 
pH (6.0 to 9.0) and temperature (160 degrees F average). 	The 
full pollution potential of this plant should be assessed 
immediately. Toxics detected in its effluent should be abated. 

14. International Multifoods 
120 Childs Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1619 
SIC code: 2041 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
300 employees 

This firm processes 2.6 million pounds of wheat into 2.1 
million pounds of flour/day. 	Until recently, approximately 
36,000 gallons/day of combined cooling and sanitary wastewater 
was discharged into the Buffalo River. 	This wastestream was 
regulated only for traditional pollution concerns, not for toxic 
chemicals. 	Now the facility diverts its wastestream to the BSA 
collection system. 

In the past, this company had violated its SPDES permit 
requirement in a variety of ways. 	On July 26, 1978 an EPA 
sampling team conducted an on-site inspection of the facility. 
Alleged violations included discharge of pollutants through an 
unauthorized outfall,'failure to monitor, discharges as required, 
and failure to provide effective secondary treatment of sanitary 
waste. 

15. American Malting Incorporated 
100 Childs Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1945 
SIC code: 2083 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
45 employees 

This firm germinates 3,000,000 bushels of malt from 
2,700,000 bushels of barley/year. The facility generates between 
170,000 and 400,000 GPD of combined process and cooling water. 
The plant's effluent is designated as a non-principal discharge 
of toxic heavy metals to the Buffalo River. 

This industry is scheduled to divert its wastestream to the 
BSA collection system shortly. 	In the meantime, it is an 
inadequately regulated discharger. The plant's effluent is known 
to be contaminated with heavy metals. 	However, the company has 
reported using a variety of toxic substances that could also be 
present in its wastewaters. 	Despite this potential, the 



facility's discharge has never been monitored for the spectrum of 
toxics that could be present., 	Only the following traditional 
pollution standards have been set: 	temperature (winter: 	60 
degrees F maximum, summer: 86 degrees F maximum), and pH (6.0 to 
9.0). 	Numerical standards for specific toxic organic pollutants 
are completely lacking. 

The full potential of this industry should be. assessed. 
Toxic chemicals identified in its discharge should be abated 
immediately. 

16. Peavey Corporation 
87 Childs Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 361 
SIC code: 2040 
ICS response: positive 
ITF response: negative 
180 employees 

This company operates a grain milling plant that processes 
32,000 bushels of wheat/day into 16,000 100 pound bags of 
flour/day that are distributed to wholesale bakeries. 	The 
facility generates between 170,000 and 400,000 GPD of wastewater. 
Until recently this effluent was discharged into the Buffalo 
River and regulated only for traditional pollution concerns, not 
for toxic chemicals. 	Now the wastestream is diverted to the BSA 
collection system. 

In October, 	1977, this company was discovered to have an 
illegal discharge of sanitary waste. 

17. Agway, Incorporated 
33 Ganson Street Buffalo, NY 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 531 
SIC code: 204 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This company manufactures between 1,000 and 1,500 tons/day 
of animal and poultry feed. 	Water is mixed with molasses, added 
to grain mixtures, then pelletized with steam. 	The plant's 
discharge of 35,000 gallons of cooling water is reported to be 
discharged to the Buffalo River and is regulated only for 
traditional pollution concerns, not for toxic chemicals. 	The 
full pollution potential of this facility should be assessed. 
Toxic pollutants identified in its effluent should be abated. 
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18. Pillsbury Company 
250 Ganson Steet Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1767 
SIC code: 2041 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
150 employees 

This firm processes 100,000,000 bushels of wheat/year and 
produces flour. 	Until recently, the facility discharged 15,000 
GPD of sanitary waste and 8,000 GPD of process wastewater into 
the Blackwell Ship Canal. 	This effluent was regulated only for 
traditional pollution concerns, even though the company reported 
using toxic organic substances that could have infiltrated its 
wastestream. 	Now the plant diverts its discharge to the BSA 
collection system. 

19. General Mills, Incorporated 
54 South Michigan Avenue Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 655 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
900 employees 

This firm manufactures grain products, including breakfast 
cereals and "Bisquick." 	Production figures are confidential. 
Until recently, this facility discharged 102,000 GPD of combined. 
cooking, sanitary and process wastewater into both the Buffalo 
River and the Ship Canal. 	This effluent was designated as a 
non-principal discharge of heavy metals and was regulated only 
for traditional pollution concerns, not for toxic chemicals. Now 
the wastestream is diverted to the BSA collection system. 

Discharges to Scajaquada Creek  

20. Westinghouse Electric Corporation 
4454 Genesee Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1210 
SIC code: 3621, 3622 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 
3,100 employees 

This company manufactures 530 electric motors, 	35 speed 
reducers and 52 electric controls per day, 	using processes 
including metal forming and joining, surface finishing, heat 
treating and electrical winding, 	insulating and testing. 	The 
facility's 1.03 MGD effluent of combined process and cooling 
wastewaters is designated as a principal discharge of toxic heavy 
metals and organics and is known to be contaminated with: 
aluminum, ammonia, barium, boron, cadmium, chlorine, chromium, 
copper, cyanide, fluorides, iron, lead, manganese, nickel, 
phenol, selenium, silver, sulfides, tin, zinc, oil, grease, 
methyl chloride, methylene chloride, freon, 1,1,1- 
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trichloroethane, BF3 furyl alcohol complex, toluene, xylene, 
ethylene glycol, mono butyl phenolic alkyl varnish, 	dyes and 
organic pigment. 

This industry is known to be discharging toxic pollutants, 
yet its SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive control of 
chemical contaminants. 	Only the following traditional pollution 
parameters are in effect: all outfalls 01,02,03 and 04: oil and 
grease (24.4 PPD average, 	36.3 PPD maximum), soluble cadmium 
(0.13 PPD average, 0.26 PPD maximum), total cadmium (0.247 PPD 
average, 0.5 PPD maximum), chromium-hexavalent (0.07 PPD average, 
(.14 PPD maximum), soluble copper (0.26 PPD average, 	0.52 PPD 
maximum), soluble iron (0.65 PPD average, 1.3 PPD maximum), total 
lead (0.025 PPD average, 0.05 PPD maximum), 	suspended solids 
(5.70 PPD average, 85.5 PPD maximum), BOD5 (29.2 PPD average, 
45.0 PPD maximum), 	total zinc (0.39 PPD average, 	0.76 PPD 
maximum), 	total chromium (0.65 PPD average, 1.3 PPD maximum), 
cyanide (0.152 PPD average, 0.3 PPD maximum), total copper (1.2 
PPD average, 2.4 PPD maximum), total iron (0.913 PPD average, 1.8 
PPD maximum) and oxidizable cyanide (0.13 PPD average, 	0.26 PPD 
maximum). 

These standards rigorously control the discharge of heavy 
metals and inorganic compounds, but organic chemicals are totally 
ignored. 	This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic 
discharger. Its full pollution potential should be assessed. In 
all likelihood the plant's wastestream is contaminated with a 
broad spectrum of toxics. 	Chemical contaminants identified in 
the company's discharge should be abated immediately. 	In the 
past, this facility exceeded allowable discharge levels of iron, 
zinc (by nearly three-fold) and lead (by nearly five'-fold). 

21. Calspan Corporation 
4455 Genesee Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2712 
SIC code: 7391 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
850 employees 

This facility is a research and development laboratory. Its 
33,000 GPD of cooling water is designated as a non-principal 
discharge of heavy metals to Scajaquada Creek. 	Its sanitary 
waste is diverted to the Cheektowaga District Number Seven 
Collection System. 

The company has reported using a variety of toxic chemicals 
in its cooling water and boiler systems. 	Yet its SPDES permit 
fails to provide comprehensive toxics control. Only the follwing 
standards are in effect: outfalls 01,02,03,and 04: pH (6.0 to 
9.0), temperature (summer: 80 degrees F average, winter: 75 
degrees F average), suspended solids (8.0 PPD average, 16.0 PPD 
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maximum), total zinc (0.5 mg/L average, 1.0 mg/L maximum), and 
total chromium (1.0 mg/L maximum). Numerical standards for toxic 
chemicals are totally lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated discharger. Its 
full pollution potential should be assessed. 	Toxic pollutants 
detected in its wastestream should be abated. 

22. Arcata Graphics 
TC Industrial Park Depew, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0032140 
SIC code: 2751, 4111 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
1500 employees 

This company has been in business since 1878 and prints and 
binds 140,000 tons/year of books and magazines using letter 
press, offset, gravure printing and plate making processes. The 
facility's effluent of 2,800 GPD is known to be contaminated with 
toxic organic chemicals. 	Triplicate grab samples of the plant's 
002 outfall on November 28, 	1978 detected toluene at 
concentrations less than 6.5 parts per billion, 	xylene at 
concentrations less than 6.2 parts per billion and naphthalene at 
concentrations from 117.1 parts per billion to 141.8 parts per 
billion. 	All three of these chemical solvents were reported to 
be used by the facility in its ICS response. 	According to ITF 
report, approximately 48,000 gallons/year of waste solvents are 
removed from this plant. 	Plate room chemical wastes, however, 
are discharged to sewers. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated discharger. 	The 
company's SPDES permit only regulates the effluent according to 
traditional pollution concerns such as temperature and suspended 
solids. 	Naphthalene, xylene and toluene are monitored, but the 
discharge of these toxic chemicals is not controlled. 	The full 
pollution potential of this plant should be assessed. 	Large- 
scale printing operations often use potentially toxic inks, 
solvents, lubricating oils, and blanket washes that can 
contaminate their wastestreams. 	The facility's effluent should 
be monitored for the broad spectrum of contaminants that could be 
present. 	Toxics found in the wastestream should be abated 
immediately. 

23. Spencer Kellogg Research Center, Division of Textron, 
Incorporated 

4201 Genesee Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 388 
SIC code: 2820, 2093 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 

r,ITF response: positive 
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This applied research facility manufactures 4,000 PPD of 
resinous polymers. Other operations at the plant include: new 
product development and research, pilot plants, and analytical 
and quality control research. 

This facility discharges 32,000 GPD of cooling water which 
may contain hazardous wastes, 	according to a DEC memo in the 
company's permit file. 	The firm also uses more than 45,000 
gallons/year and 40,000 pounds/year of 23 potentially toxic 
compounds that could be present in the plant's wastestream. 	Yet 
the industry's effluent has never been monitored for chemical 
contaminants, and its SPDES permit only regulates the discharge 
using traditional pollution parameters such as BOD, total 
suspended solids, 	settleable solids, 	pH, 	oil and grease. 
Numerical standards for toxic pollutants have not been set. 	The 
industry's full pollution potential should be assessed. 	Toxics 
identified in its wastestream should be abated immediately. 

24. American Optical Corporation 
Eggert and Sugar Roads Cheektowaga N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1058 
SIC code: 3831 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
1,400 employees 

This company's SPDES permit was deleted on January 10, 1980. 
Now the facility's 16,700 GPD of process and cooling waters are 
discharged on-line to the Cheektowaga Sewer District Number Five 
collection system. 	Prior to diverting its effluent to the 
municipal . treatment plant, 	the company had discharged its 
wastewaters into Scajaquada Creek. 

Over the years, the facility has manufactured many optical 
instruments, including microscopes, microtomes, opthalmic 
instruments, 	projectors, 	optical machinery, 	periscopes and 
sniperscopes. 	Since 1938, 	production of thes instruments is 
known to have generated large amounts of hazardous cutting oils, 
waste paints, thinners, lubricants, contaminated fuller's earth 
and many types of spent solvents. 	Residues of these materials 
may have been discharged in the plant's effluent. 	That 
possibility should be investigated thoroughly. 

25. Markel Electric Products, Incorporated 
601 Amherst Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 009 3564 
SIC code: 3567 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
350 employees 

This firm operates a sheet metal fabrication plant that 
manufactures portable, built-in and industrial electric heaters. 
The company's 30,000 GPD discharge to Scajaquada Creek may be 
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inadequately regulated. 	Sheet metal fabrication typically 
involves the use of potentially toxic degreasing agents and 
solvents used in painting or other surface fislishing processes. 
Yet this facility's SPDES permit only regulates flow, temperature 
and pH. 	The plant's wastestream has never been monitored for 
chemical contaminants. 	As a result, numerical standards for 
individual pollutants have not been set. 	The full pollution 
potential of this industry should be assessed. Toxics identified 
in its wastestream should be abated immediately. 

26. Dayton Malleable, Pratt and Letchworth division 
189 Tonawanda Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 31275 
SIc code: 3325, 3312, and 3493 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 
550 employees 

This company has been in operation since 1900 and produces 
railroad steel castings and forged steel. 	Its 220,000 GPD 
combined cooling and process wastewater discharge is designated 
as a non-principal discharger of toxic heavy metals to Scajaquada 
Creek . 	According to the monitoring data presented in Appendix 
B, 	wastewaters generated by industries in this firm's SIC 
category are known to be contaminated with scores of toxic 
organic chemicals. 	Yet this facility's effluent has never been 
monitored for those pollutants and its SPDES permit fails to 
protect against their discharge. 	Only the following limitations 
are in effect: outfall 01 (non contact cooling water): pH (6.5 to 
8.5), suspended solids (30.0 mg/L average, 50 mg/L maximum) and 
total iron (2.0 mg/L average, 4.0 mg/L maximum); 	outfall 02 
(non-contact cooling water): temperature (90 degrees F maximum) 
and pH (6.5 to 8.5); outfall 03: 	(non-contact cooling water and 
oil quench wastewater): temperature (90 degrees F maximum), pH 
(6.5 to 8.5), oil and grease (10.0 mg/L average, 	15.0 mg/L 
maximum) and total iron (2.0 mg/L average, 4.0 mg/L maximum). 
Numerical standards for specific toxic pollutants are totally 
lacking 	This facility is an inadequately 	regulated toxic 
discharger. 	Its full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Toxic chemicals identified in its effluent should be abated 
imediately. 

27. Curtiss Wright 
60 Grinder Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 
SIC code: 3722 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
225 employees 

This company operates a metal extruding facility. 	Its 
discharge is not apparently continuous and is regulated only for 
traditional pollution concerns. 	Standards have reportedly been 
set for pH, total suspended solids, oil and grease. Monitoring 
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is reportedly required for flow, temperature, total oxygen demand 
and "heavy metals suspected to be present." 	The plant's 
wastestream has not been monitored for the presence of toxic 
pollutants. 

28. F.M. Schaeffer 
1314 Niagara Street Buffalo, N.Y. 
SIC code: 2082 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
40 employees 

This brewery is reported to discharge one MGD of combined 
process and cooling water into the Niagara River. 	Its effluent 
has never been monitored for toxic pollutants. 	Its SPDES permit 
only regulates the discharge using traditional pollution 
parameters for temperature, BOD, 	ammonia and sulfides. 	The 
facility's full pollution potential should be assessed 
immediately. 

29. General Motors Corporation/Chevrolet Division 
Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: 0000574 
SIC codes: 3714, 3462, 3321, - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 

This facility is composed of three separate manufacturing 
operations: the forge plant, which produces automobile steering 
mechanism components, axles, drive gears, engine parts and brake 
and clutch pedals; the metal casting plant, 	which produces 
automotive gray iron castings; 	and the motor plant, which 
manufactures passenger and truck engines and parts, axles and 
assemblies. 	Approximately 6,660 engines, 	2,650 tons of metal 
castings and 550 tons of metal forgings are produced daily. 

These three facilities' combined effluent of 22 MGD is 
designated as a principal discharge of toxic heavy metals and 
organics. 	Yet, the company's SPDES permit fails to provide 
comprehensive toxics control. Only the following effluent 
limitations are in effect: temperature (90 degrees F maximum), pH 
(6.7 to 8.5), oil and grease (1130 PPD maximum), and phenols (12 
PPD average, 24 PPD maximum). 	Numerical standards for specific 
toxic chemicals are completely lacking. 

These facilities are inadequately regulated toxic 
dischargers. The monitoring data presented in Appendix B clearly 
indicates that manufacturing processes employed by industries in 
the SIC 332 category generate wastewaters contaminated with a 
wide variety of toxic organic chemicals. 	The information 
contained in Appendix C shows that many of the same compounds are 
known to be used in these three facilities. 	Yet4  their 
wastewaters have never been monitored for those compounds. 	The 
company operates a physical-chemical treatment plant for removal 
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of suspended solids, oil and grease, and a "polishing" facility 
to remove oil films. 	These treatment processes, 	however, are 
ineffective against toxics. 	The full pollution potential of 
these facilities should be assessed. 	Toxics identified in their 
effluents should be abated immediately. 

30 E.I. Du Pont de NEMOURS and Company, Incorporated 
Yerkes Plant Sheridan Drive Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1601 
SIC code: 2821, 3079 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
500 employees 

This facility polymerizes polyvinyl fluoride and extrudes 
the polymer into films. 	The plant produces 13,000 PPD of 
polyvinyl fluoride (PVF) film, 15,000 to 18,000 PPD of polyolefin 
netting, 	20,000 	to 	25,000 	square 	feet/day 	of 
polymethylmethacrylate (PMMA) sheets and 400 to 500 PMMA 
bowls/day. 

The facility discharges 2.5 MGD of cooling water and 
stormwater runoff into Niagara River. 	Past monitoring of this 
effluent identified the presence of methylene chloride at 
concentrations of two to four parts per billion. 	The company 
reports that nearly 350,000 pounds of this organic solvent are 
used at the plant each year. 	Despite the fact that toxic 
contamination is known to exist in the company's wastestream, its 
SPDES permit fails to limit the discharge of any specific organic 
chemicals. 	Only the following standards have been set: 
temperature, (90 degrees F maximum), COD (330 PPD average, 660 PPD 
maximum), and pH (6.0 to 9.0). These limitations fail to provide 
comprehensive toxics control. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B show that a 
wide variety of organic chemical pollutants have been detected in 
the wastestreams of industries in the 2821 and 30 categories. 
Yet, this plant's wastewaters have never been monitored for those 
pollutants. The full pollution potential of this facility should 
be assessed. 	Toxics in its effluent should be abated 
immediately. 

This company's process wastes are diverted to the Town of 
Tonawanda sewage treatment plant. 	Although the municipal 
wastewater system is not designed to cope with toxic organic 
chemicals, comprehensive pretreatment of the plant's wastewaters 
is not required. 	According to a letter from the town engineer, 
"The Yerkes plant has satisfied us that the 50,000 to 100,000 GPD 
discharge of process waste... has no pollutant incompatible with 
the wastewater treatment plant." 	Monitoring of the municipal 
treatment plant's discharge to the Niagara River should be 
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undertaken to determine whether toxics in the Du Pont facility's 
wastestream are surviving the plant's secondary treatment 
processes. 

31. Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation/C.R. Huntley Steam Station 
River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1023 
SIC code: 4011 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 

This 875 megawatt coal-fired electric power generating 
facility has been in operation since 1916. Six power units, each 
consisting of a coal fired steam generator, a steam turbine-
driven electrical generator, a steam condenser system and various 
auxiliary equipment systems, consume approximately 6,720 tons of 
bituminous coal/day and produce 12,234,033 kilowatt hours of 
electricity. At full operating capacity, this facility draws 835 
MGD of cooling water from the Niagara River. 	The power plant's 
eight discharges are regulated for traditional pollution 
concerns. Only the following limitations have been set: 

outfall 01: pH: 	(6.7 to 8.5), and suspended solids (44.0 
PPD average; 

outfall 02: pH (6.7 to 8.5); 
outfall 03 and 04: temperatures (21 degrees F maximum with 

13 degree difference allowed), pH (6.7 tb 8.5), chlorine residual 
(0.3 mg/L), suspended solids (0.4 PPD akterage, 14 PPD maximum), 
and heat (3.83 billion British Thermal Units (BTU)/Hour); 

outfall 05: heat, chlorine residual, and pH limitation same 
as for 03 and 04; temperature (92 degrees F maximum iwth 13 
degrees difference allowed. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated discharger. 	The 
monitoring data presented in appendices A and B show that many 
organic chemicals have been detected in coal-fired steam power 
generating plants' effluents. 	Yet this facility has never 
monitored its discharge for those pollutants. In its response to 
the ITF, the company reported the use of 9,125 gallons of PCBs in 
63 transformers. 

Leaks from these electrical devices could be the source of 
PCBs that are known to contaminate the plant's effluent. 

In the past Niagara Mohawk has been known to dispose of 
waste PCBs in environmentally unacceptable ways. For example, in 
1977 NYPIRG discovered that a fire fighter training school in 
Oswego, N.Y. 	was burning waste oils heavily contaminated with 
PCBs supplied by Niagara Mohawk in Syracuse. 	Monitoring data 
indicated that toxic PCB residues had contaminated portions of 
the school property and drained into a stream that flowed into 
Lake Ontario close to the water intake structures of the City of 
Syracuse. 	DEC authorities were well aware of the local 
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contamination problems and the potential for widespread dispersal 
of air-borne PCBs, but took no action to halt the burning of the 
waste oils, 	Niagara Mohawk denied that PCBs were present in the 
oil burned by the school. 	Subsequent monitoring detected high 
concentrations of PCBs in the oils supplied by the company. 

The power plant's effluent is also known to be contaminated 
with residues that are transported by a -  stream that drains the 
property of several nearby industries, 	notably Polymer 
Applications. 	The huge pile of coal on the power plant's 
property is another potential source of toxics that can leach 
into surface runoff. 	Hazardous waste landfills are possibly 
located on the plant's property. The Hooker Chemical Corporation 
reported to the ITF that massive amounts of phenol tar from its 
Durez facility were buried on the Huntley Power Station property. 

In short, 	the full pollution potential of this plant is 
unknown, and should be determined as soon as possible. 	Toxics 
identified in the plant's discharges should be abated 
immediately. 

32. Polymer Applications, Incorporated 
3445 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 84123 
SIC code: 2851 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
30 employees 

This firrh produces between 10,000 and 50,000 PPD of phenolic 
resins for plastics manufacture. 	Approximately 170,000 GPD of 
combined cooling, sanitary and process wastewaters are discharged 
through two outfalls into a ditch that connects with a slag pond 
on the adjacent Niagara- Mohawk plant property. 	These discharges 
are regulated for traditional pollution concerns, not for toxic 
pollutants. 	Only the following limitations are in effect: 
temperature (70 degrees F maximum), flow (0.25 MGD average), pH 
(6.7 to 8.5), oil and grease (15.0mig/L maxirhum) and phenols (0.5 
mg/L average and 10 mg/L maximum). 	These standards fail to 
provide comprehensive toxics control. 

The monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B indicate 
that a broad spectrum of organic chemicals have been identified 
in the wastestreams of facilities in this company's SIC category. 
Yet this plant's wastestream has never been monitored for those 
toxic chemicals. 	Information in Appendix C shows that this 
industry handles over 7,000,000 pounds of phenol and formaldehyde 
each year. Information given to the ITF indicated that more than 
125,000 gallons/year of a variety of waste solvents were disposed 
of in an underground storage tank until it was discovered to be 
leaking. The company has reported cleaning up the contamination, 
but residues may still be present. 	These materials could be 
finding their way into the plant discharges. 
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The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed. 	Toxics identified io'its discharges should be abated 
immediately. 	Rigorous enforcement of the firm's permit is 
necessary since the company has a long history of permit 
violations for phenol discharges. 	A July, 1975, 	DEC memo 
characterized the plant as a "sloppy operation" with "large 
amounts of phenol contamination in the rain runoff water, 
phenolic resins spilled on the ground." 	Though the matter was 
referred to the DEC's enforcement bureau, 	the case was never 
resolved. The industry also discharges process wastewaters which 
have not been pretreated properly to the Town of Tonawanda sewage 
treatment plant. 

33. Dunlop Tire and Rubber Corporation 
Sheridan Drive Tonawanda, NY 
SPDES permit number: NY 010 1575 
SIC code: 3011 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
1,500 employees 

This company manufactures tires and sporting goods. 	It 
produces 13,000 passenger and small truck tires/day, 2,000 large 
truck tires/day, 600 motorcycle tires/day, 	3,500 PPD of golf 
balls and 6,600 PPD of tennis balls. 

The plant generates approximately four MGD of process and 
cooling wastewaters which are released into the Niagara River. 
This effluent is designated as a non-principal discharger of 
toxic organic chemicals, •yet the company's SPDES permit does not 
contain numerical limitations for any specific toxic pollutants. 
Only the following effluent standards are in effect: outfall one: 
flow (four MGD average), pH (6.7 to 8.5), oil and grease (10 mg/L 
average, 15 mg/L maximum), suspended solids (30 mg/L average, 50 
mg/L maximum), and phenols (1.0 mg/L average, 2.0 mg/L maximum); 
outfall 03: 	pH (6.7 to 8.5). 	These traditional pollution 
parameters fail to provide comprehensive safeguards against the 
discharge of toxic chemicals. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The monitoring data presented in Appendix B shows that many 
organic chemicals have been identified in the wastestreams of 
industries in this company's SIC category. 	Yet this plant's 
discharges have not been monitored for those pollutants. 	Other 
sources of chemical contamination may also be contributing wastes 
to the facility's effluent. Since 1921, hundreds of thousands of 
tons of hazardous waste have been disposed of on the plant 
property. 	These materials were not put into secure landfills. 
Instead they were buried in environmentally unacceptable ways and 
may now be infiltrating the plant's discharges. 	These wastes 
include a large number of oils, 	solvents, greases, 	scraps, 
scrapings, and sludges, contaminated with toxic chemicals. 
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The facility's full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Toxics present in its discharges should be abated immediately. 
This plant also contributes sanitary waste to the town of 
Tonawanda sewage treatment system. 	The impact of that practice 
should also be determined. 

34. FMC Corporation 
37 Sawyer Avenue Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 337 
SIC code: 2819 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 

This facility manufactures inorganic chemicals, including 
perborates, persulfates, calcium and zinc peroxides and peracetic 
acid. 	Its industrial processes of electrolysis, crystallization 
and drying generate 10 MGD of combined cooling and process 
wastewaters known to be contaminated with phenol acid phosphate, 
dipcolinic acid, phenol and chlorotoluene. The plant's effluent 
is designated as a principal discharge of toxic heavy metals. 
The facility's sanitary wastes are diverted to the Town of 
Tonawanda sewage treatment plant. 

Despite the fact that toxic chemicals have been identified 
in this industry's wastestream, its SPDES permit does not contain 
any numerical standards for chemical contaminants. 	Only the 
following traditional pollution limitations are in effect: 
temperature (90 degrees F maximum), pH (6.0 to 9.0), NH3 (200 PPD 
average, 400 PPD maximum), total phosphorus (11.0 PPD average, 22 
*PPD maximum), total boron (640 PPD average, 1,600 PPD maximum), 
suspended solids (340 PPD average, 680 PPD maximum), and total 
zinc (6.6 PPS maximum). 	These standards fail to provide 
comprehensive control of toxic pollutants. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated source of 
chemical contamination. 	The monitoring data presented in 
Appendix B indicates that many toxic pollutants have been 
identified in the wastestreams of facility's in this company's 
SIC category. 	Yet, 	its discharge has not been monitored for 
these compounds. Over the decades, tons of hazardous wastes were 
disposed of in at least four on-site pits. 	These toxic residues 
may be infiltrating the plant's discharges. 	The full pollution 
potential of this industry should be assessed. Toxics identified 
in its effluent should be abated. 

35. Texaco, Incorporated Tonawanda Terminal 
River Road and James Street Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 21202 
SIC code: 5171 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
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This facility is a petroleum products storage terminal. Its 
discharge consists of 6,000 GPD of treated stormwater runoff and 
1,000 GPD of untreated stormwater runoff and is regulated for oil 
and grease. 	This facility is an inadequately regulated 
discharger. 	Its full potential should be assessed. 	Petroleum 
products handled at this facility are typically composed of a 
wide variety of organic chemicals including substituted, 
branched, cyclic, 	and aromatic hydrocarbons. 	Spillage that 
typically results 	during the handling of bulk amounts - of 
petroleum could allow toxic pollutants to infiltrate the 
facility's discharges, 	yet the wastestream has never 	been 
monitored for organic chemicals. 	Toxic contaminants detected in 
the facility's effluent should be abated immediately. 

36. Ashland Petroleum Company 
3701 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This 
similar to 
regulated 
toxic s. 
pollutants 

is a petroleum storage facility that poses problems 
those described in the previous profile. 	It, too, is 
only for the discharge of oil and grease, 	not for 
Its pollution potential should be assessed. 	Chemical 
in its effluent should be abated. 

37. Sunoil Buffalo Terminal 
3755 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 27103 

.
SIC code: 5171 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
17 employees 

This is another petroleum storage facility that poses 
problems similar to those described in the previous profiles. It 
also is regulated only for the discharge of oil and grease, not 
for toxic chemicals. This facility also blends lubricating oils. 
Its discharge averages 35,500 GPD. 	The full pollution potential 
of this plant should be assessed, 	and toxics present in its 
effluent should be abated immediately. 

38. Atlantic Richfield 
3733 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 23621 
SIC code: 5171 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
14 employees 

This facility is another petroleum storage facility that 
poses problems similar to those described in the preceding three 
profiles. 	Its discharges consist of stormwater runoff and truck 
washings and averages approximately 1,000 to 5,000 GPD on an 
intermittent basis. 	The effluent is only regulated for oil and 
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grease. 	The facility's full pollution potential should be 
assessed. 	Toxics present in its wastestream should be abated 
immediately. 

39. Allied Chemical Corporation/Specialty Chemicals Division 
3821 River road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1481 
SIC code: 2821 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
66 employees 

This facility manufactures various types of polyethylene 
utilizing polymerization and copolymerization processes. 	Its 
process wastewaters are diverted to the Town of Tonawanda sewage 
treatment plant. 	Its Five MGD discharge to the Niagara River 
consists of cooling water and stormwater runoff and is known to 
be contaminated with arsenic, chromium, nickel, copper, zinc, 
iron, oil, 	grease, substituted aromatic compounds originating 
from nearby coke and coal tar manufacturers, and trace quantities 
of trichloroethane originating from instrument cleaning. 

Despite the fact that toxic pollutants are known to exist in 
this plant's discharge, 	its SPDES permit fails to provide 
comprehensive toxics control. Only the following limitations are 
in effect: 	temperature (85 degrees F maximum), COD (165 PPD 
average, 495 PPD maximum), pH (6.0 to 9.0) and suspended solids 
(5 mg/L maximum). 	Numerical standards for specific chemical 
contaminants are completely lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated discharger. 
Monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B indicate that 
many toxic chemicals are typically present in the wastestreams of 
industries in the 2821 SIC categOry. 	Yet this plant's 
wastestream has never been monitored for those pollutants. 
According to the company's response to the ITF, hundreds of tons 
of hazardous wastes lie buried beneath the plant property, 
including scrap polyethylene, chlorinated polyethylene, tars, 
waste solvents, oils and nitric acid. These pollutants were not 
disposed of in a secure manner and may be finding their way into 
the industry's discharges. 	The full pollution potential of this 
facility needs to be determined. 	Toxics in its effluent should 
be abated immediately. 	Process wastewaters should also be 
monitored for the presence of chemical pollutants and pretreated 
before being discharged to the municipal collection system. 
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40. Tonawanda Coke Corporation 
3875 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2399 
SIC code 3312 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
200 employees 

This firm produces 300,000 tons/year of. foundry coke from 
370,000 	tons/year of 	coal using destructive 	distillation. 
Ammonia, tar and coke oven gas are generated as by-products. 
Approximately 3.25 MGD of combined process (13 percent) and non-
contact cooling (79 percent) wastewaters are released into the 
Niagara River. 	This effluent is designated as a principal 
discharge of toxic heavy metals and organics. 	Some process 
wastes are also diverted to the Town of Tonawanda sewage 
treatment plant. 

Despite the fact that this facility is a known discharger of 
toxic chemicals, its SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive 
toxic controls. 	Only the following traditional pollution 
parameters are in effect: temperature (102 degrees F maximum), 
pH (6.0 to 9.0), 	oil and grease (70 PPD average, 	210 PPD 
maximum), NH3 (254 PPD average, 762 PPD maximum), total 
phosphorus (59 PPD average, 177 PPD maximum), suspended solids 
(880 PPD average, 2,200 PPD maximum), HODS (1,342 PPD average, 
2,350 PPD maximum), phenols (6.0 PPD average, 18.0 PPD maximum), 
cyanide (12 PPD average, 36 PPD maximum), and settleable solids 
(0.1 mg/L maximum). 	Numerical standards for specific toxic 
pollutants are totally lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The monitoring data presented in Apdendix B indicates that a 
broad spectrum of organic chemicals are typically present in the 
wastestreams of industries in the 3312 SIC category. 	Yet, this 
facility's effluent has never been monitored for those 
pollutants. The Allied Chemical Cemet Solvent Division plant has 
reported disposing of tons of hazardous wastes on the Tonawanda 
Coke Corporation's plant property. These residues may be 
infiltrating the facility's discharges. 	The full pollution 
potential of the industry's effluent should be assessed. 	Toxics 
identified in its wastestream should be abated immediately. 

41. New York Wire Mills, Incorporated 
3937 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 83623 
SIC code: 2481 
ICS response: positive - Rever to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
274 employees 

This firm manufactures between 200 and 500 tons/day of wire. 
Approximately 500 GPD of cooling water is discharged to the 
Niagara River. 	Sanitary wastes are diverted to the Town of 

60 



Tonawanda sewage treatment facility. 	Among the wastewaters 
generated at this plant are pickling solutions that may be 
contaminated with toxic pollutants. 	Despite the potential for 
chemical contaminants to be present in the industry's discharge, 
its SPDES permit fails to contain toxic limitations of any kind. 
Nor has its wastestream been monitored for organics. 	Only the 
following effluent standards are in effect: 	temperature (90 
degrees F maximum), and pH (6.5 to 8.5). 	The full pollution 
potential for this facility should be assessed. 	Toxics 
identified in its discharge should be abated immediately. 

42. Ashland CanLake Truck Terminal 
740 Grand Island Boulevard Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 73687 
SIC code: 5171 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negataive 

This facility is a petroleum products storage terminal with 
a capacity of 200,000 barrels of crude or fuel oil. 	Its 
discharges are intermittent releases of stormwater runoff that 
passes through an oil-water separator. 	Like the other petroleum 
storage operations discussed previously in this section, this 
facility is regulated for oil and grease, not for toxics. 	Its 
pollution potential should be assessed. Chemical contaminants in 
its discharges should be abated immediately. 

43. Ashland Petroleum - Buffalo Refinery 
4545 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1678 
SIC code 2911 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
300 employees 

This refinery processes 62,000 barrels/day of crude oil and 
produces 31,000 barrels/day of gasoline, 16,000 barrels/dal of 
fuel oils, 7,000 barrels/day of asphalt, and 3,000 barrels/day of 
aromatic petrochemicals. 	Its effluent of between 15 and 29 MGD 
of cooling water to the Niagara River is designated as a 
principal discharge of toxic heavy metals and organics. 	Process 
wastewaters are diverted to the Town of Tonawanda sewage 
treatment plant. 

Despite the fact that toxic pollutants are known to be 
present in this facility's effluent, its SPDES permit fails to 
provide comprehensive toxic controls. 	Only the following 
traditional pollution parameters are in effect: 	outfall 01: 
temperature (115 degrees F maximum), pH (6.0 to 9.0), 	oil and 
grease (700 PPD average, 	1,000 PPD maximum), 	NH3 (400 PPD 
average, 720 PPD maximum), 	total organic carbon (2,300 PPD 
average, 4,100 PPD maximum), hexavalent chrome (0.1 PPD average, 
0.3PPD maximum), suspended solids (380 PPD average, 	644 PPD 
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maximum), BOD5 (3,800 PPD average, 6,840 PPD maximum), phenols 
(55 PPD maximum), total chrome (4.5 PPD maximum), 	and sulfides 
(150 PPD average, 270 PPD maximum). 	Numerical standards for 
specific toxic compounds are completely lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B indicate that 
refinery wastewaters are typically contaminated with many toxic 
organic chemicals. 	Yet this facility's effluent has never been 
monitored for those pollutants. 	The full pollution potential of 
the facility should be assessed. 	Toxics detected in its 
discharges to the Niagara River and to the municipal system 
should be abated immediately. 

This facility's permit requires rigorous enforcement. 	In 
the past, the company's compliance record has been poor. In May, 
1975 the company was fined $600 for a permit violation. In 1977, 
EPA filed suit against the company for repeated violations of its 
phenol limitations. 	The company was subsequentlly fined $1,000 
and placed on a compliance schedule for correcting the problem. 

44. River Road Oil Company 
5335 River Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This facility stores bulk petroleum and toluene. Wastewater 
discharges from the facility, consist of stormwater runoff and are 
regulated for oil, 	grease and toluene. 	In addition to the 
previously-discussed problems associated with the storage of 
petroleum products, this facility is known to discharge toluene, 
a toxic organic chemical solvent. 	Yet its wastestream has not 
been monitored for the broad spectrum of toxics that may be 
present. 	The firm's SPDES permit requires limits on toluene 
discharges, but does not provide comprehensive toxics control. 
The facility's pollution potential remains unknoWn and should be 
determined. 	Toxic pollutants identified in its effluent should 
be abated immediately. 

45. Spaulding Fiber Company/Industrial Plastics Division 
310 Wheeler Street Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2364 
SIC code: 3567, 2631 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
1,142 employees 

This firm manufactures vulcanized fiber for the production 
of specially treated papers. 	Vulcanization refers to the 
treatment of paper with zinc chloride. 	The facility includes a 
paper mill and a lamination plant. 	Its manufacturing processes 
include: condensation, polymerization, resin-carrier saturation, 
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high pressure laminating and fabrication. A total of 25 tons/day 
of vulcanized fiber and between 20 to 25 tons/day of industrial 
laminates are produced. 

The plant's effluent of four MGD of combined cooling and 
process wastewater is designated as a prinicpal discharge of 
toxic heavy metals. However, the company's SPDES permit fails to 
provide comprehensive toxics controls. 	Only the following 
standards are in effect: 

outfalls 01 and 02: temperature (110 degrees F maximum), pH 
(6.0 to 9.0), soluble zinc (20 PPD average, 30 PPD maximum), 
total zinc (0.5 mg/L average, 1.0 mg/L maximum); 

outfall 03: pH (6.0 to 9.0), soluble zinc (same for outfalls 
01 and 02); all outfalls: 	suspended solids (24,900 PPD - sum 
average), BOD5 (2,400 PPD - sum average), 	and total zinc (1.5 
mg/L sum average). 	Numerical standards for specific toxic 
pollutants are totally lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The monitoring data presented in Appendix B indicates that many 
toxic organic chemicals are typically present in the wastestreams 
of industries in the 3567 and 2631 SIC categories. 	Yet this 
company's effluent has not been monitored for those pollutants. 
The firm is known to have generated tons of hazardous waste 
contaminated with toxic solvents, 	such as phenol and 
formaldehyde. Some of this material is buried on-site and may be 
infiltrating the plant's wastewater discharge. 	That possibility 
has not been investigated thoroughly. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed . 	Toxics identified in its effluent should be abated. 
The company is in the process of constructing a pretreatment 
facility and diverting its process wastes to the Town of 
Tonawanda sewage treatment system. 	Steps should be taken to 
assure that pretreatment provided by the firm is adequate to 
remove toxics that may be present. Between November 10, 1978 and 
January 30, 1979, this facility failed to discharge soluble zinc 
in compliance with its SPDES permit. 

46. Hooker Chemical and Plastics Corporation/Durez Division 
Walck Road North Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1198 
SIC code: 2821 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
500 employees 

This facility manufactures phenolic resins, molding 
compounds and formaldehyde, hexamethylenetetramine, diallyl 
phthalate molding compound, alkyl molding compound and para- 
tertiary octyl-phenol. 	It is designated as a principal 
discharger of toxic heavy metals and organics into the Niagara 
River. 	The plant produces approximately 83,309 PPD of hexamine 
(formalin and ammonia,), 316,577 PPD of formalin and unspecified 

63 



amounts of synthetic resins and molding compounds. 	Its 
manufacturing processes generate approximately 800,000 GPD of 
cooling water and 40,000 GPD of process wastewater, which are 
discharged into the Niagara River via a storm sewer system. 
According to a study performed by the Center for Bio-Organic 
studies dated October 24, 1979, 	the following substances were 
qualitatively identified: 

trichloroethylene 
monochlorobenzene 
benzyl chloride 
dichlorobenzene 
trichlorobenzene 
chlorophenol 
benzene 
toluene 
acetophenone 
phenol 
methyl phenol 
dimethyl phenol isomer 
trimethyl phenol isomer 
ethyl phenol 
C3 phenol isomer 
C4 phenol isomer 
biphenyl 
diphenylether 
dimethyl phthalate 
C5 phenol isomer 
dibenzofuran 
phenylphenol 
phenoxyphenol isomer 
diethylphthalate 
C8 phenol isomer 
Carboxylic acid 
diallylphthalate 
dibutylthanone 
xanthone 
phthalate 

Despite the fact that this plant's wastewaters are known to 
be contaminated with highly toxic and carcinogenic chemicals, its 
SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive toxics control. Only 
these effluent limitations are in effect: , 

outfalls 01 to 14: pH (6.0 to 9.0). 
Four outfalls listed on the DEC's computer printouts as 

21,22, 23, 	and 24 are regulated as follows: outfall 21: COD 
(4,000 PPD average, 8,000 maximum), TKN (550 PPD average, 1,100 
PPD maximum), 	suspended solids (128 PPD average, 	256 PPD 
maximum), 	BOD5 (2,000 PPD average and 4,000 PPD maximum) and 
phenols (35 PPD average); 	outfall 22: 	oil and grease (50 PPD 
maximum); outfall 23: benzene (2.9 PPD maximum), toluene (0.1 PPD 
maximum), trichlorobenzene (0.2 PPD maximum), monochlorobenzene 
(7.5 PPD maximum), and dichlorobenzene (6.0 PPD maximum); outfall 
25: total zinc (2.5 PPD maximum). 
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This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The information presented in Appendix C indicates that this plant 
handles more than 30 million pounds of potentially toxic organic 
chemicals. 	Spills and other accidental releases have allowed 
some of these compounds to infiltrate the company's wastewater 
discharges. 	In addition, the plant site is known to hold 
hundreds of tons of hazardous waste landfilled in at least 14 
dumps. 	None of these is designed, constructed or maintained to 
be able to hold toxic chemicals securely. 	A confidential 
interoffice memorandum dated August 23, 1978 from J. 	Gburek at 
the Durez facility to A. Katonah at Hooker's main facility.  
states," The phenol-bearing materials such as the resins and 
molding compounds represent leachate problems, but my primary 
concern is those wastes originating from our phenol plant that 
contain chlorinated benzenes. Burial sites on the plant premises 
have been identified through interviews with senior employees and 
it has been our experience that chlorinated benzenes are slowly 
leaching into plant wastewater systems." 	Finally, the 
monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B indicate that 
many organic chemicals are typically present in the wastestreams 
generated by industries such as this one in the 2821 SIC 
category. 	The general pollution parameters required by this 
facility's SPDES permit are not adequate safeguards against the 
discharge of these pollutants. 

This plant's full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Its wastestream should be extensively monitored and numerical 
limitations should be set to abate the discharge of all toxics 
that are identified. 

47. Tonawanda Electric Steel Casting Corporation 
200 River Road North Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2747 
SIC code 3325 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
125 employees 

This firm 
made from scrap 
batches/day. 
North Tonawanda 
of non-contact 
River. 

produces up to 100 tons/month of steel castings 
Molten metal is poured into sand molds in two 

Process wastewaters are diverted to the City of 
sewage treatment plant. 	Approximately 7,900 GPD 
cooling water are discharged into the Niagara 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed. The monitoring data presented in Appendix B shows that 
industries in the 3325 SIC category generate wastewaters that are 
typically contaminated with toxic organic chemicals. 	Yet this 
company's effluent has never been monitored for those compounds. 
Its SPDES permit does not set limits on the discharge of any 
toxic pollutants. 	Only these standards are in effect: 
temperature (winter: 60 degrees F average, 70 degrees F maximum; 
summer: 84 degrees F average, 110 degrees F maximum), and pH (6.0 
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to 9.0). 	Steps should be taken to assure that the facility is 
qat discharging toxics into the Niagara River or the municipal 
wastewater collection system. 

48. Koppers, Incorporated/Organic Materials Division 
940 River Road North Tonawanda, N.Y. 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
30 to 40 employees 

On March 29, 1978 this facility diverted its wastestream to 
the City of North Tonawanda sewage treatment plant and its SPDEs 
permit was deleted. 	Prior to connecting with the municipal 
collection system the facility discharged 50,000 GPD into the 
Niagara. 	The firm produces 50 tons/day of finished roofing felt 
using 15 percent kraft, 	60 percent reclaimed newspaper and 25 
percent wood flour. A study should be undertaken to determine if 
the facility is discharging toxics into the municipal wastewater 
system. If so, the company should institute appropriate 
pretreatment measures. 

49. Hooker Chemicals and Plastics Corporation/Specialty Chemicals 
Division 
47th Street and Buffalo Avenue Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 3336 
SIC code: 2812 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 

In August, 1978 the discovery of widespread health problems 
evidently related to toxic chemicals emanating from the Love 
Canal, an abandoned Hooker dump site, made the Hooker Chemicals 
and Plastics Corporation instantly infamous. Almost immediately, 
the company became the focus of extensive investigations designed 
to determine the full extent of its toxic dumping activities. 
Where little or no attention had previously been paid to either 
abandoned hazardous waste dumps or toxic chemical dischargers, 
Hooker's waste disposal activities soon became singularly clear. 

Much attention was paid to Hooker's Buffalo Avenue facility. 
This huge mile-long facility has produced over 250 chemicals, 
many with numerous variat±ons, since 1930. 	Its major products 
have been caustic soda, 	chlorine, chlorotoluenes, dechlorane 
(Mirex), 	halogenated organic chemicals, 	including para- 
chlorobenzotrichloride (PCBTC) and parachlorobenzotrifluoride 
(PCBTF), and various sulphur and phosphorus compounds. 

This facility is one of the largest identified toxic 
dischargers in the Niagara Frontier. 	Over the years it has 
generated hundreds of thousands of tons of hazardous wastes. 
Much of that material was disposed of in Hooker-owned dumps such 
as the Love Canal, 	and the Hyde Park and the 102nd Street 
landfills. However, more than 75,000 tons of chemical waste lies 
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buried in a wide variety of areas on the plant property. Table 3 
lists the compounds that are found in the S and N- area dump 
alone. 

TABLE 3 
HOOna 1 CHENCA. AND N-Atj='!% V.1/.3'L;TE.INVENTOFIV 

Estimated Total 
Type_of Waste 	 Tonnage  

Organic phosphates 	(24) 
Misc, 	acid chlorides 
Phenol 	tars 	(23) 
Thionyl 	chloride 	(17) 
HET ,,acid 	(18) 
Misc. 	chlorinations 
DDM 	(15) 
TCP 	(16) 

(20) 

(19) 

200 tons 
400 tons 
800 tons 

4,200 tons 
500 tons 
400 tons 

8,100 tons 
200 tons 

Benzoyl 	chloride 	(7) 3,300 tons 
1.D.SIMCT 	(9) 2,200 tons 
Metal 	chlorides 	(11) 900 tons 
C-56 	(4) 17,400 tons 
Chlorobenzenes 	(6) 18,900 tons 
Benzyl 	chlorides 	(1) 1,600 tons 
Thiodan 	(2) 700 tons 
Sulfides 	(3) 4,200 tons 
Misc. 	107. of above 6,400 tons 

Total 74,400 tons 

These and other highly toxic residues were not Aisposed of 
in structures designed, constructed, or maintained to hold them 
securely. 	Instead they were buried in open dumps. 	Over the 
years the compounds leached out of the dumps. 	Now these toxic 
materials have been discovered to be migrating through 
groundwaters beneath the plant site and ?ntering the company's 
vast network of cooling water discharge pipelines. 	As a result, 
tens of thousands of pounds of highly toxic chemicals flow 
annually from this facility into the Niagara River. 

The Hooker plant diverts all of its process wastewater to 
the City of Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant. 	Its 
cooling water system, however, discharges approximately 50 MGD 
directly into the Niagara River. Cooling water is also diverted 
to a Diversion Sewer along Buffalo Avenue. 	Figure 8 depicts the 
Hooker facility, its sewer system and its outfalls. 

67 



443- 

tuna* -ill" 	-7-CTifTFALL. otar-arz  " 
002 	003 

Hooker Chemicals Plastics Corp. 

711: 
rp4  

oos 

FIGURE 8 
Hoommi BUFFALO AVENUE PLAWT 

PLANT BOUNDARY 

a- area ) AREA OESIONATION 

MAJOR SEWERS 

On September 13th and 14th, 1978, 	the EPA conducted an 
inspection of the Hooker Buffalo Avenue plant and sampled its 
discharges for toxic chemicals. 	These were the results of that 
monitoring effort: 

OUTFALL 	PARAMETER 	 Concentration, ug/1 

002 	Trichloroethylene 	 124 
Toluene 	 97 

003 	Tetrachloroethylene 	 52 
Chloroform 	 52 
Chlorotoluene 	 95 
Bentachlorobenzene 	 67 
2-Butoxyethanol 	 2400 

003 S 	Dibromochloromethane 	 126 
Bromoform 	 180/150 
Ethyl Hexyl Phthalate 	 69 

005 	Chlorobenzene 	 170 

'These data are among the earliest indications that a broad 
spectrum of toxic pollutants were found in the facility's 
wastewater discharges. 
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Later that year Hooker initiated a "Chlorocarbon Source 
Investigation Program" as part of its SPDES permit renewal 
requirements. 	The findings of that investigation were released 
in a report that was submitted to the DEC in 1979. For the first 
time the waste load allocations of individual compounds in each 
outfall collection systems was determined. 	These data are 
presented in Table 4. 

TABLE 4 
KOOKER CHEMICAL BUFFALO AVENUE PLANT 

SPDES HALOGENATED ORGANIC AND TOLUENE MONITORING RESULTS 
July through December 1978 

AVERAGE NET RESULTS IN LBS/DAY 

Area 	3 N-Area Area 4 47th Div F-28 Total 
Constituent 001 002 003 004 005 001-005 

Monuchiorotolueni 5,0 21 3.6 3 36 69 

DiLhlorotoluene 0.56 0.15 0.16 0.55 1.9 3.3 

MonochlornheozotrIfluoride 0.12 10 6.5 0.04 0.07 16.7 

0ichlorobenzotriflunr1de 0.04 0.37 0.28 0.06 0.09 0.84 

hexachlorocyclopentadiene 0.01 0 1.1 0.01 0.34 1.5 

nexachinrohotadiene 0.02 0 0.05 0.03 0.09 0.19 

End..solfan 	(ThiodAn) 0 0.00 0,01 0.01 1,27 1.3 

hechiorane 	Plui 0.0) 0.01 0.20 0 0.12 0.36 

Dechlorane 	4(m2 0,00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.24 0.28 

Pentac 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.16 0.19 

Chlorendic 	Acid 0.04 0.01 0.25 0.02 6.4 4,7 

Monochiurohenzene 0.16 0.05 0.08 0.10 2.2 2.6 

Dichlorobenzene 0.11 0.20 0.20 0.38 2.2 3.1 

Trichinrohenzene 0.35 0.08 0.13 0.36 9.1 10 

TetrichlOrobenzene 0.19 0.01 0.32 0.06 15 16 

Trichlornethylene 7,8 0.75 0.60 0.59 0.09 9.8 

Te t rac hloroe thy I ene 1.0 0 8.3 3.0 0.10 12 

Nexac h lorncyc I ohexane 0.06 0.94 0.07 0 05 _1,1_ -kit- 

TOTAL 16 34 22 8.3 77 157 

To 0.57 0..41 0.66 0.42 0.40 2.5 

According to the report, 	"based on the source survey 
results, approximately 41 PPD or 26 percent of the total outfall 
loading appears to be related to current process sources with the 
remaining (74 percent) believed to be associated with non-point 
sources, such as infiltration of contaminated groundwater and the 
sewer system." The report indicated that "this belief is founded 
on the presence of several organic disposal sites on plant 
property... and also the fact that many compounds that are no 
longer produced at the Niagara Plant are detected in the 
outfalls." 

The discovery that landfilled hazardous wastes had 
contaminated large areas of the overburden beneath the Hooker 
plant property led to the undertaking of a second, more extensive 
investigation. 	The findings of that probe were submitted to the 
DEC in a four-volume study entitled, 	"Report on Wastewater 
Outfall Sewers, September 22, 1980." 
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Table 5 outlines the waste loads of 11 compounds in each 
outfall during 1979. 

TABLE 5 
MOCKER CHEMICAL BUFFALOrAVEME PLANT 

BASEUNE CHEMICAL LOAM,* 
1979 Avarags 
( lbs./day) 

CHEMICAL 

001  

OUTFALL 

005 002 003 004 

Trichloroethylene 12.55 0.65 1.37 0.22 0.21 

Tetrachloroethylene 1.97 0. 6.17 1.22 0.11 

Toluene 2.4 0.59 0.38 0.24 3.9 

Chlorobenzotrifluorides 0.54 9.4 32. 0.09 0.35 

Monochlorobenzene 0.51 0.03 0.16 0.05 1.9 

Olchlorobenzene 0.26 0.05 0.53 0.56 2.9 

Chlorotoluenes 19.86 9.6 2.9 1.56 20.3 

Dichlorotoluenes 0.76 0.08 0.39 0.18 2.4 

Trichlorobenzenes 0.78 0.03 0.24 0.11 4.56 

Tetrachlorobenzenes 0.69 0. 2.26 0. 4.0 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 0. 0. 2.38 0. 0.11 

TOTAL lbs/day 40.32 20.43 48.78 . 	4.23 40.74 

Figure 9 charts the seasonal variation of *waste discharges 
during 1979. 
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Despite the fact that a wide variety of toxic chemicals have 
been clearly identified in this facility's wastewater discharges, 
its SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive toxic 
limitations. 	In fact, the permit does just the opposite by 
allowing the company to release a maximum of 284 PPD of 
unspecified halogenated organic chemicals. 	In addition, the 
following traditional pollution parameters are in effect: 
outfalls 001, 002, 003, 004 and 005: suspended solids (4,434 PPD 
average, 5,755 PPD maximum), 	COD (2,410 PPD average, 	4,780 
maximum), toluene (14 PPD maximum), Mirex (less than 0.001 mg/L 
in each discharge), temperature (90 degrees F maximum); outfall 
001: 	pH (6.0 to 9.0) and mercury (0.15PPD average, 	0.3 PPD 
maximum); outfall 002: pH (6.0 to 9.0); outfall 003: pH (6.0 to 
9.5) and fluorides (176 PPD average and 350 PPD maximum); 
outfalls 004 and 005: pH (6.0 to 9.0). 

This company's discharge permit exemplifies the limitations 
of the entire SPDES system. Large amounts of toxic chemicals are 
known to be present in the facility's effluent. 	Yet its SPDES 
permit neither requires comprehensive monitoring of the discharge 
nor sets strict standards to control the release of those or 
other toxic pollutants. 	The Hooker facility is known to have 
manufactured hundreds of different chemicals and generated 
hundreds of thousands of tons of hazardous waste. .Yet, less than 
20 compounds have been monitored for in the plant's wastewaters. 
As a result, the fate of the remaining contaminants is unknown. 
Though more than 75,000 tons of chemical waste are known to be 
buried in inappropriately designed, constructed and maintained 
dumpsites, no action has been required .to make those disposal 
areas secure. Consequently, extremely deadly chemicals pour into 
the facility's severely deteriorated sewer system and, 
Subsequently, into the Niagara River. 	fThis uncontrolled 
discharge, in effect, receives the blessings of the State and 
federal environmental authorities. 

The full pollution potential of the Hooker facility should 
be determined as soon as possible. 	The company should analyze 
its wastewater discharges to the -river and the City of Niagara 
Falls treatment plant for the full spectrum of toxic chemicals 
that might be present. 	Comprehensive analyses should be 
performed for every single one of the compounds Hooker has 
manufactured, handled or disposed of at its plant site. 	These 
analyses should be conducted using the most sophisticated 
technology available and monitoring should be conducted for as 
long as is necessary to develop an adequate data base. 	In 
particular, monitoring should focus on discovering whether 
trichlorophenol or dioxin are escaping into the Niagara or into 
groundwaters that migrate beyond the perimeter of the Hooker 
facility. 	Extensive groundwater monitoring should also be 
immediately undertaken to investigate whether chemical 
contamination is entering the Niagara River directly. 	Chemical 
pollutants are evidently migrating from the vicinity of the S-
Area dump toward the.  City of Niagara Falls water filtration 
plant. 	The threat that Hooker's wastes pose to the quality of 
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drinking water produced by the municipal treatment facility 
should be assessed. The impact of Hooker's wastes on the quality 
of groundwaters in the overburden and deep water aquifer system 
beneath the plant site should also be investigated. Hacker's own 
studies have pointed out the need to conduct more research on its 
facility's environmental impact. 	Close attention should be paid 
to the areas outlined in Figure 10. 

Once the facility's numerous sources of toxic contamination 
have been identified in full, action should be taken to curtail 
all toxic discharges to the environment as a matter of urgent 
necessity. 	The company 	should be held strictly liable for 
the pollution problems it may have caused. If appropriate, legal 
action should be brought against the company for any violations 
of its SPDES permit. 

FIGURE 10 
HOOKL11 CHEFJACAL 	 LANT r--,REAS FOR FURTF, If i rTUJV 

'Auk 	 Hooker Chemicals Plastics Corp, 
PLANT BOUNDARY 

or. area ) AREA DESIGNATION 

MA4OR SEWERS 
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50. Olin Corporation/Niagara Works 
Buffalo Avenue Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1635 
SIC code: 2812 7 Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 
300 employees 

This facility has been in operation since 1897 and 
manufactures the following inorganic chemicals: 255 tons/day of 
caustic soda, 250 tons/day of liquid chlorine, 57.5 tons/day of 
HTH 	5.25 tons/day of sodium methylate and 5.95 tons/day of 
sodium chloride. 

Due to a contaminated well water supply, this facility is 
one of the largest identified toxic dischargers in the Niagara 
Frontier. 	The Olin manufacturing complex is made up of two 
plants, separated by a portion of the E.I Du Pont de Nemours 
company, that use water drawn from wells and from the Niagara 
River. The west plant is where wells are located that draw water 
from groundwater beneath the site. The east plant is where river 
water intakes and pumps are located. In winter, well water flows 
vary between 2,000 and 2,600 gallons/minute. In summer, the same 
flows vary between 2,600 and 3,600 gallons/minute. Well water is 
distributed to both plants. 	However, river water is normally 
used only at the east plant. 	Additional amounts of city water 
are also used at both plants. 

In late 1978, the company discovered the presence of toxic 
organic chemicals in its well water supply. 	Subsequently, on 
June 12, 	1980, simultaneous samples were collected from three 
non-contact cooling water discharges to the diversion sewer along 
Buffalo Avenue and from the two operating wells. The findings of 
those analyses have been reported in a report dated December 1, 
1980, and entitled, "Monitoring Study Contaminated Well Water 
Supply." Those findings are summarized in Table 6. 
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TABLE 6 
Oi COEPOVIATION VVIIORITY rOLUITANT ANALYSIS 

June 12., 1980 
1014b) 

COMPOUNOS 
DETECTION 
LIMIT 

NORTH 	SOWN 
WELL 	WELL 

002 
(1 	CW) 

004 
13 CW) 

005 
(4 CW) 

Denzehm 	ug/1 
Carbon Tetrachloride 	u9/1 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenieno 	ugh 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 	u9/I 

10 
10 
10 
10 

12 	--- 
38 	90 
--- 	--- 
39 	54 

19 
22 
12 
30 

11 
13 
--- 
--- 

--- 
13 
--- 
13 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroothane 	ug/1 10 511 502 423 
1,1,2.Trichloroethani 	ugh 10 12 
Chloroform 	u9/1 10 593 	294 59 82 

Trans-1 ,2-01ChlOrOetherie 10 2006 	1154 1906 375 519 

Methylene Chloride 	14/1 10 ' 	163 	94 48 10 42 
Trichlorofluoromethane 	ugh 10 --- 	11 ... ... .-- 

letrachloroetnene 	ug/1 10 1931 	BM 2498 726 398.  
Trichlorotthene 	hg/1 10 2446 	1239 2553 1661 826 

Bis(2-Ethyl Hesyl)phthalate 	ugh 10 15 
Vinyl Chloride 	u9/1 10 116 	88  89 18 23 

7344 	4410 7636 3375 2339 
5877 avg. 

North Well Flow - 2,830,000 gpd 
South Well Flow • 2,181,600 god 
Discharge 002 Flow • 2,480,000 gpd 
Discharge 004 Flow - 2,440,000 gpd 
Discharge 005 Flow - 1,330,000 gpd 

ORGANIC CONTAMNANTS (rounds)  

COmPOuo05 
NORTH 
.ELL 

mom 
WELL 

comemo 
WELLS 

CGMBINED 
0ts0.47o25 

OISCPARGE 
002 

OISCHAME 
004 

OISC.A132 
COS 

Benzene 0.29 0.29 0.61 0.39 0.22 --- 
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.91 1.64 2.55 0.85 0.46 0.25 0.14 
1,2,4-Trichlorodenzene 0.25 0.25 --- 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.94 0.98 1.92 0.76 0.62 0.14 

1,1,2,2•Tetr0chloroethane 9.30 9.30 20.46 121.22 10.24 
1,1,2•Tr.chloroethane 0.25 0.25 
Chloroform 14.24 5.35 19.59 11 .05 5.94 1.20 0.91 

rails -1 ,2-01Ch loroechene 43.18 21.00 69.'8 52.81 39,42 7.63 5,76 

methylene Chlor,de 3.92 1.71 5.63 1.66 0.99 0.20 0.47 
TrIcniorofluoromecharle --- 0.20 0.20 ..- ... ... ... 
retrachloroetneoe 46.38 15.92 62.30 70.85 51,67 14.77 4,41 
lochloroethene 58,75 22.54 81.29 95.76 52.80 3J.20 9.16 

8id(2.ethyl 	leeyl)ohthalete 0.31 0.31 
Vinyl 	Chloride 2.79 1.60 4.39 2.07 1.04 •1.37 0.26 

176.40 80.24 256.64 258.10 157.94 68.67 21.49 
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In all, these discharges release approximately 90,000 pounds 
of toxics/year into the Niagara River. 

In the coffpany's SPDES permit renewal application, 	the 
following compounds were identified in the facility's discharge: 
aluminum, .cadmium, chlorine, chromium, copper, cyanide, 
fluorides, iron, lead, mercury, nickel, phenols, silver, 
sulfides, zinc, 	oil and grease. 	The following "priority 
pollutants" were reported to be, 	or could be, present in the 
plant discharge due to the contaminated water supply: 

Methylene Chloride 
Chloroform 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Trichloroethene 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
Dichlorobromomethane 
Dibromochloromethane 
Di-isooctylphthalate 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Monchlorobenzene 
Toluene 
Tetrachloroethene 
Butanol 
Vinylidine Chloride 
Benzene 
Bromoform 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexachloroethane  

Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene 
Trichlorobenzene (2 isomers) 

Naphthalene 
BHC (Hexachlorocyclohexane) 
Dibutylphthalate 
Pyrene 
Fluoranthene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
Diethylphthalate 
Phenathrene 
Dichlorobenzene 
Phenol 
Mercury 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Nickel 
Silver 
Thallium 

The following compounds were also reported to be, Or could 
be, present in the plant's discharge: 

1,2 Dichloroethene 
Acetone 
Tetrahydrofuran 
Dimethoxymethane 
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 
1,1,2-Trichloro- 
1,2,2-Trifluoroethane 
Pentachlorobutene 
a Decane 
Tetrachlorobenzene 
Bromochlorocyclohexane  

Butylatedhydroxytoluene (BHT) 
Dioctyladipate 
Chlorocyclohexane 
Trichloroethylbenzene 
Chlorocyclohexane 
Cyclohexenone 
Pentachlorobutadiene 
Chlorocyclohexanone 
Cyclohexanedione 
Chlorocyclohexanol 

Despite the fact that these toxic compounds have been 
identified in the company's discharges, its SPDES permit fails to 
provide comprehensive toxics control. 	Only these effluent 
limitations are in effect: outfalls 002, 004 and 005: mercury 
(0.1 PPD average, 0.2 PPD maximum), pH (6.0 to 9.0) and total 
suspended solids (920'PPD average, 2,000 PPD maximum); outfall 
005: BOD5 (110 PPD average, 240 PPD maximum). 	Monitoring for 
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Bank 	t. 1 pre-4- WO+ goikk 	43.8 ppm 

We31. b c:"4  

II Me,  L A-cid vtli 
kvenu 

464.4 ppm 

these compounds is also required: 	total volatile organics, 
monochlorobenzene, dichlorobenzene, total phenolics, carbon 
tetrachloride, chloroform, methylene chloride, 1,1,2,2-
tetrachloroethane, dichloroethenes, tetrachloroethene, and 
1,1,2-trichloroethene. Numerical standards were not set to limit 
the release of individual organics. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
determined. 	Even though large numbers of toxic chemicals have 
been detected in this company's discharges to the diversion 
sewer, the source of these pollutants is unknown. 	According to 
the ITF report, Olin has manufactured many highly toxic chemicals 
over the years and disposed of large amounts of hazardous waste 
on-site. 	In particular, the plant's Buffalo Avenue parking lot 
was used from approximately 1947 to 1956 to dispose of about 175 
tons of brine sludge contaminated with mercury. Another 275 tons 
of brine sludge contaminated with mercury were disposed of 
somewhere on the plant property between 1957 and 1960. 	Other 
toxic chemicals may also be buried on-site. 	Olin reported 
manufacturing hexachlorocyclohexane (C-66) until 1956, 
trichlorobenzene between 1952 and 1956, 	and trichloro-phenol 
between 1953 and 1957. 	Wastes produced by Olin are reported to 
include benzene hexachloride (BBC), trichlorobenzene, 
tetrachlorobenzene, pentachloronitrobenzene, and trichloroanisole 

There are monitoring data to suport the conclusion that 
materials disposed of on the Olin plant site leached into Gill 
Creek, which flows through the plant property. In a letter dated 
October 11, 	1979 Olin reported these monitoring results to the 
DEC: 

Total Hexachlorocyclohexane 	 Isomers  

6,515 ppm alpha isomer 
1,857 ppm beta isomer 

309 ppm delta isomer 

11 ppm alpha isomer 
2.4 ppm beta isomer 
5.9 ppm gamma.isomet 
0.6 ppm delta isomer 

16.7 ppm alpha isomer 
27.1 ppm beta isomer 

356.3 ppm alpha isomer 
60.7 ppm beta isomer 
47.4 Ppm delta isomer 

Sediment 
	

8,681 ppm 

veicktr 	i vc AN42- 
br qa, 

18.9 ppm 

Water Ave- 
H;j414 
A a a vvis ANA. 

0.7 ppb 
6.4 ppb 
2.3 ppb 

predominately alpha, 
predominately alpha, 
predominately alpha, 
0.07 ppm gamma 

no gamma 
no gamma 
estimated 
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These materials may have been transported by a shallow 
aquifer system that flows beneath the Olin facility and 
discharges in Gill Creek. 

Regarding chlorophenols that were detected in the 
groundwaters drawn from two Olin test wells, the company 
reported, "Olin manufactured tri-chlorophenol for a period of two 
years (1954-1956) with production operations in Building 97. 	We 
are apparently seeing material from that operation in these two 
wells." 

Regarding other detected pollutants in sediment sample taken 
from the creek bank, 	Olin reported, 	"The coal tar priority 
pollutants in the creek bank sample are probably due to 
production operations on the site prior to Olin occupation. 	A 
series of manufacturers of abrasives and carbon electrodes 
occupied the area in years past. 	Both operations used coal tars 
in their production processes. These included: 

Carbide Chemicals Corporation (Union Carbide Corp.) 
Star Electrode Company 
Star Electric Company 
Norton Company 
Ampere Chemical Company 
Electro Lamp Company 

In a letter from DEC to Olin, dated January 31, 	1980, 
regarding BHC contamination in Gill Creek, it was noted "the lack 
of aquatic life in this stretch of the creek and high incidence 
of skeletal remains indicates the presence of compounds of high 
aquatic toxicity." 

Last spring, Olin dredged the section of Gill Creek Adjacent 
to its facility. 	While this action removed large amounts of 
toxics that could have eventually flowed into the Niagara River, 
the site's pollution problems are by no means*Solved. 	Full 
disclosure of the company's manufacturing and hazardous waste 
disposal activities is essential. Olin is known to have disposed 
of toxic chemicals at the 102nd Street site and at other 
locations in the area, but the possibility that large amounts of 
waste are buried on its plant property should be investigated 
thoroughly. 	In particular, 	the whereabouts of dioxin- 
contaminated trichlorophenol wastes must be determined. 

In addition, 	the company's discharge of toxics should be 
curtailed immediately. 	The release of such a large amount of 
chemical pollution is not consistent with either the letter or 
the spirit of the Clean Water Act. 	The plant's discharge to the 
municipal collection system should also be monitored for toxics. 
Rigorous enforcement is essential. 	In the past the company has 
falsified its discharge monitoring reports in order to cover-up 
violations of allowable mercury discharge levels. 
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51. E.I. Du Pont de Nemours/Chemical Dye and Pigment Department 
Buffalo Avenue and Chemical Road Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 3328 
SIC codes 2818, 2819 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
878 employees 

This facility manufactures inorganic and organic chemicals, 
including polymeric alcohols, sodium, chlorine, copper and zinc 
cyanides, vinyl acetate, methanol, acetic acid and a variety of 
other compounds. 	In the past this facility also produced bulk 
organic chemicals such as methylene chloride, chloroform, 
trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethane, and carbon tetrachloride. 

Some of the facility's process wastewater is diverted to the 
City of Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant. 	Approximately 
15 MGD of combined cooling water, 	treAted process wastes and 
stormwater runoff are discharged to Gill Creek and the Niagara 
River. 	Though the facility is known to handle large amounts of 
potentially toxic chemicals and is known to generate hazardous 
waste, its SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive toxics 
control. Only these standards are in effect: 

All outfalls: 	COD (7,000 PPD average, 10,500 PPD maximum) 
and suspended 	solids (1,500 same PPD average, 3,000 sum PPD 
maximum); outfall 01: temperature (90 degrees F maximum), pH (6.0 
to 9.0), 	oil and grease (300 sum PPD average, 600 sum PPD 
maximum), total barium (100 PPD average, 	200 PPD-maximum); 
outfall 04: temperature (90 degrees maximum), pH (6.0 to 9.0) and 
oil and grease (300 PPD average, 600 PPD maximum); outfall 11: 
Fluoride (250 PPD average); outfall 17: temperature (90 degrees F 
maximum) and pH (6.0 to 9.0). 	Numerical standards for specific 
toxic chemicals are totally lacking. 

This facility's full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Its plant site is known to be peppered with hazardous waste 
dumps. An area next to Building 107 has been excavated to remove 
large amounts of toxic residues, including materials with high 
concentrations of PCBs, that were leaching into groundwaters 
entering Gill Creek. (This discovery led to the dredging of Gill 
Creek last year). 	Contamination from other dump sites may be 
contributing contamination to the plant's wastewater discharge. 
That potential should be thoroughly investigated. 	Toxics 
identified in the company's wastestream should be abated 
immediately. 

This facility is known to have landfilled more than 93 tons 
of hazardous waste at its Necco Park dump site. In a letter from 
DEC to Du Pont, dated June 14, 1978, it was noted that well "7" 
contained concentrations of trichlorophenol measuring 15,000 
ug/L. 	The company, however, 	had never reported to the ITF 
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handling or manufacturing trichlorophenol. 	The presence of this 
potentially dioxin-contaminated material should be investigatied 
in Du Pont's plant site and in its wastewater discharges. 

52. Union Carbide Corporation/Linde Division/Welding Flux Plant 
Simmons Avenue and 47th Street Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: 0000 060 
SIC code: 2819, 3313 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 
120 employees 

The Linde Division of Union Carbide owns and operates this 
facility on the property of Union Carbide's Metals Division, 
which was once a metals and plastics manufacturing operation. 
The present plant produces between 30 and 45 million pounds/year 
of sub-arc welding flux by melting various elemental oxides, such 
as tungsten, boron, nickel, manganese, chromium, aluminum, and 
vanadium oxides and ores, in an electric furnace. 

This facility's effluent of more than 2.5 MGD of commercial 
process, cooling and treated furnace wastewaters is designated as 
a prinicpal discharge of toxic heavy metals and organics. 	It is 
known to be contaminated with: aluminum, 	fluoride, manganese, 
oil, grease and phenols. 	Yet, the cOmpany's SPDES permit fails 
to provide comprehensive toxics control. 	Only the following 
traditional pollution parameters are in effect: 

outfall 01: temperature (90 degrees F maximum), pH (6.5 to 
8.5), TKN (42 PPD average, 47 PPD maximum), total phosphorus (22 
PPD average, 42 PPD maximum), fluoride (70 PPD average, 140 PPD 
maximum) and suspended solids (50 PPD average, 100 PPD maximum); 

outfall 02: 	oil and grease (14.6 PPD average 22 PPD 
maximum). Numerical limitations for specific toxics are 
completely lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The monitoring data presented in Appendix B indicates that 
industries in the 281 SIC category typically generate wastewaters 
contaminated with many organic chemicals. 	Yet this facility's 
effluent has never been monitored for toxics. Its full pollution 
potential should be assessed. 	In particular, it should be 
determined whether hazardous wastes buried on-site are 
infiltrating the plant's discharges. 	Toxics identified in its 
wastestream should be abated immediately. 

53. Union Carbide Carbon Products Division/Acheson Plant 
Buffalo Avenue Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0105325 
SIC Code: 3471 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
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This facility produces 2.5 million carbon electrodes/month 
from 2.67 million pounds of coke/year. 	The plant also 
manufactures specialty machined graphite, carbon liners, cathode 
Idocks and electrodes for' furnaces using processes such as 
milling, mixinga forming, baking, pitch impregnation, 
graphatizing and machining of carbon products. 

The plant discharges approximately 1.1 MGD of non-contact 
cooling water into the Niagara River. 	Its process wastewaters 
are diverted to the City of Niagara Falls wastewater treatment 
plant. 	Although the potential exists for toxic contaminants to 
be present in the facility's effluent, 	it has never been 
monitored for organics. 	Similarly, the company's SPDES permit 
only contains traditional pollution parameters, including 
temperature and pH. 	Numerical standards for organic chemicals 
are totally lacking. 

The facility's full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Toxics detected in its discharges to the Niagara River and to the 
municipal collection system should be abated immediately. 

54. Carborundum Company 
Buffalo Avenue Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1376 
SIC code 3291 
ICS response: positive 	Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
1,500 employees 

This facility consists of five separate divisions. 	The 
Electro Minerals Division produces abarasives, grains, powders 
and metallurgical silicon carbide bricks. 	The Insulation 
Division produces alumina-silica fibers, blankets, felts, papers, 
cloth, tape and rope. 	The Graphite Division produces silicon 
carbide, boron nitride powder and solids. 	The Bonded Abrasives 
Division produces wheels, sticks, stones, and filter media. The 
Research and Development Division conducts basic and applied 
research on carbon, carbides, nitrides, borides, and plastics and 
phenolic compounds used to bind abrasives. 	From 1959 to 1968 
this division also conducted research on the development of 
uranium, plutonium and thorium carbides. 

In all, this facility consumes 568,750 PPD of coke, aluminum 
oxide, silica sand, silicon carbide and sawdust and manufactures 
521,850 PFD of abrasives. 	The plant discharges 4.2 MGD of 
cooling water into the Niagara River. 	Its process wastewaters 
are diverted to the City of Niagara Falls wastewater treatment 
plant. Despite the fact that this industry uses tens of millions 
of pounds of,toxic chemicals whose residues could be present in 
the plant's wastestream, 	its SPDES permit does not provide 
comprehensive toxic safeguards. 	Only the following limitations 
are in effect: outfalls: 01,02,03,04: temperature (90 degrees F 
maximum), pH (6.7 to 8.5) and chlorine residual (0.5 mg/L 
minimum); outfall 01 and 02: suspended solids (30 mg/L 
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average, 45 mg/L maximum), 	and settleable solids (0.3 ml/L 
maximum). 	Numerical standards for toxic chemicals are 
completely lacking. 	The full pollution potential of this 
facility should be assessed. Toxics identified in its discharges 
to the Niagara River and the municipal wastewater collection 
system should be abated immediately. 

55. Great Lakes Carbon Corporation 
5600 Pine Avenue Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 906 
SIC code: 3624 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
434 employees 

This firm manufactures 150,000 PPD of carbon and graphite 
products from coal, petroleum coke and pitch binder. 	The 
facility discharges approximately 730,000 GPD of primarily 
cooling water into Pike Creek, which is a tributary of the 
Niagara River. 	Process wastewaters are diverted to the City of 
Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant. 

Though this industry is known to use more than 10 million 
pounds of carbon and petroleum derivative products which may 
contribute chemical contaminants to its wastestream, its SPDES 
permit fails to provide comprehensive toxics control. 	Only the 
following limitations are in effect: outfalls 01,02 and 03: 
suspended solids (100 mg/L maximum); outfall 01: suspended solids 
(12 PPD average, 24 PPD maximum). 	Numerical standards for 
specific toxic chemicals are totally lacking. 

The full pollution potential of this industry should be 
determined. 	Toxics identified in the plant's wastestream should 
be abated immediately. The company has reported landfilling large 
amounts of carbon and petroleum compounds on-site. 	These 
residues may be contributing contamination to its discharges to 
Pike Creek and the municipal collection system. That possibility 
should be investigated thoroughly. 

56. Greif Brothers Corporation Fabrication Plant 
4901 Hyde Park Boulevard Lewiston, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 3069 
SIC code: 3491 
ICS response: positive 
ITF response: negative 
87 employees 

This 	firm 	manufactures 	37,500 	steel 	shipping 
containers/month from 834,000 pounds of rolled steel. 	The 
facility's process wastewaters are diverted to the Town of 
Lewiston sewage treatment plant. 	More than 43,000 GPD of 
primarily non-contact cooling water is discharged into Bloody 
Run, a small tribuary of the Niagara River that also drains the 
Hooker Chemicals Corporation's massive Hyde Park Landfill. 	This 
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facility's discharge is known to be contaminated with toxic 
chemicals. 	In January, 1980, outfalls 02 and 03 were sampled. 
Concentrations of trichloroethylene ranged from less than 5 ug/L 
to 13,800 ug/L. Concentrations of xylene ranged from less than 5 
ug/L to 589 ug/L. 	Both of these compounds were reported by the 
company to be used at the facility. 

Despite the fact that toxic chemicals have been identified 
in this industry's wastestream, its SPDES permit fails to provide 
strict toxic safeguards. 	Only the following limitations are in 
effect: 

outfall 01: (sanitary waste only) pH (6.0 to 9.0), BOD5 (30 
mg/L average, 	45 mg/L maximum), fecal coliform (200 MPN/100 ml 
average, 400 MPN/100 ml maximum), and temperature (90 degrees F 
maximum); 

outfalls ,02 and 03: suspended solids (20 mg/L maximum), 
total chromium (1.0 mg/L maximum), total zinc (1.0 mg/L maximum), 
temperature (90 degrees F maximum) and pH (6.0 to 9.0). 

Numerical standards have not been set for specific toxic 
compounds. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
Its full pollution potential should be assessed. 	Two toxic 
pollutants have been identified in its wastestream, but several 
other organic solvents are also used at the plant. 	These, too, 
could find their way into the plant's discharges. 	That 
possibility should be investigated thoroughly. 	Toxics detected 
in the industry's wastestream should be abated immediately. 

57.. Stauffer Chemical Company 
5717 Old Lewiston Road Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit numbers NY 000 1651 
SIC code: 2812 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 
400 former employees 

This facility ceased operation in 1978. 	Recently, however, 
the company requested and was granted a renewal of its SPDES 
permit. 	Prior to shutting down, this plant manufactured 
inorganic and organic chemicals including chlorine, caustic, 
silicon tetrachloride, titanium tetrachloride, carbon bisulfide, 
sulfur and a variety of other chlorinated metal compounds. 	The 
company's present permit allows a discharge of 10,000 dPD of 
stormwater runoff and requires the monitoring of carbon 
tetrachloride. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated source of toxic 
contamination. 	This plant began operation in 1946. 	Over the 
years, hazardous wastes and potentially toxic raw materials were 
sure to be spilled onto the plant property. 	These residues may 
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be transported by stormwater runoff into the plant discharges. 
An investigation of the facility's full pollution potential 
should be made. Toxics in its discharges should be abated. 

Discharges on Grand Island 

58. Grand Island Biological Company 
3175 Staley Road Grand Island, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 0000 400 
SIC code: 2831, 2834 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 

This firm is involved in the filtering, 	formulation and 
packaging of 200 to 500 GPD of diagnostic medias, serums, and 
injectable drugs. 	The facility's wastestream consists of 
sanitary wastewater from the autoclaves, boiler water and 
laboratory wastes and is designated as a non-principal discharger 
of toxic heavy metals and organics. 	The company also reported 
that its discharge contained significant levels of hexone in a 
1971 discharge permit application. Yet its SPDES permit fails to 
provide comprehensive toxic controls. Only these limitations are 
in effect: 

outfall 01: temperature (80 degrees F maximum), pH 6.5 to 
8.5), oil and grease (10 mg/L average, 15 mg/L maximum) chlorine 
residual (0.5 mg/L maximum), 	fecal coliform (100 MPN/100m1 
maximum), 	BOD5 and suspended solids (15 mg/L average, 30 mg/1 
maximum), and phenols (0.05 mg/L maximum); 

outfall 02: 	suspended solids and BOD5 (30 mg/L average, 
45mg/L maximum). 

Numerical standards for specific toxic chemicals are totally 
lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated toxic discharger. 
The monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B indicate that 
industries in the 2834 SIC category typically generate 
wastewaters contaminated with organic chemicals. 	Yet this 
company's wastestream has never been monitored for those 
compounds. 	Its full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Toxics found in the facility's discharge should be abated. 

Rigorous enforcement of the firm's SPDES permit is needed. 
In the past, the facility consistently exceeded allowable 
discharge levels of oil, grease and phenols. 
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59. Hooker Chemicals and Plastics Corporation 
Long Road Grand Island, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1201 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF responde: positive 

This facility is engaged in research and development 
activities related to organic chemicals, particularly chlorinated 
compounds. 	Its discharge amounts to 70,000 GPD during winter 
months and 400,000 GPD during summer months when air conditioning 
units increase water usage. 	Approximately 50,000 GPD of process 
wastes are generated. 	These wastewaters are treated in an on- 
site facility and discharged into the Niagara River. 

Despite the fact that this facility is known to handle large 
amounts of toxic chemicals and is known to generate hazardous 
wastes, its SPDES permit fails to provide stringent toxics 
control. 	Only the following limitations are in effect: BOD5 and 
suspended solids (20 PPD average, 40 PPD maximum), temperature 
(90 degrees maximum), chlorine residual (0.5 mg/L minimum), fecal 
coliform (200 MPN/100 ml average, 	400 MPN/100 ml maximum), 
settleable solids (0.3 ml/L maximum) and pH (6.0 to 9.0). 
Numerical standards for individual organic chemicals are 
completely lacking. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed. 	The ITF report indicates that a variety of toxic 
wastes are generated at the plant, 	including: miscellaneous 
acids, alkalis, organics, oxidizing agents, and pesticides. Yet 
the company's discharge has never been comprehensively monitored 
for organic pollutants. 	Between 1973 and 1975, alone, Hooker 
removed approximately 20 tons of waste from this facility. 
Residues of these materials may contaminate the company's 
discharge. 	That possibility should be investigated. 	Toxics 
present in the facility's wastestream should be abated 
immediately. 

Discharges to Two Mile Creek  

60. St. Regis Paper Company/Buffalo Corrugated Container Plant 
1110 Military Road Buffalo, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2038 
SIC code: 2653 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
92 employees 

This facility produces 60 tons/day of corrugated paper 
containers and boxes. 	Sanitary and process wastewaters are 
pretreated for color and metals removal and are discharged into 
the Town of Tonawanda wastewater collection 'system. 
Approximately 6,400 GPD of cooling water is discharged to Two 
Mile Creek. 
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The monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B indicate 
that industries in the 26 and 265 SIC category typically generate 
wastewaters contaminated with toxic pollutants. 	Yet this 
facility's wastestream has never been monitored for those 
compounds. 	Its SPDES permit only regulates temperature, not 
chemical contaminants. 

The plant's full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Toxics identified in its discharges to Two Mile Creek and the 
municipal system should be abated immediately. 

61. Union Carbide Corporation/Linde Division 
East Park Drive and Woodward Avenue Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 0281 
SIC code: 3569 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
1,850 employees 

This facility manufactures cryogenic hardware for the 
separation, storage, distribution and use of atmospheric gases.. 
Approximately 1,030 tons/month of structural steel, 	alloy steel 
and aluminum are used to produce 60 standard cryogenic 
tanks/month, 1.2 scarfing machines/month and 1.4 air separation 
plants/month. 

The plant's 330,000 GPD discharge of combined stormwater 
runoff, process wastes and boiler blowdown is known to contain 
heavy metals. 	Despite the fact that this facility is known to 
use large amounts of toxic chemicals and to generate hazardous 
wastes, its SPDES permit fails to provide comprehensive toxic 
controls. 	Only these limitations are in effect for outfalls 01 
and 02 combined: temperature (90 degrees F maximum), oil and 
grease (15 mg/L maximum), iron and aluminum total (5.5 PPD sum 
maximum), and suspended solids (66 PPD sum maximum). 	Numerical 
standards for organic chemicals are completely lacking. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
determined. 	According to the ITF report, this plant generates 
over 40,000 gallons of hazardous waste/year including paint 
sludges, waste solvents and oils, heavy metal sludges, laboratory 
wastes, coal tar wastes and spent photographic solutions. 	Yet 
the company has not reported where these wastes were disposed of 
prior to 1966. 	They may be buried on-site. 	Liquid radioactive 
wastes are known to have been disposed of using deepwell 
injection. Fill materials added to the site to develop storage 
areas and parking lots are also thought to possibly be 
radioactive. 	A U.S. Energy Research and Development Agency 
(ERDA) radiation survey conducted several years ago detected 
radiation at the ground surface. 	This facility originally 
conducted uranium refining and manufacturing activities as part 
of the Manhattan Project. 
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62. Bisonite Company, Incorporated 
2250 Military Road Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 3123 
SIC: 2851 and 2852 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: positive 
ITF response: negative 
50 employees 

This firm manufactures paints, varnishes and resins. As of 
1972, the company produced 2,000 GPD. The plant's process wastes 
are discharged into evaporation lagoons. The residues are carted 
away, and solvents are drummed and disposed of. 	Between 12,000 
to 16,000 GPD of non-contact cooling water is discharged to Two 
Mile Creek. 

This facility handles cpproximately 32,000 gallons/year of 
toluene and xylene. 	Both of these toxic compounds could find 
their way into the company's discharges through spills or other 
releases. 	The monitoring data presented in Appendices A and B 
indicate that industries in the 2851 SIC category typically 
generate wastewaters contaminated with a large variety of organic 
pollutants. 	Yet this industry's effluent has never been 
monitored for any of these compounds. 	Its SPDES permit fails to 
provide comprehensive toxic controls. 	Only these traditional 
pollution parameters are in effect: temperature (80 degrees F 
maximum), 	flow (16,000 GPD average), and pH (6.5 to 8.5). 
Numerical standards have not been set to limit the discharge of 
specific toxic chemicals. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed. 	Toxics released into evaporation lagoons can either 
volatilize and cause air pollution, 	or leach and contaminate 
groundwaters. 	These possible pollution problems should be 
investigated. 	The facility's wastestream should be monitored 
thoroughly for toxics. 	Chemical contaminants that are detected 
should be abated immediately. 

Discharges to Tonawanda Creek  

63. National Gypsum Company 
8600 Roll Road Clarence Center, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1091 

On January 8, 1979 this company's SPDES permit was deleted. 
Prior to that time this facility manufactured gypsum board and 
plaster. Its effluent consisted primarily of mine dewatering and 
was discharged to Got Creek. 	It was only regulated for 
traditional pollution concerns. 	The following limitations were 
in effect: 	outfalls 01 and 02: 	pH (6.0 to 9.0), temperature 
(summer: 60 degrees F average, winter: 50 degrees F average) and 
suspended solids (204 PPD average). 	These standards did not 
adequately protect against the discharge of toxic chemicals known 
to contaminate the wastewater of industries in the 3275 SIC 
category. 
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64. Amax Specialty Metals 
Clarence Center and Hake Roads Akron, N.Y. 
SIC code: 3356 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 

This facility ceased operation in June, 1978. Prior to that 
time, the plant had been in business since 1953 and had produced 
zirconium and hafnium alloys and products. 	Waste chemicals 
generated at the facility were disposed of in on-site lagoons 
between 1967 to 1978. 	In 1978, 5,670 tons of neutralized metal 
sludge were removed and carted to the SCA facility in Porter. 
Wastewaters generated at the plant were regulated for traditional 
pollution concerns and were discharged into Beaver Meadow Creek. 

65. Continental Can Company/Fiber Drum Plant #81 
2122 Colvin Boulevard Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1970 
SIC code: 2655 - Refer to Appendices A and B 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
164 employees 

This facility's SPDES permit was deleted on November 12, 
1977, after its wastestream was diverted to the Town of Tonawanda 
sewage treatment plant. Prior to that times the plant discharged 
19,000 GPD of non-contact cooling water into Tonawanda Creek. 
This industry cuts Kraft paper to size and manufactures 8,000 
fiber drums /day. . The monitoring data presented in Appendices A 
and B indicate that toxic organic chemicals are typically present 
in the wastewaters generated by industries in the 265 SIC 
category. 	Yet this company's discharges have never been 
monitored for toxic pollutants. 	Its pollution impact on the 
municipal treatment system should be assessed. 

66. Exolon Company 
1000 East Niagara Street Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 69001 
SIC codes: 3291, 3443 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: negative 
200 employees 

This facility manufactures articifial abrasive grains. 	Raw 
materials are crushed to specified sizes, roasted in kilns and 
screened. 	On an annual basis, the company produces 25,000 tons 
of aluminum oxide, 15,000 tons of silicon carbide, and 600 tons 
of zirconium oxide. 

This facility discharges 310,000 GPD of non-contact cooling 
water and washwater into Tonawanda Creek. 	Even though the 
company is known to use potentially toxic chemicals, 	its SPDES 
permit fails to provide comprehensive toxics control. 	Only the 
following standards are in effect: outfalls 01 and 02: flow (0.1 
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MGD average), pH (6.5 to 8.5), temperature (summer: 90 degrees F 
maximum), suspended solids (50.0 PPD average, 75.0 PPD maximum) 
and settleable solids (0.1 ml/L maximum). 	Numerical standards 
for specific toxic pollutants are totally lacking. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed. 	Toxics identified in its effluent should be abated 
immediately. 

Discharges to Ellicott Creek  

67. Line Stone Company, Incorporated 
County Line Road Akron, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 2941 
SIC code: 1442 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This quarry crushes 2000 tons/day of stone for highway use 
and discharges four MGD of groundwater from dewatering at the 
mine. 	This effluent is regulated only for traditional pollution 
concerns, not for toxics. 	The following limitations are in 
effect: temperature (winter: 3.0 degrees C average, 21 degrees C 
maximum, summer 7 degrees C average, 21 degrees C maximum), pH 
(6.5 	to 8.5) and suspended solids (100 PPD average and 200 PPD 
maximum). 	The pollution potential of this facility should be 
assessed. 	Toxics detected in its discharge should be abated 
immediately. 

68. Lancaster Stone Products Corporation 
91 Barton Road Clarence N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 33065 
SIC code: 3281 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This limestone quarry discharges three MGD of groundwater 
from dewatering of the mine. This effluent is regulated only for 
traditional pollution concerns, not for toxics. Limitations have 
been set for suspended solids and flow. 	The full pollution 
potential of this facility should be assessed. 	Toxics in its 
effluent should be abated immediately. 

69. Buffalo Crushed Stone, Incorporated 
8615 Wehrle Drive Clarence, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1741 
SIC code: 1429 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 

This limestone quarry discharges two MGD of mining 
wastewater. 	Its SPDES permit only regulates the facility's 
effluent for traditional pollution concerns, not for toxics. The 
following limitations are in effect: pH (6.5 to 8.5), 	oil and 
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grease (15 mg/L maximum) and suspended solids (25 mg/L average, 
45 mg/L maximum) and settleable solids (0.1 ml/L maximum). 	The 
full pollution potential of this operation should be assessed. 
Toxics detected in its wastestream should be abated. 

70. Tr-Metal Industries 
199 Aero Drive Cheektowaga, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 89486 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
54 employees 

On September 12, 1980 this firm's SPDES permit was deleted 
because it had moved to North Tonawanda. 	Prior to that time the 
plant was involved in the etching and aluminum coating of metal 
products. 	Although the facility wastestream was designated as a 
non-principal discharge of toxic heavy metals and organics, its 
SPDES permit only regulated the release of traditional pollution 
concerns and metals. 

71. Columbus McKinnon Corporation 
1 Fremont Street Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 68217 
SIC code: 3536, 3496 
ICS response: positive -Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
900 employees 

This firm manufactures 10,000,000 pounds/year of chains and 
1,000,000 pounds/year of machine forgings. 	The facilit 
discharges approximately 73,000 GPD of combined process aL 
cooling waters into Ellicott Creek. Even though this company ha. 
reported using more than 100,000 pounds of potentially toxic raw 
materials and is known to generate hazardous wastes, 	its SPDES 
permit fails to provide comprehensive toxic controls. Only these 
limitations are in effect: outfall 01: flow (0.067 MGD average), 
pH (6.0 to 9.5), 	oil and grease (18.4 PPD average, 	27.6 PPD 
maximum); outfall 02: flow (0.22 MGD average), pH (6.0 to 9.5) 
and oil and grease (5.7 PPD average and 8.5 PPD maximum). 
Numerical limitations for specific toxic chemicals have not been 
set. 

The full pollution potential of this facility should be 
determined. 	According to the ITF, at least 27,000 gallons of 
water soluble cutting oils are buried on the plant's property. 
These residues may be infiltrating the company's wastestream. 
That possibility should be investigated. 	Toxics identified in 
the plant's discharges to Ellicott Creek or the Town of Tonawanda 
sewage treatment plant should be abated immediately. 
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Discharges to Sergholtz and Cayuga Creeks  

72. Carborundum Company/Graphite Products Division 
2050 Cory Drive Sanborn, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1988 
SIC code: 2824 - Refer to Appendix B 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 
100 employees 

This facility produces specialty graphite, carbon, graphite 
tubes, rods, yarn and cloth, lighting carbons and metal graphite 
brushes. 	The company also operates a research and development 
division here which produces boron nitride fiber. 

Despite the fact that this plant generates hazardous waste, 
its SPDES permit only regulates the 100,000 GPD discharge of 
combined cooling and process wastewaters for ttaditional 
pollution concerns. 	Only these limitations are in effect: flow 
(0.1 MGD average, 0.125 MGD maximum), pH (6.0 to 9.0), oil and 
grease (1.0 mg/L average, 	15 mg/L maximum), 	NH3 (4.5 PPD 
maximum), 	•TKN (5.5PPD maximum) and temperature (summer: 75 
degrees F maximum and winter: 55 degrees maximum). According to 
the ITF, this facility generates 9,000 gallons/year of a mixture 
of 90 percent waste oil and 10 percent trichloroethylene. 	In 
1977, this plant had 2,700 gallons of waste hydrochloric acid and 
formaldehyde picked up by CECOS. 

The monitoring data presented in Appendix B indicates that 
industries in the 282 SIC category typically generate wastewaters 
contaminated with toxic chemicals. 	Yet this firm's discharges 
have never been monitored for those compounds. 	Its full 
pollution potential should be assessed. 	Toxics detected in its 
effluent should be abated immediately. 

73. Carborundum Company/Coated Abrasives Division 
Walmore Road Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 000 1716 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: positive 

This facility consists of two divisions: 	the Coated 
Abrasives and the High Performance Plastics Division. The Coated 
Abrasives Division produces coated abrasive rolls, disks, sheets, 
and belts by bonding mineral coatings to paper, cloth or fiber 
backings using animal glue adhesive and phenolic and urea resins. 
The High Performance Plastics Division produces 190,000 PPD of 
phenol-formaldehyde and urea formaldehyde resin adhesives, 
varnishes and cloth finishing mixes. 	Since 1973, this division 
has also manufactured high temperature polymers and copolymers. 

Process wastes totalling 268,000 GPD are diverted to the 
City of Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant. Cooling waters 
are discharged into a holding lagoon and then into Cayuga Creek. 
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Despite the fact that this facility is designated as a non-
principal discharger of toxic organic chemicals and is known to 
generate hazardous wastes, its SPDES permit fails to provide 
comprehensive toxic controls. 	Only these limitations are in 
effect: all outfalls: suspended solids (13.5 sum PPD maximum) TKN 
(2.8 sum PPD maximum), BOD5 (6.8 sum PPD maximum) and phenols 
(1.4 PPD sum PPD average, 2.8 sum PPD maximum). 	Numerical 
standards for specific chemical pollutants have not been set. 

This facility's full pollution potential should be assessed. 
According to the ITF, 	the plant generates 2,500 tons/year of 
wood, paper, rags, abrasive grain, solidified resins and 50,000 
gallons/year of trichloroethylene bottoms, 	Therminol 66, 
sulphuric acid and acetic acid. 	Residues of these materials 
could be present in the company's discharge. 	Approximately, 400 
tons of wastes, including solidified and partially solidified 
resins, are known to have been disposed of on-site between 1968 
and 1976. 	These materials could also be infiltrating the 
company's effluent. The composition of the facility's discharges 
to Cayuga Creek and the municipal collection system should be 
determined. 	Toxics discovered in the wastestream should be 
abated immediately. 

Prior to diverting its process wastewaterS to the City of 
Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant, this facility exceeded 
allowable discharge levels for phenol and BOD on a number of 
occasions. 

74. Radatron 
2424 Niagara Falls Boulevard North Tonawanda, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 31607 
ICS response: negative 
ITF response: negative 
60 employees 

This firm produces 1,000 to 5,000 pieces/day x)f consumer 
electronic assemblies. 	The facility discharges 2,000 GPD of 
sanitary wastes, 	which are regulated for flow, 	BOD, fecal 
coliform , pH and chlorine residual. The plant's full pollution 
potential should be assessed. 	Its current SPDES permit only 
limits traditional pollution problems, not toxics. 

75. Bell Aerospace 
Niagara Falls Boulevard Wheatfield, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: 0000 469 
SIC codes: 1925, 3721, 3722 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
1,500 employees 

This facility designs, manufactures and tests missile and 
space vehicle components, aircraft parts, electronic navigational 
aids, high energy lasers, 	and military and space-borne 
communication, navigation and guidance systems. 
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This plant's 200,000 GPD of wastewater are designated a 
non-principal dischasge of toxic heavy metals. 	However, the 
company is also known to use over 100,000 pounds/year of 
potentially toxic chemicals, notably degreasing agents. 
According to the ITF, 	a wide variety of hazardous wastes are 
known to have been generated at the plant, 	including: plating 
tank sludges, scrap adhesives, waste oils, degreasing solvents 
(including brush wash, methylethyl ketone, 	methylene chloride, 
isopropyl alchohol and freon), paint spray filters, lab 
chemicals, rocket fuels (including unsymmetrical dimethyl 
hydrazine and nitrosodimethylamine), 	thorium oxide, 	radium, 
transformer oils and sulfuric and nitric acids. 	Some of these 
wastes are known to be disposed of on-site. 	Residues of these 
materials could be present in the plant's wastestream. 

Despite the potential for chemical contaminants in this 
facility's charge, 	its SPDES permit fails to provide 
comprehensive toxics control. 	Only these limitations are in 
effect: 

outfall 01: temperature (winter: 50 degrees F average, 60 
degrees maximum, 	summer: 70 degrees F averate, 	80 degrees 
maximum), total chromium (1.0 mg/L maximum), hexavalent chromium 
(0.05 mg/L maximum), total zinc (0.3 mg/L maximum) pH (6.0 to 
9.0) and suspended solids (81.0 PPD maximum); 

outfall 02: temperature (winter: 50 degrees F average, 60 
degrees F maximum, summer;70 degrees F average, 78 degrees F 
maximum); total chromium, hexavalent chromium, pH and total zinc 
are the same as for .01. 

Numerical standards for specific toxic chemicals are totally 
lacking. 

This facility's full pollution potential should be assessed. 
Toxics identified in its discharges to Cayuga Creek and the 
Niagara County Sewer District Number One system should be abated 
immediately. 

76. Newco Waste Systems, Incorporated/Packard Road Site 
Packard Road Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number: NY 00 94251 
ITF response: positive 

This facility is owned by CECOS International and operates a 
sanitary landfill on the CECOS site described in the hazardous 
waste section of this report. 

Recently this facility's peripheral drainage system's 
discharge was found to be exceeding its allowable BOD5 levels 
authorized by the company's SPDES permit. 	Surface water quality 
standards for ammonia were also being exceeded. 	The facility's 
sanitary landfill was thought to be the primary source of 
contamination. 	As a result, DEC ordered that a leachate control 
system be installed around that disposal site. 	In the meantime, 
the peripheral drainage system's discharge to a drainage ditch 
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has been diverted to the municipal collection system. 	After the 
leachate control system is installed, 	this discharge will be 
reactivated. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated discharger whose 
full pollution potential should be determined. 	The information 
presented in Appendix C indicates that the CECOS facility 
receives hundreds of tons of hazardous waste each year. 	These 
materials could be infiltrating the NEWCO Waste System's 
discharges. 	Sampling data present in Chapter VI of this study 
provides evidence of mutagenic activity in the peripheral 
drainage system. The facility's wastewater should be extensively 
monitored for the broad spectrum of toxic chemicals that could be 
present. 	Strict numerical standards should be set to limit the 
compounds that are identified in the facility's discharges. 

77. SCA Waste Systems 
1550 Balmer Road Model City, N.Y. 
SPDES permit number NY 00 72061 
ICS response: positive - Refer to Appendix C 
ITF response: positive 
70 employees 

This facility's site and waste disposal activities are 
described in chapter V. 

The facility has four treatment systems that generate 
between 100,000 and 150,000 gallons/month of wastewater: 

1. Wastewater Treatment System- Liquid wastes are mixed with 
lime. 	Contaminated water is directed to aeration tanks and 
facultative ponds and passed through a carbon adsorption system. 
Sludges are landfilled on site. 

2. Blended fuels program- Waste oils, solvents and liquids 
are blended to the fuel specifications for prospective customers. 
Filtered solids are landfilled. 

3. Distillation process- Bottom residues and waste solvents 
are flash distilled. 	Solids and residues are landfilled, water 
is decanted and sent to the Wastewater Treatment system. 

4. Landfills-SCA maintains seven landfills, each having clay 
and plastic liners and leachate collection. 

In the past these treatment systems have generated more 
wastewater than could be discharged into two seasonally flowing• 
streams that flowed into Lake Ontario. 	Although the company was 
authorized to discharge treated wastewater into the Niagara 
River, it had no way to transport the wastes from the site to the 
river. 	As a result, millions of gallons of wastewater 
accumulated on-site. 
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Recently, construction of a pipeline to the river was 
completed and the company has begun to empty its lagoons of 
accumulated wastewaters. 	Facultative pond #3 has been drained 
dry. 	Wastewaters that were stored in the lagoon were discharged 
into Six Mile Swale or discharged to the Niagara River. 	These 
wastewaters are regulated by approximately 60 pollution 
parameters that limit metals, inorganic compounds, gross 
pollution levels and a small number of toxic organic chemicals. 
Eventually discharges to the intermittent streams will cease and 
all wastewater releases will flow to the Niagara River. 

A large number of special conditions must be met before 
wastewaters are allowed to be discharged. 	Each lagoon must 
prequalify for drainage. Batch monitoring must be undertaken for 
general pollution parameters included in the company's SPDES 
permit. Bio monitoring for acute toxicity is also required. Gas 
chromatograph scans utilizing electron capture and flame 
ionization are also required. 	If previously undiscoverred 
individual peaks are discovered, 	then GC/MS analyses must be 
conducted to identify the compounds. 	A literature review must 
then be undertaken to determine the bioaccumulation and 
degradative qualities of the identified pollutants. 	If the 
discharge is authorized, 	continuous monitoring of flow and 
settleable solids is mandated. Only one MGD of wastewater may be 
released, and no wastewaters may be released between December 1st 
and April 1st, or until the spring ice break-up on the Niagara 
River, whichever is first. 	One hundred million gallons may be 
discharged the first year, and not more than 75 million gallons 
during each of the next three years. 	The facility's discharge 
must average less than 50 million gallons over that period. 

While this facility is one of the most strictly controlled 
wastewater dischargers in the Niagara Frontier, its SPOES permit 
nevertheless fails to provide adequate limitations on the release 
of toxic chemicals. 	The data presented in Appendix C indicates 
that this waste disposal operation receives and disposes of more 
than 220 substances of toxic concern from all over the world. 
Yet, its wastestream has never been comprehensively monitored for 
those compounds and numerical discharge limitations have been set 
for only a very few chemicals. The vast majority of the chemical 
wastes which might be present in the facility's discharges are 
regulated by gross pollution parameters, 	such as Total Organic 
Carbon, Chemical Oxygen Demand and halogenated hydrocarbons, 
which cannot provide direct control of toxic discharges. 

The full pollution potential of this facility's discharge 
should be determined before the company's authorized to discharge 
any more of its wastewaters into the Niagara River. 	In the past 
this facility has experienced a wide variety of operational 
problems that have resulted in spills and unauthorized discharges 
of toxic pollution. .Moreover, the potential for human error and 
engineering problems related to the operation of the recently 
constructed pipeline to the Niagara 	River could result in 
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massive releases of contamination. 	Before this facility is 
allowed to discharge more wastewater into the river, adequate 
measures must be instituted to prevent the release of toxics. 

This profile concludes this chapter of the report. Refer to 
Chapter IX for a discussion of this section's conclusions and 
recommendations. 
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CHAPTER IV 
An Evaluation of Industries in Erie and Niagara Counties  
Discharging into Municipal Wastewater Treatment Systems  

The previous chapter examined the strengths and weaknesses 
of the permit program that regulates 77 industrial discharges •to 
the Niagara River and its tributaries. 	More than 700 additional 
industries are able to escape this regulation altogether because 
a loophole in the law allows industries to contribute their 
wastewaters to municipal treatment systems without a national or 
state Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (N/SPDES) permit. 
Thus, "on-line" contributors skirt the effluent limitations and 
abatement schedules established by the N/SPDES permit program, 
and are able to discharge toxic pollution virtually without 
restriction. 

Although the Clean Water Act (CWA) mandated the development 
of a comprehensive solution to the problem, 	that goal has not 
been reached so far. 	Under Section 307 of the Act, industries 
are required to "pretreat" their wastes to "prevent the discharge 
of any pollutant through treatment works which are publicly 
owned... [that] interferes with, passes through, or is otherwise 
incompatible with such works." This requires that all industries 
on-line to treatment systems be identified, the composition of 
their effluents determined, and pretreatment requirements set to 
provide comprehensive control of toxic pollutants found in their 
discharges. 	The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was 
originally charged with establishing pretreatment standards in 
1972. 	In 1976, 	as a result of a consent decree ending three 
years of litigation regarding EPA's failure to implement Section 
307 of the Act, EPA agreed to adopt strict pretreatment 
regulations for 129 "priority pollutants" discharged by 21 
categories of industries. 	To date, not a single one of these 
standards has been implemented. 	In the absence of comprehensive 
numerical standards, 	on-line industrial wastewaters are almost 
completely unregulated. 	At best, limitations comparable to the 
traditional pollution parameters established by the N/SPDES 
permit program are imposed. 	These minimal safeguards are wholly 
inadequate. 

In general, toxic organic chemical wastes that enter 
municipal sewage plants are neither broken down nor rendered 
harmless by the treatment process. , Nearly, all conventional 
sewage systems in America are designed solely to purify domestic 
and human wastes through bacterial degradation, which is 
ineffective against the wide range of synthetic pollutants found 
in industrial effluents. 	In fact, 	heavy metals and organic 
chemicals sometimes interfere with the treatment system by 
killing the bacteria that break down sewage. 	More often, 
however, these toxic pollutants pass through the facility and are 
ultimately discharged along with the treated effluent into the 
receiving body of water. 
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A study by the EPA has determined that sewage treatment 
works vary widely in removal efficiencies for different 
pollutants. 	Due to daily plant operations changes, treatment 
works have been found to fluctuate in their ability to remove 
chemical oxygen demand (COD), 	total organic carbon (TOC), and 
phenols, parameters that often indicate the presence of toxic 
chemicals. 	Trickling filter plants were found to remove an 
average of 64 percent of the COD and 50 percent of the phenols in 
the influent wastewaters, but in some plants COD removal was 
measured as low as 8 percent and phenol removal as low as zero. 
Activated sludge plants were found to remove an average of 73 
percent of the COD and 69 percent of the phenol received, but 
removal rates went as low as 42 percent and zero, respectively, 
in some plants. Primary treatment facilities were found to remove 
less than 25 percent COD and 38 percent of incoming phenolsj 
These data clearly show that conventional sewage works are not 
capable of consistently removing the variety of toxic pollutants 
present in many industrial wastestreams. 

Table 7 identifies the organic chemicals that have been 
identified in sewage treatment plant discharges. 2 

TABLE 7 
ORWMIC COMPOUNDS IDENTIFIED IN 

SEWAGE .n7ATMENT PLANT EFFLUENTS 

acetone 
p-eminostibene 
benzene hexachloride 
3,4 benzofluoranthene 
11,12 benzofluoranthene 
benzoic acid 
3,4 benzopyrene 
p-tert-butylacetaphenone 
butyl hexayecanoic acid 
bytyloleate 
bytylstearate 
caprostanol 
p-chlorobenzoic acid 
3-chloro-4 hydroxy-benzoic acid 
chloroform 
4-chloro-3 methylphenol 
2-chlorophenol 
4-chlororesorcinol 
5-chloroyracil 
5-chlorouridine 
8-chloroxanthine 
cholesterol 
coprostannol 
coumarine 
creatine 
o-creSol 
ODE 
DOT 
dibutyl formal 
dibutylphthalate 
1,4 dichlorobenzene 
dieldrin 
ithylbenzene 
2-ethy1-14hexan01 
ethyl nyristate 
ethyl stearate  

fluoranthene 
fructose 
glucose 
glutamic acid 
glutamine 
guanosine 
hexachlorobenzene 
hexachloroethane 
indene 
indeno(1,2-c.d)pyrene 
inosine 
methylene chloride 
1-methylzenthe 
myristic acid 
r-octy1-2-ethylbm 
palmitic acid 
pentachlorophenyl 
phenylalanine 
phenylani line 
phthalic anhydride 
serine 
steeric acid 
TO5 
tetrachlorobiphenyl 
tetrachloroethylene 
theronine 
toluene 
trichlorobanzine 
trichlorobiphenyl 
1,1,2-trichloroethene 
1,1,2-trichloroethylene 
uracil 

“urea 
Wino 
xanthine 
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In the Niagara basin, the inability of conventional sewage 
treatment systems to cope with toxics has been exacerbated by two 
additional factors. 	First, 	scores of industries are now 
discharging N/SPDES regulated non-contact cooling waters directly 
into the Niagara River. 	Highly contaminated and non-compatible 
process wastewaters, however, are diverted to municipal collec- 
tion systems. 	Second, many local treatment facilities are far 
behind schedule in 	providing "secondary treatment" that was 
required by law in 1977. 	Consequently, these plants are only 
capable of providing "primary treatment," which offers minimal 
removal of toxic organic chemical pollutants. 

Municipal sewage treatment plant discharges are regulated by 
the N/SPDES permit program. 	Like the direct discharge permits 
granted to industries, 	however, these permits do not require 
comprehensive control of toxic chemical pollutants. 	All the 
N/SPDES permits granted to municipal wastewater facilities in 
Erie and Niagara Counties follow the same general format. 
Effluent restrictions reflect concern for human and domestic 
wastes, not for industrial chemicals. 	Numerical standards 
routinely limit the discharge levels of: 	Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD), fecal coliforms (bacteria that reside in the human 
digestive tract), suspended solids, flow, pH, settleable solids, 
phosphorus and chlorine residual. 	These standards are grossly 
inadequate and fail to provide strict safeguards against the 
release of toxic polluants. 	Moreover, the application of these 
effluent standards does not vary to compensate for increased 
levels of industrial process wastewaters on-line to individual 
treatment systems. 

Findings  

In order to assess the environmental impact of wastewater 
treatment plant effluents discharged into the Niagara River, a 
total of ten facilities with on-line industrial contributors were 
selected for study according to the protocol described in the 
methodology section of this report. 	The toxic pollution 
potential of each treatment system was investigated and described 
in individual plant profiles. Refer to Appendices A and B for 
compilations of the synthetic organic chemicals and the 129 
"priority pollutants" that have been identified in the effluents 
of selected standard industrial classification (SIC) categories 
that are on-line to the treatment facilities, respectively. 
Table 8 is a summary of Appendix B showing the number of 
"priuity pollutants" that have been identified in the 
wastestreams of 32 industrial categories monitored by the EPA. 
This information clearly shows that many of the industrial 
wastewaters discharged into municipal treatment systems in the 
Niagara Frontier are typically contaminated with a spectrum of 
toxic pollutants. 	Refer to Appendix D for a description of the 
toxicity of some of the most prevalent pollutants. 

Figure 11 illustrates the locations of the 10 wastewater 
treatment systems reviewed in this section. 
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TABLE 8 
PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

IN 32 STALADARD IMUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION CATEGOUtal 

Industrial Category 	Organics 
Number of 
Samples Taken 

Number of 
Priority Pollutant 
Compounds Present* 

Metals 
Number of 
Samples Taken 

Number of 
Priority Pollutant 
Compounds Present* 

Soaps and Detergents 20 11 20 10 
Adhesives & Sealants 11 24 11 10 
Leather Tanning 72 37 72 10 
Textile Products 121 46 121 14 
Gum & Wood Products 18 9 18 14 
Pulp and Paper 44 24 44 14 
Timber 261 44 261 13 
Printing & Publishing 66 40 66 14 
Paint and Ink 63 35 149 13 
Pesticides 104 71 104 14 
Pharmaceuticals 77 38 77 12 
Organics & Plastics 557 106 557 14 
Rubber 63 44 54 9 
Coal Mining 94 19 94 12 
Ore Mining 64 12 64 14 
Paving and Roofing 8 o 8 7 
Steam Electric Power 

Plants 82 29 82 9 
Petroleum Refining • 54 55 346 12 
Iron and Steel 414 57 414 14 
foundries 54 46 54 14 
Electroplating 18 17 18 9 
Nonferrous Metals 146 41 146 14 
Batteries 3 8 0 - 
Coil Coating 12 17 12 6 
Photographic 8 23 0 - 
*Inorganic Chemicals 107 38 107 13 
Electrical 2 17 2 14 
Auto & Other 

Laundries 45 54 45 11 
Phosphates 33 28 0 
Plastics Processing 1 8 o 
Explosives 16 2 16 a 
Porcelain & Enameling 12 7 12 7 

' 	*This number represents the number of compounds (i.e chloroform, benzene, 
mercury) found, not the number of times each one was present. 

S4UMJ: USEPA 

Table 9 summarizes information on the size of each facility's 
effluent discharge, the amount of industrial wastewater 
contributed to the system, the number of industries and positive 
Industrial Chemical Survey (ICS) responders on-line to the system 
and the mode of treatment employed at each plant. 
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TABLE 9 
MUliiCIPAL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANTS 
WITH ON-LINE CONTRIBUTWG INDUSTR!ES 

SEWAGE TREATMENT 
PLANT 

DESIGN FLOW 
(MGD) 

0 OF ON-LINE 
INDUSTRIES 

ACTUAL FLOW 
(MGD) 

0 OF ON-LINE INDUSTRIES 
WITH POSITIVE ICS 

INDUSTRIAL 
FLOW (MGD) 

INDUSTRIAL FLOW OF 
(+) ICS RESPONDENTS 

EFFLUENT ANALYZER 
FOR TOXIC ORGANICS 

CURRENT  

I- CHEUTOWASA 15 7.5 25 9-10 9 1.35 	1  1.35 No 10, TF 

2- BUFFALO SEWER leo 420 150-190 38 2 21 7.903  No 11  2°, AS 4 , CL 
AUTHORITY 

3- AMHERST 016 24 1 17-20 1 Unavailable Unavailable No 2°, AS 

4- TOWN OF TONAWANDA 30 22 15-16 17 Unavailable Unavailable No 1°, AS 

5 
5- CITY OF TONAWANDA 3.5 5  0 0 5  0 Unavailable Unavailable No 10. CL 

6-CITY OF NORTH 14 11 8-9 5 1.6 7  .328 No 20, C1 
TONAWANDA 

7- NIAGARA COUNTY 14.1 1 2 1 0.6 Unavailable No 1°, AS, CL, PR 
SEWER DISTRICT 01 

8- CITY OF NIAGARA FALLS 48 28 9  60-70 17 - 2528 21.48 Yes 1°, CL 

I—,  
9- TOWN OF LEWISTON 2.75 1 1 1 0 10  0 No 1°, AS, PR 

C) 
1--i 10- TOWN OF GRAND 3.5 4 1.5 1 o 10 0 No  2°, AS, CL 

ISLAND 02 

Totals- f Plants= 10 
	

327.25 	 513 
	

265.25-311.25 
	

90 

Codes: I° = primary treatment 
AS = activated sludge 
CL = chlorination 
TF = trickling filter 
PR = phosphate removal 

Motes: 1  Flows were available only for the 9 major contribu- 
ting industries into the system. 

2 Figure does not include industries discharging 
to Scajaquada crok, which is treated at the 
Bird Island facility. 

3  Figure represents water use. Actual discharge would be less in most instances. 

4  Bird Island currently providing 50-60 MGD of secondary treatment. 
? All dischargesnow to Town of Tonowanda Sewage Treatment Plant. 
' Current primary operation designed for 6 MGD. 14 MGD is capacity of new physical chemical addition to be 
.., completed Spring 1980. 
' Figure based on water use and includes commercial firms for a total of 71 industries. 
9, Figure includes Hooker Durez sanitary wastes, but omits one plastic firm 
' Figure includes only major contributing industries on line 

40 Wastes_are sanitary wastes only 
11 Influent has been monitored, but results arm unavailable. 



Profiles of each facility are presented below. 

Cheektowaga Sewer District Number Five 
SPDES permit number: NY 0032279 
171 Central Boulevard Cheektowaga, N.Y. 

This secondary treatment plant employs clarification, 
trickling filters and chlorination. Between nine and ten million 
gallons of combined sanitary and industrial wastewater enter the 
facility each day, even though the design capacity of the system 
is 7.5 million gallons per day. 	As a result, between 16 and 20 
percent of the influent receives only primary treatment. 

Twenty-five industries have been reported to be on-line to 
this treatment system. 	Table 10 lists the firms, the nature of 
their business, 	the amount of effluent they discharge to the 
collection system, and whether they have responded positively to 
the ICS and reported that they use, handle, 	manufacture or 
dispose of a variety of potentially toxic organic chemicals, 
including potentially carcinogenic solvents and polychlorinated 
biphenyls found in electrical devices. 

TABLE 10 
ON-u1 INDUSTRICS TO THE CHMKTOWAGA 325 

SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 

PRODUCT 	FLOW 
INDUSTRY 
	

LINE 	(GPO) 	ICS RESPONSE 	NOTES 

I- ABBOTT LABS 	 Disposable 	 Positive 
	

MCI 
2400 Walden Ave 	hospital 	 8000 gal/yr of 
Cheektowaga 	 products 	 Genesolve 

2- AIRPORT 	 Industrial 
	

Not Ihcsluded 
INDUSTRIAL PARK 	park 
455 Cayuga Rd. 

3- AMERICAN 
	

Precision 	383,000 	Positive 	 see profile 
OPTICAL CORP. 	 optical 

	
024 

Eggert & Sugar Rds 	equipment 
	

MCI 

4- AMERICAN PRECISION 
	

Heat exchanges - 	Not Included 
INDUSTRIES 
	

and dust 
2777 Walden Ave. 	collectors 

5- ARCATA GRAPHICS 
TC Industrial Pk. 

Printing & 	520,000 	Positive 
binding if 
books 6 maga- 
zines 

MCI 
see profile 
f22 

6- BIRDAIR 
STRUCTURES 
2015 Walden Ave. 

Air-support- 
ed structures 	- 

Positive 
xylene 	9300 gal/yr 	MCI 
toluene 	9300 gal/yr 
adhesives 1400 gal/yr 

7- BUFFALO 
	

Not Included 
AERONAUTICAL 
CORP 
Buffalo Airport 

	

II- BUFFALO 
	

Commercial 

	

AIRPORT 
	

airport 
	

Not Included 
Cayuga Rd. 

102 



INDUSTRY 

9- F.N. BURT 
2345 Walden Ave. 

PRODUCT 	 FLOW 
LINE 	 (GPO) 	ICS RESPONSE 	 NOTES 

Paperboard 	90,000 	Positive 	 MCI 
packaging 	 toluene 4900 gal/yr 

trichloro- 
ethylene 	50 gal/yr 

10- CALSPAN CORP 
4455 Genesee St. 

Research & 
Development 

110,000 Not Included, but 	MCI 
list of water treat- see profile 
ment chemicals 	122 

11- CONAX CORP. 	 Th.rmocouple 
	

20,000 	Not Included 

2300 Walden Ave. 	manufacture 

12- DERRICK 	 Manufacture 	- 
	

Not Included 
MANUFACTURE 	 of vibrating 
590 Nice Rd. 	 screen machinery 

13- EMIL VON DUNGEN 	Steel 
	

Not Included 

INC. 	 manufacture 
83 Anderson Rd. 

14- ERNST STEEL 
	

Steel 
	

Not Included 

1746 Walden Ave. 	manufacture 

15- GIBRALTAR 
STEEL 
2555 Walden Ave. 

Steel 
stripmill 33,000 	Not Included 

16- HERALD VAULT 	 Vault 
	

Not Included 

COMPANY 	 manufacture 
1712 Dale Rd. 

17- KISTNER CONCRETE 	Concrete & 
	

Not Included 

PRODUCTS 	 concrete 
1800 Dale Rd. 	 products 

18- NATIONAL 	 Warehouse 	6,080 	Not Included 

GYPSUM 
2580 Walden Ave. 

19- N;AGARA 
TRANSFORMER 

Power regula- 	 Positive: un- 
ting, distribu- 	 known quantities 
tion & specialty 	 of PCB's, 5,addi- 
transformers 6 	 tional compounds, to- 
parts 	 tailing 6000 gal/yr 

of use 

20- PLATECRAFT 
	

Copper, 
	60,000 	Not Included 

OF AMERICA 
	

nickel, & 
600 Duke Rd. 	 chromium pla- 

ting of plastic 

21- R.F. MOLD 	 Thermoplastic 	4,000 
	

Not Included 
COMPANY 	 molding corn- 
1850 Dale Rd. 	 pounds 

22- ST. JOSEPH'S 	 Hospital 	 Not Included 
HOSPITAL 
2605 Harlem Rd, 

23- SCOTT AVIATION 
	

Oxygen-genera- - 
	

Not Included 
DIVISION OF A.T.O. 
	ting equipment 

1735 Walden Ave. 
	for commercial 

aircraft 

24- SPENCER KELLOGG 
	

Resinous 
	

Positive 
	

MCI 
4201 Genesee St. 	polymers 
	

see 
(polyurethane) 
	

profile 
023 

25- WESTINGHOUSE 	 Electric 	247,900 	(Positive) 	 MCI 
ELECTRICAL CORP. 	motors & 	 Not Included 	see 
4454 Genesee St. 	motor controls 	 but included in 	profile 

Task Force Report 	12n 
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Refer to Appendices A, B and C for information regarding the 
compounds likely to be present in those industrial effluents. 
Refer to Appendix D for the toxic effects of these compounds. 

Although this wastewater facility has a significant number 
of potential sources of toxic contamination on-line to its 
collection system, 	it does not have a strict pretreatment 
program. Analyses have not been undertaken to identify the toxic 
pollutants found in its industrial effluents or in the treatment 
plant's final discharge to Scajaquada Creek. 3  

The facility's SPDES permit also fails to provide adequate 
protection against the discharge of toxic chemicals. At present, 
the following maximum discharge standards are in effect: 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (909mg/L), 	suspended solids (90mg/L) 
flow (6.0 million gallons per day (MGD)), fecal coliform 
(400MPN/100 ML), 	and settleable solids (0.3ML/L). 	Numerical 
standards for toxic pollutants are totally lacking. 

Eventually this plant will be used as a stormwater retention 
and treatment facility and its discharge will be diverted to the 
Buffalo Sewer Authority's (BSA) Bird Island plant. 	In the 
meantime, however, this system may be an inadequately regulated 
source of toxic contamination. 	That possibility should be 
investigated immediately. 	Finally, the treatment plant's 
consistent inability to comply with its allowable effluent limit 
of 6.0 MGD should be corrected. 

Buffalo Sewer Authority 
SPDES permit number: NY 0028410 
Bird. Island, Buffalo, N.Y. 

The Buffalo Sewer Authority (BSA) is the largest municipal 
wastewater treatment facility in the Niagara Frontier. Until 
recently, between 150 to 190 MGD of wastewater received primary 
treatment using screening, settling and chlorination at the BSA's 
antiquated facility and was discharged to the Black Rock Canal in 
the Niagara River. 	A new facility with secondary treatment 
capability has been constructed, but it has not yet been able to 
meet secondary treatment standards. 

This massive system receives influent from six sources: 
sanitary and domeStic wastewater, 	industrial wastewater, 
Scajaquada Creek, stormwater, groundwater infiltration and river 
inflow. 	Domestic and sanitary wastewaters are the largest 
contribution to the system, totalling approximately 100 MGO. The 
BSA services over 700,000 residents of the Buffalo area and 
receives wastewaters from the following collection systems: Erie 
County Sewer Districts One, 	Two, Three, Four and Five, West 
Seneca Sewer District 15, 	Cheektowaga Sewer District Three, 
Orchard Park, and the villages of Lancaster, Depew, and Alden. 
Cheektowaga Sewer District Five is also scheduled to connect with 
this system. 	Scajaquada Creek is enclosed at the Buffalo city 
line and its 20 MGD flows directly into the sewer system. Due to 
the high water table in parts of the system, 	groundwater 
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infiltrates the collection system as well. 	Finally, seasonal 
fluctuations in Lake Erie and Niagara River levels periodically 
cause water levels to rise above overflow chambers,ahd create a 
backflow into the system. 	On the average, approxicately 19 MGD 
of infiltration and inflow enter the system. 

The BSA has established an industrial waste section to 
manage on-line industrial contributions to its system. 	In an 
effort to determine the nature, quantity and types of wastes 
discharged into the collection system, an Industrial Waste Survey 
was undertaken. 	A total of 1,140 on-line industries were 
identified, 	approximately 700 of which were judged to be of 
serious pollution concern. 	Eighty-five industries were found to 
contribute 84 percent of the 21 MGD of industrial wastewater 
discharged to the system each day. 	Further testing of these 85 
influents for the presence of heavy metals, phenols, cyanide, and 
oil and grease showed that 57 were in violation of the City sewer 
use ordinance standards presented in Table 11. 

TABLE 11 
BUFFALO 37,7171 AUTHORM; 0!—OC11.73E LtrITt! 

Parameter 	 Concentration (mg/1)  

Chromium (total) 	 2.0 

Chromium (trivalent) 	 1.0 

Chromium (hexavalent) 	 0.1 

Cooper 	 0.4 

Zinc 	 0.6 

Nickel 	 1.0 

Cadmium 	 0.2 

Arsenic 	 0.1 

Barium 	 1.0 

Lead 	 0.1 

Manganese 	 1.0 

Silver 	 .05 

Boron 	 1.0 

Mercury 	 .01 

Selenium 	 .05 

Cyanide 	 0.8 

Phenols 	 0.1 

Oil and Grease 	 50.0 
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Among 420 on-line industries included in an industrial 
inventory undertaken by BSA, 72 firms were identified as 
dischargers of "organic" and toxic" wastes. 	Thirty eight of 
these firms, excluding the industries that discharge into 
Scajaquada Creek, 	also responded positively to the ICS and 
contributed a total of 7.09 MGD of wastewater to the system. 
Thirteen discharges were among those characterized by the BSA as 
"toxic" and "organic". 	Table 12 lists the 38 industries, their 
locations, the volume of their discharge and the characteristics 
of their effluents. 	These firms have reported that they use, 
handle, manufacture or dispose of millions of pounds of a wide 
variety of potentially toxic organic chemicals. 

TABLE 12 
INDUSTRIE6 WITH A POSMVE INDUSTRIAL CHEMICAL SURVEY 

RESPONSE 
ON-LIELi TO THE BUFFALO SEWER AUTHORITY SYSTEM 

WATER USE ' 	WASTEWATER 
INDUSTRY ADDRESS IN GPD CHARACTERISTICS 

1- Gro Green Products 717 	Elk 	St. 3,680 Dry (no process) 
Buffalo 

2,- Donner Hanna Coke S. 	Park 	St. 347,000 Toxic, 	Inorganic 
Buffalo 

3- Pratt & Lambert 99,921 Toxic, Organic 

4- Osmose Wood Preserving 980 Ellicott St. 9,963 Toxic, 	Organic 
Buffalo 

5- Republic 	Steel P.O. 	Box 6 1,202,000 Toxic, 	Inorganic 
Buffalo 

6- Allied Chemical 35 Lee St. 351,000 Toxic, Organic 
Industrial 	Chemicals Buffalo 

7- Allied Chemical 20 Peabody St. 1,500,000 Toxic, Organic 
Lab Specialties Buffalo 

8- Bernel 	Foam Pro- 
ducta 

344 Vulcan St. 
Buffalo 

10,732 Toxic, 	Organic 

9- Mobil 	Oil 635 	Elk St. 819,613 Non-toxic, Organic 
Buffalo 
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2745 Seneca St. 
Buffalo 

7,900 

P.O. Box 1028 
Buffalo 

2,915 16- Wagner Folding 
Box Corporation 

15- Atlas Plastics Toxic, Non-toxic 
Organic, Inorganic 

Non-toxic, Inorganic 

17- Elmer Bender & 
Son, Inc. 

Non-toxic, Organic 175 Lewis St. 	27,764 
Buffalo 

361,400 Inorganic, 
Toxic, 
Organic 

56 Clyde Ave 
Buffalo 

18- General Motors 
Corp., Harrison 
Radiator Division 

147,838 

4,770 

11,124 

Unknown 

Buffalo 

III Colgate Ave. 
Buffalo 

701 Seneca St. 
Buffalo 

260 Chandler St. 
Buffalo 

16,400 P.O. Box 128 
Buffalo 

25- Flexo Transparent, 
Inc. 

26- Chip Steak Co. 1181 Jefferson St. 2,306 
Buffalo ' 

1360 Niagara St. 
Buffalo 

T.C. Industrial 	Unknown 
Park 
Depew 

28- Niagara Envelope 
	

701 Seneca St. 
Buffalo 

29- Mentholatum Co. 

30- lnmont Corp. 

INDUSTRY  

10- Bemis Co., Inc. 

11- Bison Products 

12- Alum Casting 

13- Westwood 
Pharmaceuticals 

14- Truly Magic 
. 	Products, Inc. 

ADDRESS 

711 Northland Ave. 7,600 
• Buffalo 

81 Bingen St. 	40,300 
Buffalo 

3753 Walden Ave 	731 
Lancaster 

468 Dewitt St. 	128,046 
Buffalo 

1740 Bailey Ave. 	38,672 
Buffalo 

WASTEWATER 
CHARACTERISTICS  

• 

Non-toxic, Organic 

Non-toxic, Organic 

Non-toxic, Inoroanic 

Non-toxic, Organic 

Non-toxic, Organic 

19- H.B. Fuller & Co. 

20- S.A. Day Manufactu-
ring Co., Inc. 

21- Buffalo Weaving A 
Belting Co. 

22- General Electric 
(Service Shop) 

23- Ameron Protective 
Company 	

. 

24- Colad Company, Inc. 

31- Winfield Industries 

32- Worthington Corp. 

33- Royton Paper 
Products 

34- Cathedral Envelope 

35- F.K. and Son 

36- Madison Wire 
Co., Inc. 

37- Pohlman Foundry Co. 

155 Isabelle St. 	12,500 
Buffalo 

1489 Niagara St. 	22,200 
Buffalo 

33 Clarence Ave. 	4,553 
Buffalo 

45 Roberts Ave. 	487,790 
Buffalo 

1050 Niagara St. 	8,800 
buffalo 

980 Northampton St. 7,691 
Buffalo 

140 Detroit St. 	5,100 
Buffalo 

P.O. Box 46 	181,414 
Buffalo 

205 Baits Ave. 	76,321 
Buffalo 

144 Urban St. 	48,102 

Toxic, Non-toxic 
Organic 

Toxic, Organic, 
Inorganic, Non-
toxic 

Non-toxic, Organic 

Dry 

Toxic, Inorganic 
Organic, Non-toxic 

Toxic, Organic 
Inorganic, Non-
toxic 

Toxic, Organic 

Dry 

Toxic, Inorganic 

Dry 

Non-toxic, Organic 

Toxic, Inorganic, 
Organic, Non-toxic 

Dry 

Inorganic, Toxic, 
Non-toxic 

Organic, Non-toxic 

Organic, 
Non-toxic 

Non-toxic, Organic 

Toxic, Inorganic 

Non-toxic, 
Inorganic 

Non-toxic 
Inorganic 

38- Canada Dry Bottling 
Co. of Buffalo 	Buffalo 
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WATER USE 
IN GPO 

27- Anaconda American P.O. Box 981 
Brass Co. 	 Buffalo 

1,885,700 

Unknown 

15,334 



Refer to Appendices A, B, and C for information regarding 
the compounds likely to be present in these industries' 
effluents. Refer to Appendix D for toxicity information on these 
compounds. 

The BSA has established its own version of the SPDES permit 
program to regulate industries on-line into its system. 	Most of 
the industries, however, 	have not been granted permits, and 
pretreatment requirements are limited to heavy metals. 	Only 
Buffalo Color Corporation has been required to monitor its 
effluent for synthetic organic chemicals. 4  

Evidence of the high levels of toxic pollution discharged by 
on-line industries is found in the treatment facility's sludge. 
Primary treatment is able to remove organic chemicals and heavy 
metals to a limited extent. 	As a result, sludge residues can 
become contaminated. 	The Bird Island facility's sludge has been 
analyzed and found to be unsuitable for composting because of 
high concentrations of heavy metals, and unable to be incinerated 
because of the potential for volatilization of mercury and other 
heavy metals and organics such as PCBs. 	County health 
authorities have required the sludge to be disposed of in secure 
landfill burial sites normally used to dispose of hazardous 
chemical waste. 

The BSA system is a known source of toXic pollutants. 
Methylene chloride, 	a common organic chemical solvent used in 
large amounts by many industries on-line to the BSA system, has 
been identified in the treatment facility's discharge. 
Monitoring data also indicates that high levels of oil, grease, 
phenols and some organic chemicals are also discharged into the 
collection system. 	Primary treatment cannot be expected to 
provide effective removal of these pollutants. 

Many industries on-line to the BSA system are known 
violators of the SPDES permit program. 	A review of the permits 
issued to industries that discharge process wastewaters to the 
municipal system and non-contact cooling water directly into the 
Niagara River showed that many industries have been cited for a 
variety of violations, including: discharging of permits through 
unlicensed outfalls, failure to monitor effluents properly, and 
failure to attain effluent limitations. 

Despite the clear potential for high levels of toxic 
pollution in the BSA Bird Island facility discharge, its SPDES 
permit fails to provide strict control of toxic chemicals. 	At 
present the following contaminant levels are allowed: flow (180 
MGD maximum), five day Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD5) (45,000 
pounds/day minimum, 	30 day average, 	and 67,500 pounds/day 
maximum, seven day average), suspended solids (45,000 pounds/day, 
minimum, 30 day average, and 67,500 pounds/day, maximum, seven 
day average), 	phosphorus (1.0 mg/L maximum), 	fecal coliform 
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(400MPN/100ML), settleable solids (0.3mL/L maximum), pH (6.0 to 
9.0) and resudial chlorine (not less than 0.5 mg/L). 	Numerical 
standards for specific toxics are totally lacking. 

Due to the large number of industries on-line to this 
facility and its inability to provide secondary treatment, this 
facility is an inadequately regulated source of toxic pollution, 
and perhaps is a major undetected source of chemical pollution. 
That potential should be investigated immediately, and a strict 
and comprehensive pretreatment program should be instituted as 
soon as possible. 

Amherst Sewer District Number 16 
SPDES permit number: NY 0025950 
455 Tonawanda Creek Road Amherst, N.Y. 

This secondary treatment facility utilizes activated sludge 
and tertiary treatment for phosphorus to process between 17 and 
20 MGD of combined sanitary and industrial wastewater. 	This 
amount includes the effluent that was formerly discharged to the 
Amherst Sewer District Number One. 	The facility's discharge 
enters Tonawanda Creek. 

Several commercial firms and at least one industry are on-
line to this treatment system.5  Garry Laboratories, a positive 
ICS responder, employs 27 people and manufactures waxes, 
cleaners, lubricants and transmission fluids for cars. From the 
information contained in Appendix A, it is clear that industries 
in the 2992 SIC category typically generate wastewaters that are 
contaminated with toxic chemicals. 	The information contained in 
Appendix C indicates that this firm also uses many additional 
substances of toxic concern. 	Although this industry is reported 
to discharge less than one percent of the wastewater facility's 
total influent, 	it could be a significant source of toxic 
contamination. 

Despite that potential, the wastewater facility has not 
established a strict pretreatment system. 	Neither industrial 
contributions nor treated effluents are analyzed for organics. 

In addition, the plant's SPDES permit fails to provide toxic 
pollution safeguards. 	At present, the following maximum 
discharge standards are in effect: flow (12MGD), 	settleable 
solids (0.8 MG/L) and chlorine residual (0.5mg/L). 	Numerical 
standards for toxic chemicals are totally lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated source of 
pollution. A full investigation of its toxic pollution potential 
should be undertaken as soon as possible. 
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Town of Tonawanda Sewage Treatment Plant 
SPDES permit number: NY 0026395 
779 Two Mile Creek Road TonawaEL4a, N.Y. 

This secondary treatment facility is equipped with activated 
sludge technology and processes between 15 and 16 MGD of combined 
sanitary and industrial wastewater. 	It discharges directly into 
the Niagara River. 6 

There are 22 industries on-line to this municipal system, 
including four firms that previously contributed wastewater to 
the City of Tonawanda collection system. Table 13 identifies the 
22 companies, 	the nature of their business, 	the type of 
wastewater each discharges to the system, 	whether they are ICS 
positive responders and whether they are profiled in the previous 
section of this report. 

TABLE 13 
ON-LINE INDUPTRIES 

TO Ti TOU9 OF TONAWANDA SEA  GE TIRE, ,TMENT LLT 

WASTEWATER TYPE 	ICS RESPONSE 	NOTES 

sanitary & process 	POSITIVE 	 see profile 039 

INDUSTRY 	 PRODUCT LINE  

1- ALLIED CHEMICAL 	polyethylene, polyethy-
Plastics Division lene pipe compound 

2- ASHLAND OIL 	crude oil refinery 

3- BUTTALO BARREL CO. barrel cleaning 

4- CHEVROLET- 	engines, axles, car 
General Motors 	manufacture 

5- COCA COLA 	 bottling plant 

6- COLUMBUS 
MC KINNONQD 

7- CONTINENTAL CAN 

8- DUNLOP 

9- DUPONT-
Yerkes Plant 

10- CHEMICAL LEHMAN 
TANK LINES' 

11- P.M.C. 

12- LUCIDOL-Division 
of Pennwalt, Inc. 

13- NATIONAL 
MANUFACTURING.  

14- NIAGARA MOHAWK- 	coal fired electrical 
Huntley Station 
	

generating plant 

15- NEW YORK WIRE 
	

wire 
MILLS 

16- 0-CEL-0 

cosmetic chemicals, 
bleach for flour 

paint manufacture
, 

 

process (includes 	POSITIVE 
organic acids & solids) 
& sanitary 

non contact cooling 	POSITIVE 
sanitary 

sanitary 	 POSITIVE 

sanitary & process 	POSITIVE 

MT INCLUDED 

sanitary & process 

process 

sanitary 

bottle washings. . 
sanitary & process 

POSITIVE 

NOT INCLUDED 

POSITIVE 

POSITIVE 

POSITIVE 

NOT INCLUDED 

POSITIVE 

POSITIVE 

NOT INCLUDED 

POSITIVE 

see profile 043 

see profile 029 

96 lbs/yr of 
pyrethrins 

see profile 071 

see profile 165 

see prefile 033 

see profile 030 

see profile 034 

use 57,000 lbs/yr of 
benzoyl chloride 

500 lbs/yr of herbicide 

use 60,000 lbs/yr 
unichlor 50-1-50 

see profile 031 

see profile 041 

use carbon disulfide, 
pigments, alkyldimethy-
benzyl ammonium chloride, 
polyhydroxy aliphatic 
compounds, glycerine & 
polyethylene glycol 

chain manufacture 	 sanitary 

fiber drums 
	

process & sanitary 

Urns & tubes 
	

sanitary 

VexarOolastic netting 
	

sanitary & 
Tedlar'' polyvinylfluoride process 

trucking firm, includes 	truck washings 
chemical shipments 

sanitary 

cellulose sponge menu- 	sanitary & process 
facture (16,000 lbs/day) 	(140,000 GPO) 

17- POLYFIR APPLICA - 	plastic resin manufacture process A sanitary 
	

POSITIVE 	 see profile 132 
TI 055W 
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18- ST. REGIS PAPER 

19- SNANCO PLASTICS 

20- SPAULDING FIBER 

21- TONAWANDA COKE 

22- UNION CARBIDE-
Linde Division  

packaging materials 

resin manufacture 
(out of business) 

phenolic resins, 
vulcanized paper 

industrial coke  

process 	 POSITIVE 

process 	 POSITIVE 

process 	 POSITIVE 

sanitary & some 	POSITIVE 
process wastes  

see profile 060 

compounds unlisted 
in ICS printout 

see profile 145 

see profile 040 

see profile 061 Industrial gas 	 sanitary 	 POSITIVE 
gas process equipment 

! Denotes discharge to the City of Tonawanda Sewage Treatment Plant 

.1! New Columbus McKinnon SPDES permit makes no mention of discharge to Town of Tonawanda Sewage Treatment Plant 
D Polymer Applications was added to the town system although SPDES permit allows for direct discharge 

In all likelihood, a majority of the industries on-line to 
this system discharge toxic chemicals. 	Approximately two thirds 
of the firms have diverted their contaminated process wastewaters 
to this municipal facility while continuing to discharge 
unpolluted non-contact cooling water to the Niagara River. 	This 
is a common method of escaping the tighter standards and 
abatement schedules established by the SPDES permit program. 
Appendices A and B indicate that a wide variety of toxic organic 
chemicals have been identified in the wastewaters of the SIC 
categories represented by these on-line firms. 	Appendix C shows 
that these manufacturers use, store, manufacture or dispose of a 
large number of toxic chemicals that could contaminate their 
effluents. 

Despite the pctential for toxics in the industrial 
wastewaters discharged into this municipal system, 	a stringent 
pretreatment program has not been instituted. Information in the 
treatment plant's SPDES permit file indicated that minimal 
pretreatment measures are required of some firms, but industries 
are not required to comprehensively monitor or curtail the broad 
spectrum of organic pollutants that could be present in their 
wastestreams. 

The treatment plant's SPDES permit also fails to guard 
against the release of toxics. 	Only the following effluent 
limitations are in effect: flow (30 MGD-maximum) pH (6.0 to 9.0), 
phosphorus-total (1.0 mg/L-maximum), fecal coliform (200 
MPN/100m1-average 400 MPN/100m1-maximum), suspended solids (7,500 
pounds/day-average, 11,250 pounds/day-maximum), and settleable 
solids (0.1m1/1-maximum). Numerical standards for toxic organic 
chemicals are totally lacking. 

This wastewater facility is an inadequately regulated source 
of pollution. 	Due to its location upstream from drinking water 
intakes, an investigation of its full pollution potential should 
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be undertaken immediately. Chemical analyses should be performed 
to identify the toxic chemicals in its effluent and stringent 
standards should be imposed to curtail the discharge of those 
pollutants. 

City of Tonawanda Sewage Treatment Plant 
SPDES permit number: NY 0020371 
200 Niagara Street Tonawanda, N.Y. 

Prior to diverting its effluent to the Town of Tonawanda 
System on Janary 30, 	1979, this primary facility used 
sedimentation and chlorination to process approximately 4.3 MGD 
of combined sanitary and industrial wastewaters. It consistently 
exceeded its 3.5 MGD design capacity during 1975, 1976, and 1977. 
Four industries known to use, manufacture, store or dispose of 
toxic chemicals were on-line to this system: 	Chemical/Lehman 
Tank Lines, Spaulding Fiber, National Manufacturing and Columbus 
McKinnon. These firms are now connected to the Town of Tonawanda 
collection system. 7  

A comprehensive pretreatment program was never inetituted by 
the City of Tonawanda facility. 	Monitoring was never undertaken 
to identify the toxic pollutants found in its influent or in its 
effluent discharge to the Niagara River. 	The system may have 
been a major contributor of toxic pollution to the Niagara River. 
That possibility needs to be investigated. 

City of North Tonzmanda Sewage Treatment Plant 
SPDES permit number: NY 0026280 
830 River Road North Tonawanda, N.Y. 

This primary facility currently uses settling, filtration 
and chlorination to process between eight and nine MGD of 
combined sanitary and industrial wastewater. 	This flow exceeds 
the plant's design capacity by two to three MGD. 	During rainy 
periods, however, as much as 16 MGD of wastewater enters the 
collection system. 	All excess influent passes through the 
facility's clarifier system, is chlorinated and is discharged. 
This facility is scheduled to be upgraded soon to a physical-
chemical treatment works that will utilize an activated carbon 
filtration system to treat industrial wastes. 8  

Eleven industries are on-line to this municipal system. 
Table 14 lists the firms, 	the nature of their business, the 
volume and type of wastewater they contribute, whether they are 
ICS positive responders and whether they are profiled in the 
previous section of this study. 	Approximately one half of the 
on-line industries are likely to discharge toxic chemicals. 	At 
least three firms have diverted their contaminated process waters 
to this facllity• while continuing to discharge SPDES regulated 
uncontaminated cooling waters to the Niagara River. Appendices A 
and B indicate that a wide variety spectrum of toxic pollutants 
have been identifed in the wastewaters of some of the SIC 
categories represented by these on-line firms. 	Appendix C shows 
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4- HOOKER 
DUREZ 1  

S. KOPPERS, INC. 

Phenolic resins 
and plastics 

Felt 

that these manufacturers use, store, manufacture or dispose of zo. 
large number of toxic compounds that could also contaminate their 
effluents. 	Based on water usage, these companies are estimated 
to contribute approximately 20 percent of the system's influent. 

TABLE 14 
CA-LINE INDUSTRIES TO THE 

CITY OF LIORTH TONAWANDA SEWIrr, TREATMEET r)L,,711-r 

WASTEWATER 	WASTEWATER 
INDUSTRY 	 PRODUCT 	 FLOW (GPD) 	 TYPE 	 ICS RESPONSE 	 NOTES 

1- AN-COR PLAS-
TICS 

Plastics, 
fiberglass, re- 
inforced plastic 
tanks, pipe sys- 
tems. 

Storm, sanitary 
and process 

POS:TIVE 
styrene, acetone, 
polyester resins, 
combined use of 
220,000 lbs/yr 

2- BATTENFIELD 
OIL & GREASE 

3- BOOTH OIL  

Carting firm A 	22.000 
oil processing 

Recycle hydraul- 	28,000 
it cutting, road, 
& lubricating 
oils 

truck washings 
sanitary 

sanitary & truck 
washings 

POSITIVE 
4 compounds total- 
ling 93,000 lbs/yr 
6 3,000,000 lbs/yr 
of asbestos 

NOT INCLUDED 	 31 employees 

92,000 	 sanitary 	 POSITIVE 	 1300 employees 
see profile 046 

13,000 	 process, sanitary 	NEGATIVE 	 see profile 
and cooling 	 AU 

1 

6- NATIONAL GRIND- 
ING WHEEL 	 Grinding wheels 
	

29,700 
	

separated cooling 
	

NOT INCLUDED 	 400 employees 
water 

7- ROBLIN STEEL 
	

Steel rolling 
	

172,000 
	

cooling 6 process 
	

POSITIVE 
mill, producing 
	

& sanitary 
	

1320 gal/yr sol- 
carbon 6 alloy 
	

vent 602 500 lbs/yr 
steel bars, rods, 	 asbestos 
& rolls 

8- TONAWANDA 

ELECTRIC STEEL 

9- TUBE MANIFOLD 

Steel cast- 	 37,000 	 process 	 POSITIVE 	 see prwile 
ings 	 pa-,  

125 employees 

Metal products, 	32,000 	 process 	 NOT INCLUDED 	 57 employees 
steel disposable 
cylinders, com- 
pressor mufflers 

10 & 11 are a carting firm and a metal shop, unnamed by the plant engineer 

1 
Sanitary wastes from Hooker are currently on-line. 



Despite the potential for toxics in the industrial 
wastestreams discharged tc this system, 	a comprehensive 
pretreatment program has not been established. On a case-by-case 
basis, 	some industries have been required to pretreat their 
wastes. 	Booth Oil uses an oil-water separator to eliminate 
excess oil and grease from its discharge. The firm also monitors 
the oil and grease levels in its effluent. Koppers limits levels 
of BOO (200mg/L), COD (400 mg/L), and suspended solids (100mg/L) 
in its three MGD discharge. The standards listed in Table 15 are 
to be used to regulate on-line discharges. 	These meelsuresi 
however, fail to provide adequate toxic pollutant safeguards. 
None of the imposed standards sets limitations for organic 
chemicals, and none of the on-line industries are required to 
monitor the levels of toxic contaminants found in their 
wastestream. 

TABLE 15 
L)RETREATMENT ST TNUARDS 
CITY OF NORTH TONAWANDA, 

PARAMTER 	 KAFIRI/4 EFFLUENT CONCENTRATION LIMIT (mg/I) 

Cadoium 	 0.4 

Chromium 46 	 0.2 

Chromium (total) 	 4.0 

Copper 	 0.8 

Lead 	 0.2 

Mercury 	 0.2 

Nickel 	 4.0 

Zinc 	 1.2 

Arsenic 	 0.2 

Available Chlorine 	 50.0 

Cyanide 	 0.4 

Comnlexed Cyanide 	 1.6 

Selenium 	 0.2 

Sulfur 	 6.0 

8arium 	 4.0 

Manganese 	 4.0 

Gold 	 0.2 

Silver 	 0.2 

Flourides (to fresh water) 	 4.0 

(to saline water) 	 36.0 

Phenol 	 4.0 
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At the same time, the treatment plant's SPDES permit also 
fails to limit thp discharge of toxic chemicals. 	Only the 
following effluent standards are in effect: pF (6.0 to 9.0), flow 
(14 MGD-maximum), 	phosphorus-total (1.0 mg/L), fecal coliform 
(200 MPN/100 ML average, 400 MPN/100 maximum), suspended solids 
(3,500 pounds/day-average, 5,250 pounds/day maximum), settleable 
solids (0.1 ML/L - maximum). 	Numerical standards for toxic 
pollutants are completely lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated source of 
pollution. 	Its discharge may be a major source of toxic 
contamination tr.. the Niagara River. Since the plant's effluent is 
released upstream of 6rinking water intakes, the full pollution 
potential of the system should bE assessed immediately. Analyses 
should be performed to identify the toxic chemical constituents 
of its discharge, and stringent limitations should then be 
imposed to curtail the release of those contaminants. 

Niagara County Sewer District Number One 
SPDES permit number: NY 0027979 
2255 River Road Wheatfield, N.Y. 

This secondary treatment plant processes two MGD of combined 
sanitary and industrial effluent using activated sludge, 
phosphate removal, 	polishing filters and chlorination. 	It 
discharges directly into the Niagara River. 9  

	

One industry is currently on-line to this facility, 	and 
several other firms are scheduled to connect to it. 	Ben 
Aerospace manufactures rocket and airplane components and 
accessories. 	It is an ICS positive responder and has reported 
using manufacturing, 	storing or disposing of a wide variety of 
toxic chemicals. 	Some of these may contaminate its watestream. 
Continental Can and Carborundum Graphite and Special 7er',; ar2 
each expected to begin contributing wastewaters to this system in 
the near future. 	Both are potential sources of toxic 
contaminants; 	Continental Can is an ICS positive responder. 
Despite the likelihood of toxics being present in the on-line 
discharges to its system, 	this facility has not inst:ituted a 
comprehensive pretreatment program. 	Bell Aerospace's discharge 
is not considered to be a significant source of toxic chemicals 
even though its effluent has not been monitored and the firm is 
diverting its process wastewaters to the municipal collection 
system while continuing to discharge SPDES regulated cooling 
water to the Niagara River. 	Neither of the other two firms have 
been required to monitor their wastestreams for toxics or abate 
the discharge of chemical contaminants. 

The treatment plant's SPDES permit also fails to 
reflect a concern for toxic chemicals. 	Only the following 
effluent limitations are in effect: flow (14.08 MGD), pH (6.0 to 
9.0), phosphorus- total (1.0 mg/L average), fecal coliform (200 
MPN/100ML average, 	400 MPN/100 ML maximum), 	suspended solids 
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(3,250 pounds/day- average, 5,300 pounds/day maximum), 	BOD5 
(1,250 pounds/day- average, 	5,300 pounds/day- maximum), 
settleable solids (0.1 ML/L maximum). 	Numerical standards for 
toxic pollutants are totally lacking. 

This facility is an inadequately regulated source of 
pollution. 	A comprehensive investigation of its pollution 
potential should be undertaken as soon as possible. 	Stringent 
standards should be impcsed to curtail the discharge of toxic 
pollutants in its effluent. 

Town of Lewiston Sewage Treatment Plant 
SPDES permit number: NY 0027766 
Fletcher Road and Fifth Street Lewiston, N.Y. 

This tertiary treatment facility uses activated sludge 
filtration and phosphorus removal to process approximately one 
MGD of domestic and industrial sanitary wastewaters. 	It 
discharges directly into the Niagara River. 10  

Currently there are at least two on-line contributors to 
thiS system, 	and several other dischargers are scheduled to 
connect into the system shortly. 	Niagara University and Grief 
Brothers are both reperted to be contributing only sanitary 
wastewaters but it is possible that toxic chemicals may be 
present in their effluents. 	Grief Brothers is an ICS positive 
responder and toxic organic chemical solvents have been 
identified in its SPDES regulated discharge. Refer to Appendix C 
and profile 56 in the previous section of this study for 
additional information on this firm. 	Niagara University's 
effluent could be contaminated with toxic chemicals from 
maintenance facilities or scientific laboratories. 	To date, 
neither on-line discharges has monitored its wastestream for 
toxic pollutants or pretreated its effluent to remove organic 
compounds that may be present. 

There is evidence, however, that this treatment facility has 
discharged significant quantities of toxics into the Niagara 
River. In 1978 divers discovered that nearly one half of the two 
54 inch outfall pipes were clogged with sediment. During January 
and February, 1979, the facility's discharge lines were by-passed 
and the material was removed. 	Chemical analyses of the 
accumulated sediment showed mercury concentrations of 8.6 parts 
per million (ppm) and 12.4 ppm, chromium, 	nickel, 	zinc and 
copper concentrations of 15 to 20 ppm, lindane concentrations of 
0.14 ppm and 0.08 ppm, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBS) 
concentrations of 2.6 and 2.1 ppm and trace levels of halogenated 
orc„anics. 	These findings., however, 	were not confirmed by 
subsequent DEC test results.11  

Despite the potential for chemical pollutants in this 
facility's discharge, its SPDES permit fails to provide stringent 
control of toxics. 	Only the following effluent limitations are 
in 	effect: 	flow 	(2.75 	MGD- 	maximum), 	PH 
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(6.0 to 9.0), phosphorus total (1.0mg/L), fecal coliform 
(200MPN/m1- average, 400 MPN/ml maximum), suspended solids and 
BOD5 (688 pounds/.day- average, 1,032 pounds/day- maximum), and 
settleable solids (0.1 ml/L- maximum). 

The treatment plant is an inadequately regulated source of 
pollution. 	A comprehensive investigation of its pollution 
potential should be undertaken as soon as possible. 	Toxic 
chemicals identified in its effluent should be rigidly 
controlled. 

Town of Grand Island Sewage Treatment Plant 
SPDES permit number: NY 0027693 
2555 Baseline Road Grand Island, N.Y. 

Until recently this treatment system was composed of three 
facilities. 	Plant number One, a primary treatment works, was 
abandoned and is now used as a stormwater retention facility. 
Plant number Four is a secondary treatment works scheduled to be 
phased out in the near future. 	Plant number Two is the main 
treatment facility. 	It uses secondary treatmEnt technology to 
process approximately 12 MGD of combined domestic and industrial 
sanitary wastes, though stormwater overflows sometimes reach 6.0 
MGD. 	The system discharges into the East Branch of the Niagara 
River. 

Only treatment plant number Two has on-line industrial 
contributors. At least four industries are reported to discharge 
non-process wastewaters: 	Wer Plastics employs 300 people and 
manufactures automation equipment,, DC drives and speed controls. 
Edwards Hi Vacuum employs 50 people and produces high vacuum 
equipment systems and components, 	freeze dryers, 	and tissue 
dryers. Mesmer's Dairy produces milk and milk products. Nuclear 
Radiation Development manufactures smoke detectors. 	With the 
exception of Nuclear Fadiation Development, none of the firms 
responded positively to the ICS or have otherwise ineicated that 
they use toxic chemicals. 	Nuclear Radiation Development is an 
ICS positive responder, which reported using 200 gallons per year 
of methyl ethyl ketone, a toxic organic chemical solvent. Prior 
to its discharge, the company's effluent is evaporated, condensed 
and filtered. 	This is the only on-line firm required to provide 
pretreatment of its wastestream. 

The treatment facility's SPDES permit fails to reflect 
concern for toxic pollutants. 	Neither its influent or its 
effluent has been monitored for toxic chemicals. 	Only the 
following effluent limitations are in effect: 	flow (0.75 MGD 
maximum), pH (6.0 to 9.0), chlorine residual (0.5 mg/L minimum), 
and settleable solids (0.;8m1/L maximum). 

This facility is an inadequately regulated source of 
pollution. 	Its full pollution potential should be investigated 
as soon as possible. 	Chemical analyses should be performed to 
determine if toxic pollutants contaminate its discharge, and 
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cringent standards should be set to limit the discharge of all 
toxic chemicals. 

City of Niagara Falls Wastewater Treatment Plant 
SPDES permit number: NY 0026336,,  
1200 Buffalo Avenue Niagara Falls, N.Y. 

This physical/chemical wastewater treatment plant cost more 
than $60 million to build and is the largest public owned 
facility of its kind in the country. 	It is equipped with 
sophisticated treatment systems that process between 50 and 60 
MGD of combined sanitary and heavily contaminated industrial 
wastewaters using screening, flocculation, sedimentation, and 
activated carbon filtration. 	Since the plant began operating in 
April 1977, however, it has been plagued with problems that have 
crippled critical elements of its treatment process. As a result, 
it has never performed properly and is now recognized as one of 
the largest dischargers of toxic chemicals into the Niagara 
River. 

A total of 28 industries are on-line contributors to this 
facility, including several of the largest manufacturing concerns 
in the Niagara Frontier. 	Table 16 lists the on-line firms, the 
nature of their business, the volume z, nd type of wastewater they 
contribute, whether they are ICS positive responders, whether 
they pretreat their waste discharges, 	and whether they are 
profiled in the previous section of this report. All but four of 
the 28 major contributing industries discharge some amount of 
process waste to this municipal collection system. 	Their 
combined effluents total more than 25 MGD of contaminated 
wastewaters and constitute more than 40 percent of the treatment 
system's influent. 	According to the Interagency Task Force 
report on hazardous waste dumping and the ICS, 17 of the on-line 
firms use, store, handle, or dispose of toxic organic chemicals. 
Refer to Appendices A, B, C, and D for details of the pollutants 
that have been identified in the wastestreams of selected SIC 
categories reprlesented by these firms, their ICS responses and 
the toxicity of the identified compounds. 

16 
ON-LINE INDUSTRIES 

TO T:17 CITY or CMGARA FfILS SEWAGE 'UM TMENT rLT 

INDUSTRY 	 PRODUCT 
WASTEWATER 	WASTEWATER 
FLOW (GPO) 	TYPE 	 ICS RESPONSE 	NOTES 

1- AIRCO ALLOYS 
3801 Highland 
Ave. 
(51(W Alloys) 

100 TPO 
50% ferrosilicon 
60 TPD 
Ferrochrome 
silicon 

7,500 	 Sanitary only NOT INCLUDED 	no pretreatment 

2. AIRCO SPEER 

3- ALOX CORP 
3943 Buffalo Ave 

4- OURDOX 

Graphite electrodes 	800,000 	Process 	 NOT INCLUDED 
graphite anodes 

Rust preventatives 	100,000 	Process 	 POSITIVE 	 pretreat for 
corrosion inhibitors 	 all 
oil additives 

cleaning 6 separating 43,204 	 Process 	 POSITIVE 	 no pretreatment 
air 	 3200 lbs/yr 
100 TPO liquid oxygen 	 freom 
60 TPD liquid nitrogen 	 330 gals/yr 
4 TPO liquid argon 	 trichloroethane 
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5- CARBORUNDUM 
Buffalo Ave 

6- CARTIORUNDUM 
Globar Plant 
3425 Hyde Park 
Blvd 

7- CARBORUNDUM 
Wheatfield Plant 
Walmore Rd. 

8- E. I. DUPONT 
Buffalo Ave 

9- FRONTIER BRONZE 
4870 Packard Rd.  

521,850 lbs/day 	3,000,000 	Process 
Abrasives 

Electric heating 	56,000 	 Sanitary 
elements 

Coated Abrasives 	268,000 	Process 
150,000 lbs/day 
sandpaper 
19,000 lbs/day 
synthetic resins 

Polymeric alcohol 	2,150,000 	Process 
N-methyl pyrole 
Metal cyanides 

4000 lbs/day bronze 	100,000 	Cooling & 

2000 lbs/day aluminum 	 sanitary  

POSITIVE 	 . Use Settling bay 
see profile 054 	• & clarifier to 

pretreat 

NOT INCLUDED 

NOT INCLUDED 	use settling 
but evidence of 	tank to pretreat 
trichloroethylene 
use see profile 073 

POSITIVE 
	

Pretreat for Ba, 
see profile 051 
	

DeStroy cyanide & 
hypochloride wastes 

POSITIVE 
200 gal/yr 
trichloroethane 
100 gal/yr 
trichloroethylene 

10- FRONTIER CHEMICAL 
4626 Royal Ave 
Niagara Falls 

Industrial Waste 	100,000 
'Treatment Facility 

Treated waste 
water 

POSITIVE 
8 compounds 
unknown quantities 

Wastewater is first 
passed through a 
physical chemical 
treatment plant with 
carbon filters 

11- GENERAL ABRASIVES 
20a3College Ave. 

400,000 lbs/day 	458,000 
refractory & abrasive 
grain 

Process NOT INCLUDED No pretreatment of 
wastes 

12- GOODYEAR TIRE & 
RUBBER 
5408 Baker Ave. 

Rubber chemivals 
12 TPD Accelerators 
30 TPD Antioxidants 

800,000 Process POSITIVE 
13 compounds total-
ling 12.5 million 
lbs/yr of use, & 
57,000,000 lbs/yr 
vinyl chloride 

Have a "solids 
accumulation sump" 

13-GREAT LAKES CARBON 
Pine Ave & 56th St 

14-HOOKER CHEMICAL-
Buffalo Ave & 47th 

15-NATIONAL BISCUIT 
CO (NABISCO) 
920 Erie Ave 

16-NATIONAL LEAD 
(NL INDUSTRIES) 
4511 Hyde Park Blvd  

50,246 lbs/day 
	

40,000 
	

Process 
carbon forms 
45,100 lbs/day 
graphite forms 

Organic & inorganic 	6,400,000 	Process 
chemicals including 
350,000 tons/yr 
chlorine 
18,000 tons/yr 
halogenated toluene 
418,000 tons/yr 
sodium A potassium 
hydroxide 

Shredded wheat cereal 156,000 
	

Sanitary, 
& triscuits 
	

cooling I, 
use 5,350 bushels 
	

process 
of wheat/day 

Ceramic, refractory, 420,000 
	

Process 
& dielectric materials 
30,000 lbs/day 
silicates  

POSITIVE 
90 substances, 
over 500 million 
lbs/yr of use 

POSITIVE 
90 substances 
over 500 million 
lbs/yr of use 

NOT INCLUDED 

POSITIVE 
14,000 lbs/yr 
asbestos 

NOT INCLUDED 
but does file a 
Hazardous Haste 
Report each year 

NOT INCLUDED 

POSITIVE 

NEGATIVE 
but Hazardous 
Waste Report sug-
gests some use of 
toxic compoundc  

No pretreatment 
see profile 055 

neutralize decant, 
decompose & ther-
mally destruct por-
tions of the waste 
stream 
see profile 049 

Use hydrasieve unit 
for coarse screening 

neutralize for pH 

see profile 076 
wastes extensively 
treated for metals 
& organics 

Neutralize wastes 
formerly Union Car-
bide Chemicals 
Division 
see profile 152 

see profile ISO 
pretreat to pre-
cipitate mercury 6 
reduce chlorine 

20,000 lbs/day 
Barium titanates 
60,000 lbs/day 
opacifiers 

17- NEWCO 
4626 Royal Ave. 

Disposal 	site 	for 
waste acid 1, alkali 
streams & various 
organics 

160,000 Process 

18- NIACET CORP 
400 47th St. 

40,000 lbs/day 
anhydrous sodium 
acetate 

380,000 Process 

19- MEC PAPER 
(CELLU PRODUCTS) 
4001 Packard Rd. 

ZOO TPU . 
coated publications 
116 	'IPO 
tissue paper 

6,000,000 Process 

20- OLIN CORP 
2400 Buffalo Ave. 

250 TPD chlorine 
277 TPD caustic 
115,000 	lb,/day 

NTH 
10,500 lbs/day 

sodium methylate 
11,900 lbs/day 

sodium chlorite 

550,000 Process 
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180,000 	Non contact 
Cooling & 
Sanitary 

	

300,000 	Chemical & 
process wmste-
water 

33 TPO graphite 	52,000 	 "domestic type 
shapes 	 wastes" 

process waste 

86 TPO coal based 	1,240,000 	Process 
carbon shapes 

27 TPO coke based 
carbon shapes' 

34 TPD coal based 	388,000 	Process 
carbon 

21 TPD coke based 
carbon 

8,000 lbs/day 
	

800,000 	Process 
ferroalloys 

phenolic resins 
	

60,000 	 Process 

22- PYRON CORP 
$950 Packard Pd. 

NOT INCLUDED 

23- SOLVENT CHEMICAL 
(ICC INDUSTRIES) 

24- UNION CARBIDE 
Acheson Plant 
1930 Buffalo Ave. 

25- UNION CARBIDE 
National Plant 
3625 Highland Ave. 

26- UNION CARBIDE 
Republic Plant 
3501 Hyde Park Blvd. 

27- UNION CARBIDE 
mining & Metals 
4625 Poyal Ave. 

28- VARCUM CORP 
(Reichold Chemical) 
5000 Packard Rd. 

200,340 ibs/day 
iron powder 

benzene & chlor- 
inated benzene 

POSITIVE 
16,000,000 lbs/YrY 
chlorinated benzene 

8,500,000 lbs/yr 
benzene 

POSITIVE 	 no pretreatment 
see profile 153 

POSITIVE 	 no pretreatment 

NOT INCLUDED 	pretreat saw 
cooling water 
sludge 

NEGATIVE 	 no pretreatment 
see profile 152 

POSITIVE 	 pretreat for 
use, store, or 	phenols 
produce 32 compounds 
totalling 18 million 
lbs/yr 

21- PRESTOLITE BATTERY 
3125 Highland Ave. 

10,000 plastic 
containers/day 

12,800 plastic 
covers/day 

10,300 hard rubber 
containers 

9,400 hard rubber 
covers/day 

56,000 Process NOT INCLUDED use polypropylene 
& rubber compounds 
to make battery 
cases 

Mist of these ineustries are known to discharge large 
volumes of process wastewater polluted with toxic chemicals to 
the municipal collection system while continuing to discharge 
EPDES regulated cooling water to the Niagara River. 	However, a 
tomprehenisve pretreatment program has not been instituted. Only 
14 of the on-line industries are required to pretreat their waste 
discharges at all and not a single firm is providing adequate 
pretreatment for the broad spectrum of wastes found in its 
effluents. 	Detailed analyses have not been performed on the 
discharges to identify all the toxic compounds that are present, 
and strict numerical limitations have nct been set to curtail the 
release of toxic compounds. 	In general, pretreatment 
requirements cope only with traditional pollution concerns such 
as visible oils and solids, not with synthetic organic chemical 
process wastes. 	These minimal protection measures are wholly 
inadequate. 

Without a strict pretreatment program in effect, 	this 
wastewater facility has become a major discharger of toxics. 
With the exception of a few winter months in 1978, the plant has 
only been able to provide primary treatment of its influent. The 
heart of the system's treatment scheme is a series of 28 
activated carbon contact beds. These were designed to remove the 
toxic organic chemicals that survived the plant's traditional 
physical/chemical treatment processes. But this critical element 
of the wastewater facility was in operation only a few months 
before the concrete bases and support structures were 
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destroyed-12 	As a result, incoming wastewater receives 
incomplete traditional treatment, by-passes the activated carbon 
system designed to remove toxics, and is discharged into the 
Niagara River contaminated with high levels of organics. 

Other problems have plagued the treatment plant as well. 
The facility has been uable to comply with its SPDES discharge 
permit in a number of ways. 	It has consistently exceeded its 
allowable average limit for COD by an average of ten thousand 
pounds per day for at least the last year: an average of 43,596 
pounds/day are permitted; according to the plant's discharge 
monitoring reports, 	during the last year the average daily 
discharge has been 56,641 pounds over 30 days. 	During the last 
year, 	the plant has also exceeded its allowable limit of 
phosphorus. 

In the past, non-compliance problems have been even worse. 
In February, 1979, the facility reported COD discharges of 55,876 
pounds/day over 30 days and 80,564 pounds/day over seven days, 
averaging only 53.5 percent removal. 	During the same period, 
phenol discharges were reported to average 1,809 pounds/day over 
30 days. 

Due to operational problems, this plant has also discharged 
up to 12 MGD of raw, untreated vastewater into the Niagara River. 
Wastewater from the northern and downtown portions of Niagara 
Falls flows through old sewers to the site of the former 
municipal sewage treatment plant at the ' river's edge in the 
Niagara gorge below Ashland Avenue. From there, the wastewater is 
pumped up to the top of the gorge to a force main and gravity 
flow conduit to the new treatment works. 	Until December 1980, 
however, all three of the pumps in the Gorge Pumping Station were 
not in operation. 	As a result, untreated wastewaters that 
exceeded the pumping capacity of the station were diverted 
directly into the river. 	This is still a serious problem; even 
when all three pumps are at full operational capacity, 	all the 
wastewater entering the Corge Pumping Station cannot be handled 
because the force main capacity is inadequate. 	In order to 
prevent street level flooding, 	a certain volume of wastewater 
must still be diverted to the Niagara River. In recent months 
this has amounted to over one MGD cf dry weather flow. 	In the 
event of pump breakdowns and wet weather, the overflow increases 
dramatically. 

These untreated discharges and the heavily contaminated 
treated wastewaters discharged by this facility were recocjnized 
as serious problems over three years ago. 	In an EPA report of a 
September, 1978 inspection of the Hooker Chemical facility, the 
inspectors noted that: 
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The whole point of this discussion is that for another year 
or so, all industrial waste discharged to the Niagara River 
from the City of Niagara Falls industries will receive 
primary settling and chlorination only through the waste 
treatment plant and no treatment if by-passed at the Gorge 
Pumping Station. Worst of all, all dissolved toxic or 
hazardous waste being discharged by industry to the Niagara 
Falls Sewer System will be discharged as is to the Niagara 
River. Niagara-on-the-Lake, a Canadian City, near the mouth 
of the Niagara River, takes its potable water from the 
Niagara River... If they beccme aware that Niagara Falls is 
again discharging industrial waste with little or no 
treatment to the river, there will be some objection on 
their part... 

Another EPA memo, dated Jantary 11, 1979, informed DEC of 
the results of a bioassay performed by EPA biologists. According 
to the memo, "the flow-through biological assay study on the 
Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant effluent indicated that 
the effluent was acutely toxic to the fat head minnow, Pimphales 
promelas...," and that "the data indicated the Niagara Falls 
wastewater tzeatment plant would not be in compliance with the 
In-Stream Waste Limit... the toxicity of the waste is due to the 
organic compounds present in the effluent." 

EPA is currently bringing suit against the city of Niagara 
Fails for its failure to operate the treatment works in 
compliance with its discharge permit. 

Despite the awareness of toxic pollutants in the treatment 
facility's wastestream, 	its SPDES permit does not liait the 
discharge of crganic chemicals. 	Only the following effluent 
standards are in effect: 	COD (43,596 pounds/day- average over 
seven eays and 66,000 pounds/day-maximum over 30 days), 	pH (6.0 
to 9.0), 	phosphorvs- total (1.0 mg/L- maximum), fecal coliform 
(200 MPN/100 ml-average over seven days and 400 MPN/100 ml- 
maximum over 30 days), 	suspended solids (12,000 pounds/day- 
average over seven eays and 18,000 pounds/day- maximum over 30 
days) and phenols (81 pounds/day- average over seven days). 
Numerical standards for the broad rarge of pollutants found in 
the plant's discharge are completely lacking. 

This facility's treated effluent was sampled by NYPIRG on 
July 17, 1981 and sub;ected to integrated gas chromatograph/mass 
spectrometry analysis for "priority pollutants." The presence of 
a total of 34 	carcinogeric, 	teratogenic and otherwise toxic 
priority pollutants were discovered to be present at 
concentrations. up to 75ug/L. 	These findings are discussed •in 
Chapter VIII. 

The Niagara Falls wastewater treatment works is an 
inadecluately regulated, 	uncontrolled discharger of toxic 
chemicals. 	Due to the lack of a comprehensive pretreatment 
program and a fully operational treatment process, this facility 

122 



is a major threat to the water quality of the Niagara River and 
Lake Ontario and to the drinking water supplies drawn from these 
bodies of water. 	A full-scale investigation of its toxic 
potential should be undertaken immediately. Since the facility's 
problems cannot be corrected for at least several years, 
stringent remedial measures should be instituted as soon as 
pcssible to curtail the discharge of toxics. 

The Niagara Falls wastewater plant exemplifies the inability 
of conventional and improperly designed advanced treatment works 
to cope with highly contaminated industrial wastes. 	However, 
other aspects of the pollution threat that these facilities pose 
have been overlooked.Table 17 identifies the toxic compounds that 
may be formed during the biological phase of sewage treatment. -3  
These concerns have been largely ignored. 	Existing regulatory 
programs have been consistently hampered by a startling inability 
to determine exactly what problems need to be solved. 
Municipalities have invested hundreds of millions of dollars in 
water pollution control, but the treatment systems that have been 
constructed were poorly planned, designed, built and operated. 
Consequently thesefacilities cannot function properly and. have 
ironically become major sources of to:<ic contamination. 	Only a 
complete review of the Niagara Frontier's municipal wastewater 
treatment programs can determine how to correct the problems that 
have been detailed in this section. 

TABLE 17 
COMVOUNDS WHICH I:'„IAY BE FORMED 

Dunra TtlE BIOLOGICAL PHk OF SEWAGE 177:!1.17,7CrIT 

acetaldehyde 
acetic acid 
acetone 
acetophenone 
(diethyl)atrazine 
benzene 
borneol 
isoborneol 

carbon disulfide 
o-creosol 
2,4-dimethyl phenol 
2,6-dinitrotoluene 
ethanol 
ethyl amine 
methane 
methanol 
3-methyl butanal 

methyl ethyl ketone 
methyl phenyl carbinol 
2-methyl propanal 
methyl stearate 
pentanol 
propanol 
propylamine 
1-terpineol 
trimethyl-trioxo-hexahydro-triazene 

isomer 
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CHAPTER V 

Hazardous Waste Contamination in the Niagara Frontier  

Massive quantities of toxic industrial residues lie buried 
in scores of abandoned dumps scattered throughout the Niagara 
Frontier. 	Many of the landfills are already known to be sources 
of widespread contamination. 	Few, 	if any, 	are designed, 
constructed or maintained to hold their, contents securely over 
the long run. 	As this section documents, the environmental and 
health threats posed by hazardous wastes have not been 
successfully managed by existing protection programs. 	As a 
result, landfilled hazardous wastes are a severe threat to the 
Niagara River and its surrounding environment. 

The Love Canal  

In 1978, the infamous Love Canal first alerted the nation to 
the dangers of hazardous waste dumps. 	There is no clearer 
example of the consequences of mishandled toxic chemicals. 	From 
1942 to 1952 the Hooker Chemical and Plastics Company dumped an 
estimated 21,800 tons of manufacturing waste into the abandoned 
canal until it was completely filled. 	The wastes included an 
estimated 200 tons of trichlorophenol residue, a material 
contaminated with one of the deadliest substances known to 
science: dioxin (2,3,7,8, tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin). Many of 
the chemicals that Hooker dumped into the canal were carcinogenic 
or otherwise toxic. 	But none matched dioxin's extraordipary 
toxicity. 	Dioxin is carcinogenic, mutagenic, 	embryolethal, 
teratogenic and bioaccumulates 8,000-fo1d in aquatic organisms; 
Between 125 and 145 pounds of this deadly compound were buried in 
the Love Canal. 	Nearly three decades after the site ceased to 
serve as an active Hooker dump, 	dioxin and more than 80 other 
pollutants were discovered migrating through groundwaters flowing 
from the landfill. 

After breeching the basement foundations of nearby homes, 
the chemical wastes caused an epidemic of birth defects and other 
health hazards in the community surrounding the canal. 	The 
danger was so great that on August 2, 1978, former New York State 
Health commissioner Robert Whalen declared the Love Canal to be 
"an official emergency." 	Eventually over 240 families were 
evacuated from their homes. 	To this day, 	the Love Canal 
neighborhood remains uninhabited and largely deserted, 	a deadly 
legacy to future generations. 

Since 1978, hundreds of dumps similar to the Love Canal have 
been identified in Western New York. In August 1978, Peter A. A. 
Berle, the New York State Commissioner of Environmental 
Conservation (DEC), created an Interagency Task Force to respond 
to the growing awareness of hazardous waste problems in Erie and 
Niagara Counties. The Task Force was composed of representatives 
of the DEC, the New York State Departmenbt of Health, (DOH) and 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Its purpose was 
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to detetmine the source, nature and location of hazardous waste 
disposed of in the two counties and to recommend appropriate 
remedial, legal and legislative actions concerning such 
dumpsites. 

On April 5, 	1979, 	the Task Force released a report, 
entitled: Draft Eport on Hazardous Waste_Disposal_in Erie am4  
Niagara Counties, New York.1 A total of 215 wnste disposal Sites 
were identifie 	and assigned a priority rating based on each 
dump's actual and potential environmental and public health 
impact. 	A total of 109 sites were located in Erie County. 	An 
additional 106 sites were located in Niagara County. 	A total of 
78 waste disposal sites were identified and assigned a priority 
rating based on each dump's actual and potential environmental 
and public health impact. A total of 78 sites remained in active 
use. 126 were inactive. The status of 11 sites was unknown. In 
Niagara County, 	a total of 66 sites were owned by waste 
generators and an additional 36 sites were municipal, 	state or 
private waste disposal operations. 	Similarly, in Erie County, a 
total of 59 sites were owned by waste generators and 48 sites 
were municipal, 	state or private waste disposal operations. 	A 
total of six sites in both counties were owned by the federal 
government. 

The priority ratings assigned by the Task Force have the 
following meanings: 

Priority I: 	Waste disposal areas that have definitely 
received large quantities of hazardous waste; 	remedial 
action may be necessary; litigation to ensure that remedial 
action is taken should be considered. 

Priority II: 	Waste disposal areas that may have received 
significant quantities of hazardous waste. 

Priority III: Waste disposal areas that are unlikely to have 
received significant quantities of hazardous wastes or any 
industrial wastes at all. 

Figure 12 illustrates where the sites are located. 
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Table 18 contains a list of the sites and their assigned 
priority ratings. 

TABLE 18 

WASTE DISPOrAL SITE LOCATIONS AD rnionlr; rIATINGS 
INTERAGENCY TASK FOkCE 

SITE 	NO. PRIORITY COUNTY SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

1 2 NIAG AIRCO ALLOYS. WITMER ROAD, NIAGARA FALLS 
2 2 NIAG AIRCO SPEER CARPON-GRAPHITE. PACKARD ROAD. 	NIAGARA FALLS 
3 2 NIAG ALLIED CHEMICAL, RANSOMV1LLE 
4 7 NIAS BASIC CARPON, 	CONNECTING ROAD. 	NIAGARA FALLS 
5 7 NIAG BELL AEROSPACE TEXTRON. ROUTE 62. 	NIAGARA FALLS' 
6 3 NIAG BUFFALO PUMPS DIVISION, 	OLIVER ST.. 	NORTH 	TONAWANDA 
7 2 WAG CARBORONDUM, 	KIM. 	89, 	hUTFAIII AVE.. 	NIAGARA FAILS 

14 3 NIAG CARDORUNDOM, 	Sit 110. 	82. 	NUFFALO AVE.. 	NIAGARA FALLS 
9 7 NIAG CARPORUNDUM. 	unt..ttoor 	ROAD. 	WHEATFIETO 

10 5 WALT CARNORUNDUM, 	OLOBAR PA ANTr 	HYDE PARK BlVD., 	NIAGARA FALLS 
11 NIAG CHIGHOIM-RYDER COMPANY. 	INC., 	COMFGE 	AND HIGHLAND AVIS., 	NIAGARA FALIS 
12 3 NIAG DIVERSIFIED MANUFACIURING, 	INC.. 	OHIO 01.r 	IOCKPORI 
13 2 NIAG DUSSAULT FOUNDARY, 	WASHHURN Sr., 	IOCKPORT 
14 1 NIA0 DUPONT. 	NECE0 PARK, NIAGARA rats 
15 I NIAG DUPONT. 	WEST YARD, 	NIAGARA FAILS 
16 I NIAG DUPONT, 	PI DG. 	301, 	NIAGAKA PAILS 
17 1 NIAG noroor, 	III DO. 	117, 	NIAGARA 	FAILS 
18 2 NIAG DUPONT. 	S. 	POONDARY. 	NIAGADA. TAILS 
19 NIAG noroor, 	U. 	(IF 	H /GE 	Ic. 	III VII., 	NIAGARA 	FAl I :I 
20 I NIAG 180, NIAGARA 	SF.,DOI 	0111; 
21 7 NIAG FRONTIER 	PRON7F CORP.. 	3ATRARD Rom, . 	NIAPARA FAIL!, 
22 2 NIAU GREAT IAKES CAk 1115 	RORP., 	PINE 	AV! 	NIAGARA 	(III 1, 
:TA oteto HARRIGON RANA, IS. 	lIP TR 	MIN RD.. 	IOCKPORI 
24 NIAH II Mis I 	DORT 	I' M II 	I. 	5115 114 	II/NAL:JANDA 

NIAG WMF 	1141RI I • 	F.  AN I r1 	II, 	NORTH 	IONALIANDA 
NIAG I101Fik 	1,I15V 	. 	P AN I IF 	Mr NORTH 	IoNAUANDA 

22 NIAG 11111)1', 1.1/ 	11111d 	/ • AN1 	G II 	IV. 	NOFIH 	IONAWANDA 
28 NIAG WME R rano (INS 	S II 	V. 	NORIO 	IONAWANDA 
29 NIAG WM M lot IRF 	I' Mi G IF 	YIr 	HIS TI 	TONAWANDA 
30 N1AD WOW. 	1.111,1 / •I' Mt IF 	VII t 	NOF. III 	IONAWANGA 
31 NIAG WM M Mgr 	!I H 	VIII, 	NUKIH 	HINAWANVA 

NIAG MOW,  111151 / 	F' ANT 	:1 H 	1E. HORN TONAWANDA 
33 NIA0 1111111.1 	DOM / 	I' ANI II 	S. 	0111/111 	TONAWANDA 
34 AG W11131: 	111111 / 	I' mut IF 	AI. 	NI III 	II NAWANDA 

NIAG GOMM: 	111110 F. 	F AN1 TI. 	XII. 	NORIO 	IONAWANDA 
36 WAG HOMF II 	DIIRI 1. 	r Alit II 	/III. 	NHRIO 	IONAWANDA 
5/ NIAfl 1-1001,1 	I .  MNI ,IY. 	NOTI0 	IGNAUANDA 
IN NIAG 14011h M N I At ARA Al I !I. 	IHVI 	IANAI 
19 NIA0 WMFR NIAGARA IA) I S. 	HYDI 	PARK 011E 
411 WAG WOK! R NI AGARA I Al I S 	102NO qr. 
41 NIAG IDIOM 	N I AGfirA 	I (III 	C AND N 	AKA!: 

NIAG HflOh 	N I AGARA 	I Al I 5: 	0 	ARTA 
44 NIAG HOOK FP NIAGARA 	AI I 	I 	AM A 
44 NIAG HOMO R NIAGARA F AI I 1,, V HO AMA 
41,, 11010.FR 	AfiARA 	Fill I Ti • 	V 	T,6 	AM A 
46 NIAG WOhl R NIAGARA r ea I !I 	V 64 AMA 

/ I NIAD MAKIR N IAGARA F AL I 1 ' 	II AREA 
40 N1AD HOW 	NIAGARA FALLS . U to, ARIA 
49 NIAG 10/0,.1 	N I AGARA 	I AI LX, 	NI Driq 	P 	I I 	G 	I 
0 NIAG NA I I ONA$ 	GRINDING 	UHF .I 	UAI Ilk 	Rim. 	NUR I Fl 	FfINAWAINIA 

II I NIAG NI 	I NIAIS 	11St 	HYDE 	lASS 	Ill 	NI AGARA 
S2 NI/Hi NORTON I ADORA I OR1ES 	M II I 	q I RL F I 	OCKPOR r 
S3 7 NIAG NonoY 	roEmtcAr, 	nroton 	III 110.20, 	ROUIF 	/H. 	/0Ikr 
S4 N1AG 

NIAG 
MIRY CHEMICAL • 	GIUDGF 	/11 	FILM 	W nos. 	k 4 	ANSI 	19, 	 11111/I
NOURY 	EHEMIPAL, 	BEHIND 	BLDG. 	20, 	RT, 	2R. 	WIRT 

NIAG OLIN, 	10250 STREET 	SWEr 	NIAGARA FAILS 
To' 2 NIAO OLIN 	IS 114' OF 	INDUST. 	UFID/N6 	PORP.1r 	NIAGARA 	FAIIG 

NI/HI III IN. 	PARKING LOS, 	PUFFAIO AVENUE. 	NIAGARA FAILS 
1,9 N1AO ot IN. 	DUFFAIG AVENUE. . 	NIAGARA FALLS 
AO NlAG ROBS IN STEEL, FAST AVENUF, NOON TONAWANDA 
61 NIAG SIMONDS 	STEEL, 	OHIO 	STREET. 	Loci:F.0ra 	• 
62 7 NIAG STAUFFER CHEMICAL. UPPrR MTN RIO IEUIGTON 
A3 2 N1AG STAUFFER CHEMICAL; 	ARTPARK, 1EWISTON 
64 3 NIAG UNION CARPIDE 	CARBON PRODUCTS. 	HYDE PARK 	Ill VI.., 	NIAGARA FALL3 

NIAG VAN DE MARK CHEMICAL, NORTH TRANSIT ROAD, 	LOCKPORT 
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Following the release of the Task Force report, two 
additional hazardous waste studies were undertaken jointly by the 
DEC and the DOH. 	Both attempted to identify hazardous waste 
disposal sites on a statewide basis. 	Toxic Substances in New  
York's Environment 	was released in 1979.2 A total of 520 dumps 
were identified and characterized as follows: 

"These sites contain an enormous variety of toxic materials 
found under a wide range of conditions. 	A few sites have 
been granted permits as controlled disposal areas for 
hazardous waste, 	but many are obsolete or abandoned sites 
where inappropriate soil and groundwater conditions allow 
the escape of toxic substances and materials lie open to 
direct contact by people and animals." 

Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in New York was released in 
1980. 	It identified a total of 680 properties "where known or 
suspected hazardous waste disposal sites have been found." 

In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has 
compiled its own listing of 844 hazardous or potentially 
hazardous waste dumps in New York.3 

These four studies generally rely on the same data base. 
Consequently, they are all incomplete in the same way. 	Not one 
of them provides a detailed analysis of the full extent of the 
hazardous waste problem in the Niagara Frontier. 

First, the precise amounts and types of waste actually 
buried in individual dumps are not known for certain. 	According 
to the Task Force report: 

It should be stressed that much of the information on 
disposal sites is general and tentative. 	Some of the data 
on wastes is derived, not from specific company records, but 
from estimates of past activities and personal 
recollections. Moreover, even where detailed information is 
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available 	it usually describes the quantities and types of 
*taste placed in an area, and not necessarily the substances 
there now. 

Similarly, the Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in New York report 
states that actual dumping of hazardous wastes has been confirmed 
at only 40 percent of •the identified sites. The exact boundaries 
of approximately 40 percent of the sites are also unknown. These 
limitations underscore the fact that, at best, the physical 
dimensions of the hazardous waste disposal problems in Western 
New York are poorly defined. 

In addition, 	the potential and actual health and 
environmental hazards posed by each dump are uncertain. The Task 
Force report fails to detail exactly what problems have resulted 
from hazardous waste disposal at the 215 sites. Its main purpose 
was simply to locate dump sites. 	Consequently, comprehehsive 
field investigations were not carried out. 	The make-up of each 
landfill was not determined. 	Test borings to locate plumes of 
pollution emanating from each dump were not undertaken. 
Similarly, the EPA's efforts were also limited to developing a 
list of dumps, not to investigate the problems they have caused. 
That task is only supposed 	to be addressed when site-specific 
studies are initiated at each dump. Neither timetables hor plans 
have been established for these studies. 	The two statewide 
hazardous waste studies attempted to assess health and 
environmental hazards, but both fail. According to the Hazardous  
Waste Disposal Site report,, environmental assessments were based 
on generalities: 	"regarding the evaluation of possible 
environmental impacts from hazardous wastes found in dumpsites." 
Health hazard assessments were also based on meager amounts of 
detailed information. 	"Because of 	the scarcity 	Of, firm 
environmental and health data, 	most of the health assessments 
noted on the site reports are simply general statements of health 
concerns and records of involvement of the Department of Health 
at the site." Finally, the report describes the site evaluation 
process this way: "In most cases, the evaluations shown on the 
individual site report forms are preliminary, and based on 
extremely limited information about materials present, soil and 
water conditions at the site, 	apparent effects on biological 
systems or industrial practices." 

This method of analysis produces Catch-22-like problems. 
Since very little research has been undertaken to discover 
precisely what kinds of health hazards result from low-level, 
environmental exposures to toxic pollutants emanating from dumps, 
statements of general health concerns are necessarily limited. 
Furthermore, the DOH has previously been engaged in a very small 
number of waste dump investigations involving human health 
hazards. 	As a result, 	there is very little information to 
report. 	Due to these fundamental flaws, virtually all of the 
identified, hazardous waste dumpsites were characterized as 
"health hazard unknown" or "no apparent hazard." 
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Obviously this review process does not provide assurances 
that pollution hazards do not exist. 	It only fails to identify 
them. 	When an absence of analytical and field support services 
prevents authorities from identifying the specific problems 
associated with large numbers of dumps, evidence is not gathered 
to prove that dangers actually do exist. 	Thus, there is no 
obvious reason to secure the dumps and minimize the public's 
exposure to toxics leaking from them. 	The threat, in effect, is 
allowed to exist unabated. 

It has been more than three years since hundreds of dumps 
were first identified in Western New York. 	Yet, 	a full-scale, 
systematic program has not been established to cope with the 
environmental and public health hazards threatening the Niagara 
River and its surrounding environment. 	Resource commitments to 
laboratory, legal, scientific, and technical assistance programs 
remain uniformly inadequate. Consequently, only a few sites have 
either been investigated or abated as sources of pollution. 
During the last three years, most of the state and federal 
government's research and legal efforts have focussed on the 
dumps owned by the Hooker Chemical and Plastics Company, notably 
the Love Canal. 	Yet, not one final settlement has been reached, 
and meanwhile, scores of other dumps have been left in the lurch. 
At their present rate of accomplishment, 	it will be several 
centuries, if ever, before all the sites are investigated 
thoroughly and made secure. 

It is beyond dispute that existing environmental protection 
programs have been overwhelmed by the problem of abandoned 
hazardous waste dumps. Yet obsolete landfills are only part of a 
larger problem. 	During the last 50 or more years, industries 
were not required by law to dispose of wastes properly. 	As a 
result, it was common industrial practice to bury toxic wastes 
on-site or in nearby dumps. 	Few, if any, burial sites were 
designed, constructed or maintained to minimize the escape of 
pollution. 	Not until 1976 was the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act passed to govern the land disposal of wastes 
nationwide. 	This law was passed long after the national Clean 
Air and Clean Water Acts. 	Consequently its implementation has 
lagged behind most of the other environmental statutes passed in 
the 1970's. 

New York State is one of the ten largest generators, of 
hazardous waste in the nation. 	Based on the findings' of a 
voluntary statewide survey conducted by the DEC between 1976.and 
1978, 1,170 companies generate approximately 1.2 million tons of 
hazardous waste annually. 	Approximately 44 percent of these 
wastes were generated by 201 industries located in Erie and 
Niagara Counties. 	Erie County was the largest generator of 
hazardous waste in the state with 287,719 tons of hazardous waste 
generated annually, and a 23.3 percent share of the states total 
annual output of hazardous waste. 	Niagara County was the second 
largest generator with 261,292 tons of hazardous waste generated 
annually and a 21.1 percent share of the total annual output of 
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hazardous waste. 	In comparison, the third largest generator of 
hazardous waste was Orange County, with 102,830 • tons of wastes 
and an 8.3 percent share of the state's total output.4 

Table 19 indicates the types and amounts of hazardous waste 
generated annually in Erie County 
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Table 20 indicates the types and amounts of hazardous waste 
generated annually in Niagara County. . 

TABLE 20 
HAZARDOUS 1,^ECTE GENERAT1011 	 Is.% COUNTY 

JUANTITY 	• 
TYpe 	DESCRIPINN 	 GALLONS 	 TONS 

NIAGARA 
101 ACID SoLUTIONS-HEAVY METALS 	 600,000 	 • .0 
105 OTHER ACID SoLUfloNS 	 143,000 54,000 
10/ SPENT PICKLE LIQUOR 	 460,000 	 0 
115  CYANIDE SOLUflod 	 3 	 0 
116 OTHER 	 50 ALKALINE SOLUTIoNS • 	

,000 
7,36u 	 0 

121 ,NON-SOLVENT IN0RGAN 	 7,050, 000 IC LIQUID 	 2 
122 INORGANIC LIOUID-HEAVY METAL 	 400 	 10 
124 OTHER INORGANIC SOLIDS 	 0 	1,664 
125 INORGANIC GASES 	 0 	 375 
303 OTHER HALoUENATED SOLVENTS 	 16,/15 

	

2,600 	
0 

304 NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS 	 3 
310 mixrukE OF SOLVENTS 	 33,300 	 0 
311 	HALOGENATED ORGANIC LLIOUIDS 	 3,695,050 	 507 
314 OTHER ORGANIC LIQUIDS 	 4,318,310 	 90 
315 ORGANIC LIQUID-HEAVY AEDAL 	 200 	 0 
317 HALOGENATED ORGANIC SOLIDS 	 0 	 105 
SO4 DRAG-oUT SLUDGE 	 33,000 

) (1 506 F 	p 	 or/ FILTER 'NESS SLUDGE 	SOLID 	 J 	1,35 
6J4 HEAVY METAL SLUDGE 	 4,500,000 

	

,000 	
2,002 

,,J9 1HK SUM 	 DG 	 10 S AND SLU E5 	 0 
6iJ LIAE SLUDGE 	 404,000 	2,252  
611 METAL FINISHING SLUDGE 	 J 	 56 

,960 611 RAlof SOLIDS AND SLUDGES 	 61,960 	 1 
617 pHEJoLIC SoL10 OH SLUDGES 	 0 	 452 

1 ',20 SCRU88ER 5LUDGE 	 4,000 	 0 
622 6ASTERATER TREATMEN1 SLUDGE 	 30,000 	67,750 
123 HONE sLoyh 	 . 	 51)60394 

	

32,5(X)
529 SILICON TEIRACHL0RIDE SLUDGE 	 J  136 
600 ASIIESToS 	 U 

i,64.3: 
002 DUST co 	a LLEufoR AST6 	 U 	 3 
60/ CONIAMINAiED EJUIP4ENi 	 0 
001 CoRTAMINAiED CLoTNES oW NAGS 	 U 	 3 
001 CONIAMINATED CoNfAINERS 	 U 	 126 
611 CORIAmINATED SOIL 	 0 	 169 
612 NON-EMULSIFIED NA,S1E olL 	 221:= 	 0 
613 EMULSIFIED OIL 	 0 
019 HALOGENKIED STILL 8oTlomS 	 17,500 	 0 
621 LAGooN 801I0MS 	 2,400 	 0 
622 LAU0oN TopS 

	

32,5135 	
0 

628 	 2 LAM CHEMICALS 	 0 
029 	N0N-HALOOENATEU Si ILL 8o1Tom 	 060 	 234 
030 NoN-HALOGENATEU TANK RESIDUE 	 0 	 455 
631 oFF-SpEC CHEMICALS 	 990 	 10 
632 oFF-SPEC PESTICIDES 	 J 	 103 
637 pHE0oLlc HES1d 4ASft 	 U 	 100 

j  .) i 
638 5RILL CLEAN-01, 	 64 
651 	MIXED OILS 4,43 	 0 . 
652 	RE 110,11 ASH 

,25 	
9 

653 O 	 /0 OTHER MIRED RASTE 	 2/ 
658 POLYESTER RESIN 	 660 	 0 
661 ALUMINUM OH TIN DROSS 	 .3 	 165 

TOTAL COUNTY 
	

22,163,509 	166,480 

In New York State, 	the implementation of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) is the joint responsibility 
of the EPA and the DEC. 	Under RCRA, EPA is charged with the 
responsibility to regulate "the treatment, storage, 
transportation and disposal of hazardous wastes which have 
adverse effects on health and the environment." Congress 
specifically instructed the EPA to identify and define hazardous 
wastes and prescribe standards for their proper labeling, 
handling, shipping and ultimate disposal, as well as to set 
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standards for the proper operations of hazardous waste treatMent, 
storage and disposal sites. 	When the New York State Legislature 
passed the Hazardous Waste Management Act in 1977 the DEC was 
authorized to administer RCRA in New York under the supervision 
of the EPA. 

To date, however, a comprehensive hazardous waste regulatory 
system has not been established. 	RegUlations required by many 
sections of RCRA are in the process of being proposed, 
promulgated or adopted. 	While, at the same time, other critical 
sections of the law have not been addressed at all. A definition 
of what constitutes a hazardous waste is available and storage 
facility, surface impoundments and incinerator operating 
standards are also in place. 	But land disposal regulations to 
upgrade existing facilities are not. Moreover, emergency interim 
land disposal criteria are vague and may be difficult to 
translate into action. 	Finally, both the EPA and the DEC are in 
the process of establishing a manifest system to track the 
transport and disposal of hazardous wastes through a "cradle to 
grave" record keeping system. 	Both systems differ, however, in 
fundamental ways. 	The federal system does not monitor the 
transport of wastes as strictly as the New York State system. It 
also provides a waiver for companies that generate less than 
1,000 kilograms of waste per year. 

However, 	even a full set of adopted regulations is no 
guarantee of success. Never before has the disposal of hazardous 
wastes been tightly controlled, and this study documents the 
formidable problems that air and water regulatory programs have 
encountered. 	Both of these programs were better funded and 
initiated years before RCRA even became law. Yet neither one has 
carried out its mandates. 	Gearing up the state and federal 
bureaurcracies to establish a sound hazardous waste disposal 
program will be a difficult, if not impossible, task. 	Merely 
processing the massive amounts of information presently being 
supplied by hazardous waste generators is time consuming. 
Without adequate levels of basic legal, technical, and analytical 
and clerical support services, 	the job becomes unrealistically 
tough. 

Traditional solid waste programs focused on solid waste 
problems typically associated with sanitary landfills. These can 
pose serious environmental and health problems, 	but hazardous 
wastes encompass an entirely different realm of catastrophic 
pollution scenarios. 	Developing a program to address and cope 
with those problems will require time, experience, 	and great 
expense. 

At this early stage of development, 	state and federal 
programs are susceptible to sabotage through campaigns to 
withhold waste generation and disposal information or to provide 
misleading information to the authorities. If industries unified 
to thwart the implementation of tough hazardous waste programs, 
there is little that the regulatory authorities would be able to 
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do to stop them. 	Environmental agencies lack the resources to 
challenge large numbers of recalcitrant firms in court to force 
them to submit accurate and complete information on a timely 
basis. Information that is supplied cannot be properly verified. 

Political and economic factors also jeopardize New York's 
hazardous waste programs. 	President Ronald Reagan's Draconian 
budget cuts will critically hamper EPA's efforts to develop 
programs and promulgate regulations required by RCRA. 	Without 
benefit of national standards and support from EPA, 	New York 
State will have dire problems implementing • its own program, much 
of which is keyed to EPA's actions. 	Moreover, New York would 
have political difficulties establishing a comprehensive program 
while national efforts were delayed as a result of intensified 
efforts to revive America's flagging industrial base. 	Fiscally, 
New York lacks the revenue to support its present environmental 
program. Expansion would be out of the question. 

Industrial generators of hazardous waste are not the only 
challenge facing the developing regulatory system. 	The Niagara 
Frontier is the home of two of the largest commercial hazardous 
waste disposal sites in the country, which pose serious potential 
environmental and public health problems. 	Since 1973, 	SCA 
Chemical Waste Services, Inc. has operated a 630 acre facility on 
a site that was formerly part of the federally owned Lake Ontario 
Ordinance works. 	It is located in the Town of Lewiston and 
Porter on Balmer Road, on a flat lowland site which is drained by 
two streams that drain into Lake Ontario: Twelve Mile Creek and 
Six Mile Swale. 	Hazardous wastes, reportedly received from at 
least 31 states, Canada, Puerto Rico, and Taiwan5, 	have been 
disposed of at the site since 1972. 	The following materials are 
accepted for disposal: 

Solvents, both halogenated and non-halogenated 
Solvents, both halogenated and non-halogenated 
Acids, with and without heavy metals 
Aqueous waste including: 

alkaline solutions with and without heavy metals 
phenol contaminated water 
PCB contaminated water 
aqueous contaminated with heavy metals 
brine solutions 
aqueous solutions with organics 

Still and tank bottoms, paint sludges, heavy metal 
sludges, PCB solid waste, packaged lab chemicals 
contaminated soil and earth, solid organic waste 

Cyanide waste 
Organic liquids including oil and PCBs 6  

Chemical and Environmental Conservation Systems (CECOS) 
International, Inc., formerly Newco Waste Systems Incorporated, 
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operates a 385 acre facility on a site that has been a waste 
disposal area since 1897, When it was used by the predecessor 
company of Union Carbide Corporation's Metals Division. 	Located 
in the Town of Niagara and the City of Niagara Falls, the site is 
bounded by Interstate 190 on the east and north, Packard Road and 
the Niagara Junction Railroad on the west, 	and the Great Lakes 
Carbon Company on the south. 	Lowlands that are considered 
federal flood hazard areas are located in the northeastern and 
central portions of the site. 	Pike's Creek also originates near 
the center of the site and flows south toward Pine Avenue. CECOS 
has operated the facility since 1976. 	The following materials 
are accepted for disposal: 

Halogenated hydrocarbon residues 
Halogenated still bottoms 
PCB contaminated solids 
Aromatic hydrocarbon residues 
Halogenated organic residues 
Pesticide residues 
Tar residues 
Substituted aromatic residues 
Asbestos containing wastes 
Laboratory chemical waste 
Paint sludge 
Solids containing cyanide 
Organic residues and sludges 
Oil sludges 
Acid solutions containing heavy metals and oraganics 
Waste ferric chloride 
Alkaline solutions 
Heavy metal sludges 
Alkaline sludges 
Acidic sludges 
Oil/water waste 
Wastewater treatment plant sludges 
Inorganic wastes containing sulfur, nitrogen, etc. 
Fly ash 
Contaminated sand and soil 
Spent activated carbon 
Wastewaters contaminated with organics 7  

SCA recycles and separates liquid wastes through flash 
distillation and prepares specially blended mixtures for use as 
fuels. 	Liquid residues are treated on-site with lime in a 
centrifugal, neutralizer and open-top reaction vessel. 
Contaminated wastewaters are aerated, passed through an activated 
icarbon adsorption system and discharged into the streams that 
flow across the site. 	A direct discharge line to the Niagara 
River has recently been approved by the DEC and is being used. 
This line will allow the facility to eliminate wastewaters that 
have collected because the volume of water in the local streams 
has been inadequate to provide acceptable dilution levels 
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required by the DEC. 	Waste residues generated by the treatment 
system are deposited along with other solid hazardous wastes in a 
series of "secure landfill burial sites." 

CECOS recycles waste lime, 	salvages scrap metal and metal 
from foundry sand, 	and operates an industrial fill area, a 
sanitary landfill and "secure landfill burial sites". 

The "secure landfill burial sites" operated by both these 
firms are causes of serious concern. 	Contrary to their titles, 
they are .not guaranteed to be secure. 	Both firms have excavated 
pits in the native clay soils and lined the pits with layers of 
compacted clay separated by an artificial liner. Solid hazardous 
wastes are buried in the pits and covered over with clay or other 
materials. 	Although each site is equipped with leachate 
collection systems designed to prevent the infiltration of 
chemically contaminated wastes into groundwaters underlying the 
landfills, 	the security of these waste disposal facilities is 
compromised by two main factors: 1) a limited understanding of 
the basic chemistry of synthetic organic compounds, and 2) an 
inability to design a structure capable of holding hazardous 
wastes securely for long periods of time. Compacted clay layers, 
for example, are the main means of retaining materials within the 

But even though clay is a dependable barrier against 
the migration of water, it is not as effective in retaining the 
broad spectrum of organic chemicals that make up wastes accepted 
for disposal by both of these firms. In fact, many low molecular 
weight solvents are capable of breeching the clay foundations of 
the landfills. 	In addition, although artificial plastic liners 
are also effective barriers to water, they can neither resist the 
attack of organic chemical solvents nor prevent their passage 
into subterranean groundwaters. 

Maintaining the integrity of the plastic liner is a 
fundamental problem. In constructing the landfills, large sheets 
of thick, liner are laid out and must be sealed together. 	It the 
seams are not perfect, 	however, leachate can eventually seep 
through the artificial barrier into the groundwaters below. Even 
if the landfill is successfully lined, the process of installing 
a layer of compacted clay on top of the plastic often tears holes 
in the fragile plastic material. 

The leachate control systems in these types of landfills are 
also prone to failure. 	Once tons of waste are deposited in the 
landfill, it is difficult to repair clogged or otherwise faulty 
drainage systems. 	If these problems are not corrected, however, 
the clay lined pits can fill up with water from rain and other 
forms of precipitation. 	This problem has already occurred at 
CECOS. 

Unless hazardous. wastes are properly • segregated during 
burial and kept separated, potentially disastrous chemical 

'reactions can take place. 	Spontaneous combustion often takes 
place in sanitary landfills. 	Similar reactions in the presence 
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of highly inflammable wastes could severely damage the structural 
integrity of the landfill, and widespread dispersal of toxic 
pollutants could result. 	Moreover, the likelihood of such an 
event is not necessarily reduced by the passage of time. 
Hazardous wastes composed of synthetic organic chemicals are 
exceedingly stable, and entombed in a cold, underground 
environment devoid of light and air, 	their breakdown would 
proceed at extremely slow rates. 	The combustible and reactive 
qualities of certain wastes could be retained for long periods of 
time. 

It is this facet of hazardous waste disposal that 
underscores the flawed logic of burying chemical residues. 	The 
facilities operated by CECOS and SCA will continue to pose 
serious potential environmental and public health threats to the 
Niagara Frontier far into the future. 	Once the wastes are 
deposited on-site, 	they will remain there for periods up to 
thousands of years. 	Constant maintenance of the landfills will 
be required at all times. 	The design and construction problems 
outlined in this section will be exacerbated greatly by the day-
to-day difficulties of operating the facility smoothly over the 
long run. 	In the past, both companies have experienced problems 
with the volatilization of wastes resulting in noxious odors, 
imiproper leachate control and, particularly in the case of SCA, 
accidental spills of hazardous material. 	Ultimately, even if 
these operational problems could be managed, these sites, like 
the Love Canal, could cause catastrophic pollution problems many 
decades after ceasing to serve as active disposal areas. 	In 
fact, the same potential exists for all landfilled hazardous 
wastes. 

In reviewing the Niagara Frontier's hazardous waste dilemma, 
it is clear that neither the commercial, the industrial, nor the 
abandoned waste disposal sites have been designed, constructed or 
maintained to be able to provide secure long-term storage of 
chemical wastes. 	Existing regulatory efforts are not capable of 
addressing these problems due to a lack of field investigation 
personnel and legal, 	scientific, technical, 	analytical and 
clerical support. 	As a result, the threat of known sources of 
contamination in close proximity to the Niagara River, water 
supply facilities, 	and homes remains unabated. 	Meanwhile, 
massive amounts of hazardous waste stream into the area from all 
over the country to be buried in commercial disposal sites that 
pose potential public health and environmental problems on an 
unprecedented scale. 

138 



CHAPTER VI 

,Monitoring of Selected Pollution Sites' 

From the analysis outlined in the previous sections of this 
report, 	it is evident that systematic failures to control 
synthetic organic chemical discharges from industrial facilities, 
hazardous waste landfills and municipal wastewater treatment 
plants have resulted in the contamination of major portions of 
the Niagara River. Yet, even though hundreds of sources of toxic 
pollution have been clearly identified, 	few have ever been 
monitored for the chemical contaminants that they let loose into 
the environment. 	As a result, 	relatively little precise 
information has been gathered detailing the kinds and amounts of 
industrial pollutants that flow into the Niagara River. 

In order to overcome this lack of monitoring data, a limited 
sampling and analysis effort was mounted to accomplish two goals: 
1) to verify that toxic chemicals are actually being released 
from selected pollution sources that are reviewed in this study; 
and 2) to confirm the basic conclusion of this investigation that 
current water pollution control, hazardous waste management, 
drinking water protection and environmental monitoring programs 
are fundamentally unable to cope with toxic contamination 
problems in the Niagara River and its surrounding environment. 

A total of 73 samples were collected from a wide range of 
locations and analyzed using either integrated gas 
chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS) techniques or the Ames 
Test. Each portion of the monitoring program is described below. 

GC/MS Analyses  

On the morning of July 17, 1981 two sets of wastewater 
samples were collected for integrated GC/MS priority pollutant 
analyses. 

The first set of samples was collected at the City of 
Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant from the post-
thlorination chamber just above the weir overflow to the 
facility's discharge line to the Tail Race Tunnel. 	The chamber 
was filled with greenish water flecked with floating solids, 
minute pieces of debris and white, 	yellow and brown foam. 	A 
stainless steel 1000 milliliter (ml) sample container used 
routinely by the wastewater treatment plant personnel was rinsed 
three times with reagent grade methylene chloride and then filled 
and emptied three times with wastewater. Two one-gallon prepared 
extractable organics analysis sample bottles were alternatively. 
filled, one 1000 ml aliquot at a time. 	Both samples were 
collected by J.R. Westendorf, 	Chief Chemist of the City of 
Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant, in the presence of 
Walter L. T. Hang, NYPIRG Staff Scientist, and Tony Lapino, 
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NYPIRG Citizens Alliance organizer. One sample was collected for 
NYPIRG. 	The second sample was collected for the treatment plant 
authorities. 

Next, four prepared metals analysis sample containers were 
filled, two containers at a time, from the same 1000 ml aliquot. 
Two samples were for NYPIRG. 	Two were for the treatment plant 
authorities. 

Finally, four prepared volatile organics analysis sample 
containers were filled, 	all from the Same 1000 ml aliquot. 
Again, the samples were split between NYPIRG and the wastewater 
treatment plant authorities. 

After being collected, 	each sample was stored in ice. 
Sampling began at 10:11 AM and ended at 10:25 AM. 

Less than one and a half hours later, 	the second set of 
samples was collected from a wall located on the northern edge of 
the Tail Race Tunnel outfall. 	A prepared sample container was 
dipped into the mixing zone of the discharge. 	The water was 
greenish 	with white foam. Walter Hang collected the samples in 
the presence of Tony Lapino and Patrolman Thomas V. Gilbert, 
Niagara Frontier State Park and Recreation Commission. All three 
sets of containers were immediately stored in ice. 	Sampling 
began at 11:30 AM and ended at 11:45 AM. 

Both sets of samples were packed completed with ice and sent 
by Federal Express to the Energy Resources Company, Incorporated, 
in Cambridge, Massachusetts. Following guidelines and procedures 
established by the EPA, this EPA-authorized laboratory analyzed 
the two samples for priority pollutants. 
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Figure 13 is the GC scan Of the Acid fraction of the Niaqar: 
Falls treatment plant's effluent. 

FIGURE 13 
ACID FRACTION GAS CHROMATOGHAPH SCAN 

OF THE CITY OF MIAGARA FALLS WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LVFLUENT 
July 17, 1981 
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Figure 14 is the GC Scan of the Base/Neutral fraction of the 
Niagara Falls treatment plant's effluent. 

FIGURE 14 
BASE/NEUTRAL FRACTION GAS CHFiOMATOGRAPH SCAN 

OF THE CITY OF NIAGARA FALLS WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT EFFLIIaLIT 
July 17, 1981 
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. teryure 13 is tne 	L bcan of the Volatile fraction of the 
Niagara Falls treatment plant's effluent. 

FIGURE 15 
VOLATILE FRAC SN GAS CHROMATOGRAPGH SCAN 

OF THE CITY OF NIAGARA FaIS WASTEWATER eillEATMENT PLANT EFFLUENT 
July 17, 1981 
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Figure 16 is the GC Scan of the Acid fraction - of the Tail 

Race Tunnel discharge sample. 

FIGURE 16 
ACID FRACTION GAS CHROMATOGRAPH SCAN 

C -' 'THE TAIL t1ACE TUNNEL DISCHARGE 
July 17, 1981 
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Figure 17 is the GC Scan of the Base/Neutral fraction of tl-: 
Tail Race Tunnel discharge sample. 

FIGURE 17 
LiAGr/NrUll:IAL FRACTION GAS CHnOMATOGRAPH snt:ci 
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July 17, 1981 
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Figure 18 is the GC Scan of the Volatile fraction ot the 
Tail Race Tunnel discharge sample. 

FIGURE 18 
vouvriLr FRACTION GAS CHROMATOGRAP:: CCP:1,1 
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Table 21 lists the analytical results of the Niagara Falls 
treatment plant's effluent sample. 

TABLE 21 
PRIORITY POLLUTANTS DETECTED IN CITY OF NIAGARA FAl LS 

WASTEWnTErd TREATMENT PLANT EF ALE-NT, July 17, 1981 

ACID COMPOUNDS 11-9/.1 BASE NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

21A 2,4,6-trichloro9henol 13 418 	4-bromophenyl 	phenyl 	ether ND 

22A p-chloro-m-cresol ND 428 	bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether ND 

24A 2-ch1oropheno1 438 	bis(2-chloroethoxylmethane ND 

31A 2 4-dichlorophenol 12 528 	hexachlorobutadiene NO 

34A 2 4-dimethylptenol ND 538 	hexachlorocyclopentadiene ND 

57A 2-nitroohenol ND 548 	isophorone ND 

58A 4-nitrophenol ND 558 	naphthalene * 

59A 2 4-dinitrophenol ND 568 	nitrobenzene ND. 

60A 4,6-dinitro-o-cresol ND 618 	N-nitrosodimethylamine NO 

64A oentachloroohenol ND 628 	N-nitrosodiphenylamine ND 

b5A ohenol 46 638 	N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine Nn 

668 	bis(2-ethylhexyl1phthalate * 

678 	butyl 	benzyl 	phthalate 
BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNOS 688 	di-n-butyl 	phthalate 

18 acenaatthene ND 698 	di-n-octyl 	phthalate ND 

58 benzidine ND 708 	diethyj 	phthalate 

98 1,2,1-trichlorobenzene 11 718 	dimethyl 	phthalate ND 

98 hexachIcretenzene ND 728 	benzo(alanthracene /hrysene * 

128 hexachloroethane ND 738 	benzo(alpyrene 

148 bis(2-ch1oroethyl1ether ND 748 	3,4-benzof1uoranthene ND 
. 

208 2-chloronaphthalene ND 758 	benzo(klfluoranthene 

258 1,2-dichlorobilizene 13 768 	chrysene 

159 1,3-dich1orobenrene /78 	acenaphthylene: ND 

278 174-dich1orobenzbne * 788 	anthracene/phonAnLhz-no 

288 3,3-dichlorobenzidine ND 798 	benzokihi)perylene ND 

358 2.4-dinitrotoluene ND 808 	fluorene _up 

368 2 67dinitrotoluene ND 818 	phenanthrene Spn 7RA 

378 1,2-diphenylhydrazine ND 828 	dibenzo(a,hlanthracene NO 

398 fluoranthene. 838 	Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 

408 4-chlorophenyl 	phenyl 	ether ND 848 	pyrene 

1298 	2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-
p-dioxin ND 

2" 

VOLATILES uLi 
89P 

PESTICIDES u 9/1 

acrolein ND aldrin NO 

3V acrylonitrile ND 90P dieldrin ND 

4V benzene 27 91P chlordane ND 

6V carbon tetrachloride 92P 4,4I -001 ND 

7V chlorobenzene • 93P 4,4I-00E ND 

10V 1,2-dichloroethane ND 94P 4,4.-00D Nn 

IlY 1,1,1,-trichloroethane • 95P a -endosulfan ND 

I3V 1,1-dichloroethane ND 96P 8 -endosulfan ND 

14V 1,1,2-trichloroethane Nn 97P endosulfan sulfate ND 

15V 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane Li 98P endrin ND 

16V chloroethane Nr, 99P endrin aldehyde NO 

17Y bis(chloromethyl)ether ND 100P heptachlor ND 

19V 2-chloroethylvinyl 	ether ND 101P heptachlor epoxide ND 

23V chloroform 62 102Pci -8HC ND 

29Y 1,1-dichlornethylene ND 103P9 -8HC ND 

30V 1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 75 104Py -8HC ND 

32Y 1 	2-dichloropropane ND 105176 -8HC NO 

33y 1 	3-dichloropropylene No 106P PCB-1242 ND 

38V ethylbenzene mo 107P PCB-1254 RD 
44V methylene chloride 49 108P PC8-1221 ND 

45V methyl 	chloride ND 109P PC8-1232 NO 

46V 

47Y 

methyl 	bromide No 110P PCB-l248 

bromoform NO 111P PCB-1260 ND 

48V dichlorobromomethane 112P PCB-h016 

49V trichlorofluoromethane mn 113P  toxaphene ND 
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analytical results of the Tail Race Table 22 lists the 
Tunnel discharge sample. 

ughl 

ND  

Nn 
ND 

u.911 	BASE NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS  

• 418 4-bromophenyl phenyl ether  

ND 	428 bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether 
• 438 bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 

NT) ND 	698 di-n-octyl phthalate 
ND ND 	7011 diethyl phthalate 48 	benzidine 

88 	1,214-trich1orobenzene  	• 	718 dimethyl  phthalate 	ND 

ND Ml) 
ND 738 benzo(a)pyrene 	 ND 

728 benzolalanthracene 9B 	hexachlorotenzene 

128 hexachloroethane 

ND 758 benzo(k)fluoranthene 

vICL 
ND 

ND 

11 

ND 

ND 

ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 

ND 

368 2,6-dinitrotoluene 
378 1,2-diphenylhydrazine 

398 fluoranthene.  
408 4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

VOLATILES  

2V 	acrolein 

3V 	acrylonitrile 
4Y 	benzene  
6V 	carbon tetrachloride  

71 	chlorobenzene  

101 1,2-dichloroethane 

11V 1,1 J.-trichloroethane 

13V  1,1-dichloroethane  

e68 1,3-dichlorobenzene 
	 ND 

278 1,4-dichlorobenzene  
288 3,3-dichlorobenzidine 
	 ND 

358 2,4-dinitrotoluene 

ND 838 indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

ND 

PESTICIDES 

89P 	aldrin 

90P 	dieldrin 

ND  

ND 
ND 

41) 
ND 

91P 	chlordane 

92P 	4,4-DOT 

93P 	4,4'-ODE 

94P 	4,4.-00E1 

95P a -endosulfan 

96P 8 -endosulfan 

SOY dichlorodifluoromethane 	 ND  

41V  chlorodibromomethane 	 Nri  

85y tetrachloroethylene 	 36 

86V  toluene 	 .  

87V trichloeoethylene  

88V vinyl chloride 
xylenes 

ND . none detected 

NA * not applicable 

Reported by: 

Checked by' 

0-,1(for p 
, 

sticides 0.1-1.0hg/1) 

70 

ND  
12 

----1 

11—A—s-1 Be 	Cd Cr Ni 

I 	<5 <0.51<6.5 

0.5 (0.5 

i
Cu 

5 	29 

6 	28 
1 

7 

7 

All data are in 

	

I  Ph 1 Sh  1  Sc 17-1  Zn 	Atl 	lin  

1 <2 1 6 1 <2 	23 	<0.5 0.2 

I <5 	1 <2 	<5 	<2 23 	<0.5 
, 	

1  

.
<5 

I 
0.2 

contentrat ion units of ppb uhless stated otherwise. 

SURROGATE RECOVERIES 

BASE NEUTRAL 
COMPOUNDS 	 % Recovery 	VOLATILES 	% Recovery 

4-naphthalene 	64% 	 4-benzene 	80%  

4-pyridine 	 NA 	 d8-toluene 	91%  

4-nitrobenzene 	69%  

fluoroanil1ne 	39%  

tluoronaphthalene 	58% 

ACID % Recovery 

4-phenol 271  

2-fluorophenol 40% 

pentafluorophenol 53%  

TABLE 22 
PRIORITY POLLUTANTS DETECTED 

IN TAIL RACE TUNNEL DISCHARGE, July 19, 1981 
ACID COMPOUNDS  

ZIA 2,4,6-trich1orophenol 

22A p-chloro-m-cresol  

e4A  2-chlorophenol  

2 ti-dichloroohenol 

34A 2,4-dimethylphenol 

57A 2-nitrophenol 
58A 4-nitrophenol 
451A 2,4-dinitrophenol 

• 528 hexachlorobutadiene 	ND  
ND 	538 hexachlorocyclopentadiene 	ND  

ND 	548 isophorone 	ND 

ND 	558 naphthalene 
ND 	568 nitrobenzene 	 ND  

60A 4,6-dinitro-o-cresol  
64A oentachlorophenol 
65A phenol 

ND 	618 N-nitrosodimethylamine 	ND 

ND 	628 N-nitrosodiphenylamine 	 ND 

24 	638 N-nitrosodi-n-oropylamine 	14n 

258 1 2-dichlorobenzene 768 chrysene 	 ND  

778 acenaphttylene 	 ND 

788 anthracene 	 _ND- 
798 benzolghilperylene 	 ND  

808 fluorene 	 ND 
818 phenanthrene 	 Nn  
828 dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 	 ND  

848 pyrene 
1298 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-

p-dioxin  
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ND 

ND 

SASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

18 	acenaphthene  

6b8 bis12-ethylhexyllphthalate  

b7B butyl benzyl phthalate  

688 di-n-butyl phthalate  

188 bis(2-ch1oroethy1iether 
208 2-chloronaphthalene,  

748  3,4-benzofluoranthene 	 ND ND 
ND 



ND 	110P 

ND 	1111' 

1121' 

Vri 	1131' 

ND 

PCB-1248 

PC8-1260  

PC8-1016 

toxaphene 

1.2 

ND 

Nr) 
ND 

	• 	NO x none detected 

62 	NA . not applicable 
• . a 1.9 wg/1 (for p 

Reported by: 	,f2  

ticides 0.1-1.0ug/1) 

4 2 	 
ND 	Checked •  

97P 	endosul fan sulfate 

981' 	endrin 

991' 	endrin aldehyde 

100P heptachlor 

101P heptachlor epoxide 
102pa -8HC 

103P8 -8HC 

104Py -8HC  

105P6 -8HC 

ND 

ND 

ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 

ND  
ND 

_A) 
ND 

NO 

14V 	10 ,2-trich1oroethane 	 mn  
15V 1,1,2,2-tetrachlorvethane 	 22  

16Y chloroethane 	 ND  

17Y bis(chloromethyl)ether 	 ND  

19V 2-chloroethylvinyl ether 	 ND  
23V chloroform 	 46  

29V  1,1.dichloroethylene 	 ND  

30V 1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 	 36 

32V 1,2-dichloroorooane 	 ND  

33Y 1,3-dichloropropylene  

38Y ethylbenzene 

44V methylene chloride 

45V methyl chloride 	 

d6V methyl bromide  

47V brcmoform 	  

48V dichlorobromomethane  

49V trichlorofluoromethane 

50V dichlorodifluorcmethane  

51V chlorodibromomethane  

35V tatrachloroethylime 

86Y toluene 

87V trichloroethylene 

38V vinyl chloride 

xylenes 

ND 1061' PCB-1242 

vp 	1071' PCB-1254 

33 	1081' PCB-.122l 

ND 	1091' PC8-1232 

As Be Cd Cr Cu Ni 

1 

j Ph 
I 
I 	Sh Se 1 	T1 Zn 	Ag Hq 

<5 

<5 

<0.5 

<0.5 

<0.5 

<0.5 

<4 

<4 

19 

18 

<5 

<5 

I 	<5 

I 	<5 

<2 

<2 

<5 

1<5 

<2 

<2 

150 

1 150 

0.7 

<0.5 

0.2 

0.2 
1 

All data are in concentration units of ppb unless stated otherwise. 

SURROGATE RECOVERIES  

BASE NEUTRAL 
ACID % Recovery COMPOUNDS 1, Recovery VOLATILES 1, Recovery 

48-phenol 29 1 d8-naphthalene 731 d6-benzene 781 

2-fluorophenol 441 d5-pyridine 1011 dB-toluene 1111 

pentafluorophenol 411 d5-nitrobenzene 

fluoroaniline 

fiuoronaphthalene 

86% 

cot 
691  

The results of these analyses indicate that a variety of 
toxic chemicals are present in the treated effluent discharge of 
the City of Niagara Falls wastewater treatment plant and the Tail 
Race Tunnel discharge into the Niagara River. 	The treatment 
plant's effluent was found to contain 34 organic chemicals. 	The 
Tail Race Tunnel discharge was found to contain 25 organic 
chemicals. 	Both samples were also found to contain a variety of 
metals. 

The treatment plant contributes approximately one half of 
the flow discharged into the Niagara River through the Tail Race 
Tunnel. 	The two sets of analyses bear out this relationship in 
several ways . 	Most of the compounds present in the treatment 
plant's effluent were also detected at lower concentrations in 
the tunnel's discharge. 	This could be the result of dilution or 
other factors. 	For example, many compounds, such as chloroform 
and 1,2-trans-dichloroethylene, that are capable of being removed 
through aeration, were present in the tunnel discharge at lower 
concentrations than in the treatment plant's effluent. 
Compounds that were the exception to this observation, 	such as 
trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene, are known to be used 
in large amounts by industries that discharge cooling water into 
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the diversion sewer that feeds into the Tail Race Tunnel. 	At 
least one firm, Olin Chemical, is known to discharge toxic 
organic chemicals into the diversion sewer. 	Other previously- 
undetected discharges of toxics may also exist. 	This' could 
explain the increase in pollutant concentrations in the tunnel 
discharge. 

Compounds that were present at uniformly low concentrations 
in both samples included a variety of phthalate acid esters. 
These non-volatile compounds would not tend to volitilize. 
Moreover, they have not been reported to be present in cooling 
water discharges to the diversion sewer. 	However, since 
phthalate acid esters originate from a large number of sources, 
they are typically detected in trace amounts. This might explain 
why dilution did not lower their concentrations in the treatment 
plant effluent below detection limits in the tunnel discharge. 

Finally, most of the compounds detected in either sample are 
known to be used •by industries on-line to the City of Niagara 
Falls wastewater system or by facilities that utilize the 
diversion sewer. In fact, the vast majority of the compounds are 
typically used in amounts of millions of pounds each year by the 
same firms. As detailed in the previous sections of this report, 
many of the detected priority pollutants •are also known to 
contaminate wastewater discharges released into the Niagara River 
and hazardous wastes buried in landfills in Western New York. 
While individual sources of the detected pollutants remain 
unknown, there can be little doubt that toxic chemicals detected 
in these two samples originate from industrial operations. 

Ames Testing  

Due to the high cost of conducting integrated GC/MS 
analyses, NYPIRG, with the assistance of Dr. Beverly Paigen of 
the Roswell Park Memorial Institute, utilized the Ames Test to 
monitor suspected pollution sites pinpointed during this 
investigation. 	Originally developed by Dr. Bruce Ames at the 
University of California at Berkeley, the Ames Test makes use of 
mutant strains of Salmonella bacteria to indicate mutagenicity. 
For certain classes of chemicals, Ames Test results have been 
closely correlated with results of animal studies testing for the 
carcinogenic effects of various chemicals. 	Since the Ames Test 
is a rapid, 	low-cost method of detecting the presence of 
mutagenic agents, major chemical and pharmaceutical manufacturers 
have begun using the test to screen new products for their 
cancer-causing potential) - 

Due to two drawbacks, the Ames Test is best utilized to 
identify areas that warrant more comprehensive investigation. 
First, because it can never identify the mutagenic agent, it is 
non-specific. 	Second, the Ames Test is insensitive to certain 
potentially carcinogenic chlorinated organic chemicals.2  Since 
many of the potentially toxic chemicals used, 	produced or 
disposed of in the Niagara Frontier belong to this class of 
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compounds, their presence may escape detection by the Ames Test. 
Thus, a negative Ames Test does not necessarily prove that a 
sample is toxics-free. 

Procedure 

The Niagara River is a fast moving river and its strong 
scouring action can carry material a considerable distance before 
allowing it to settle out as sediment. 	To counter this, NYPIRG 
sampled close to shore where the current is weaker and deposition 
of sediment is greater. 	The sediment samples taken from the 
river were obtained using a Ponar dredge, which usually collected 
sediment from the top 4 to 8 inches of the river bottom. Because 
the sediment was homogenized by the dredge, 	and because 
deposition rates vary along the length of the river, 	it is 
difficult to determine when the mutagenic agents were first 
introduced into the river. This limitation pertains primarily to 
samples collected in the Niagara River itself and does not pose a 
problem for samples collected from wastewater treatment plants, 
drinking water treatment plants, 	or in the slower moving 
tributaries. 

A total of 53 sediment samples were drawn by NYPIRG on 
November 8th and 9th, 	1978. 	Thirty-three of the fifty-three 
sediment samples were collected from a 19-foot boat owned and 
operated by Sam Markello of Bio Systems Research. 	These samples 
were collected in 5-gallon plastic tubs, using a Ponar dredge, 
and were immediately transferred to one-pint containers provided 
by Dr. 	Paigen's laboratory. 	The remaining twenty sediment 
samples were collected by hand in the one-pint containers from 
various locations around Erie and Niagara County. 	They were 
transported and analyzed with the samples taken from the boat. 

An additional 18 samples were drawn between December 8, 
1978, and February 9th, 1979, from wastewater treatment plant 
sludge and drinking water treatment plant backwash. 	These 
samples were collected using one-pint containers. All 71 samples 
were analyzed using the same procedure. 

Samples were placed in cold storage and allowed to stand. 
The liquid was decanted, and the sediment was allowed to settle. 
The samples were transferred to the laboratory where a portion of 
the sediment was dried in a vacuum dessicator at room temperature 
and the remainder frozen. 	The dried sediment was weighed, and a 
sample, usually 60 grams, 	was ground to a fine powder using 
mortar and pestle. 	The powder was then extracted in a Soxhlet 
apparatus with methanol, 	It should be noted that mutagenic 
compounds capable of evaporation may have escaped during this 
phase of the procedure. 

Extracted samples were flash evaporated to approximately 20 
ml and dried completely in a shaker bath at room temperature with 
a vacuum. 	The drying time varied from two to twenty-four hours. 
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The residue was weighed, redissolved with 5 ml of warm 
dimethylsulfoxide,, sterilized by filtration through a millipore 
filter, and refrigerated until testing. 

Samples were tested for mutagenic activity at several 
dilutions using Salmonella typhimurium strains TA-98 and TA-100, 
according to the methods described by McCann and Ames.3  
Duplicate plates were done for each test. 	Metabolic activation 
was provided by liver homogenates prepared from rats induced with 
Arochlor. 	Only those samples which yielded at least twice the 
number of revertants as the control plates with no extract added 
were considered "positive" by this test. 	This eliminated any 
marginal results. 

When a sample appeared to give a positive result, it was 
retested at four or five concentrations to obtain a linear dose 
response. 	A sample that appeared negative was retested at a 
higher concentration. 	Therefore each sample was tested at least 
twice. 

Results 

A listing of the 71 samples obtained by NYPIRG, 	their 
location, and the results of each Ames test is provided in Table 
23. Sample locations are listed on the map provided in Figure 19. 
A key to the sampling locations on the map is provided in Table 
24.  

TABLE 23 

	

TEL;TIVIG S‘-%MPUN'G FL 	FInstiurs 
DISTANCE 	 TA 98 	TA 100 

SAMPLE 	LOCATION 	 DEPTH 	FROM SHORE 	COMMENTS 	ItESOLTS 	RESULTS  

181 	Muth, Two Mile Creek 	 9' 	 10' 	Black sludge 	+ 
182 	Discharge pipe, near Amoco Oil 	11' 	 II' 	Black sludge 
183 	Between Ashland discharge & Amoco 	4' 	 15 	Black sludge 	4' 
184 	Between Ashland discharge A Amoco 	4' 	 30' 	Silty 	 + 
185 	Adjacent to pilings, near Ashland 	18' 	 20' 	Silt/sludge 	+ 

Oil 
186 	Between S. Grand Island Bridge A 	6' 	 30' 	Liquid-like 

pilings 
187 	Stream, 20 ft. downstream, G.I. 	5' 	 10' 	 + 

bridge 
188 	Upstream of marina, upstream of S. 	4' 	 20' 

Grand Island bridge 
189 	Small stream, upstreaM Tonowanda 	6' 	 15' 

Coke discharge 
190 	Marathon Oil Terminal 	 23' 	 4' 
191 	Discharge pipe near Semet Solvay 	8' 	 12' 	 - 
192 	Lagoon next to Allied Plastic 	6' 	 30' 

discharge 
193 	Upstream Placid Harbor, near 	 5' 	 30' 

'cable crosSing" sign 
194 	Strom sewer 	 5' 	10-15' 
195 	Niagara Mohawk slag pond discharge 	8' 	 30' 
196 	Upstream Niagara Mohawk slag pond 	14' 	30-40' 
197 	Series of 4 adjacent pipes, near 	5' 	 40' 	Murky, organic 	 - 

Dupont and GE 	 film of surface 
198 	Downstream previous sample 	 6' 	 30' 
199 	Pipe next to MC 	 7' 	 15' 
200 	In the north end of Black Rock Canal 27' 
201 	Downstream previous sample 	 27' 	 20' 	 4T 
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202 Mouth of Buffalo River 15' 30' 
203 Near entrance to Black Rock 29' 50' 

Canal 
204 Further in entrance to Black 10' 5' 

Rock Canal 
205 Spaulding Fiber discharge 10 10' Murky, black 

discharge 
206 Downstream of Spaulding Fiber 10' 100' from 

PIP* 
207 
208 Mouth of Tonawanda Creek 18' 4' Black sludge 
209 Further in Tonawanda Creek 11' 20' Black sludge 
210 Mouth of Ellicott Creek--on 17' 45' Black suspension 

Erie Canal 
211 Near mouth of Spicer Creek, 

Grand Island 
11' 75' Black Sludge 

212 Near City Of Lockport water intake 15' Channel Sandy 
213 Northern tip of Tonawanda Island 

near pipe 
21' 20' Brown, cement-like T 

214 200 yds. downstream City of N. 17' 45' Very mild activity + 
Tonawanda SIP 

215 
216 
217 Two Mile Creek, by bridge Black sludge 
218 Two Mile Creek, behind SIP Grey-green 
219 Two Mile Creek, at the mouth Black sludge 
220 Spaulding Fiber discharge Suspended material 

discharge 
221 Spaulding Fiber 

iguratig141  

223 Ditch beside Ourez plant, 
N. Tonawanda 

Dark green 
Sludge, oil 
film present 

224 Shoreline, 	102 	landfill Black 
225 
226 Gill Creek, upstream of bridge 2' Black sludge 
227 Creek by Maislin Trucking, off 

River Road 
228 Creek near Northland Wire & Supply Creek was orange 

in color 
229 Same as above (Allied discharge) 1' 
230 Streambed next to INC 
231 Stream adjacent to Polymer Orange sediment 

Applications 
232 Ditch adjacent to Dunlop Tire Black sludge 
233 Runoff ditch, Hooker Hyde Park 

landfill 
Strong chemical 
odor 

234 Ditch adjacent to Niagara University Oily film present 
235 Ditch surrounding Newco landfill Ditch was yellow 

gray 
236 Duplicate of 235 
237 Black Gill 	Creek, off 97 St. 	& 

Greenwald 
238 Black Gill 	Creek, off Colvin 
239 Buffalo Sewer Authority--digested 

sludge cake 
Chemically treated + 

240 Buffalo Sewer Authority--secondary 
sludge 

241 Buffalo Sewer Authority--primary 
sludge 

250 Buffalo Sewer Authority--primary 
Sludge 

251 Grand Island Water Filtration 
Plant backwash 

260 City of Tonowanda STP--primary 
sludge 

261 City of Tonowanda SIP--digested 
primary sludge 

264 Town of Tonqwanda SIP--activated 
sludge 

265 Town of Tonwanda STP:-activated 
zinpro 

266 City of N. 	Tonowanda Water Filter 
Plant 

267 Same as above 
268 Same as above 
269 Same as above 
270 City of N. Tondwanda SIP--digested 

primary sludge 
271 City of N. 	Tonciwanda SIP--raw sludge 
272 Anterst S.O. /16 SIP--primary sludge 
274 City of Niagara Falls SIP--primary 

sludge 
275 City of Niagara Falls SIP--dewatered 

sludge 

	

KEY: T 	Toxic to bacteria at lowest concentration tested-TUw$ mwta5e414:00(.%A%v:t j,.fe4ed. 

	

+ 	Mutagenic agents detected 

	

- 	Mutagenic agents not detected 
SIP Sewage Treatment Plant 
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TABLE 24 
KEY TO SAVPLING LOCATIOPS DEPICTM I MUM 19 

MAP NUMBER 
CORRESPONDING 
SAMPLE NUMBER TEST RESULTS MAP NUMBER 

CORRESPONDING 
SAMPLE NUMBER TEST RESULTS 

1 181 + 37 220 - 
2 182 + 38 221 
3 183 + 39 223 
4 184 

: 
40 224 

5 185 41 226 
6 186 4 42 227 
7 187 + 43 228 + 
8 188 + 44 229 + 
9 189 + 45 230 + 

10 190 + 46 231 
11 191 47 232 
12 192 41 233 + 
13 193 49 234 
14 194 SO 235 + 
15 195 51 236 + 
16 196 - 52 237 + 
17 197 + 53 238 
18 198 - 54 239 + 
19 199 + 55 240 
20 200 + 56 241 
21 201 + 57 250 
22 	' 202 + 58 251 + 
23 203 + 59 260 
24 204 + 60 261 
25 205 + 61 264 + 
26 206 + 62 265 
27 207 63 266 
28 209 + 64 267 
29 210 + 65 268 
30 211 - 66 269 
31 212 + 67 270 
32 213 + 68 271 
33 214 + 69 272 
34 217 70 274 + 
35 218 71 275 + 
36 219 + 

+ 	denotes presence of mutagenic agents 
- 	no mutagenic agents found to be present 

Table 23 shows the sample number, 	the location the sample 
was obtained from, and the results of Ames Testing using the two 
strains of Salmonella, TA-98 and TA-100. Samples were tested in 
two strains of bacteria because these strains detect different 
types of mutagens. Many mutagenic chemicals are not mutagenic in 
the chemical form found in the environment, but become mutagenic 
when acted upon by enzymes in the body during metabolism. 
Consequently, the testing scheme included the addition of an 
animal liver extract during culturing to provide the types of 
activating enzymes normally found in the human body. 

Positive samples were tested at 4 or 5 concentrations and 
the results were plotted on graph paper. 	The linear portion of 
the dose response curve was determined, and this number was used 
to compute the number of revertant colonies generated/gram of 
dried sample. 	These figures are included in Table 25 for all 
samples that tested positive with either the TA-98 or TA-100 
strains of Salmonella. 
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TABLE 25 
NUMBER OF REVERTANT COLONIES GENERATED PER GRAM 
OF DRIED SAMPLE FOR ALL POSITitil AMES TEST RESULTS 

NIAGARA RIVER 

Samole  

TA98 	 TA100 

rev/gram dry 	 rev/gram dry  

	

181 
	

720 

	

182 
	

600 

	

183 
	

546 

	

184 
	

680 

	

185 
	

813 

	

186 
	

960 

	

187 
	

1,333 

	

189 
	

667 

	

190 
	

613 

	

197 
	

1,013 

	

199 
	

813 

	

200 
	

1,146 

	

201 
	

1,173 
	

toxic 

	

202 
	

1,000 
	

1,466 

	

203 
	

880 

	

204 
	

1,066 

	

205 
	

813 

	

206 
	

520 

	

208 
	

1,240 

	

209 
	

813 

	

210 
	

707 

	

212 
	

920 

	

213 
	

toxic 	 763 

	

214 
	

107 	 779 

	

219 
	

1,360 

	

228 
	

1,600 

	

229 
	

4,827 	 8,160 

	

230 
	

1,360 	 positive 

	

233 
	

115 

	

235 
	

1,120 

	

236 
	

1,280 

	

237 
	

273 
239 
251 

	

263 

	 4,507 	 toxic, 
1,840 

	

2,080 	 toxic.  
560 274 

1,786 275 

	

188 
	

positive 	 positive 

A total of 71 samples were tested by this procedure. 
Thirty-eight samples (54 percent) tested positive in either one 
strain or the other, 	indicating that mutagenic agents were 
present in a majority of the samples. 	One sample obtained from 
the backwash of a drinking water plant tested positive. 	These 
results show that mutagenic, and potentially carcinogenic, 
materials are present in the Niagara River, its sediments, sewage 

	

treatment plants, 	and possibly even drinking water treatment 
plants. 	Because of the high use of chlorinated compounds in the 
river basin, and the inability of the Ames test to detect many of 
these types of compounds, the problem may be even more severe 
than the test results indicate. 

The two samples with the highest number of revertants 
generated/gram of dry sample were samples 229 and 239. 	Sample 
239 was• obtained from an orange-colored stream that runs next to 
the Northland Wire and Supply in Tonawanda. 	This stream appears 
to be the discharge from the Allied Chemicals Plastic Division 
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2,267 
2,547 
1,280 
2,000 

2,533 



plant on River Road, which manufactures polyethylene wax, pipe 
compound, and cleaning compound. The company acknowledged use of 
toxic and potentially toxic compounds at the plant, including 
toluene, tetrachlorethylene and xylene. 	The company also noted 
that its discharge may include runoff from Tonawanda Coke's 
nearby coke and coal tar manufacturing operation as well. 

Sample 239 was obtained from the Buffalo Sewer Authority 
Bird Island sewage treatment plant. The sample represents 
chemically-treated digested sludge cake. 	The Buffalo Sewer 
Authority plant receives wastewater from more than 620 
industries, 	85 of which contribute 84 percent of the total 
industrial flow. 	Of these 620 industries, 72 were listed by the 
Buffalo Sewer Authority as contributing wastes that are toxic and 
organic in nature to the plant. 	Another 38 companies 
acknowledged use of potentially toxic chemicals in their response 
to the Industrial Chemical Survey. 	It is important to note that 
secondary and primary sludge samples also taken from the plant 
(samples 240, 	241, and 250) did not yield positive results for 
the Ames Test. 	This suggests that chemical treatment of the 
plant's sludge may be responsible for the mutagenic agents 
present in sample 239. 

Two drinking water treatment plants were tested by sampling 
the filter backwash. 	The sample obtained from the Grand Island 
Water Treatment plant (sample 251), tested positive, indicating 
the presence of mutagenic agents in the filter media. 	Samples 
obtained from the City of North. Tonawanda Water Treatment Plant 
(samples 266, 267, and 269) all proved negative. 

A total of six sewage plants with on-line industries were 
sampled. 	The sludge samples collected from three of the plants 
(50 percent) were positive for mutagenic activity. 	The three 
plants were the Buffalo ,Sewer Authority facility, the City of 
Niagara Falls ' Sewage Treatment Plant, .and the Town of Tonawanda 
Sewage Treatment Plant. NYPIRG sampled both activated sludge and 
activated zinpro from the Town of Tonawanda facility. 	Only the 
activated sludge sample gave a positive Ames test result. 	Both 
the primary sludge and dewatered sludge samples from the City of 
Niagara Falls plant gave a positive Ames test result 	These 
three facilities are characterized by large numbers of on-line 
contributing industries, many of which use and discharge 
potentially toxic chemicals. Four hundred and seventy of the 712 
industries identified on-line to the 10 sewage treatment plants 
included in this study are on-line to these three plants, 72 of 
which uee, 	store, 	or produce toxic and potentially toxic 
chemicals. 

By contrast, 	the three sewage treatment plants that gave 
negative Ames test results all have relatively few industries 
on-line to their systems. 	The three plants include the City of 
Tonawanda facility, which now has its flow diverted to the Town 
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of Tonawanda treatment plant; 	the City of North Tonawanda 
facility, which has 11 on-line industries; and the Amherst #16 
facility, which has one on-line industry. 

A total of 33 samples were drawn from the Niagara River 
itself and 20 samples collected by hand at various locations in 
Erie and Niagara Counties. 	Twenty-five of the thirty-three 
samples taken from the river sediment (76 percent) tested 
positive with the Ames Test. 	One sediment sample taken 
approximately 20 yards upstream of water intake for the City of 
Lockport drinking water intake tested positive, indicating the 
presence of mutagenic agents. NYPIRG did not sample the Lockport 
drinking water plant backwash. 

Samples taken from just below the South Grand Island bridge 
downstream to the mouth of Ellicott Creek 	all indicated the 
presence of mutagenic agents. 	The discharges from Ashland 
Petroleum, Hooker Durez, Spaulding Fiber, the City of Tonawanda 
Sewage Treatment Plant, and industries which discharge to 
Ellicott and Tonawanda Creeks all enter the river in this .region. 
While two sediment samples taken from the river near the 
Spaulding Fiber discharge tested positive (samples 205 and 206), 
two samples scraped from the inside of the company's discharge 
pipe paradoxically tested negative (samples 220 and 221). 
Sediment samples drawn from the river between the Tonawanda coke 
discharge (sample 191) and the Niagara Mohawk plant (sample 196) 
all tested negative. 	Samples taken from the Dupont Chemical and 
General Motors discharges upstream to the exit of Black Rock 
Canal and Scajaquada Creek all tested positive. 	NYPIRG was 
unable to obtain any samples off of Bird Island because of the 
strong currents and severe scouring action in the river at that 
point. Three samples taken at the mouth of the Buffalo River and 
the entrance to the Black Rock Canal all tested positive for 
mutagenic agents. 

A total of eight of the 20 samples (40 percent) collected by 
hand at various locations tested positive. 	Among the more 
important were two samples collected from the drainage ditch 
around the CECOS facility in Niagara Falls, which discharges to a 
city storm sewer. 	Water in the ditch, was yellow-grey. 	Both 
samples indicated the presence of mutagenic agents in the ditch. 
This facility is one of two licensed hazardous waste disposal 
sites in Western New York, and accepts large quantities of toxic 
chemicals at the site. 

Positive results were also found for samples taken in a 
stream adjacent to the FMC Corporation in Tonawanda, the runoff 
ditch from the Hooker Hyde Park landfill, in Black Creek, • just 
north of the Love Canal, and at the mouth of Two Mile Creek in 
Tonawanda. 

Mutagenic agents were found to be present in over half of. 
the samples taken, in river sediment, 	sewage treatment plant 
sludge, landfill leachate, drinking water filter plants, and 
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wastewater discharge streams. 	The large number of locations and 
the variety of sites sampled provide evidence that state and 
federal programs designed to prevent the release of toxic 
pollution and to safeguard public water supplies are seriously 
inadequate. 	These sampling results support this study's 
conclusion that regulatory loopholes systematically allow toxic 
contamination to enter the environment and the Niagara River, 
where public health and drinking water quality may be 
jeopardized. 
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CHAPTER VII 

An Evaluation of Niagara River Drinking Water Supplies and Their 
Regulation  

From the information presented in the previous sections of 
this report, 	it is obvious that discharges of toxics into the 
Niagara are inadequately controlled. 	As a result, the river is 
heavily polluted with industrial and municipal wastes. 	This 
section outlines the hazards associated with drinking water drawn 
from the Niagara. First, the regulations that govern the quality 
of drinking water in New York State are described and critiqued. 
Then the findings of the literature search and the results of 
interviews with water authorities, and the mail and telephone 
surveys, described in the methodology section, are presented. 

Drinking Water Regulation  

Drinking water quality in western New Yoh, as in the rest 
of the state, 	is regulated under the autl.=ity of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the .lew York State 
Department of Health (DOH). 	The EPA is responsible for 
implementing the National Safe Water Drinking Act, but in New 
York, EPA has granted primary authority for carrying out the 
program to DOH. 	Municipal and other local water supply 
authorities are required to regulate drinking water quality 
according to standards adopted by DOH. These must be at least as 
stringent as standards established by the federal government. ,If 
it chooses, however, DOH can set even more stringent standards. 
To date, it has not exercised this option. 

Chapter I of Title 10 of the New York State Official 
Compilation of Codes, Rules and Regulations contains the State 
Sanitary Code. 	Part 5 of Chapter I deals specifically with 
"Drinking Water Supplies" and contains detailed requirements for 
maintaining pure and safe drinking water from every potential 
source. 	Rules to protect sources of water supply, set quality 
standards, govern the planning, siting, and treatment of water 
supply sources, 	determine maximum contaminant levels of toxic 
substances and set the frequency of sampling and analysis 
programs are outlined in this section. 	Radiation protection 
measures are also spelled out. 

Under subpart 5.1, community water systems and non-community 
water systems are required to regulate the compounds and quality 
parameters outlined in Table 26. 	A community water system is a 
water supply system serving at least five service connections 
used by year-round residents or at least 25 year-round residents. 
A non-community water system is a public water system that is not 
a community system. 
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A review of the compounds with promulgated maximum contaminant 
levels (MCLS) indicates that an extremely limited number of 
pollutants found in drinking water are regulated strictly. 	Four 
organic pesticides and two organic herbicides from among the 
nearly 700 organic contaminants previously identified in drinking 
water have MCLS. 	The presence of toxic chemical oils, solvents, 
plasticizers and other industrial manufacturing residues in 
drinking water are not regulated specifically in New York State 
or, for that matter, anywhere else in America at this time. 

Microbiological MCLS are controlled more strictly by a 
variety of regulatory options. 	Coliform bacteria are only 
allowed to be present in drinking water in minute concentrations. 
A maximum of four coliform bacteria per 100 milliliters are 
permitted in finished drinking water. 	Other provisions limit 
coliform bacteria by the maximum percent of contaminated portions 
analyzed per month. Frequency of community water system sampling 
is calculated on a sliding scale according to the size of the 
population served. 	For, example, systems serving populations up 
to 1,000 people must be sampled a minimum of once per month. 
Populations of 4,690,001 or more require a minimum of 500 samples 
per month. 	Non-community water systems are sampled quarterly. 
Samples are always required to be collected at distribution 
points. 	When chlorine disinfectant is employed, a chlorine 
residual determination must be made at the time 	the sample is 
collected. 

Subpart 5-1.12 requires water suppliers to report 
immediately to the State any violations of MCLS, any deleterious 
changes in raw water quality, changes in watershed or aquifer 
character which may affect water quality or any combination of 
these conditions. 	Modifications in water treatment and sampling 
are then required on a stop-gap basis. 	Within 30 days the 
findings of an investigation to determine the cause, extent and 
nature of the problem conditions. 	Modifications in water 

TABLE 26 
COL.EILL :ITV WATER SYSTEAS: M, .1[71JM CONTAMINANT LEVEL; 

Inorgavsic chomical 
	

Mazmim covitamissatit leoel 
as per liter) 

Arsenic (AB) 	  
Barium (110 	  
Catimaiwn(Cd) 	  0.010 
ellimWwn(CO 	  WM 
Fluoride (F) 	  •••• 
Lead (Pb) 
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0.05 
1. 

0.05 
Mercury (Hg) 	  0.002 
Nltrate (as N) 	  10. 
SeWitt= ( Se ) 	  0.01 
Sliver (A,g) 	  0.06 



I*" Where the annual average of tha maximum daily air temperatures for the Loca-
tion of the oommunity water system is the tollowing, the maximum contaminant levels 
for fluoride ans: 

Max+mesm oontamlnant level 
Twperevre 	 (n2.771/rii_As per liter) 

53.8 to 58.3 (°F) 12.1 to 14.6 (5C) 
	

2.2 
58.4 to 68.8 (°F) 14.7 to 17.6 ( 6C) 

	
2.0 

Maximum contaminant level 
inorganic chetritoal 
	

(min 	ma per triter) 
Chloride (C1) 	  250.0 
Copper (Cu)  	1.0 
Corrocrivity 	  non-corra_iveg 
Iron (Fe)  	0.33 
Manganese  	0.31 
Sodium (Na) 	  no designated limits' 
Sulfate (SO4 ) 	  250.0 
Zinc (Zn)  	5.0 

Physical characteristic 	 Units 
Color  	15 
Odor  	3 

2 Corrosivity shall be determined by calcium os.rborrate saturation or other method ac-
ceptable te the commisalcmer. A water other than nonconeelve may be alled by the 
State based on justiftcartion submitted by the supplier of wester. Such justification shall 
include but may not be limited to: 

(a) Data concerning increases In metal conc.entrations of point of use water as com-
pared to source water metal content; 

(b) Distribution water quality characterietics such as calcium hardness, alkalinity, 
total dissolved solids, and pH; 

lrl Documentation of the lack of complaints or potential adverse effects; and 
on A report summaxizing, for at least a period of one year, the above. 
.1 If iron and manganese are both present, the total ooncentration of both substances 

should not exceed '0.5. millig-rarn per liter. Higher levels Of iron may be allowed by the 
State when Justified by the supplier of water. 

4 Water containing more than 20 milligrams per liter of sodium should not be used 
for drinking by these on severely restricted sodium diets. Water containing t120f14 than 
270 milligrams 'per liter of sodium should not be used for drinking by those on moderately 
restricted sorhum diets. 

Maximum contaminant le 
Organic chemical 	 (miThgravne per liter) 

(1) Chlorinated hydrocarbons: 
Endrin (1,2,3,4,10,hexachloro- 

8,7-epoxy-1,4,4a,5,8,7,8,8a-octa- 
hydro-1,4-endo, endo-5,8 di- 
methano naphthalene 	  0.0002 

Llndane (1,2,3,4,5,8-hexachloro- 
cyclohexane, gamma isomer) 	  0.004 

Methoxychlor (1,1,1-Trichloro- 
2,2 - bla p-methoxyphenyl ethane) 	 0.1 

Toxaphene (C80  FI.88  C18  - Technical 
chlorinated camphene, 87419 percent 
chlorine) 	  0.005 

(2) Chlorop 	e: 
2,4-D (2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic add) 	 0.1 
2,4,5-TP Silvers (2,4,5-Tr4ca 

pheno-Aypropionic add) 	  0.01 
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treatment and sampling are then required on a stop-gap basis. 
Within 30 days the findings of an investigation to determine the 
cause, extent and nature of the problem must be submitted in 
writing to the State. 	Infractions of MCLS may trigger a 
comprehensive investigation of water quality deterioration. 	An 
investigation may also be initiated by the intrusion of 
substances for which no MCLS have been set, 	such as organic 
pollutants of toxic concern. Whenever MCLS for organic chemicals 
are violated, state, consumer and public notification is 
required. 

Other subparts regulate the many facets of drinking water 
treatment and distribution such as: approved laboratory 
procedures for compliance sampling and analysis, approved record 
keeping systems, 	procedures for changes in water treatment, 
waivers of regulations, public notification procedures to grant 
variances from MCLS and treatment techniques, water well 
construction standards and protection of underground and surface 
water supply sources. 

Chapter III of Title 10 is entitled "Public Water Supplies." 
Subchapter A addresses the various types of water suppliers 
county by county, for example: institutions, 	district 
municipalities, and companies. Localities are listed separately; 
sometimes even suppliers are named. 

Part 170, 	Subchapter C of Chapter III-Title 10 is titled 
"Public Water Supplies." In conjunction with Part 5 and Parts 
100-158 (watershed rules and regulations) this part protects 
present and future water supply sources from contamination. 	The 
revised version of Part 170 regulates raw water quality. 	Since 
early 1978 this part has been under revision. 	Eventually raw 
water, quality standards will approach drinking water standards. 
The revised regulations are expected to allow higher MCLS for 
some inorganic pollutants and coliform bacteria. 	Chlorinated 
hydrocarbon pesticides are expected to be more tightly 
restricted. 	However, both the old an proposed new versions 
contain a non-numerical, general standard for "toxic wastes, oil, 
deleterious substances, heated liquids, colored or other wastes." 
None of these are allowed, 	alone or in combination with other 
substances or wastes, in sufficient amounts or at such 
temperatures as to make the waters unsafe or unsuitable as a 
source of water supply. 	Under this authority, health officials 
are able to place individual numerical limits on whatever 
substances they consider to be toxic. 	Despite this, the revised 
Part 170 contains a Permissive Use clause (Section 170.7): "Where 
the maximum quality level for any contaminant in the Part is 
exceeded, the State Commissioner of Health may, on the submission 
of a written application by the supplier of water and subject to 
appropriate conditions, 	permit use of the source of water 
supply." 
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Under the authority granted by Part 170, New York State 
Department of Health developed "Interim Guidelines" to provide 
toxic chemical limits in response to the identification of toxic 
pollutants in Long Island water supplies in early 1977. 	Vinyl 
chloride and other known carcinogens are limited to ten 
micrograms per liter (ug/l). 	All other toxic synthetic organic 
chemicals are limited to 50 ug/l. 	The total concentration of 
toxic pollutants is limited to 100 ug/l. 

The decision-making logic applied in formulating New York 
State's interim guidelines for toxic drinking water pollutants is 
fundamentally incorrect. Calculating the risk of consuming trace 
amounts of toxics in drinking water is fraught with problems. 
Existing techniques only allow predictive risk calculations to be 
made for carcinogenic compounds. 	However, 	a wide variety of 
harmful health effects potentially could result from imbibing 
water-borne contaminants. 	Among these are mutagenic hazards, 
teratogenic effects,' central nervous system disorders, 
polyneuropathy, blood system disruptions and liver atrophy. 
Moreover, the exposure to toxics in drinking water is only one 
route of exposure to thousands of potentially carcinogenic or 
otherwise toxic substances that are ubiquitous in the 
environment. 	Toxics consumed in water interact with other 
pollutants humans are exposed to. 	The result can be additive, 
synergistic or antagonistic effects. 	At present there is no way 
to assess these cumulative effects accurately. 	Thus, it is next 
to impossible to set drinking water standards that successfully 
weigh the toxic effects of these myriad interactions. 
Furthermore, any amount of a carcinogen, no matter how small, 
consumed in drinking water increases cancer risk. 	Given these 
limitations, the setting of the interim guidelines is basically 
an intellectual exercise in risk assessment. 	The suspiciously 
round figures of bug/1 for carcinogens, 5Oug/1 for any single 
organic compound and a composite total of 10Oug/1 do little to 
safeguard public health adequately. 

Findings  

The results of NYPIRG's survey of water supplies are 
presented in Table 27. 	Seven systems draw a combined total of 
approximately 103 MGD from the Niagara River. 	This water is 
consumed by approximately 380,000 people. 	Figure 20 shows that, 
in the Niagara basin, 	the seven drinking water intakes are 
interspersed among the 77 direct industrial discharges, 	the 10 
municipal wastewater treatment plant discharges, and the 
hazardous waste landfills proximate to the river that are 
reviewed in this study. 	While these inadequately controlled 
discharges of toxics are certain to affect water quality in the 
river, effective measures have not been taken to safeguard the 
quality of drinking water suplied to the residents of this area. 
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TABLE 27 
CAL;'Zi'' WATER Stj1;'-"LY SYSTEMS IN 

MIK I 100011071 	 / 09 111001.0 	 110111101141011 1 09130001114 AT 

IVER BASIN 

MIL/ 	' 	CH00UCTIOS14311111161110 
Of 5751111 SUElalL, 211.3//1101 COLCAAATICO 1I070001011 11.0111541101 CA/AUTIt amin (K) 	 roe (watts 

.1. 	MAI Of 00171,100011.1 110,000 WC pl. 1.74 MO 
sold to tin 111116. 
al Amara 

Altair. Sulfate 1.1.5. 	300a57911t, 
Fowl, oad 1.14 • 
Clay Ill. 

Its 108 11.0 	 00 

3. 	3000 00 1000811/114 01,610 UPI Also, Aid 11 1.1.3. 	stem. f9Ato1  Tot ft 3.1 	 AA 

I. CIll Of tom =moo 33,300 sot laold Mato; 11.0.5. 	fatf.raftll, 
sand, f04.01 

lirs 90 1.3 	 ft 

I. 	MT 00 00031010 16,000 SMQ Alsas :;!;:i 	lotAfaalt0. Fat ON 10.0 	 110 

S. 	IND OF 61A.A0 131.1910 14,030 WO Also 3.1.5. las Vas 1.1 portkosa a4dItleas- As 
II IASA 9900111a/ore 
0o.Ly 0004.0 OlstrIzt 
(lolly 

6. 	0114403 COLOOT 0.0110 01511101 60.000 344 (sell to Alsos 11.1.5. 	fothraolta 70s Too 11.0 	 sta 
Gr100 	1,7.007 

1. 	0117 Of 11100990 FALLS WOOS WO Al. 11.6.5. 	totRoscIty las Iss. 50.0 	 Tao 

Totals. 	7 systems 780.190 If/ 4.6.1. 7f0 703.4 000 	 it/ 
7 / 7  

a.7.3.• 1.1/14 Gravity Sow Filtration 

All of the water supply systems employ water purification 
technology and treatment methods that are fundamentally unable to 
provide comprehensive removal of trace toxic organic chemical 
pollutants present in the raw water or produced during the water 
treatment process. 	None employ Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) 
or lather treatment systems that are effective against toxics. 
Traditional 	water 	purification 	techniques 	utilizing 
sedimentation, rapid filtration through sand, anthracite, gravel, 
stone, or similar materials, 	combined with chlorination 
disinfection, fail to remove the broad spectrum of toxic 
pollutants likely to be present in raw water drawn from the 
Niagara. 1  

In fact, the chlorination method of disinfection used by all 
of the surveyed systems poses •a further threat to water quality. 
Naturally-occuring organic compounds present in raw water due to 
plant and animal matter breakdown, such as fulvic and 'humic 
acids, can become chlorinated during chlorine disinfection. 	A 
class of potentially hazardous compounds known as trihalomethanes 
(THMs) are produced, often in relatively high concentrations 
compared to ambient levels of industrial pollutants. 2 	THMs 
include a variety of potentially carcinogenic compounds, such as 
chloroform and bromoform. 

While treatment techniques, such as the addition of powdered 
activated carbon, 	can improve the removal of trihalomethanes, 
only the addition of comprehensive treatment systems, for 
example, one using GAC, provide cost-efficient, fully effective 
removal of the pollutants. 

In response to the nationwide concern focused in THMs, the 
DOH conducted a THM monitoring program between 1978 and 1979. 
Table 28 contains data for the supply systems in the Niagara 
Frontier. 
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TABLE 28 
SUMMARY OF TRIHALOMETC1Z\NE SAVFLING D/TP  

04221 MIMI 	f.. 
COIC(IMAII all 
12100010.42041 

1.444 7 

CMICI151.0101 
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00040M 1401 

t214114275411061 
12020012221010- 
122471114 (00) 

Cfmt0I741211141 
C00102002 

201 
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Among these, 	the two supplies with the highest THM 
concentrations were the city of North Tonawanda and the City of 
Niagara Falls, respectively. 	Although the THM concentration in 
these communities did not exceed the 100 parts per billion MCL 
set by the EPA, they approach the allowable limit. 

With the exception of the Town of Grand Island supply 
system, the THM concentrations in all of the supplies drawn from 
the Niagara River were very similar. 	The Grand Island system 
probably had no detectable THMs in its supply bcause of the 
relatively, short chlorine contact time it employs. 	The other 
surveyed systems provided much longer chlorine contact time, two 
hours on the average. 

Data on' the THM concentrations in the water supplies of the 
City of Buffalo and the Town of Hamburg are presented for 
comparison. Both of these communities draw their water from Lake 
Erie. 	These data indicate that communities drawing water from 
the Niagara River have uniformly higher concentrations of THMs 
than those using Lake Erie as a source of water supply. 

However, 	these data are not comprehensive. 	THM 
concentrations typically vary throughout the year and throughout 
each community's water conveyance system. The DOH study needs to 
be expanded in order to account for seasonal variations and 
increases in THM concentrations found only in the far reaches of 
the distribution system, resulting from extended chlorine contact 
time. 	The scope of the study also needs to be expanded 
significantly. 

Table 29 lists compounds that may be produced during 
chlorination of drinking water.3 	Obviously many more compounds 
may be formed than have been monitored for to 	date. 	This 
inadequacy should be corrected in future studies. 
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TZ-11LE 29 
CO[ 	OULD.:;, V',"Fi1.1 MAY BE FORI -17 UV CHLORINATION 

acetylene dichloride (6) 
bromobenzene (20) 

omochlorobenzene (21) 
bromodichloromethane (22) 
bromoform (23) 
brornoform butanol (24) 
brornophenyl phenyl ether (25) 
butyl bromide (27) 
1, 2-bis-chloroethoxy ethane (34) 
b-chloroethyl methyl ether (35) 
chloroform (36) 
chlorohydroxy benzophenone (37) 
L .-chloroisopropyl ether (38) 
chlorornethyl ether (39) 
chluromethyl ethyl ether (40) 
in-chloronitrobenzene (4)) 
3-chloropyridine (42) 
dibromobenzene (47) 
dibrornochiorornethone (48) 
dibromodichloroethone (49)  

1,4-dichlorobenzene (52) 
dichlorodifluoroethone (53) 
1,2-dichloroethone (54) 
dichloroethyl ether (55) 
hexachloro-1,3-butodiene (88) 
hexochloroethone (90) 
methyl chloride (108) 
methylene chloride (117) 
octyl chloride (124) 
pentochlorobiphenyl (125) 
1,1,3,3-tetrochloroacetone (136) 
tetrochlorobiphenyl (137) 
tetrachloroethone (138) 
fetrachloroethylene (139) 
trichlorobenzene (143) 
trichlorobiphenyl (144) 
1,1,2-trichloroethone (145) 
1,1,2-trichloroethylene (146) 
trichlorofluoromethone (147) 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol (148) 

Table 30 lists compounds that can be formed by chlorination 
of certain precursor compounds.4 	Raw water drawn from the 
polluted Niagara may be contaminated with a wide variety of 
industrial chemical residues. 	Many of these are easily attacked 
during free radical halogenation, including aldehydes, ethers, 
unsaturated alkanes and ketones. 5  Phenol and benzene, both widely 
identified in the environment, 	are especially susceptible.610,  
Future studies should investigate this concern. 

TABLE 30 
STARTING COMPOUNDS AND POS91131-1( IrlizTV,TANT 

CHLORINATION PRODUCTS 

Stortin9 Compound 	 Chlorinated Product 

phenol 
	

ortho and poro-chloraphenol 
2,4-dichlorophenol 
2,6-dichlorophenol 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol (148) 
non-aromatic oxidation products 

m-cresol 2-chloro-3 -methylplesnol 
4-chloro-3-methylphenol 
6-chloro-3-rnethylplsenol 
2,4-dic hloro-3 -rnethy !phenol 
2,6-dichloro-3-methylphonol 
4,6-aichloro-3-rnethylphenol 
2,4,6-michloro-3-rnethylphenol 
non-ororratic oxidation products 

hydroquinone 	 para-benzoquinone 
non-aromatic oxidation products 

aniline 	 allies and poro-chlorooniline 
2,4 and 2,6-dichlorooniline 
2,4,6-trichlorooniline 
non-aromatic oxidation products 

dimethylomine 	 n-chloro-dimethylomine 
oxidation products 
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Toxic Pollutants 

Data detailing the presence of toxic organic chemicals in 
the raw and treated drinking water of six of the surveyed supply 
systems does not exist. 	With the exception of the City of 
Niagara Falls, none of the water systems that utilize the Niagara 
River as a source of supply have investigated what levels, if 
any, of toxic pollutants are present in their waste. 

This lack of data is reprehensible. 	For example, the 
Buffalo Sewer Authority (BSA) discharges over 180 million gallons 
of inadequately treated wastewater each day less than two miles 
upstream of the water intake for the Town of Tonawanda supply 
system. 	This massive discharge contains effluents from over 600 
industries on-line to the BSA system. 	Yet the impact it has on 
the local water supply is unknown. 	Unless water supplies are 
monitored for toxics, there is no way to identify the 
contamination. 	Without knowledge of the extent of toxic 
problems, it is impossible to take corrective action. 

City of Niagara Falls Water Supply System 

The City of Niagara Falls water supply is the only system in 
the Niagara Frontier that has been monitored for a broad spectrum 
of toxics. 	Extremely serious chemical contamination has been 
discovered. The supply system is threatened by pollutants in the 
groundwaters surrounding the treatment facility, as well as in 
the river. 	A detailed description and analysis of the 
predicament follows. 

The City's . treatment plant, 	located at 53rd Street and 
Buffalo Avenue, was originally constructed in 1914. Since then, 
it has been expanded several times. , The original plant, known 
as 1B, contained a total of 16 one million gallon per day (MGD) 
capacity rapid sand filters. 	Raw water was drawn from an intake 
located in the east branch of the Niagara River and pumped to the 
plant by a single pump station. 	By 1935, eight additional two 
MGD capacity sand filters were installed. 	In addition, 	a new 
river intake tunnel, connected to a vertical shoreshaft, was 
constructed. 	The shoreshaft was connected to the Old Pump 
Station via a 54" underground steel line. 	In times of heavy 
pumping, the raw water supply was supplemented using a shore pump 
installed in the shaft serving a 20" cast iron line. 	In 1943, a 
four million gallon finished water reservoir was added. 	By 
approximately 1953, an entirely new filtration plant, designated 
1A, 	was constructed. 	It was equipped with eight four MGD 
capacity gravity-fed, 	rapid flow sand filtration units, four 
underground sedimentation basins, a chemical pretreatment 
building and four flocculation basins. 	At the same time, a new 
pump station and water intake structure were completed. 	The 
intake has six 10'x7' openings in the downstream faces of its 
hexagonal shape. Water is drawn into the intake and conveyed via 
a ten foot vertical shaft which extends to a 6'x6 1/2" horizontal 
tunnel 30' below the river bottom. 	The tunnel runs 3,381 feet 
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to an old intake and then continues 2,170' as a 5 1 5 1/2" tunnel 
until it connects to the shoreshaft. 	The eight foot wide 
shoreshaft delivers raw water to the Pump Station forebay via a 
115' 66" cast steel pipe. The Pump Station is equipped with four 
low service pumps with a combined capacity of 90 MGD. 	They 
deliver raw water via two 36" lines to the chemical pretreatment 
building's A and B chemical contact channel. 	The water flows by 
gravity into the flocculation basins. 	There, the water remains 
for approximately 2.5 hours before passing through the rapid sand 
filters augmented with 6" of anthracite. After chlorination, the 
combined effluents of the A and B plants flow through a 2 million 
gallon clear well and enter the Pump Station. 	Six high service 
pumps with a combined 115 MGD capacity deliver the water to the 
distribution system at 90 pounds per square inch pressure. 7  

Little has changed since the plant went into operation. The 
basic treatment system is the same, with only a few significant 
changes. 	The raw water is shock chlorinated after it is pumped 
from the river, then alum and cationic polymer are added to 
facilitate flocculation. 	Powdered activated carbon is added to 
adsorb organic chemicals. 	The treated water then passes through 
one stage flocculation, sedimentation and rapid sand filtration. 
Finally, the water is post chlorinated, fluoridated, and supplied 
to consumers. 8  

One major change that has been made in recent years is that 
the facility no longer draws Niagara River water from a single 
intake. 	Beginning on December 18, 	1979, 	an emergency 48" 
intake line was used to draw water from the East Channel of the 
river. 	At present, approximately 40 MGD of the total 50 MGD of 
water supplied to the city's customers is drawn through this 
line. The remaining 10 MGD is drawn .from the Emerald Channel 
through the main intake system. 9  

Chemical contamination necessitated the switch in primary 
water intakes. 	The water filtration facility lies approximately 
200 yards east of the Hooker Chemicals and Plastics Corporation's 
S-Area disposal site. 10  The dump is only one of many landfills 
on the mammoth Hooker plant's property, which is located 
immediately adjacent to the water filtration plant. 11 	This dump 
is of particular concern. 	First, it is situated on reclaimed 
land. 	Until approximately 1924, the site is known to have been 
under water. 	Sometime between 1938 and 1947, however, 
construction debris, such as stone, dirt, cinders, slag, and 
carborundum abrasives were used to fill in the area. 	In 1947, 
Hooker acquired the land and used it as a disposal area until 
1975, though the major dumping of waste occured prior to 1961. 
Table 31 lists the types and ammounts of wastes reported by 
Hooker to be buried in the S-Area and in the adjacent N-Area,12  
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TABLE 31 
KOOKER C JLCLS "S" AND "LJ-, 	'" Wi.STE It NEHTORY 

Physical Total Estimated 
Waste Category 	 State 	Quantity 	- Tons 	Container  

Org. Phosphates 	 L, S 	 200 	 D, B 
Misc. Acid Chlorides 	L, S 	 400 	 D, B 
Phenol Tars 	 L 	 800 	 B 
Thionyl Chloride 	 L 	 4200, 	 D 
HET Acid 	 L, S 	 500 	 D, B 
Misc. Chlorinations 	L, S 	 400 	 D, B 
DDM 	 L, S 	8,100 	 n 
TCP 	 L, S 	 200 	 D 
Benzoyl Chloride 	 L, S 	3,300 	 D, B 
LDS/MGT 	 L, S 	2200, 	 D, B 
Metal Chlorides 	 S 	 900 	 D 
C-56 	 L, S 	17,400 	 D, B 
Chlorobenzenes 	 L, S 	18,900 	 D, B 
Benzyl Chlorides 	 L, S 	1,600 	 D, B 
Thiodan 	 L, S 	 700 	 D, B 
Sulfides 	 S 	 4,200 	 D 
Misc. 107. of above 	 6 400 

TOTAL 74,400 

L liquid 	 D drummed 
S 	solid 	 B - in bulk 

Many of the wastes are potentially carcinogenic, Or 

otherwise extremely toxic, notably the chlorobenzenes and C-56 
(hexachlorocyclopentadiene). But the TCP, or trichlorophenol, is 
the most problematic waste material of all. 	TCP is a chemical 
intermediate used in the manufacture of broad leaf herbicides 
such as 2,4,5-T (2,4,5-Trichlorophenoxyacetic acid), and 
hexachlorophene, a compound previously used in medicinal soaps. 
The TCP made by Hooker is known to be contaminated with dioxin, 
arguably one of the deadliest compounds, known to exist.13 Dioxin 
is carcinogenic, mutagenic, embryolethal, teratogenic and 
bioaccumulates 8,000-fold in aquatic organisms. 

The method Hooker employed to produce TCP inadvertently 
produced trace amounts of dioxin as a chemical process by-
product. By multiplying the concentration of dioxin estimated to 
be present per unit amount of TCP by the total of 200 tons of TCP 
reported to be in the S-Area, 	between 125 and 145 pounds of 
dioxin are estimated to be buried in the landfill)-4 	Due to the 
extraordinary toxicity of dioxin, this amount is calculated to be 
capable of killing several million people or causing massive 
environmental pollution if released on a widespread scale.15  

The S-Area is by no means a secure landfill. 	In several 
respects, it is precisely the opposite. 	Due to its location on 
reclaimed land, 	its underlying support structure is porous and 
incapable of preventing the escape of toxic wastes. 	At present, 
the water table is reported to be located approximately four feet 
below grade, 	but fluctuating water levels in the Niagara are 
calculated to cause groundwater levels to vary by several feet 
per day.16 	Consequently, 	chemical wastes may actually be in 
direct contact with groundwaters at certain times. 	This 
condition would facilitate the leaching of waste residues. 
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Moreover, hazardous wastes were disposed of in a fashion 
that maximizes the potential for groundwater infiltration. 
Liquid wastes were reported to be emptied from trailers directly 
into parallel trenches dug 15 to 18 feet deep in the landfill. 
Drummed wastes .were punctured and the contents emptied into the 
trenches, followed by the drums themselves. 	After the trenches 
were filled up, twin fluoride waste treatment lagoons were 
constructed atop the dump. 17 	The penetration of liquids from 
these lagoons may provide a transport mechanism for carrying the 
chemical wastes into the groundwater system. As described in the 

wastes from the S-area are 
overburden and infiltrating a 
lines that provide a conduit to 
may be migrating along several 

There are two separate aquifer systems beneath the S- 
Area. 19 	One is a shallow southward flowing groundwater system 
that normally discharges into the Niagara. 	The second is a deep 
water aquifer system that eventually discharges into the Niagara 
gorge. 	S-Area wastes may be entering both systems. Residues in 
the overburden may not be able to pass through the barrier 
provided by the embankment and underlying structure of the Robert 
Moses Parkway, • which was constructed in the early 1960's. 
Instead, the contaminated groundwaters may be forced to flow in 
an easterly direction parallel to the river, toward the water 
treatment plant.20 	Contaminated groundwaters may have 
penetrated the deepwater system as well, for much of the waste in 
the S-Area is acidic and caRable of dissolving the dolomite 
bedrock beneath the landfill. 41  

On August 22, 1978, an underwater inspection performed by 
Allen Marine Salvage of th.. raw water intake system and the 
forebays of the Pump Station discovered the presence of liquid 
chemical residues.24 	In the number one forebay, a black, tar- 
like material was present in pools and on top of the gravel, sand 
and debris that had accumulated in the forebay. 	Samples of the 
material were immediately collected and sent to the Hooker 
Chemical and Plastics Research and Development Laboratory for 
analysis. 	On August 25, 	1978, 	the test results were submitted 
to the City of Niagara Falls authorities. 	Those findings are 
presented in Table 32. 	The identified contaminants closely 
coincide with materials reported to be buried in the S-Area. 23  

Hooker profile in Chapter III, 
reported to be contaminating the 
network of underground discharge 
the Niagara River. 18 	The wastes 
other paths as well. 
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TABLE 32 
HOOKER GC kb ALYSIS OF SEDIMENT REMOVED FROM #1 FORE[ 2Y 

OF PUMP STATION, AUGUST 22, 1978 AND GRAB SAMPLES 
OF FINISHED AND RAW WATER TAKEN AUGUST 23, 1978 FROM 

FILTER PLAIVii' IA AND PUMP STATION FOREBAY, RESPECTFULLY 

Comoound 

trichloroethylone 

toluene 

tetrachloroothylene 

monochlerobenzene 

monochlorobenzotrlfluoride 

monochlovotoluene 

dlchlorobenzotrifluoTide 

Oichlorobenzene 

dlchlorotoluone 

trlchlorobenzene 

hexach1orobutadieneiC.46/ 

tetrachlorobanzone 

hexach1orocyc1opentadieneiC-561 

Hlrex 

Mecury 

(11 intoefProilro, 	 leo/nr r,,tpntton tin.' rhift. Source: City of Niagara Falls 

On August 27, 1978, 	24 hour composite water samples were 
collected by Carborundum Analytical Laboratories' personnel from 
the Emerald Channel water intake, the Pump Station number one 
forebay, 	and a clearwell containing combined post-chlorinated 
effluents from the A and B treatment plants. 	Analyses performed 
for the 129 "priority pollutants" show that the levels of 
organics present in the raw and finished water, 	with the 
exception of THMs, did not exceed 3ug/1.24  

On August 28, 1978 a sediment sample was collected and 
analyzed for volatile organics and methylene soluble materials. 
The results of that analysis are presented in Table 33.25  These 
findings also coincide with wastes known to be buried in the S-
Area. 
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TABLE 33 
SEDIMENT GRAB SAMPLES TAKEN BETWEEP TRAVELLING SCREEN 

AND STATIONARY BARS OF #1 FOREBAY PUMP STATION, AUGUST 28, 1678 

I. Methylene Chloride Solubilited Material 

Compound Concentration mq/1 

1,3-dichlorobenzene 6 

1,4-dichlorobenzene 790 

1,2-dichlorobenzene 1,800 

hexachloroethane 15,000 

hesachlorobutadiene 66,000 

1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 120,000 

1,tachlorocyclopentadiene 100,000 

t- sachlorobenzene 30,000 

r:lorotoluenes 265 

dichlorotolue.ies 460 

tetrachlorobenzenes 13,800 

11. 	Volztile Organic Compounds 

Compound Concentration uq/1 • 

benzene 0.37 

carbon tetrachloride 300.0 

chlarobenzene 230.0 

1,1,1-trichloroethane 1.7 

chloroform 0.75 

1,1-dichloroethy1ene 0.061 

thylbenzne 0.15 

ethylene chloride 0.84 

otrachloroethylene 25,000.0 

.oluene 0.39 

.richlornethylene 33.0 

(1) 

(1) Volatile compnunda not listed were reported 19/111. 

Source: City of Niagara Falls 

Subsequent underwater inspections discovered the presence of 
more contamination and a major new source of contamination. 	As 
described previously, 	prior to the construction of the present 
pump station, raw water was supplied to the Old Pump Station via 
a 54" steel pipe, supplemented by a 20" cast iron line. In 1970, 
an underwater investigation, 	also performed by Allen Marine 
Salvage had identified the presence of contamination in the 
forebays and in the shoreshaft. No attempt, however, was made to 
remove the material. 	Instead, a concrete plug was poured into 
the abandoned 54" line approximately 14 feet from its entrance to 
the shoreshaft. On September 1, 1978, a 6" gap at the top of the 
plug was discovered during an underwater inspection. The 
entrance into the abandoned line contained a large amount of 
collected sediment extending from the gap. 	Organic chemical 
contamination was present in this material. 	Additional sediment 
was discovered on the floor of the shoreshaft, 	as well as five 
feet into the main water intake tunnel, and between 5' to 6" 
depth in the raw water chemical pretreatment channels.26  
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Beginning August 28, 	1978 and ending October 6, 1978 
remedial actions were carried out using vacuum trucks equipped 
with suction hoses to remove the Chemically saturated sediments 
in the treatment facility. Approximately 34 tons of material was 
removed. 	Approximately 15,000 gallons of contaminated liquid 
material was also removed, 	chemically processed in a holding 
lagoon and disposed of somewheee in Ohio. 	Approximately 138, 
55-gallon drums of contaminated solid materials were removed and 
disposed of in the secure landfill facility operated by CECOS 
International in Niagara Falls. The total cost of these remedial 
efforts was reported to be $290,000.27  

Between April 9 and 29, 	1979, 	a spring clean-up was 
conducted at the treatment facility. 	More contamination was 
discovered in the system and another major source of 
contamination was located. 	In each case the contamination was 
composed of the same compounds that were originally found in the 
Pump Station forebay during August, 1978. At the intersection of 
the main water intake tunnel and the shoreshaft, 	sediment had 
accumulated to a depth of 2'5", extending approximately 25' into 
the tunnel. 	When this material was removed, a hole was 
discovered in the floor of the shoreshaft. 	When the debris in 
the hole was removed, 	it was clear that the integrity of the 
bottom of the shoreshaft had been breeched. 	At a depth of 2'6" 
below floor elevation, river bottom-like mud was found. Table 34 
lists the compounds that were identified in the sediment. 	On 
April 25, 1979 the hole was capped with concrete.28  

TABLE 34 
ANALY.Yr,  OF "SUMP HOLE" '7. DIMMT 

uq/g (dry) 
Con,,ound 	 (pp')  

9.16 

hemAchlorobuta,liene 	 0.07 

heNIchlorocycloportadiene 	 0.18 

ortoachlorocyclooentene 	 1.97 

Lexrchlorobenzene 	 0.20 

1,2-diel1orohenzene 	 22.0 

1,4-d1ch1orobeizen8 	 114.0 

1,2,4-trich1orotenzene 	 108.0 

1,2,3-trich1orobenzene 	 8.48 

1,1,5-trichloroben7dano 	 18.0 

1,2,1,4-tetrlehlorobeizone 	 44.5 

1,2,4,5-tetrlch1orobenzeno 	 2.28 

1,2,3,5-tetr7.chlorobenzeno 	 (0.01 

Xirox 	 0.20 

Source: City of Niagara Falls 
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Table 35 indicates that the highest concentrations for 11 
compounds identified in the treatment plant's finished water were 
measured in March and April of 1979. 

TABLE 35 
?.'fit-1C COM --)UNDS IDENTIFIED IN CITY OL--; ETAGTiRt, FALL-.7  

FCNISHED DRINKING 

HIGHEST CONCENTRATION 
LO,TOUND 	 DETECTED (pph) 

ATER 

DATE SOURCE 

Trichloroethylene 5.40 9/15/78 Carborundum 
T01Jene .36 8/25/78 Carborundum 
7etrachloroethylene 2.70 8/27/78 Carborundum 
,.!onnchlorobenzene .13 1 1/1/78 Carborundum 
Ainochlorobenzotrifluoiide .10 8/23/78 Carborundum 
Monochlurotoluene .27 9/5/78 Carborundum 
richlorobenzotrifluoride 1.0 10/11/78 Carborundum 
Dichlorobenzenes .36 3/19/79 Carborundum 
Dicbloroteluehes .30 9/15/78 Carborundum 
Trichlorobenzenes 1.9 3/19/79 Carborundum 
uexaLhlorocyclopentadiene 	(C5,6) .65 4/12/79 Carborundum 
mexuhlorobutadiene .70 4/12/79 Carborundum 
ietrachlorobenzenes 6.54 4/18/79 EPA 
Mirex .10 4/12/79 Carborundum 
Lindane 1.9, 	1.66 4/11/79,4/18/79 Recra 
Genzene .89 8/27/78 Carborundum 
Carbon Tetrachloride .43 8/27/78 Carborundum 
1,1,1 	Trichloroethane 1.1 11/1/78 Carborundum 
Chloroform 43.0 7/21/78 NYSDOH 
1,1 	DiChloroethylene .28 8/27/78 Carborundum 
Etnylbenzenc .025' 8/27/78 Carborundum 
Methylene Chloride .80 11/1/78 Carborundum' 
Bromoforp. .37 8/27/78 Carborundum 
Dichlornbromomethane 55.0 8/27/78 Carborundum 
Chlorodibromorpthane 22.0 8/27/78 Carborundum 
7,4,5 	Trichlorophenol .072 April/79 Niagara 	Gazette, EPA 
Hexachlorubenzenes .57 4/11/79 Recra 	Research 	Inc. 
Octachlorocylopentene .51 4/18/79 Recra Research 
Hexachlorocyclobutene .20 4/11/79 Recra Research 
bis 	(2-ethylhexyl) 	phthalate 4 	.58 8/27/78 Carborundum 
butyl 	benzyl 	htha late 4- .30 8/27/78 Carborundum 
•henol 25.0 8/27/78 Carborundum 
ndrin < 0:1 8/27/78 Carborundum 
thoxychlor < 1.0 8/27/78 Carborundum 

2,4 	D <-2.5 8/27/78 Carborundum 
<-0.5 8/27/78 Carborundum 

To,Jpbeue 5.0 8/27/78 farborundum 
.ebone < 1.0 8/27/78 Carborundum 

Since the discovery of the hole in the floor of the 
shoreshaft, 	several other sources of contamination have been 
discovered. 	2 inch diameter "weep holes" have been identified 
every 20 feet in the main intake tunne1.29 	These holes connect 
the top of the tunnel floor to the bottom of the 6" gravel fill. 
Under static conditions the pressure gradient in the tunnel is 
greater than the bedrock gradient. 	Due to changes in surface 
water levels in the Niagara and rates of pumping, 	however, the 
bedrock gradient could become higher than the pressure gradient 
in the tunnel, especially in the near-shore area. 	This would 
result in chemical wastes infiltrating into the intake line. 
Water levels in the river regularly fluctuate due to heavy intake 
pumping for power generation purposes. 	The filtration plant's 
water intake rate fluctuates in response to system demand. 
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There are at least two other breeches in the intake system's 
structural integrity. 	The first two joints in the 66" raw water 
intake line from the shoreshaft to the forebay were found to be 
separated 1" and i 1/2", respectively.30 There are also structural 
faults in the intake system. 

Beginning on December 18, 	1979, the 48" secondary intake 
line was reactivated and began to supply most of the water 
system's raw water directly into the forebays of the Pump 
Station. 	Figure 21 illustrates the total percentage of water 
supplied by this intake line. 	Under maximum water surface 
differential conditions this intake is able to supply 
approximately 40 MGD. 	The remaining 19 to 29 percent of the raw 
water needs of the system is supplied by the main water intake 
tunnel, which is partially blocked by an isolation steel slide 
gate.31  
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Source: City of Niagara Falls 

The switch in water intakes fails, however, to by-pass the 
two main sources of toxic pollution: 	the contamination in the 
overburden and in the bedrock. 	There is evidence that wastes in 
the S-Area have migrated along the gravel base of the abandoned 
54" water intake line toward the shoreshaft. Groundwater 
monitoring data from well "CW-2A" shows elevated lexels of 
chlorobenzene compounds are present in the overburden. 3' 	The 
sediments removed from the shoreshaft in April, 1979 contained 
approximately 35 percent chlorobenzene compounds. In the area of 
the shoreshaft, 	a cross connection between the underlying water 
layer and the overlying water bearing zone probably exists, due 
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to structural fractures in the bedrock, caused by construction of 
the shoreshaft, and due to the thin layer of relatively 
impermeable clay-till that separates the two layers. 	The 
monitoring well "SS-1" located 12' north of the northwest corner 
of the shoreshaft identified the presence of a contaminated 
aquifer at a depth of 56 feet. 33 	The bottom of the shoreshaft 
is 69 feet from the top of grade. 	The close proximity of the 
pollution to the base of the shoreshaft indicates that 
contamination in the aquifer may have infiltrated the intake 
system through the hole in the floor of the shoreshaft. 

Recently, monitoring of groundwater conditions on property 
immediately east of the water treatment plant has discovered the 
presence of C-46 and several isomers of tri and tetra 
chlorobenzene.34 	The source of these materials is unknown. 

NYPIRG has learned that the treatment facility has been 
contaminated with toxics since at least 1969. 	A memo dated 
October 14, 	1969 from then Deputy Director of Water, John 
Sparacio, to the Niagara Falls City manager, Donald J. O'Hara, 
noted that a "heavy plastic-like liquid" had been found in the 
treatment plant's shoreshaft. 	The memo stated that "the 
investigation and analysis of the substance leaves Hooker 
Chemical very much suspect... it is quite possible that Hooker's 
waste has leached into our line then our intake." 	This early 
awareness led to the installation of the concrete plug in the 
abandoned 54" water intake line, but not to other actions that 
could have solved the plant's pollution problems. 

Though the contamination troubles of this treatment facility 
are unique, they exemplify the overall weaknesses of the existing 
system of water quality safeguards. 	The problem is Catch-22- 
like. 	Strict toxic chemical regulations have not been 
established. 	Consequently, the drinking water bureaucracy tends 
to only focus on existing standards that reflect greater concern 
for 19th Century health hazards associated with bacterial 
contamination. 	As a result, toxic chemical threats are given 
short shrift. 	Limited monitoring facilities are mainly utilized 
to test for identified problems, 	not for undetected toxic 
hazards. 	Thus, contamination may escape discovery for long 
periods. 	Because the need to upgrade antiquated treatment 
systems is not readily apparent, 	little improvement in the 
monitoring or removal of toxics occurs. 	The entire process 
maintains the status quo. 

Obviously, a host of reforms are urgently needed. They are 
discussed in the conclusions and recommendations section of this 
report. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

A Preliminary Analysis of Cancer Statistics and Trends in Erie  
and Niagara Counties  

This section compiles and analyzes cancer mortality and 
morbidity statistics for Erie and Niagara Counties to determine 
if significant cancer trends exist; 

The rates of cancer mortality in Erie and Niagara Counties 
by individual organ sites and all sites combined, according to 
U.S. Cancer Mortality by County: 1950-1969, are detailed in Table 
36. 	Death certificate information was used to calculate various 
average annual age-adjusted mortality rates per 100,000 people 
based on counties of usual residence. 	The rates were determined 
according to tumor sites, sex, and race, using the total U.S. 
population of 1960 as the standard for the 19 year period of 
review. 	Rates were calculated both for the 50 states and the 48 
contiguous states. 	Nonwhite and white population figures were 
taken from census data for the years 1950, 1960, and 1970. Rates 
during the intervening years were calculated using linear 
interpolation of the same data. Each tumor site is identified by 
name and by the Sixth Revision of the International  
Classification of Diseases (ICD) code number. 	These data formed 
the data base of the Cancer Atlas described in the background 
section of this report. 	The individual county mortality rates 
for each tumor sites are 	compared with, the same data for New 
York State and the nation as a whole. Column one lists the number 
of deaths. 	Column two lists the age-adjusted rates. 	Column 
three indicates which decile each local rate was in, compared 
with nationwide rates. 	Data for ICD sites 190-204 are based on 
State Economic Areas (SEA), not on single counties. 

TABLE 36 
LIE AND NIAGARA COUNTY CANCER MORTALITY RATES 

BY SITE, SEX, AND RACE: 1950-1969 
MALE 	 FEMALE 

W.11.111: 	NONWM1TE 	 WP1TE 	NO11111,M 

rate decile 	• rate 	 rate decile 	. rate 

1C0 .140 	Site: Lip 

Erie 	27 	.3 	30th 	1 	 4 	0 	50th 	1 	.1 
Niagara 	4 	.2 	10th 	 - 	- 
NYS 	361 	.25 	 8 0.1 	39 0.2 	 3 .02 
USA 	4752 .33 	 80 .06 	525 .03 	 57 .04 

1CD .142 	Site: 	Salivary Glands 

Erie 	45 	.5 60th 	6 1.2 	30 	.3 70th 	2 .7 
Niagara 	8 	.4 	40th 	 2 	.1 	10th 	- 	. 
NYS 	672 .44 	 49 .52 	CI .22 	 IA .17 
USA 	6450 .44 	497 .34 	3945 .22 	317 .19 

1CD .146 	Site: 	Iasopharynx 

Erie 	43 .5 80th 	4 .9 	14 .1 50th 
Niagara 	II 	.5 	80th 	 2 	.1 	50th 	- 	- 
NYS 	692 	.43 	163 1.45 	262 	.15 	 22 	.15 
USA 	5759 .38 	924 .58 	1988 .12 	259 .15 
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MALE 	 FEMALE 

WHITE 	NONWHITE 	 WHITE 	NONWHITE  

rate decile 	4  rate . 	4 	rate decile 	0 rate 

(CD 	.141,143, 	144, 	145, 	148 	Site: 	Tongue, 	floor of mouth, 
other unspecified mouth, oral mesopharynx, 	pharynx, 
unspecified 

Erie 	633 	6.8 	90th 	32 	5.9 117 1.1 50th 	11 2.3 

Niagara 	101 	5.2 	80th 19 0.8 20th 	- - 

NYS 	8289 	5.29 	- 	813 	7.55 2096 1.13 197 1.54 

USA 	62505 	4.21 	 6575 4.44 18325 1.05 2139 1.30 

LCD .150 	Site: 	Esophonus 

Erie 	616 	6.7 	90th 	70 	14.4 113 1.0 60th 	18 3.4 
Niagara 	107 	5.5 	90th 	3 	6.3 27 1.2 80th 	1 1.3 

NYS 	0442 	544 	 1736 	17.80 • 2622 1.39 dog 3.24 
USA 	60819 	4.10 	13875 	9.44 18214 1.03 3575 2.17 

(CD 	.151 	Site: 	Stomach 

Erie 	1699 	18.8 	80th 	109 	25.2 1054 9.5 POth 	39  9.3 

Niagara 	324 	16.7 	70th 	4 	9.4 163 7.3 50th 	2 F.6 

NYS 	.28441 	18.52 	2475 	27.43 18450 9.78 1480 12.69 

'.1SA 	222524 	15.22 	33606 	24.03 137254 7.70 16725 10.69 

!CD .157 	Site: 	Pancreas 

Erie 	969 	10.5 	70th 	59 	13.0 680 6.1 60th 	38 9.1 

Niagara 	173 	8.7 	40th 	3 	4.6 118 5.3 50th 	3 11.1 

UPS 	16487 	10,58 	1065 	11.33 12623 6.70 839 7.43 

USA 	142333 	9.63 	14416 	10.17 102899 5.83 9650 6.17 

(CD 	.160 	Site: 	Nose, 	nasal 	cavities, 	middle ear, 	and 

accessory sinuses 

Erie 	48 	.5 	70th 	1 	.4 22 .2 40th 	1 .2 

Niagara 	8 	.4 	40th 	- 	- 10 .4 90th 	1 3.2 

NYS 	. 	626 	.41 	 60 	.61 414 .22 48 .37 

USA 	6299 	0.43 	886 	.60 4055 .23 403 .25 

LCD 	.161 	Site: 	Larynx 

Erie 	387 	4.2 	90th 	15 	3.1 33 .3 70th 	1 .2 

Niagara 	71 	3.5 	90th 	- 	- 3 .1 20th - 

UPS 	5397 	3.41 	407 	4.06 580 .31 69 .52 

USA 	37954 	2.54 	3898 	2.67 4141 .24 607 .37 

LCD .153 	Site: 	Large 	intestine except 	rectum 

Erie 	1849 	20.5 	90th 	62 	14.4 1864 16.8 70th 	76 18.6 
Niagara 	340 	17.5 	80th 	2 	7.8 379 17.1 70th 	5 14.1 
NYS 	33068 	21.66 	80th 	1413 	16.18 36798 19.55 1784 16.02 
USA 	241910 	16.54 	16758 	12.07 287645 16.25 19876 12.69 

LCD 	.154 	Site: 	Rectum 

Erie 	1079 	12.0 	90th 	44 	11.8 706 6.4 90th 	22 4.5 

Niagara 	197 	10.1 	90th 	3 	10.4 126 5.7 80th 	I 3.2 
UPS 	17657 	11.48 	775 	8.93 12692 6.75 673 5.84 

USA 	112232 	7.65 	7967 	5.68 85170 4.82 7110 4.46 

LCD 	.155 	Site: 	8iliary 	passages 	and 	liver 

Erie 	530 	5.8 	70th 	43 	9.6 648 5.9 60th 	17 3.4 
Niagara 	105 	5.3 	60th 	4 	8.5 130 5.9 60th 	- 

NYS 	8536 	5.51 	839 	8.47 10538 5.60 519 4.60 
USA 	76070 	5.16 	10021 	6.91 94229 5.34 7261 4.59 
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MALE 	 FEMALE 

WILITE 	NONWHITE 

0 	rate 	decile 	, 

LCD 0162, 	163 	Site: 	Trachea, 

m 	rate 

and 	lung bronchus 

WHITE NONWHITE 

rate decile 	0 	rate 

(10  and/or 20 ) 

Erie 4531 47.8 90th 300 61.5 631 5.8 60th 42 8.1 
Niagara 922 45.5 90th 24 51.3 145 6.6 70th 1 3.2 
NYS 70029 43.77 4812 48.01 13377 7.20 916 7.43 
USA 571226 37.98 53910 36.67 108326 6.29 10222 6.27 

.LCD 	=170 Site: Breast 

Erie 30 .3 70th 2 .4 3535 32.3 90th 132 76.1 
Niagara 7 .3 70th - - 619 27.9 80th 8 15.9 
tin 572 .37 42 .46 57924 31.53 3360 25.53 
USA 4131 .28 527 .37 436618 25.51 36926 22.1 

LCD 	0171 Site: Cervix Uteri 

Erie 828 7.6 50th 119 20.9 
Niagara 190 8.5 60th 8 17.5 
NYS 12050 6.64 2516 18.19 
USA 131240 7.79 32329 18.92 

LCD 0172, 	173, 	174 	Sites: 	Corpus 	uteri, 	other parts 	uterus, 	inc. 
chorionepithelioma 	and unspecified parts 

Erie 770 7.0 60th 51 10.6 
Niagara 158 7.2 70th 6 17.5 
NYS 11404 6.09 972 8.21 
USA 106455 6.13 18267 11.3 

LCD 	.175 Site: Ovary, 	fallopian tube and broad 	ligament 

Erie 1098 10.1 80th 49 10.0 
Niagara 225 10.2 80th 2 6.8 
NYS 18348 10.00 997 7.74 
USA 145957 8.57 10696 6.37 

LCD 	.177 Site: Prostate 

Erie 1491 	17.8 50th 100 28.5 
Niagara 282 	15.6 30th 9 29.1 
NYS 24287 	16.8 1981 27.33 
USA 252763 	17.84 35397 27.39 

LCD 	.178 Site: Testis 

Erie 99 	1.0 800 1 0.1 
Niagala 24 	1.1 80th . - 
NYS 1276 	0.84 30 0.22 
USA 12918 	0.83 504 0.30 

LCD 	.180 Site: Kidney 

Erie 4313 	4.6 80th 21 4.2 239 2.2 60th 14 2.6 
Niagara 79 	4.0 60th 1 4.1 43 2.0 50th 2 1.8 
NYS 6793 	4.31 343 3.37 3992 2.2 219 1.73 
USA 57780 	3.86 4072 2.67 34204 1.99 2429 1.42 

LCD 	.181 Site: Baldder and Urinary Organs 

Erie 874 	9.9 90th 19 3.9 333 3.0 80th 23 5.2 
Niagara 155 	8.2 80th 64 2.9 80th 1 2.4 
NYS 13012 	8.64 538 6.43 5201 2.73 408 3.61 
USA 98304 	6.78 7001 5.05 43095 2.39 4758 3.05 

LCD 	0191 Site: Skin 	(malignant melanoma) 

Erie 122 	1.3 30th 3, .6 92 .9 20th 
Niagara 20 	0.9 10th - 18 .8 10th 
NYS 2379 	1.52 31 .33 1796 1.01 46 0.41 
USA 23417 	1.55 564 .39 18865 1.11 492 0.30 
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MALE 

WHITE 	NONWHITE 

FEMALE 	- 

WHITE 	NONWHITE 

rate 	decile 	N 	rate 	M rate decile rate 

LCD M192 	Site: 	Eye 

Erie 21 	.2 	40th 	 20 .2 50th _ _ 

Niagara 4 	.2 	40th 	 6 .3 80th 1 4.2 

NYS 340 	.22 	 12 	.10 	334 .19 11 .09 

USA 3453 	.23 	200 	.11 	3291 .19 196 .10 

LCD #193 	Site: 	Brain and other parts of nervous system 

Erie 429 	4.4 	50th 	16 	2.2 	307 3.0 60th 11 1.3 

Niagara 72 	3.3 	30th 	3 	3.2 	57 2.6 50th 2 1.9 

NYS 7229 	4.59 	375 	2.83 	5028 2.98 339 2.19 

USA 67751 	4.42 	4154 	2.34 	47192 2.91 3022 1.54 

ICD 	d194 	Site: 	Thyroid 

Erie 60 	.6 	80th 	4 	.9 	96 .9 80th 5 1.0 

Niagara 10 	.5 	70th 	 13 .6 40th . 

NYS 868 	.55 	45 	.45 	1573 .84 86 .72 

USA 6436 	.43 	523 	.36 	12032 .69 1121 .70 

LCD 0195 	Site: 	Other endocrine glands 

Erie 38 	.4 	70th 	1 	.1 	20 .2 60th 2 .2 
Niagara 15 	.7 	90th 	 - 	4 .2 60th 
NYS 530 	.34 	 35 	.27 	366 .22 28 .18 
USA 4765 	.31 	 388 	.23 	3191 .20 275 .15 

LCD #I96 	Site: 	Bone, 	including jaw bone 

Erie 105 	1.1 	20th 	6 	1,0 	61 .6 10th 5 .8 
Niagara 30 	1.5 	70th 	- 	- 	12 .5 40th 
NYS 2063 	1.35 	 124 	1.17 	1512 .87 102 .72 
USA 20368 	1.35 	 1984 	1.23 	14403 .85 1537 .88 

10 	.197 	Site: 	Connective 	tisSue 

Erie 72 	.8 	80th 	3 	..4 	69 .7 90th 3 .5 
Niagara 16 	.8 	80th 	 - 	13 .6 80th 
NYS 1153 	.75 	 75 	.66 	939 .53 66 .49 
USA 9775 	.65 	 948 	.59 	8009 .48 884 .50 

1CD 	.201 	Site: 	Hodgkin's 	Disease 

Erie 282 	3.0 	90th 	14 	2.1 	193 1.'8 90th 17 1.1 
Niagara 36 	1.7 	10th 	 .34 1.5 80th 2 4.6 

NYS 4033 	2.59 	 232 	1.88 	2763 1.59 154 1.01 

USA 35279 	2.29 	 2762 	1.65 	22340 1.32 1439 .78 

LCD 	.200, 	202,205 	Site: 	Reticulosarcoma 	lymphosarcoma, 
other forms of lymphoma and mycosis fungoides 

Erie 467 	5.0 	60th 	20 	3.8 	319 2.9 60th 13 3.2 

Niagara 114 	5.6 	80th 	6 	12.9 	93 4.2 90th 2 2.0 

NYS 8515 	5.46 	 442 	3.88 	6642 3.66 328 2.46 

USA 73475 	4.89 	 5277 	3.38 	55658 3.25 3283 1.91 

LCD #203 	Site: 	Multiple neyclonia 	(plasmocytoma) 

Erie 176 	1.9 	70th 	19 	3.9 	131 1.2 50th 7 1.5 
Niagara 37 	1.8 	60th 	 30 1.4 70th 2 5.6 

NYS 2899 	1.84 	 318 	3.35 	2509 1.34 278 2.35 

USA 26267 	1.76 	 3873 	2.7 	21460 1.24 2942 1.83 

179 



ICD 0204 	Leukemia and aleukemia 

Erie 825 	9.1 	60th 	45 9.2 598 5.8 50th 25 3.6 
Niagara 177 	8.8 	50th 	4 9.1 124 5.7 50th 1 3.8 
NYS 13282 	8.9 	682 5.93 10205 5.98 539 3.95 
USA 130703 	8.81 	9327 5.77 95959 5.74 6983 3.88 

ICD 0147, 	152, 	158, 	159, 164, 	165, 176, 179, 	198, 199 . 
(all 	ICD's 	not previously listed) 

Erie 883 	9.6 	40th 	66 13.6 900 8.1 30th 58 11.7 
Niagara 166 	8.4 	20th 	10 25.3 165 7.5 20th 5 13.9 
NYS 18373 	11.84 	1374 16.59 18691 10.01 1500 12.63 
USA 186259 	12.64 	24432 17.19 173690 9.89 21284 13.51 

ICD 0140 - 205 	All 	malignant neoplasms 

Erie 18959 	207.0 	90th 	1087 237.0 15598 142.3 90th 797 161.2 
Niagara 3635 	184.2 	90th 	76 182.1 3008 135.8 80th 57 143.5 
NYS 307997 	199.24 	21572 227.69 273316 148.01 18920 152.80 
USA 	2572035 174.04 	264108 184.28 2253282 130.1 228561 139.18 

Source: 	Mason, I.J. and McKay, F.W. (1973). U.S. Cancer Mortality by County, 
1950-1969. DHEW publication (NIH) 74-615, Washington, D.C. 

Total resident deaths from malignant neoplasms in Erie and 
Niagara Counties and New York State from 1970 to 1980 are 
presented in Table 37. 

Table 37 Deaths by Malignant Neoplasms by County 1970-1980  

1970 	1971 	1972 	1973 	1974 	1975 	1976 	1977 	1978 	1979 	1980 

Erie 	 2,183 2,175 2,051 2,225 2,166 2,112 2,282 2,310 2,228 2,259. 2,327 

Niagara 	 398 422 406 414 492 454 465 483 510 498 479 

New York State 35,/64 35,883 435,551 35,926 35,675 35,822 36,671 36,849 36,618 36,526 	,37,489 
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Rates of resident deaths from malignant neoplasms in Erie 
and Niagara Counties and New York State from 1970 to 1980 are 
presented in Table 38. 

Table38:Death Rates for Malignant Neoplasms by County 1970-1980* 

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

Erie 
	

196.5 194.5 182.6 199.5 198.2 194.7 _212.1 216.5 214.4 212.9 220.4 

Niagara 
	

168.4 178.1 171.4 175.7 208.1 192.0 197.2 265.4 213.7 208.0 199.3 

New York State 195.4 194.8 192.3_ 195.8_ 197.1 198.2_ 202.8 205.8 205.6_ 204.8 208.9  

*per 100,000 residents 

Total cancer deaths in Erie and Niagara Counties by site are 
presented in Table 39. 

Table39 Cancer Deaths in Erie and Niagara Counties by Site  

Buccal 
Cavity Digestive 
and 	Organs and Respiratory 

Total Deaths pharynx Peritoneum System 	Breast 
LCD 140-208 140-149 150-159 	160-16b 	174-175 

Erie 
	

2,327 	46 	710 	630 
	

188 

Niagara 
	

479 	9 	142 	125 	54 

Other and 	Lymphatic and 
Genital Urinary unspecified sites Hematopoietic 
Organs Organs 170-173 	 tissues 
179-187 188-189 190-199 	 200-208 

Erie 	212 	100 	228 
	

213 

Niagara 50 13 43 
	

43 
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Total cancer deaths in New York State by age group and site are 
presented in Table 40. 
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These data indicate that New York State's overall cancer 
mortality rate has risen steadily during recent decades to become 
one of the highest in the nation. 	Compared with the rest of the 
state, mortality rates in western New York have been generally 
high, especially in Erie County, where cancer rates have been 
consistently ranked among the highest in the state and the 
nation. 	For white males, Erie and Niagara Counties' cancer 
mortality rates have both been ranked in the 90th decile of the 
nation's rate for the following sites: 	esophogus, trachus, 
bronchus and lung, rectum, larynx, and all malignant neoplasms 
combined. 	In addition, Erie County's cancer mortality rates for 
white males have also been ranked in the 90th decile of the 
national rate for the following sites: tongue, floor of mouth, 
other unspecified mouth, oral mesopharynx, pharynx, unspecified, 
large intestine except rectum, bladder and urinary organs, and 
Hodgkin's disease. 	Similarly, 	in Niagara County, 	cancer 
mortality rates for white males have also been ranked in the 90th 
decile of the national rate for other endocrine glands. 

For white females, Erie County's cancer mortality rates have 
been ranked in the 90th decile of the national rate for the 
following sites: breast, connective tissue, Hodgkin's Disease, 
and all malignant neoplasms. 	Similarly, in Niagara County, 
cancer mortality rates for white females have been ranked in the 
90th decile of the national rate for reticulosarcoma, 
lymphosarcoma, other forms of lymphoma and mycosis fungoides. 

Refer to the conclusions and recommendations section of this 
study for a discussion of the potential influence of toxic 
pollution on these cancer rates. 
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CHAPTER IX 

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations  

This study is the first comprehensive examination of the 
problems of toxic organic chemical pollution in the Niagara River 
basin. 	NYPIRG investigated direct industrial discharges, 
municipal sewage treatment plants with on-line industries and 
hazardous waste landfills located in the basin to identify the 
types of compounds being introduced directly and indirectly into 
the river. 	Investigators also investigated public water supply 
systems that use the river as a drinking water source. Finally, a 
limited sampling program was conducted to define areas in the 
river where toxic chemical pollution is prominent. 	The study 
concludes that a wide range of toxic organic compounds are being 
introduced into the river on a daily basis and that current state 
and federal regulatory programs designed to reduce pollution and 
protect public health are not effectively curtailing toxic 
chemical pollution. 	As a result, the water supply systems of 
over 380,000 residents 	in Erie and Niagara Counties may be 
jeopardized by increasingly high levels of toxic chemical 
pollution in the river. 	The locations of the 77 industrial 
dischargers, ten wastewater treatment plants and 7 drinking water 
intakes reviewed in this study are illustrated in Figure 22. 

An Evaluation of Wastewaters Discharged into the Niagara River  
Regulated by the State Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

This section of the report reviews the wastewater discharges 
of 77 industries located in the Niagara River basin. 	Using a 
variety of sources, NYPIRG gathered information on the products, 
raw materials, manufacturing processes and toxic chemicals used 
and wastewater generated by these industries. 	Information on 
toxic and potentially toxic chemicals typically present in 
wastewater discharges for a number of industrial categories was 
compiled. 	This information was compared to the wastewater 
discharge permits issued by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC) to discover whether current 
permits adequately regulate toxic chemicals known, to be or 
suspected of being present in the industrial wastewaters. 

This study found that the current permit system inadequately 
regulates the broad spectrum of toxic organic chemicals 
discharged by industry. 	Despite indications that more than 65 
percent of the 77 industries use, 	store, or manufacture some 
quantity of synthetic organic chemicals, less than 5 percent of 
them had discharge permits with numerical limits that restrict 
specific synthetic organic chemicals. 	The vast majority of the 
industries surveyed are only regulated for traditional pollution 
parameters, such as oil and grease, suspended solids, chemical 
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oxygen demand, and biological oxygen demand. 	These regulations 
fail to effectively curtail the discharge of toxic substances. 
The Hooker Chemical and Plastics Corporation in Niagara Falls, 
for instance, is apparently discharging 157 lbs/day of untreated 
chemical leachate into the Niagara River, purportedly in 
compliance with the company's discharge permit. 	It should be 
noted that this is one of the few permits that even attempts to 
regulate toxic organic chemicals. 

The report also documents that virtually all of the 77 
discharge permits 	were issued in the absence of any data 
identifying the specific 	components of the industry's 
wastestream 	Consequently, 	DEC is forced to rely on 
information submitted by the industries as to what compounds are 
likely to be present in their discharge or what chemicals are in 
use at their plants. 	Since the permits only regulate compounds 
suspected of being present in the discharge, 	many synthetic 
organic compounds escape regulation entirely. 

Moreover, 	the information supplied by industry on toxic 
chemical use is neither verified nor cross-checked. 	NYPIRG 
learned, for instance, that there is no program to inspect or 
monitor industries that indicate in DEC's Industrial Chemical 
Survey that they do not 	use, store, 	or manufacture toxic or 
potentially toxic compounds. 	Similarly, NYPIRG found that a 
program begun in 1978 to inspect the 84 largest users of toxic 
and potentially toxic compounds in New York State has yet to 
complete over 50 percent of those inspections almost three years 
later. In Region 9, which includes the Niagara River basin, only 
a handful of the 175 industries that have indicated they use, 
store, or produce toxic chemicals have been inspected. 

Because of severe staff restrictions, DEC relies heavily on 
self-monitoring data submitted by industrial dischargers to 
determine whether an industry is in compliance with its permit. 
Since DEC cannot adequately handle all self-monitoring data that 
is submitted, 	it divides industries into "major" and "minor" 
categories and enters data on major dischargers into a computer 
for analysis and follow-up. 	NYPIRG's own survey of the 
designated major dischargers included in this study revealed that 
up to 28 percent fail to comply with the terms of their current 
permits. 	More important, 	approximately 16 percent of the 
industries that use, store, 	or produce toxic and potentially 
toxic compounds are currently classified as minor dischargers and 
consequently are not as closely scrutinized or monitored. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

While inadequate staffing, funding, and federal support are 
important factors in New York State's failure to effectively 
regulate toxic chemical discharges, there are a number of actions 
that can be taken to improve the present situation. They include 
the following: 
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1) A comprehensive state and federal review of the N/SPDES 
permit program's ability to control toxic synthetic organic 
pollutants should be undertaken immediately by EPA and DEC. 	A 
full report of this investigation ;should be made to the 
'President, the U.S. Congress, and the New York State Legislature. 
This review should be used to improve the existing program in 
order to provide more stringent toxic waste controls. 

2) All -N/SPDES-permitted dischargers should be required to 
analyze their wastestreams for the presence of the 129 "priority 
pollutants" designated by EPA. 	This action is authorized under 
Section 308 of the CWA. 	Monitoring data for the "priority 
pollutants" should be submitted as part of the process of permit 
application and renewal; this information should provide the 
basis for regulatory priority setting. 

3) Monitoring data generated by recommendation #2 should be 
used to set strict regulations for the discharge of toxic 
synthetic organic compounds. Due to the long delays in proposing 
and promulgating "priority pollutant" Best Available Treatment 
(BAT) Standards, EPA and DEC should take action to provide strict 
intermediate pollution controls. 

4) The high rate of non-compliance in the permit program 
must be brought under control immediately. 	Laboratory analysis 
capability, 	legal support services, on-site inspections and 
enforcement services need to be drastically expanded. 	Increased 
fines and criminal penalties for pollution violations and 
rigorous follow-up should be provided. 

5) Existing laboratory facilities need to be expanded 
several-fold 	and 	equipped 	with 	sophisticated 	gas 
chromatograph/mass spectrograph full scan testing technology. 
Otherwise, 	drinking water and industrial discharge monitoring 
data cannot be compiled or verified. 

6) The Industrial Chemicals Survey (ICS) should be expanded 
and made a part of the SPDES permit application and renewal 
process. ICS data should be used to set appropriate SPDES permit 
regulations. 	 DEC should re-establish a separate 
interdisciplinary inspection program to follow-up the findings of 
Industrial Chemical Survey. 	This program would assess the 
potential for air, soil, and water contamination from facilities 
using, storing, 	or manufacturing toxic and potentially toxic 
compounds. 

7) The New York State Legislature should conduct its own 
investigation of the current inability of 	DEC to regulate 
toxic chemical discharges. 	This investigation should identify 
priority problem areas in the department and submit 
recommendations to the Governor, 	the Legislature, 	and DEC to 
improve current pollution control efforts. 	Based on these 
findings, the Legislature should fund an expansion of DEC's toxic 
chemical monitoring program. 	Compounds on the list of priority 
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pollutants should be monitored for in industrial and municipal 
treatment plant effluents. Fish and wildlife sampling programs 
should be similarly expanded. 

8) The principal/non-principal discharger categories need to 
be revised. 	All industries identified as using, storing, 
manufacturing or generating toxic synthetic organic chemicals or 
wastes should be designated as principal dischargers. 	Self- 
monitoring should be required and computerized for instant 
retrieval. 

9) Record-keeping in the SPDES permit program should be made 
reliable and open for quick retrieval. 	The vast multi-level 
program cannot function properly when data is unavailable, 
inconsistent, or outdated. 

Chapter _IV 
An Evaluation of Industries Discharging into Municipal Wastewater  

Treatment Systems  

As described in Chapter III, industrial discharges regulated 
by the N/SPDES permit program are not adequately controlled. 	In 
addition, hundreds of industries discharge wastewaters without 
even holding a SPDES permit. 	A loophole allows dischargers to 
release their effluents into municipal sewage treatment systems 
without requiring them to obtain a SPDES permit. 	In this way, 
on-line polluters are able to skirt the discharge standards and 
abatement schedules established by the SPDES permit program. 
Since sewage plants are generally unable to treat toxic chemical 
wastes, 	industrial discharges simply pass through municipal 
facilities into the environment. 	Pretreatment requirements, 
which are capable of managing this problem, are required by law, 
but to date these standards have not been implemented. 	In this 
way, the failure to limit on-line toxic discharges parallels the 
inadequate control of direct wastewater discharges; 	that is, 
protection has been mandated by law, but little or no action has 
actually been taken. 

NYPIRG found that there has been a growing trend in western 
New York for industries to send their wastewater to municipally- 
operated facilities. 	NYPIRG surveyed 10 municipal sewage 
treatment plants with on-line industries discharging to the 
Niagara River and identified more than 700 industries on-line to 
these municipal treatment plants. Since these industries are not 
monitored or regulated by any state pollution discharge permit 
and are not required to submit monitoring data to DEC, they are 
totally unregulated for toxic and potentially toxic chemicals in 
their discharges. 	The municipal treatment plants are not 
designed to adequately treat and remove these compounds from 
industrial wastewaters. As a result, these facilities serve as a 
major conduit for a broad spectrum of synthetic organic compounds 
to the Niagara River. 
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NYPIRG found that approximately 20 percent of the industries 
that are on-line to municipal treatment plants have indicated 
some use, storage, or production of toxic and potentially toxic 
organic chemicals. If the huge Buffalo Sewer Authority System is 
eliminated from the analysis, the study shows that more than 55 
percent of the industries that are on-line to the remaining 9 
sewage treatment plants use, 	store, 	or produce toxic and 
potentially toxic compounds. 	In addition, at least 7 of the 
treatment plants chlorinate their effluent - a process which 
results in the formation of a number of additional toxic and 
potentially toxic organic compounds. 

Most surprisingly of all, 	NYPIRG found that much of the 
estimated 265 to 310 million gallons/day (MGD) of wastewater 
being discharged by these facilities receive only, primary 
treatment despite the large number of on-line industries. 	The 
inadequacy of the current regulatory program to control this 
important source of toxic chemical pollution is most graphically 
illustrated by the City of Niagara Falls Sewage Treatment plant. 
This plant has 28 major contributing industries 	which account 
for 54-60% of the wastewater received at the plant. 	The 60 MGD 
of wastewater entering the plant receives only primary treatment. 
Improperly regulated industrial wastewater discharges have caused 
the plant to discharge more than 40 tons/day of chemical oxygen 
demand to the river at times. 	NYPIRG monitored this facility's 
effluent and identified the presence of 34 priority pollutants. 
The plant's wastewater has been characterized by EPA as 
extremely toxic as a result of synthetic organic compounds 
present in the treated waste. 	This situation may continue 
unchanged for years to come. 

State efforts to alleviate this problem by requiring on-line 
industries to pretreat their wastes are only at the beginning 
stages. 	NYPIRG found, for instance, that the state DEC does not 
even have an accurate List of what industries are on-line to what 
sewage treatment plants in the state. Pretreatment requirements, 
where they exist, are administered by individual municipalities, 
with no state overview. The pretreatment requirements imposed in 
individual industries vary tremendously in scope and depth and do 
not 	mandate . pretreatment 	for specific 	synthetic organic 
compounds, except in rare instances. 	Thus, 	tying into a 
municipal sewage treatment facility provides a major loophole for 
industries to avoid toxic chemical regulation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To help control toxic chemical polluton in the Niagara River 
originating from municipal treatment plants, 	NYPIRG recommends 
the following: 

1) A separately funded, staffed, and administered 
pretreatment program should be created by the Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC) to identify all on-line 
dischargers in the Niagara Frontier and in the state as a whole. 
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This program should be directed to develop a pretreatment system 
to control on-line dischargers through modification of SPDES 
permits issued to municipal treatment facilities. Municipalities 
would thus be required to monitor and to regulate incoming on-
line discharges, as well as their own effluents. 

2) All on-line industries should be required to sample their 
wastestreams comprehensively for the presence of the 129 
"priority pollutants." 	This action should be mandated by 
authority of Section 308 of the CWA, 	and should be implemented 
through the application and renewal process of the SPDES permit 
program for municipal facilities. 	The data should be used to 
develop appropriate pretreatment strategies for each contributing 
industry. 

3) Wastewater discharge permits issued to municipal sewage 
treatment plants should be modified to include restrictions for 
toxic and potentially toxic organic chemicals being introduced 
into the plant. 	The discharger permits would then reflect the 
difference between treatment plants with on-line industries and 
those without. 	This would cause the municipality to mandate 
pretreatment of incoming wastewater to meet the terms of the 
plant's own discharge permit. 

4) Action should be taken to manage properly the disposal of 
contaminated sewage sludge. 	While removal of toxic chemicals in 
traditional secondary sewage treatment processes is inefficient, 
sludges nevertheless become contaminated with toxic residues. 
When these sludges are inappropriately disposed of, pollution 
problems result. 

Chapter V 

Hazardous Waste Contamination in the Niagara Frontier  

This chapter addresses the problem of landfilled wastes. 
Hundreds of industries in the Niagara Frontier generate more than 
300,000 tons of hazardous wastes annually. 	Massive amounts of 
these wastes and hundreds of tons of garbage per year have been 
buried in local landfills. 	Yet none of the landfills are 
structured to prevent the leaching of toxic wastes into 
groundwater 

Recent disasters such as the Love Canal demonstrate how 
toxic chemicals can slowly infiltrate an area and threaten the 
health of its residents. 	Hundreds of industries representing a 
wide variety of manufacturing concerns have dumped toxic wastes 
in equally damaging ways. 	In the years ahead, widespread 
contamination is certain to result from this environmentally 
unacceptable open dumping practice. 

kt'" present, 	no comprehensive program controls the land 
disposal of hazardous wastes. 	Like the SPDES permit program 
reviewed in this study, hazardous waste management programs are, 
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for the most part, 	mostly promise and little substance. 	For 
example, there is no way to know which companies have landfilled 
wastes where and in what amounts. 	No groundwater monitoring has 
been identified exactly where toxic chemical groundwater 
contamination has occurred. 	No studies have adequately 
determined whether water supplies or public health have been 
threatened by hazardous waste dumps in western New York. 	Only 
the fact that the Niagara Frontier's environment is jeopardized 
by hazardous wastes is known for sure. 

In short, hazardous wastes, which are pollution in its most 
toxic and concentrated form, have not been disposed of in any 
well-planned manner. 	They have been dumped into local sanitary 
landfills, buried on the property of industries that generate the 
waste and scattered across the countryside. 	In the years to 
come, as these wastes spread into the environment, drinking water 
supplies will be ruined, 	public health will be threatened and 
contamination will become increasingly unmanageable. 	Emergency 
action must 	be taken now to cope with the Niagara Frontier's 
hazardous waste dilemma. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1) DEC should follow up the Interagency Task Force Report 
with a sampling program to determine the contents of landfills 
situated along the Niagara River and its tributaries, especially 
those located upstream of public drinking water intakes. 

2) DEC should conduct a study to determine the relative 
contribution of toxic and potentially toxic chemicals from the 50 
hazardous waste sites located adjacent to or having access to the 
Niagara River and its tributaries. 	Based on those results, DEC 
should establish priorities- and mandate a 	remedial program for 
each site found to be leaching into the Niagara River. 

3) A hazardous waste manifest system should be established 
to manage the transport and disposal of hazardous waste. 	Like 
many other components of the national pollution control program, 
EPA will eventually establish this system as required by federal 
law. 	But in the meantime, states are left in limbo as to how to 
manage their problems. New York shoUld not delay in implementing 
its own program. The Legislature has already cleared the way for 
the state to develop and impelment a comprehensive hazardous 
waste program, in conjunction with proposed EPA plans. 

4) New York should establish a "superfund" to assist in 
containing and cleaning up hazardous waste dumps and spills. 	A 
system should be established to collect fees from industries that 
generate hazardous waste, based on the amount of waste produced 
per year. 	The fund should establish a comprehensive system of 
joint, several and strict liability that would require that 
polluters pay for the environmental damage their wastes cause. 
The fund would collect the industry-based fees and recover the 
costs of clean up under the strict system of liability. 	In 
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addition to cleaning up hazardous waste problems, the superfund 
monies would be used to aid victims of chemical disasters by 
funding limited medical services, emergency evacuations, 
emergency water supplies and other similar disaster assistance. 

5) New York State should establish criminal penalties for 
corporate officials who knowingly dump toxic wastes or employ 
illegal "midnight dumpers" to empty toxic and hazardous waste 
into municipal landfills and other unsecured areas. 

6) New York should investigate the development of engineered 
hazardous waste storage facilities in remote, sparsely populated 
areas in its upstate areas. Until thermal destruction technology 
has been fully proven as a safe and effective means of disposing 
of hazardous wastes, it should not be employed in the state. Nor 
should unreliable burial systems be depended on at this time. 
Techniques to store wastes temporarily until effective disposal 
systems can be developed should be a top priority. 

7) A comprehensive program to regulate industrial waste 
haulers should be established. 	Existing programs are seriously 
inadequate for the task of monitoring the actions of small 
operations that are often known to dump their waste loads 
illegally. 

8) Mandatory deposit legislation should be passed by the New 
York State Legislature as a first step in reducing the huge 
volume of wastes generated each year. 	This would decrease the 
expansion of landfills and reduce the groundwater pollution 
potential of the sites. 

9) Source separation programs should be implemented to 
encourage intensive recycling of domestic and industrial wastes. 
At present, little or no effort is made to re-use tons of glass, 
metal, paper and recoverable oils and solvents that otherwise go 
into local dumps. 

10) A public education campaign should be developed to 
inform Niagara Frontier residents of the dangers associated with 
hazardous waste dumps. This action should be undertaken as part 
of the overall efforts recommended in this study to involve 
citizens in environmental and health public policy decision-
making at all levels of government. 

Chapter VT  
Monitoring of Selected Pollution Sites  

From previous sections it is clear that existing monitoring 
programs are just as inadequate as the pollution control efforts. 
A two-fold problem blocks a positive, in-depth response to the 
environmental and health problems described in this study: 1) 
many contamination sites have polluted surface and groundwaters 
with toxic chemicals, 	but due to inadequate monitoring, the 
pollution has not been detected; and 2) even when toxic pollution 
problems are identified, pollution control programs are largely 
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incapable of coping with them. 	None of the toxic hazards 
detailed in this report have been comprehensively monitored. 
Without concrete information that they are A threat to 
environmental quality, water supplies or public health, little 
action will be taken to clean them up. 

The last section of the report contains the results of a 
limited sampling program conducted by NYPIRG with the assistance 
of Dr. 	Beverly Paigen at the Roswell Park Memorial Institute in 
Buffalo. 	Two samples collected from the City of Niagara Falls 
wastewater treatment plant 	and the Tail Race Tunnel were 
analyzed using gas chromatograph/mass spectograph techniques. 	A 
total of 34 and 25 priority pollutants were detected in each 
sample, respectively. Using Ames testing, NYPIRG and Dr. Paigen 
tested a total of 71 samples from a number of locations for the 
presence of mutagenic compounds. 	Thirty-eight samples (54 
percent of the total) came back positive, indicating the presence 
of mutagenic, 	and hence potentially carcinogenic materials. 
Positive test results were found for samples taken from the river 
sediment, sewage treatment plant sludge, tributaries, industrial 
wastewater discharge streams, landfill leachate, and in one 
instance, from the backwash of the Town of Grand Island drinking 
water filter plant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The data, while not identifying the precise sources of toxic 
chemicals, 	clearly indicates that toxic chemicals are being 
introduced into the Niagara River by direct and indirect 
discharges and by leachate from landfills that are not being 
properly controlled or regulated by current regulatory programs. 
These compounds may already pose a direct threat to public water 
supplies. 

1) The State Health Department should identify mutagenic 
chemicals present at the Town of Grand Island water treatment 
plant, and should at the same time perform analyses for the 
presence of toxic organic chemicals at the other six drinking 
water treatment plants in the basin. 

2) DEC should perform more detailed sampling and analyses at 
locations where toxic chemicals and mutagenic agents were 
identified, to characterize fully what toxic chemicals are 
present and to identify the sources of these compounds. 	This 
should be done especially for samples with demonstrated mutagenic 
activity taken adjacent to industrial dischargers and municipal 
sewage treatment plant sludges, so that additional restrictions 
may be added to a wastewater discharge permit to control the 
discharge of these dangerous compounds. 
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3) Both the State Health Department and DEC should begin an 
extensive monitoring program utilizing the Ames test to identify 
other toxic chemical problem areas in Erie and Niagara Counties. 
This type of sampling and testing could provide a relatively 
inexpensive first-round test for the presence of toxic chemicals 
in wastewater discharges, 	drinking water supplies, landfill 
leachate, and sewage treatment plant wastes. 

Chapter VII  

An Evaluation of Niagara River Drinking Water Supplies and their  
Regulation  

This section of the report examines the drinking water 
supply systems that draw from the Niagara River. 	Located amid 
the 77 direct dischargers, 10 municipal sewage treatment plants, 
and 50 hazardous waste landfills are water intakes servicing 
380,000 residents of Erie and Niagara Counties. NYPIRG conducted 
a survey of seven water supply systems, and found that none of 
the seven treatment plants use treatment techniques or 
technologies capable of removing a wide range of synthetic 
organic compounds from drinking water supplies. 	This situation 
is most severe in the City of Niagara Falls where 	synthetic 
organic compounds, including known and suspected cancer-causing 
agents, have been identified in the city's finished water supply. 
A memo found by NYPIRG indicates this problem has been present in 
the city's water supply since at least 1969. 

Current state and 	federal drinking water standards, with 
few exceptions, do not adequately safeguard public water supplies 
from the threat posed by these compounds. 	All but one of the 
seven water supply systems were found to have detectable 
quantities of a class of compounds known as trihalomethanes in 
finished water supplies. 	Although none of the systems exceeded 
federal limits, three systems were found to have trihalomethanes 
present at concentrations within 10 parts per billion (ppb) of 
the 100 ppb Federal Maximum Contaminant Level. 	Six of the seven 
systems had never been adequately monitored for a wide range of 
synthetic organic chemicals. 

Recommendations 

1) Sophisticated water treatment systems utilizing granular 
activated carbon (GAC) should be installed immediately to 
safeguard the public's health. This action should be carried out 
by the state and federal authority granted by the Safe Drinking 
Water Act (SDWA). 	GAC has been used successfully for decades to 
purify water in industries such as food processing, bottling, and 
pharmaceutical manufacturing. 	Wherever pure water is absolutely 
necessary, GAC is employed, since it is extremely effective for 
the removal of a wide spectrum of organic chemical pollutants 
found in raw water. 
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GAC is generally made of coal. High temperatures, steam and 
the absence of oxygen combine to generate granules of super-
porous carbon. The resulting GAC has a tremendously high surface 
area by weight: on the order of 2,000 cubic meters/gram (1.0 gram 

1/28 ounce. 	A mere handful of GAC has the surface area of 
roughly one acre. 	Hydrophobic organic molecules, including 
chlorination by-products, 	preferentially cling to GAC surfaces 
and are "adsorbed." 	As increasing amounts of pollutants are 
retained by the GAC, its removal efficiency drops. 	But GAC can 
be regenerated through the same general process used to produce 
the material with near 100 percent effectiveness. 

Toxic synthetic organic contaminants (such as PCBs and other 
exotic industrial pollutants used originally as oils, solvents, 
greases and plasticizers), as well as chemical intermediates used 
in the production of plastics, dyes, drugs, and chemicals, and 
pesticides of toxic concern, 	like DDT, 	would all be removed 
thoroughly by GAC. 

In addition, GAC would be effective in removing most of the 
pollutants that are likely to be found in water supplies in the 
future. 	Only low molecular weight compounds, 	like chloroform, 
are poorly adsorbed onto GAC. 	However, these compounds can be 
removed using methods that are compatible with GAC filtration 
system; such as aeration. 

In Europe, 	GAC has been used to remove toxic synthetic 
chemicals from drinking water for over 20 years. 	Since the 
beginning of the Industrial Revolution, Europe has used its 
rivers as industrial sewers. European rivers, such as the Rhine, 
have been heavily contaminated for decades longer than most 
American bodies of water. 	Consequently, European nations have 
been forced to deal with toxic pollutants in drinking water for 
much longer than the U.S. 	In all, about 20 European communities 
have installed GAC to safeguard the quality of water drawn from 
polluted sources. In every instance, GAC systems have been shown 
to be effective and marginal in extra costs. 	For example, the 
city of Dusseldorf, West Germany, installed GAC systems in three 
plants serving over a million people, at no increased cost to the 
consumers. 

GAC water treatment is of maximum benefit and cost 
efficiency when it is installed in large multi-community supply 
systems. 	The capital investment of the filtration system, GAC 
regeneration furnaces and retrofitting of an existing water plant 
is extensive. But when the costs are spread out over the largest 
possible number of people, the financial burden to each 
individual, family or community becomes increasingly manageable. 
Due to the economies of scale, 	the greater the volume of GAC- 
treated water produced per day, the lower the cost per gallon. 

2) The State Health Department should immediately conduct a 
composite sampling program for the 129 priority pollutants in the 
seven public water supply systems drawing from the Niagara River. 
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3) The State Health Department engineers should assist the 
seven public water supply systems in changing the point of 
chlorination at the water treatment plant to generate lower 
quantities of trihalomethanes in finished water supplies. 

4) The EPA and the New York State Department of health (DOH) 
should immediately set maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for all 
the toxic pollutants found in water supplies, based on a one in a 
million risk level. 

5) The New York State Legislature and the U.S. Congress 
should hold hearings to determine why toxic pollutant control 
mandates in the Safe Drinking Water Act have not been carried 
out. 	Local, state and federal authorities should stand 
accountable for the total lack of comprehensive drinking water 
standards for toxic chemicals. 

6) A citizen oversight committee with wide representation of 
environmental and community groups should be established to make 
recommendations on the issue of toxic chemicals in drinking water 
in western New York. 

7) A concerted effort should be made to develop a regional 
approach to water quality planning. 	At present, drinking water 
quality programs are institutionally separate from water.  
pollution control programs. 	As a result, critical public policy 
gaps have developed which impair the best management of water 
resources. A review of existing water quality programs should be 
undertaken to .assess their failure to cope with toxic chemical 
concerns. 	New management plans should then be formulated and 
implemented to correct the present shortcomings. 
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Chapter VIII  

A Preliminary Analysis of Cancer Statistics and Trends in Erie  
and Niagara Counties  

This section reviews cancer mortality rates and trends in 
Erie and Niagara Counties. 	For certain types of cancer, both 
counties have exceptionally high mortality rates. According to a 
National Cancer Institute Study, 	for white males, 	Erie and 
Niagara Counties' cancer mortality rates have both been ranked in 
the 90th decile of the nation's rate for the following sites: 
esophogus, trachus, bronchus and lung, rectum, larynx, and all 
malignant neoplasms combined. 	In addition, Erie County's cancer 
mortality rates for white males have also been ranked in the 90th 
decile of the national rate for the following sites: tongue, 
floor of mouth, 	other unspecified mouth, 	oral mesopharynx, 
pharynx, unspecified, large intestine except rectum, bladder and 
urinary organs, and Hodgkin's disease. 	Similarly, 	in Niagara 
County, cancer mortality rates for white males have also been 
ranked in the 90th decile of the national rate for other 
endocrine glands. 

For white females, Erie County's cancer mortality rates have 
been ranked in the 90th decile of the national rate for the 
following sites: breast, connective tissue, Hodgkin's Disease, 
and all malignant neoplasms. 	Similarly, in Niagara County, 
cancer mortality rates for white females have been ranked in the 
90th decile of the national rate for reticulosarcoma, 
lymphosarcoma, other forms of lymphoma and mycosis fungoides. 

Existing studies, however, do not reveal clear trends. Only 
the study performed by the National Cancer Institute has compared 
age-adjusted cancer rates in Erie and Niagara Counties to New 
York State and national rates. 	These limited data show that New 
York's overall cancer mortality rate wass ranked second in the 
nation during the period 1950 to 1969. 	In Erie County, overall 
cancer rates for males greatly exceed both the state and national 
rates. 	Moreover, nonwhite males had higher overall cancer rates 
than white males. 	In Niagara County, overall white male cancer 
rates exceeded the national rate, but not the state rate. 	For 
nonwhite males, 	overall cancer rates were below both the state 
and national rates. 	These patterns may be related to 
occupational factors. 	Overall female cancer mortality rates in 
both Erie and Niagara Counties were significantly lower than male 
rates for most cancers. Even though these rates were higher than 
the national rate, only nonwhite rates exceeded the state rate. 

Cancer statistics compiled by New York State are not age 
adjusted. 	Consequently, it is not known whether recent cancer 
trends are due to the influence of changing age patterns in 
western New York, or other factors, 	such as increased toxics 
exposure. 	Non-age-adjusted mortality rates have generally been 
on the rise in both counties and in New York State as a whole. 
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In 1970, 	Erie County's overall cancer mortality rate nearly 
matched the state rate. 	By 1980, however, it had exceeded the 
state rate significantly. 	In 1970, 	Niagara County's overall 
cancer mortality rate was signficantly less than the state rate. 
During three of the last four years (1977, 	1978, and 1979), it 
has exceeded the state rate. 

While these data are suggestive, existing studies do not 
provide an adequate data base to assess the role of toxic 
chemicals in inducing high cancer mortality rates. 	For example, 
cancers typically "associated with toxic chemicals consumed in 
drinking water, 	such as tumors in the gastro-intestinal and 
urinary tract, tend to be prominent. 	However, carefully 
controlled studies have not been undertaken to determine whether 
water quality is a significant influence on cancer rates. 
Similarly, studies capable of discovering the influence of air 
quality, occupational exposures to toxics and chemical wastes 
escaping from landfills have not been undertaken. 	Until well - 
designed epidemiological studies have been completed, it will be 
difficult, if not impossible, to determine the impact of toxic 
chemical pollution on public health in the Niagara Frontier. 

Recommendations: 

1) A series of epidemiological studies should be carried out 
to assess the public health implications of toxic chemical 
exposures associated with western New York's air, drinking water, 
occupational settings and environment. 	These studies should 
address the realm of health hazards that could develop, 
including, but not limited to, cancer, birth defects, and general 
health disorders. 

Epilogue  

A myth is being perpetrated in this state that toxic 
chemical pollution is under control. 	In fact, little could be 
further from the truth. 	New York's agencies and the nation as a 
whole are in no way prepared for the oncoming environmental 
crisis. 	As this study shows, 	toxic chemical discharges from 
industries, dumps and wastewater treatment plants are beyond the 
control of our existing health and environmental management 
programs. 	Unless fundamental reforms are implemented, the 
situation will only worsen in the years ahead as hundreds of tons 
of raw wastes are released into the air, land and water. 

As this report details, industries have ravaged the famed 
Niagara River. 	Now the damage must be repaired. A total effort 
must be made to respond to the findings of this study. Each day 
that uncontrolled industrial wastewaters pour into the Niagara 
River, the contamination grows more severe. 	As the quality of 
the environment deteriorates, public health will be jeopardized. 
The costs of strengthening pollution control systems will surely 
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be high, 	but the costs of treating ever-increasing numbers of 
cancer victims and purifying contaminated water supplies will be 
even greater. 

By undertaking this study, 	NYPIRG has taken an important 
first step to assure that meaningful actions are taken to control 
further contamination of the Niagara River. 	It is the hope of 
all those who have prepared this report that its findings and 
recommendations will be seriously reviewed and considered by 
appropriate local, state and federal officials. 
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6 GLOiV 
1) Activated Carbon A drinking water filter medium formed from carbon that is highly 

effective in removing synthetic organic chemicals from water. 
Activated carbon has been successfully employed for water purifica-
tion by food processing and beverage manufacturing industries for 
decades. 

2) Ames Test 

3) BOD 

4) DEC 

7.) DOH 

8) EPA 

9) ICD number 

10) ICS 

11) MCL 

A test developed by Dr. Bruce Ames of the University of California 
which detects the presence of mutation causing compounds using a 
specially developed strain of Salmonella bacteria. 

Biochemical Oxygen Demand 
A measure of the amount of oxygen consumed during the biological 
degradation of organic matter in water. This, with Total Suspended 
Solids, is a common measure of pollution. The higher the BOD, the 
greater the pollution. 

A compound that is capable of inducing tumors. A cancer-causing 
agent. 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
A measure of the amount of oxygen required to oxidize organic and 
inorganic compounds in water. The COD test, like the BOD test, is 
used to determine the amount of pollution in an effluent. 

Department of Environmental Conservation 
New York State's environmental agency. The DEC is responsible 
for water pollution, air pollution and hazardous waste control 
programs in the State. 

Department of Health 
New York State's public health agency. The DOH is responsible for 
the regulation of drinking water supplies in the state. 

Environmental Protection Agency. 
The Federal environmental agency. The EPA has the responsibility 
for implementing and administering nation-wide programs to control 
water pollution, air pollution, hazardous waste disposal and to safe-
guard the integrity of the nation's drinking water supplies. Although 
EPA has delegated most of the responsibility to the DEC and DOH, 
in New York, it maintains overall responsibility for those programs 
and oversees their progress. 

International Classification of Disease number. 
A series of numbers describing cancer tumor sites in the human 
body. 

Industrial Chemical Survey 
A statewide survey of approximately 6000 industries conducted by 
the DEC between 1976 and 1978 to determine the types and 
quantities of toxic chemicals used, stored or manufactured at those 
facilities. The survey is an on-going project of the DEC. 

Maximum Contaminant Level 
The maximum amount of a pollutant permissable in a drinking water 
supply, as established by the EPA. 

12) Carcinogen 

13) COD 
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12) MGD 	Million Gallons per Day 
A measure of flow, often included in wastewater discharge reports 
and permits. 

13) mutagen 	A compound capable of inducing mutations. Mutagenicity or the 
ability to create mutagens in genetic material is strongly correlated 
with carcinogenicity, or the ability to induce tumors in test animals. 

14) NORS 

15) NPDES 

National Organic Reconnaisance Study 
A 1975 EPA study of drinking water supplies from 80 U.S. cities. 
EPA tested for the presence of six synthetic organic chemicals. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
A national wastewater discharge permit program mandated by the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Amendments of 1972. Under this 
law, all direct dischargers must obtain a NPDES permit from EPA 
in order to discharge wastes. 

16) NYSDEC 	see "DEC" 

17) PCBs 	Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
A class of highly toxic compounds found primarily in transformers 
and capacitors. 

18) pH 	 A measure of the acidity or alkalinity of a solution. The pH scale 
from 0 to 14 with 7 representing a neutral solution, 0 representing 
the most acidic and 14, the most alkaline. 

19) ppb 	 parts per billion 
A unit of concentration. One ppb is roughly equal to one microgram 
per liter (ugh') 

20) ppm 	part per million 
A unit of concentration. One ppm is roughly equal to one milligram 
per liter (mg/1) 

21) primary 	A type of treatment provided by sewage treatment plants for 
treatment 	incoming wastewater. Primary treatment usually consists of adding a 

coagulant and allowing the wastewater to settle. 

22) secondary 	A type of treatment provided by sewage treatment plants in conjunc- 
treatment 	tion with primary treatment. Secondary treatment involves special 

bacteria in the decomposition of wastewater. By law, secondary 
treatment plants must provide 85% removal of BOD and suspended 
solids. 

23) SPDES State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
A state-run permit program to control wastewater dischargers. The 
NPDES program was delegated by EPA to New York State, where it 
is now run by DEC under the name of the "SPDES" program. See 
"NPDES." 

24) STP 	Sewage Treatment Plant 



25) THMs 

26) TKN 

27) TSS 

Trihaolmetharies 
A class of compounds including chloroform that are formed during 
the chlorination of drinking water. Decaying organic matter in the 
raw water supply react with chlorine to form these chemicals, some 
of which are known and suspected carcinogens. 

Total Kjeldhal Nitrogen 
A measure of the amount of nitrogen containing waste present. This 
is a commonly employed indicator of nitrogen pollution. 

Total Suspended Solids 
A measure of the amount of solid particles present in a given 
wastewater discharge. Suspended solids and BOD are the two 
principal conventional measures of water pollution. 

28) USEPA 	See "EPA" 



n,ofy 	Bi%tacgti, 

(1) Easily degraded 

(2)  Dograded without 
much difficulty 

(3) Difficult to 
degrade 

• . 

StandalU 

The compilation of data in this appendix provides a qualitative characterization of industrial 
wastewaters according to Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes. Compounds previously 
identified in the wastestream of various SIC categories are listed along with information detailing 
each chemical's 1) toxicity, 2) biodegradability and 3) known presence in U.S. public water supplies. 
Each compound's biodegradability was characterizeii 	rding to the following categories: 

Success of 
Biological 

Persistence in 	Treatment of 
t - 	- 

1-3 weeks 	Susceptible to 
normal waste 
treatment. 

1-3 months 	Susceptible to 
normal waste 
treatment 

3 months to one 	Prolonged 
one year 	 treatment Ft Ge-dari. 

(4) 	Very difficult to 	1-2 years 
degrade 

Leakage possible 
oven with prolonged 
treatment. 

Acetic acid 

Benzoic acid 

e-caprolactam 

Chlorobonzene 

Point Source 	Ivolcal chemical 

(5) Refractory 	 More than 2 years Cannot be treated 
biologically. 

Hegachloro-
benzene 

1. Identification of Organica ponds  in Effluents From Industrial Sources, 
	2i41, Prepared for the Environmental l5TotecTion Agency bThii  
Incorporated, April, 1975 

Organic C iii  

Si.A.A1; 

SIC TITLE 
-CTZT15-1 anting, Cultivating and Protection 
Pesticide Manufacturers or Distributors or Packagers 
Pesticides and Agricultural Chemicals, 	.E .C. 

Identified in 

	

Suspected 2 	U.S. Drinking 	Biodegradability 

	

rcinogpi. 	Water  6 	 (Persistence)  

$  
X 	fiAmeal 

(1,1. 
3 
3  

c
. 

A I 

SIC CODE 
0721 

949 
3979 

Divni c Compound 	 
tri phenyl phosphate 

chlorophenol 
tri chlorobenzene  
tetrachloroe thane  
phthal i c  anhydride  

_phenyl benzoate  
en tachlor 'hand 

hexachlo 
methyl naphthol!' 

xvlene  
tetrachlorobi phenyl  
camphor 	 _ 
carbon disulfide 



ILA_ fikflAk! 

carbon tetrachloride 
o ane 
oro enzene 

dichl roeth 
c oroform 
o-creso  
ODE 

1,4-dichlorobenzene 
aldrin 	 X 

X 
ht 	 X 

benzen 
brorof 
2-h d 
dibuty phthalate  
trichlorobi hen 1 
pentachlorobiyhen 
dieldrin  
2,4-dimethyl phenol 
4,6-dinitro-2-aminopheno1 
endrfn 

X iso ers 
X isomers 
X 
X 
X 

o-eth Itoluene 
he tachlor e oxi e 

3 	5, 7-he achlorono bornene 
exach o o enzene 	 X 

hexachloroc -Clohexane 	 X 
exac oroet ane 

propyiamine  
atrazine  
diefh 1 atrazfTie 

Z. Suspected  Carcinogens, A Subfile of the Registry of Toxic Effects of Chemical 
Substances; U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Public 
Health Service; Center for Disease Control, National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health, 1976 

3. Organic Compounds Identified in U.S. Drinkin Water Health Effects 
Research Laboratory, 	ice oeat an Eco ogica 	ects, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1979 

SIC CODE 
	

SIC TITLE 
2221 	 Nia—VTien Fabric Mills, Man-made Fiber and Silk 

X 

Organic Com ound 
e-capro ac am 
2,4,61701- 1 
trichloroethylene, 1,1,2-
trichlorobenzene 
tetrachloroethylene 
propylbenzene  
propy  
propano  
methyl benzoate 
dibutyl phthalate 
tetradecane 

ydroxya iponitrile 

_oza4a.aaL.. 	  
orneo 
ic 	oroet 	y et er 

bis-cgoroisopropyl etR  

Identified in 
U.S. Drinking 	Biodegradability 
Water 	Persistence 

x- 

3 
2  
-  

2 

A - 2 

Suspected 
Carcino en 

____ ft 



die 1 phthalate 
me y nao 	a ene 
ci s--meforE31-1 73-6Tio I ane 

ans- -me y- -e y 	oxo an 
die i drin 
trichroroblpheny r-
tetra ch fo robi p'heny I 
Pen tae orobiphenyl 
tri decane 

X 

X 

eth,yiene dichloride 
vinyrFenzene 
chloroform 
acetoiL 	enone 
eh rorobenzene 
• C oroenzene 
to uene 
et 	enzene 
na 	a one 

o .ecare 

11111.11M011 

isomers 	 isomers 

Toxic Pollutants Judged to be Most Si oni fi can t in Textile Mill 
Wastewaters 4 

anti 	 

Suspected 
Carcinogen 

X 

Identified in 
U.S. Drinking 
Water 

Biodegradabil ity 
Persistence)  

X 3 

Organic Compound  
tri le 	 

__- Leanne  
1.Z.4-trichlorobegiene 
2 4,6- trichlorophenol  
parachlorometacresol  
chloroform 
1 4-dichlorobenzene 
eth. 1 benzene 	  
trichlorof 	uoromethane 	 
naphthalene 

amine_ 	- 
- atich1orotten01 	 X  

his 	et K7I-6-67-7-9711a 	Fa te 
tetrae oroe-tExl_tif_ 

r e h 1 erre 
comoOun.s 

_
arm

_arsenic 
ivii 

 

- iTTum  
copper 	 
cyanide 

eaTd  
nickel 
se I en i`um 
silver 

kmono) Chlorobenzene  

1,2-Mc lo.rnmoane 

dj hitvl  

	ohIhalatc. 
_sarahy.Ubj./51, -- 

il-ni trosodi phenyl amine 

alirm,sorne 

-7-1-75417)-

compoun  

1 

4 	Development Document for EffL....it Limitations Guidelines and 
Standards For toe Textile Mills Point Source Category - Proposed 
EP 	1-'/O 	, cto er, 1 

*N-ni troso-di propyl amine 

A - 3 



SIC CM SIC TITLE  
Plastics Materials, Synthtic Resins and Nonvul cani able 
Elastomers 

nkthalicaiih A 
phenyl ben zoo te 
pen tano 1  
p-mpth/J_Dccana#41  

-7 
X 

X 

Organic  _Compound 
ne 

RIL2221.0n e  
triptignyl phosphate  

propyl benzene 
propanol  
arnpy 'amine 

0" 

identified In 
Suspected 	U.S. Drinking 
Carcinogen 	Water 

X 

Biodegradabil ity 
Persistence) 	 

-3 

	__T__ 	 

met ano 

A-4 

Or anic Corn und 

	 Suspected
Ca rd i no .en 

n- 
tetra ecane 

--MAIA&LAng 
_o_c_tAste_cane  
,  _2-methyl ro anal  

carbon di su f de 
n-docosane 
eicosan 

born eel 

dimethvl sul 

methyl s,tear,at
•  	

e  
hexachloroethane 

. ndodncane 
qua iacol  
hexadecane 
limonene 
1te rp ineol 
n-un 
acetone 

iire-n-  "6-  C11 rr i 

e t" 	ji 	e 
methY1 benzgaie 

di hexyl _ehtha la ta  
di (2-ethyl hexyl ) phthalate  
methyl es ter of I i noc-e4TE-T'c 
me th,y1 e th 1 ketone 
me ban° 

Identified in 
U.S. Drinking 	Biodegradability 
Water 	 Persistence)  

X 	 2 

X 	isomers 	Ain sower 

SIC CODE 
	

SIC TIME 
265 
	

Paperboa rd Containers and Boxes 

Identified In 
Suspected 	U.S. Drinking 	Biodegradability 

2raan,1 c.  Compound 	 Carcinogen 	Water 	 (Persistence)  
acetaldehyde _    1 

__Qce tgne  
_ me thy  l_e thy)  ketone  

methylene chloride  
o-cresol 

— r-Tpia-Ti-Or 	 
i_Tfil[pn t_hal a te 

4 

SIC CODE 
	

SIC TITLE 
Paper -girls, Except Building Paper Mills, Pulp Mills 

2621 



isopr2pyl benzene 
deune 

a•  
hexa••cane  

1 

4 

X 

3- 
4 

5 

 

5 	 
X 

  

 

5 
isomers) X(isomerf 

      

5 

  

X 

   

       

       

X 

 

X 

    

X 5 

 

4  

     

     

• 

    

    

     

     

5 

Organic Compound 
OW benzene  
n-tridecane  

Identified in 
Suspected 	U.S. Drinking 	Biodegradability 
Cercinoten 	Water 	 Persistence 

X 

A-5 

SIC CODE 
	

SIC TITLE  
2021 
	

Plastics Materials, Synthetic Resins and Nonvulcanizable 
Elastomers (cont.) 

limonene 

X 

mgltal,naphthalene 

3 

3 
2 
4 

cis-2-ethvl-&-methvl-1, 3-dixolane  
transettly1-4-methy1-1,3-dioxo1ane 
4V: 	R 

UMW&  hylene 
JLL 

Acetic acid  
dibromobenzene 
arphor  
e-caprolactam 	 —X 

dibutyVph - halTFF-- 
ethyl benzene  
methylene chloride 
die,thv Othalate 
Ai 	-e _4,1 hex 1 	ilithalate 
dihexyl nhthalate  
sliAsAtuityLs.13113.—

t hV  phenol  
e torte_  

agetoohedane  
teDzeite suliojc acid_ 

X 	 4 
X 	 4 

4 

benzo ic 	 e 
henzyl tavl phthalate  
rArhnn diaul 
bexachlorn-1.1-butadiene 
bromodichloromethane  

flramobenzan 	 

:11! 
pentac orop eno 

1erPineol  
tdcioxoben7ene. 
tri 	.„.0 JO 	I 	, 	t 

thiome hy benzothiazo e 

Z. 4.111-sLin 
al4LIY.LAdinate  
dipropyl phthalate 
ethanol 

Leach 1 0 top t 
trichlorpbiphen 1 
tetrachlorobi 	hen 1 
pentac lorobiphenyT 

• 

SIC CODE SIC TITLE TITLE 
7.771tRelIT Rubber (Vulcanizable Elastomers) 



SIC CODE  
2841 

SIC TITLE  
Soaps and Other Detergents, Except Specialty Cleaners 

SIC CODE 
2852 

SIC TITLE  
-N-Tias, Varnishes, Lacquers, Enamels and Allied Products 

2 
2 
2 
I. X 

SIC CODE CODE  
2834 

SIC TITLE 
Pharmaceutical Preparations 

2 
nitrnhenzenp 	 X 

motly1 chloride 
iqnproRyllejazfine 
hoxa erAnp  
pellActilornnbenol 
genranpl  

_Arotaldehyde  
acetic_asjA__ 
aCetOPhen0Of 	  

henzot iaoIe 
if 

carboO  

ocosane 
eicosane  
e hanol 
hexarliloroethane 

Mae  
met yl  naphthalene 

oeStadecane 
octadecane 

X 

2 
X 3 

klanic Compound 
Suspected 
Carcino.en 

Identified In 
U.S. Drinking 
Water 

Biodegradability 
(Persistence) 

PrQ Amine  

.2.-ZatilXhaloanal 	_  

an 1 
acetic acid 
acetone  
acetophenorle  
benzene  
benzoic acid  

bromofrom  
aamhor  	 

-ddS1210 rm  
_Lchiqrapyridi 	 

2,4-diemthyl sulfoxide 
ethanol 
c-eth to uene 

U4414c  
;_bLia_c_tjaragy 1 hexene 

hexachloroethane 
1773benzene 

Ir. 1 
methylene Chloride  

2 

81•11.11•11111111 
11111111111M11111 

—X 

Organic Compound 
trichlorobiphenyl 

Suspected 
Carcinogen 

Identified in 
U.S. Drinking 
Water 

Biodegradability 
Persistence)  

5 
tetrachloroethylene  

1-tervineol - 
boron) 

A - 6 



• te rachlorobi hen 
_Rro lamine 
propano 	 Ft 

oentachlorobiohenyl 

X 
bls- hloroisnorpovl ether 	 X  
dimpthvl sul  
2-ethyl-n-h x ne 	 
trichlorofluormet ane 

SIC TITLE  
Miscellaneous Industrial Organic Chemicals 

SIC CODE  
2869 

1 
5 
3 X 

5 
61,7a{16 	 

5 

1 

acetone  
acetic acid 

01 obenzene 

1S0 ro 	enzene 

Organic Corn.und 
2,6-din1171ito uene 
	-e 

tun_ 	 h  
yin ben ne 
1,1,2-trich1om 

I 2-t i hl 
trichlorobenzene 
toluene  
tetrachloroethylene  
tetrachloroethane 
phthalic_ anh .ride 
entanol 

vntane 
nitroan so e 

Identified in 
U.S. Drinking 
Water 

isomers 

X 	 X 
X isomers 	 X  

X 	 X  
X 

X 	X  
X 	 X 

1 1 2 2 T 	X 1 	12 
X 	 X 

h len 
e hane 

Suspected 
Carcino e 

Biodegradability 
(Persistence)  

4 
4 

met ane 
acetaldeh de 

iso.orneo 

ethyl benzene  
n-dodecane 
di-Isobut 1 carbinol 
1 2-dichloroethane 
dichloroethyl ethe 
butylbromide  
methyl ethyl ketone  

	

borneol 	 
behenic acid, methyl ester of 
benzene 
benzene sul onic_aci 

	

benzoic 	acid 
bromochlorobenzene 

1 

SIC CODE  
M51 

Organic Compound 
aldrir 
Teldrin 

SIC TITLE 
FOTIT—TOTMulating 5  

Identified in 
Suspected 	U.S. Drinking 
Carcinogen 	Water 

X 

Biodegradability 
Persistence)  

5  

4,4-000 
4,4-ODE 

eno 
2TVflchlorophenoT  
r,4-dime-B f.henol 

ric orop eno 
2T4-din 1rophenoT 

A-7 

ioxo ane 

• # 

x 

meth 1 ste rate 
indent  
acetone  
benzothiazole 

_acetylene dfchloride 

methyl etP1 ketone (17577Fe 

benzene 
borneo 



Organic Compound 
6-din i tro-o-cresol  

pfatachlorophenol (PCP) 
total henol s 
bromoform 
carbon tetrachloride 
chloroform 
C oro 	romomet. ane 

Identified in 
Suspected 	U.S. Drinking 
Carcinogen 	Water 
X Adinitrocresol )  

Biodegradability 
(Persistence)  

dichlorobromometnane X 
methylene 	chTOri de 
1, 1-dichloroethane 

rico oroe ane 
oroe thane 

1,1 ,2 1 2- te trachloroethane 
chloroetoane  
t2Pnzene  
toluene 
ethyl benzene 	X 
1 ,2 - di chi oropro pane 	  

I „,1 -clichloropthyleiLe 	  
12- trans -dichlorne thy lene 
trichlarnelLuIene  
tetrachloroeSAYIene  
acrolein  
chlorobenzene 

an thracene  
3 4-benzofl uoran thene 

X 

zofl uoranthene 11 
ben 

X 

3 

ni 

3 

o en zene 
3 di ch lo ropenz i dine 

Co 

roan urn 
er 

fl uo ran thene 
,naphthal ene  
phenanthrene 
1,2 - d ic h lo robenzene 
1 2 4- trichlorobenzene 
hexachlorobenzene 
di 	(2 -e thylhex T ) °litho 
but 1 tenz' 
1-n-but 	ntna ate 
ieth 	t a ate 

d 	 l) ether 
2-ch10 roe thyo xy-rme t 

71-ch1oropheir 1 henyl ether 

1 2 di phenyl hydra zine 
2 -chl orona htha 1 ede 
I sop iorone 
asbestos 

cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
inc 

SIC CODE 	 SIC TITLE  
2851 	 Paint Formulating (con' t. ) 

*chlorinated benzene 
"11,12, benzo ( k) fluoranthene 

***benzopyrene 

*di chloroethyl ether 
**:hlorophenyl phenyl ether 

***chlorina ted naph thal ene 

5  [,evQloppent f„)c.cuint for rffl f-,.nt I 	Pa Hons. 	dP.1 ii1 and standards for the  
0 c•PA 	440/I- 79/049-b 

Decenber 1379 

A - 8 



SIC CODE  
2891 

SIC TITLE  
Adhesives and Sealants 

Organic Compound 
Suspected 
Carcinogen 

Identified 	in 
U.S. 	Drinking 
Water 

Biodegradability 
(Persistence) 

trichlorob1phenj1 X 5 
tetrachlorobipheRYL X 5 
onopanol _X X I 
oentachlorobiohenyl X 5 

SIC CODE 
2892  

SIC TITLE  
rxplosives 

toluene 
nitrobenzene 
benzene 
dihexyl phthalate 
di-butyl ,phthalate 
camphor 	 
-2,6-dinitrotoluene 
hexachlonoethane 	 
71(2-ethylhexyl) pithalate 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 3 
4 
3 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 

SIC CODE 	SIC TITLE 
209 	 ChetWars and Chenical Preparations 

        

tric orob p eny  
tetrachlorobiphenyl  
pntachlorobiphenyl  
bt7omodichloromethane 

   

X 

 

5 

  

X 

  

5 

moform  
carbon tetrachloride 
Ehloroform  
dibromochlcromethane  

  

X 
X 

   

  

X X 

 

5 
5 

slibruractic.hlamehang_____ 
_htuchisznattan e 
methanol 

  

X 

 

5 

 

X 

  

5 
2 

        

SIC CODE 
Fen 

SIC TITLE 
Ink Formulating 6 

Organic Compound 
Suspected 
Carcinogen 

Identified 	in 
U.S. 	Drinking 
Water 

Biodegradabili 
(Persistence)  

-a-ie 1 crrin X 
BHC 	(hexachlorocyclohexane X (isomers) X 
c-BCH X 
phenol 
2,4-dichlorophenol 
2,4-dimethylphenol 
2 4 6-trichlorophenol 
4,6-dinitro -o -cresol X 

nt.chlor*thenol 	PCP 
total 	phenols 
carbon tetrachloride 
chloroform 5 
dichlorobromonethane 
methyl 	chloride X X 4 
methylene chloride X 4 

1..1-d1chloroetharn- X 
X 
X 

5 

1,2-dichloroethane X X 
1,1 1-trichloroethane X X 
1.1.2-trich1oroethane X X 
1.1.2.2-tetrachloroethane_ X 
benzene 3 
toluene 3 
ethylbenzen 3 
1 	o rop n X 

1-d ciloroetny ene X X 
trichloroeth 4 

chlorobenzeneacenapflthene 
4 

A-9 



hen 1 ethe 4-ch1 nothen 1 
N-nitrosodi ahen lemma 
2,4-dinitrotoluene  
2 6-dinitrotoluene 
3 3-dichlorobenzidine 

hen lh d azine 

"0 	0.0' 

'0 #0 0. "I' 

.1 041  4 

of 	1 
, 0.0 4 • a 0'4' 

# J 	 111111111111110111111111111111111 

1111111111AMIIIIIIA 

11111111111M1111111111 

* 	=* 	 IP! 1 ,  • ." 

di 
di 

iso 
antimon 
chromium 
zinc 

X compounds 
X com unds 

CO 

chrysene 

floDranthene  
naphthalene 	- 

 

aomers  

*dinitro-cresol 

6 Covelopment Document for Effluent Limitations Guidelines and StandardS for the  
Ink Formulating Point Source Category,  Proposed; EPA-440/1-79/090-b;December 1979 

SIC CODE 	SIC TITLE 
2911 	 Petroleuhl 

Biodegradability 
(Persistence)  

4 

  

Identified in 
U.S. Orinking 
Water 

Suspected 
Carcino.en 

 

  

Organic Compound 
acenaphthylene  
benzene 

5 
3 
3 

3 
3 
2 

benzene sulfonic acid 
benzooyrene  
hutflbenzene 

ILO # 

o-cresol 
decane 
1.3-dimethfl naphthalene 
a_g_etoohenone  
o-ethyl toluene 
methylindene 
vinyl benzene  	 
naoththalene 
nonane  
octadecane 
Octane 
pentadecane 
n-docosane 
n-dodecane 
eicosane 
ethyl benzene 	 X 	 X 

X 
X  
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2  
3 	• 

2-ethyl-n-hexane  
hexadecane 

3 
2 

A- 10 



indene X 4 
isnderAnt X 3 

isnpropyl benzene truriRne.) 
X 
X 3 

methane X 3 
thyl napthalene _ X 3 

ZA=Aimethyl ohnol X 	Isomers X 3 
L-terpineot X :isomers' X (aloha) 3 
pentane X 3 
propylben7ene X 3 
tetradeciala X 2 
toluene X 3 
il-tridecane X 2 
n-undecane X 2 
xylene X 3 
brormbenzene X 4 
tri_phenyl phosphate X 5 
mp—thyl Dteml carb1n01 X 

X 
3 
4 methyl bi Phenyl 

di (2-ethyl hex_Y1 ) Phthalate X 5 
phthalate _glioctyl X 

SIC CODE 	 SIC TITLE 
Oils and Greases 

Suspected 
Carcinogen 

Identified in 
U.S. 	Drinking 
Water 

Biodegradability 
(Persistence 

2992 	 Lubricating 

Organic Compound 
Ilmonene X 3 

tLchlorobiphenY 
1.1iet.hy_l_ar.QpAllai_____________________L....- 

5 
tetrachlorohiphenY1 X 5 
PebtachlorbhiPhenvl 

X 
X 
X 

5 
3 mathY1  stearate 

naphthalene X X 3 
Methy/ ethY.1 ketone X X 1 

SIC CODE 	SIC TITLE 
3275 	 Gypsum Pro6ucts 

acetone X X I. 
MethYlene chloride X X 4 
propanol X X 1 

SIC CODE 	SIC TITLE 
N.E.C. 3679 	 Llectronic COmponents, 

virwl benzene X X 

henvl .richlorobi fX 

trichiorobenzene X 5 
tetrachloroblohenvl 5 

DDT X 5 

aenta I.OrOblIananYi 5 
carbon disulfide X 3 
rbloroform X 5 

DDE X 5 

SIC CODE 	SIC TITLE. 
Equipment and Supplies 3861 	 Photographic 

arptir arid 1 
lien7Pne X 3 
dj.methyl phthalate X 5 

X X 4 

SIC CODE 	 SIC TITLE 
N.E.C. 3999 	 Manufacturing Industries, 

Organic Compound 
Suspected 
Carcinogen 

Identified 	in 	. 
U.S. 	Drinking 
Water 

Biodegradability 
(Persistence) 

i-tridecane X 2 
tetradecane X 2 
Dentadecano X 2 
lexadecane X 2 
i-docosane X 2 
eicosane X 2 
Dctadecane X 2 
-dodecane X 3 

Ai! 



APPENDIX B 
Priority Pollutants 

Identified in Wastestreams 
of Facilities in Selected 

Industrial Classification (SIC) Categories 

In order to implement the consent decree that required the 
Environmental Protection Agency to regulate 129 priority pollutants 
using Best Available Treatment (BAT) technology, a large-scale program 
was initiated. The follcwing lists have been compiled from the 
results of that program and summarize which priority pollutants 
have been identified in the industrial wastestreams of the following 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) categories: 

10 282 2893 3431 
111 2834 2911 347 
121 2841 2951 
22 2851 2952 3691 
23 286 31 3692 
24 2861 331 3996 
26 2879 332 4911 
272 2891 336 721 
281 2892 333 

Source: Schaeffer, R., EPA Effluent 
Guidelines Division. Written 
Communication. August, 1978 

B- 1 



bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
•di-n-butylphthalate 
1,2-benzanthracene 
benzb(a)pyrene 
3,4-benzofluoranthene 
11,12-benzofluoranthene 
chrysene 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene 
fluerene 
phenanthrene 
1,2,5,6-dibenzanthracene 
indeno (1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
pyrene 
toluene 

*aldrin 
*chlordane 
*neptachlor 
alpha BHC (hexachlorocyclohexane) 
beta BHC 

*PCB 1242 
•1,12-benzoperylene 

antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
silver 
thallium 
zinc 
;elenium 

*2,4-dimethylphenol 
*2,6-dinitrotoluene 
•1,2-diphenylhydraz1ne 
ethyl benzene 

• Found in 2 or less samples 

pyrene 
tetachloroethylene 
toluene 
trichloroethylene 

di-n-butyl phthalate 

TIMBER INDUSTRIES 

SIC 24 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 261 

Priority Pollutants Identified  

acenanhthene 
benzene 
•1,2-dichloroethane 
•1:1,1-trichlortethane 
*1,1,2-trichloroethane 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
2,4-dimethylphenol 
ethylbenzane 	. 
fluoranthene 
methylene chloride 

*dichlorobromomethane 
trichlorofluoromethane 
naphthalene 
2-nitrophenol 
4-nitrophenol 
4,6-Mnitro-o-cresol 
Pentachiorophenol 
phenol 
?,4-dichloroPban01 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

PULP AND PAPER INDUSTRIES 

SIC 26 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 44 

Priority Pollutants Identified 

beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
silver 
zinc 
thallium 

*acrolein 
*acrylonitriie 
*benzene 
*carbon tetrachloride 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 

*2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
chloroform 
2,4-dichlorophenol 

*2,4-dimethylphenel 
'ethyl benzene 
methylene chloride 

*isophorone 
*naphthalene 

• Found in 2 or less samples  

phenol 
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthatate 

'dl-n-octyl phthalate 
di-n-butylphthalate 
diethyl phthalate 
•dimethyl phthalate 
•anthracene 
*1,2,5,6-dibenzanthracene 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 

*PCB-1254 
antimony 
arsenic 

B-2 



EPA SAMPLING PROGRAM 

RESULTS FOR 129 PRIORITY 

POLLUTANTS IN WASTEWATER EFFLUENTS 

ORE MINING INDUSTRIES 
SIC CODE 10 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 64 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

carbon tetrachloride 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene* 
2,4-dimethylphenol* 
ethyl benzene' 
methyl chloride 
phenol 
bis (2-ethyl hexyl) Phthalate 
butyl benzyl phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

diethyl phthalate 
dimethyl phthalate* 
toluene 
antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 

cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
silver 
thallium 
zinc 

COAL MINING INDUSTRIES 
SIC 111 AND 121 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 94 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED  

cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
lead 
mercury* 
nickel 
selenium 
thallium 
zinc 

acrolein 
acrylonitrile 
benzene 
chlorobenzene* 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
chloroform 
1,2-trans-dichlaroethylene 
2,6-dinitrotoluene* 
ethyl benzene 

* Found in 2 or less samples  

methylene chloride 
trichlorofluoromethane 
bis-(2 ethyl hexyl) phthalate 
di-n-octyl phthalate 
dimethyl phthalate* 
1,12-benzoperylene* 
phenanthrene* 
toluene 
antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 

TEXTILE PRODUCTS INDUSTRIES 

SIC 22, 23 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 121 

Priority Pollutants Identified 

acenaphthene 
*acrylonitrile 
benzene 
chlorobenzene 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
hexachlorobenzene 

*1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
1,1-dichloroethane 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
*parachlornmeta cresol 
2-chlorophenol 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 

*1,1-dichloroethylene 
2,4-dichlorophenol 
1,2-dichloroproPana  

methylene chloride 
*methyl chloride 	' 
*dichlorobromomethane 
trichlorofluoromethane 
naphthalene 

*2-nitrophenol 
4-nitrophenol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamine 

*N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine 
phenol 
bis(2-ethyl hexyl )phthalate 
diethylphthalate 
dimethylphthalate 

*3,4-benzofluoranthene 
*11, 12-benzofluoranthene 
*acenaphthylene 
*1,12-benzoperylene  

*vinyl chloride 
antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
selenium 
silver 
thallium 
zinc 
pentachlorophennl 
nickel 
chloroform 
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PRINTING 2, PUBLISHING INDUSTRIES 

SIC 272 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 66 

Priority Pollutants Identified  

*acenaphthene 
benzene 

*benzidine 
*carbon tetrachloride 
*1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
1,1-dichloroethane 

*1,1,2-trichlortethane 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 

*bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 
chloroform 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 

*1,2-dichlornpropylene 
ethyl benzene 
methylene chloride 

*bromoform 
dichlorobromomethane  

*trichlorofluoromethane 
*dichlorodifluoromethane 
chlorodibromomethane 
naphthalene 
pentachlorophenol 
phenol 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
butyl benzyl phthalate 
di -n-butyl phthalate 
diethyl phthalate 

*fluorene 
*phenanthrene 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 
trichloraethylene 

*aldrin 
betaendosul fan 

*alpha 8HC (hexachlorocyclohexane) 
beta BHC 

*lindane 

antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
Silver 
thallium 
zinc 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

INORGANIC CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES 

SIC 281 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 107 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED  

benzene 
chlorobenzene 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
hexachloroethane* 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
chloroform 
1,2-dichlorobenzene* 
1,4 -dichlorobenzene* 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene* 
1,2-dichloropropane 
1,2-dichloropropylene* 
2,4-dimethylphenol* 
2,6-dinitrotoluene* 
ethyl benzene 
bis(2-chlordsopropyl)ether* 
methylene chloride 
dichlorohromamethane 	'  

trichlorofluoromethane* 
chlorodibromomethane 
naphthalene 
nitrobenzene 
2-nitrophenol* 
4-nitrophenol 
2,4-dinitrophenol 
N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine* 
pen tachlorophenol 
phenol 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
butylbenzyl phthalLze* 
di-n -butyl phthalate 
di-n-octyl phthalate 
diethyl phthalate 
dimethyl phthalate* 
ben2o-(a),-pyrene* 

pyrene* 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 
triChloroethylene 
arsenic 
beryllium* 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
S ilver 
thallium 
zinc 

* fcund in 2 or less samples 

ORGANICS A PLASTICS MANUFACTURERS 

SIC 282, 286 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 557 

Priority Pollutants Identified  

acenaphthene 
	

chloroform 
	

bromoform 
acrolein 
	

2-chlorophenol 
	

dichlorobromomethane 
acrylonitrile 
	

1,2-dichlorobenzene 
	

trichlorfluoromethane 
benzene 
	

1,3-dichlorobenzene 
	

dichlorodifluoromethane 
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mbenzidine 
carbon tetrachloride 
chlorobenzene 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
hexachloroethane 
1,1-dichloroethane 
1,1,2-trichloroethane 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
chloroethane 

* bis (chloromethyl) ether 
bis (2-chloroethyl) ether 
2-chloroethyl vinyl ether 
2-chloronaphthalene 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
parachlorometacresol 
bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 
endrin aldehyde 
di-n-octyl phthalate 
diethyl phthalate 
dimethyl phthalate 
1,2-benzanthracene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
3,4-benzof1uoranthene 
11,12-benzofluoranthene 
chrysene 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene 
1,12-benzoperylene 
fluorene 
phenanthrene 
indo (1,2,3-cd) pyrene 
pyrene 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 
trlchloroethylene 
vinyl chloride 

• Found in 2 or less samples  

1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 
2,4-dichlorophenol 
1,2-dichloropropane 
1,2-dichloropropylene 
2,4-dimethylphenol 
1,4-dinitrotoluene 
2,6-dinitrotoluene 
1,2-diphenylhydrazine 
ethyl benzene 
fluoranthene 
*4-chlorophenylphenyl ether 
bis (2-chloroisopropyl) ether 
bis (2-chloroethosy) methane 
methylene chloride 
methyl chloride 

*methyl bromide 
*endrin 
di-n-butylphthalate 

*heOtachlorepoxide 
alpha-BHC (BHC•hexachlorocyclohexane) 
beta -BHC 
lindane 

*delta-BHC 
PCB-1242 
PCB-1254 
PCB-1221 
PCB-1232 
PCB-1248 
PC8-1260 
PCB-1016 
antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium  

chlorodibrommmethane 
hexachlorobutadiene 
isophorone 
hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
naphthalene 
nitrobenzene 
2-nitrophenol 
4 -nitroohenol 
2,4-dinitrophenol 
4,6-dinitro-o-cresol 
N-nitrosodimethylamine 
Phenol 
pentachlorophenol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamine 
butylbenzylphthalate 

*heptachlor 
cyanide 
aldrin 
lead 

*dieldrin 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
mercury 
4,4'-007 

*4,4'-DOD 
selenium 
alpha-endosul fan 
silver 

*beta-endosulfan 
thallium 
endosulfan sulfate 
zinc 
nickel 

PHARMACEUTICAL MANUFACTURERS 

SIC 21334 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 77 

Priority Pollutants Identified  

*acenaphthene 
benzene 
carbon tetrachloride 
chlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 

*1,1-dichloroethane 
*bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 
*2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol 

*1,2-dichlorobenzene 
*1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,1-dichiloroethylene 

*1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 
*1,2-dichloropropylene 
*2,4-dimethyl phenol 

*1,2-dipheny1 hydrazine 
ethyl benzene 
methylene chloride 

*dichlorobronsmethane 
lead 
selenium 
silver 
1,1,2-trichloroethane 
trichlorofluoromethane 

*chlorodibromomethane 
*isophorone 
*naphthalene 
nitrobenzene 
2-nitrophenol 
4-nitrophenm1 
*N-nitrosodiphenylamine 
phenol 

bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate 
diethyl phthalate 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 
trichloroethylene 

*antimony 
*beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
nickel 
thallium 
zinc 

*oentachlorophenol 

* Found in 2 or less samples 
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,4-dichlorobenzene 
	

butyl benzyl phthalate 
I 	 di-n-butyl phthalate ,1-dichloroethylene 
1 	 *diethyl phthatlate ,2-trans-dichloroethylene 

*2 	 *dimethyl phthalate ,4-dichlorophenol 
2 	 *acenaphthylene ,4-dimethylphenol 
2 	 *anthracene ,6-dinitrotoluene 
ethylbenzene 	 *1,12 benzoperylene 
bis (2-chloroisopropyl) ether*fluorene 

*bis (2-chloroethosy) methane *phenanthrene 

*1 

SOAP & DETERGENTS INDUSTRIES 

SIC 2841 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 20 

Priority Pollutants Identified 

* acenaphthene 
* benzene 
* etnylbenzene 

methylene chloride 
* pentachlorophenol 

phenol 
bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 

* Found in 2 or less samples  

* diethyl phthalate 	chromiom 
* dimethyl phthalate 	copper 
* acenaphthylene 	 lead 
* toluene 	 nickel 
antimony 	 silver 
arsenic 	 thallium 
cadmium 	 zinc 

GUM A WOOD PRODUCTS INDUSTRIES 

SIC 2861 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 18 

Priority Pollutants Identified  

pen zene 
'1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
chloroform 
ethyl benzene 
methylene chloride 
phenol 
bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate 
toluene 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

'delta-BHC (hexachlorocyclohexane) 
antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 

*cyanide 

lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
silver 
thallium 
zinc 

PESTICIDE MANUFACTURERS 

SIC 2879 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 104 

Priority  Pollutants Identified  

*acenaphthene 
*acrylonitrile 
benzene 
carbon tetrachloride 
chlorotenzene 

°1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
*hexachlorobenzene 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
hexachloroethane 

°1,1-dichloroethane 
*chlornethane 
bis (2-chloroethyl) ether 

*2-chloronaphthalene 
2,4,6etrichlorophenol 
parachlorometa cresol 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol 

*pyrene 
tetrachloroethylene 

*aldrin 
trichloroethylene 

°dieldrin 
*chlordane 
*4,4'-DDE 
*beta-endosulfan 
*endosulfan sulfate 
endrin 

*endrin Aldehyde 
late heptachlor 

toluene 
nickel 
selenium 
silver 
thallium 
zinc 

*1,1,2-trichloroethane 

methylene chloride 
*bromoform 
*dichlorobromomethane 
*isophorone 
naphthalene 

*nitrobenzene 
2-nitrophenol 
4-nitrophenol 
*2,4-dinitrophenol 
*pentachlorophenol 

*1,2-dichlorobenzene 	phenol 
*1,3-dichlorobenzene 	his (2-ethylhexyl) phtha 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane *trichlorofluoromethane 

*alpha BHC (BHCehexach)orocyclohexane) 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 

*mercury 
* Found in 2 or less samples 

*beta BHC 
*gamma BHC (lindane) 
*delta BHC 
toxaphene 
antimony 
arsenic 
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ADHESIVES & SEALANTS MANUFACTURERS 

SIC 2891 

Number of Samples Taken: 11 

Priority Pollutants Identified  

* acrolein 
* acrylonitrile 
* benzene 

carbon tetrachloride 
* 1,1,1-trichloroethane 
* 1,1,2-trichloroethane 
* 2,4,6-trichlorophenol 

chloroform 
* 1,3-dichlorobenzene 

1,1-dichloroethylene 
* 1,2-trans-dichloroethYlene 
* 2,4-dimethylphenol 

* Found in two or less samples  

* ethyl benzene 
* fliuoroanthene 
* methylene chloride 
* dichlorobromomethane 
* naphthalene 

pentachlorophenol 
phenol 

* bis (2-ethylheryl) phthalate 
butyl benzyl phthalate 

* di-n-butyl phthalate 
* toli4ane  

trichloroethylene 
antimony 

* arsenic 
chromium 
copper 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 

* selenium 
* silver 

zinc 

EXPLOSIVES MANUFACTURERS 	SIC 2892 
TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 16 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

isophorone 
phenol* 
cadmium 
chromium* 

copper* 
cyanide 
nickel* 

silver* 
thallium* 
zinc 

* found in 2 or less samples 

PAINT & INK INDUSTRIES 

SIC 2851, 2893 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 63 for Organics 
149 for Metals 

Priority Pollutants Identified  

benzene 
carbon tetrachloride 
schlorobenzene 
*hexachlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 

*1,1-dichloroethane 
1,1,2-trichloroethane 

*1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
chloroform 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 
1,2-dichloroProPeno 

*1,2-dichloropropylene 
*1,2-dipheny1hydrazine 
ethylbenzent 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

TOTAL NUMBER OF 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED  

acenaphthene 
acrylonitrile* 
benzene 
carbon tetrachloride 
chlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
1,1-dichloroethane* 
1,1,2-trichloroethane 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 

*4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether 
*b4s(2-chloro4sopropy1) ether 
methylene chloride 

*bromoform 
dichlorobromomethane 
chlorodibrommethane 
nickel 
thallium 

*isophorone 
naphthalene 
nitrobenzene 
pentachlorophenol 
phenol 
b1s(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate 

*di-n-octyl phthalate 

PETROLEUM REFINERIES 
SIC CODE 2911 

SAMPLES TAKEN: 54 for organics, 

bromoform 
dichlorobromomethane 
trichlorofluoromethane* 
chlorodibromomethane 
isophorone* 
naphthalene 
2-nitrophenol* 
4-nitrophenol 
2,4-dialtrophenol 
4,6 dinitro-o-cresol*  

*diethyl phtnalate 
*anthracene 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 
trichloroethylene 

*antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
silver 
zinc 

346 for metals 

pyrene 
tetrachloroethylene 
to 
trichloroethylene 
aldrin* 
4,4-00E* 
beta-endosulfan* 
delta benzene hexachloride* 
PC8-1242* 
PC8-1016* 
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2-chloronaphthalene* 
parachlorometa cresol 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol* 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 
2,4-dichlorophenol* 
2,4-dimethyl phenol 
ethylbenzene 
fluoranthene 
methylene chloride 
methyl chloride*  

pentachlorophenol* 
phenol 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate 
diethyl phthalate* 
dimethyl phthalate* 
1,2-benzanthracene 
benzo (a) pyrene* 
chrysene 	;- 
acenaphthylene* 
an  
fluorene 
phenanthrene  

antimony 
arsenic 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
nickel 
selenium 
silver* 
thallium* 
zinc 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

PAVING AND ROOFING INDUSTRIES 
SIC CODES 2951, 2952, 3996 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 8 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED  

cadmium* 
	

lead* 
	

selenium 
chromium 
	n ickel 
	

zinc 
copper 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

RUBBER INDUSTRIES 

SIC CODE 30 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 63 for organics, 54 for metals 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

acrylonitrile*  
benzene 
1,2-dichloroethane*  
1,1,1-trichloreethane 
hexachloroethane*  
2-chloronaphthalene*  
parachlorometa cresol 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol*  
1,2-trans-dichloroelhylene*  
2,4-dimethyl phenol 
1,4-dinitrotoluene*  
2,6-dinitrotoluene*  
1,2-diphenylhydrazine*  
ethyl benzene 
fluoranthene*  
4-bromophenyl phenyl ether*  
bis (2-chloroethosy) methane*  

* Found in 2 or less samples 

Priority_ Pollutants Identified  

*acenaphthene 
*benzene 
*benzidine 
carbon tetrachloride 
chlorobenzene 
naphthalene 

*nitrobenzene 
1,2 dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 

*1,1-dichloroethane 
*1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
2-chloronaphthalene 
2,4,6- trichlorophenol 
chloroform 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 

*1,3-dichlorobenzene  

methyl chloride 
isophorone*  
naphthalene 
2-nitrophenol*  
4,6-dinitro-o-cresol

* 

N-nitrosodiphenylamine 
pentachlorophenol 
phenol 
bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate 
butyl benzyl phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate 
diethyl pnthalate 
dimethyl phthalate 
1,2-benzanthracene*  
benzo(a) pyrene*  
3,4 benzofluoranthene* 
11,12 benzofluoranthene*  
chrysene*  

LEATHER TANNING INDUSTRIES SIC 

Total Number of Samples Taken: 

1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,2- trans-dichloroethylene 
2,4- dichlorophenol 

*1,2-diphenyl hydrazine 
cyanide 
*mercury 
nickel 
zinc 
ethylbenzene 

*fluoranthene 
*bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether 
'ethylene chloride 

*dichlorobromomethane 
copper 
lead 
pentachlorophenol 

anthracene*  
1,12-benzoperylene 
fluorene 
phenanthrene 
1,2,5,6-dibenzanthracene*  
indeno.(1,2,3-cd) pyrene*  
pyrene' 
toluene 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide*  
lead . 
nickel 
selenium 
silve;•*  
zinc 

phenol 
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 

*di-n-butyl phthalate 
*dimethyl phthalate 
*acenaphthalene 
anthracene 
phenanthrene 
tetrachloroethylene 
to 

*trichloroethylene 
*chlordane 
antimony 
chromium 

*selenium 
*silver 

• Found in 2 or less samples 

31 

72 
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IRON AND STEEL INDUSTRIES 
SIC 331 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 44 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED  

acenaphthene 
acrylanitrile 
benzene 
benzidine* 
carbon tetrachloride 
hexachlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,I-trichloroethane * 
1,1,2-trichloroethane* 
1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane 
2-chloranaphthalene 
2,4,6-trichlorophen01 
parachlorametacresol 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol* 
1,2-dichlorcbenzene 
1,3-dichlorobenzene* 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 
2,4-dichlorophenol 
2,4-dimethylphenol 
2,6-dinitrotolvene* 
1,2-diphenyl hydrazine* 

* found in 2 or less samples  

ethylbenzene 
fluoranthene 
dichlorobromomethane* 
isophorone 
naphthalene 
2-nitrophenol 
4-nitrophenol* 
2,4-dinitrophenol 
4,6-dinitro-o-cresol 
pentechlorophenol 
phenol 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
butyl benzyl phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate 
di-n-octyl phthalate 
diethylphthalate 
dimethylphthalate 
1,2-benzanthracene 
benzo-(a)-pyrene 
3,4-benzofluoranthene 
11,12-benzofluoranthene 
chrysene 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene  

1,12-benzoperylene 
fluorene 
phenanthrene 
1,2,5,6-dibeezanthracene 
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
pyrene 
tetrachloroethylene* 
toluene 
trichloroethylene 
antimony 	, 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
silver 
thallium 
zinc 

FOUNDRIES SIC CODES 332 and 336 

TOTAL 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

acenaphthene 
benzene 
1,2,4--tr1chlorobenzene 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
1,1,2-trichloroethane* 
2-chloronaphthalene* 
2,4, -trichlorophenol 
parachlorameta cresol*' 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol 
1,3-dichlorobenzene* 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene* 
2,4-dimethylphenal 
2,4 - dichloropkenol 
1,4-dinitrotoluene 
2,6-dinitrotnluene 
ethylbenzene* 
fluoranthene 
methylene chloride* 
bromoform* 
dichlorobromomethane* 

* found in 2 or less samples. 

NO. OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 54 

isophorone* 
naphthalene 
nitrobenzene 
2-nitrophenol 
4-nitrophenol 
2,4-dinitrophenol 
4,6-dinitro-o-cresol 
pentachlorophenol 
phenol 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
butyl benzyl phthalate. 
di-n-butyl-phthelate 
di-n-butyl-phthalate 
dl-n-octyl-phthalate* 
diethylphthalate 
dimethylphthalate 
benzo,.a)PYrene 
drysehe 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene 

fluorene 
phenanthrene 
pyrene 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene* 
trichloroethylene 
an.imany 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
silver 
thallium 
Inc 

NON FERROUS METAL INDUSTRIES 
	

SIC333 
TOTAL NO. OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

acenaphthene 
benzenb 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
hexachlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
1,1,42-tetrachloroethane 
2-chloronapro lene* 
chloroform 
1,3-dichlorobenzene* 
1,4-dichlorobenzene* 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
ethylbenzene 
fluoranthene 
methylene chloride 
bromoform * 
chlorodibromomethane* 
isophorore 
naphthalene  

nitrobenzene* 
bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate 
butyl benzyl phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate 
di-n-octyl phthalate* 
diethyl phthalate 
dimethyl phthalate 
chrysene 
acenaphthYlene 
anthracene 
fluomre 
phenanthrene 
pyrene 
tetrachloroethYlene 
toluene 
trichloroethylene 
chlordane* 
alphaendosulfan0  

B-9 

endrin* 
betabenzenehexachloride* 
PCB 1254 
PCB 1248 
antimony 
arsenic 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
cyanide 
lead 
mercury 
nickel 
selenium 
Si lver 
thallium 
zinc 
* found in 2 or le s samples 



PORCELAIN AND ENAMELING INDUSTRIES SIC 3431 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 12 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED  

chloroform* 
bromoform* 
chlorodibromomethane* 
bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate* 
di-n-octyl phthalate* 

toluene* 
PCB-1232* 
beryllium* 
cadmium 
chromium 

copper 
lead 
nickel 
zinc 

ELECTROPLATING INDUSTRIES 

SIC CODE 347 
TOTAL NO, OF StolPLES TAKEN: 	18 for organics 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

16 for metals 

1,1,1-trichloroethane naphthalene* phenanthrene* cyanide 
chloroform naphthalene* tetrachloroethylene* lead 
1,1-d1chloroethyllne* phenol* ts,luene mercury 
ethylbenzene* bis(2 ethylhexyl)phthalate trichloroethylene nickel 
methylene chloride* di-n-butylphthalate* cadmium silver 
methyl 	chloride* diethyl 	phthalate* chromium zinc 
dichlorodifluoromethane* anthracene* copper 

* found in 2 or less samples 

BATTERY MANUFACTURERS 
SIC CODES 3691,3692 

TOTAL NO, OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 3 for organics 
	

0 for metals 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

1,1,1-trichloroethane 
	

bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
	

anthracene 
chloroform 
	

butylbenzyl phthalate 
	

phenanthrene 
methylene chloride 
	

di-n-octyl phthalate 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS 

benzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
2-chioronaphthalene* 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol* 
chloroform 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 
1,3-dichlorobenzene 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,1-dichloroethylene  

STEAM ELECTRIC POWER 
SIC CODE 4911 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES 

IDENTIFIED  
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 
2,4-dichlorophenol* 
ethyl benzene 
methylene chloride 
bromoform 
dichlorobromomethane 
trichlorofluoromethane 
chlorodibromomethane 
pentachlorophenol 
phenol 

bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 
butyl benzyl Phthalate* 
di-n-butyl phthalate 
di-n-octyl phthalate 
diethyl phthalate 
1,2-benzanthracene 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 
trichloroethylene  

beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
lead 
mercury* 
nickel 
silver 
zinc 

PLANTS 

TAKEN: 82 

* Found in 2 or less samples 

AUTO AND OTHER LAUNDRIES 

SIC COD 721 
TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES TAKEN: 45 

PRIORITY POLLUTANTS IDENTIFIED 

acena.phthene 
acrolein* 
acrylonitrile* 
benzene 
carbon tetrachloride* 
chlorobenzene 
hexachlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
hexachloroethane* 
1,1,2-trichloroethane* 
1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane 
parachlorometacresol* 
chloroform 
2-chlorophenol* 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 

* found in 2 or less samples  

1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
1,1-transdichloroethylene 
2,4-dichlorophenol* 
1,2-dichloropropane* 
2,6-dinitrotoluene* 
ethyl benzene 
fluoranthene 
bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether 
methylene chloride 
bromoform 
dichlorobromomethane 
trichlorofluoromethane 
chlorodibromomethane 
isophorone 
naphthalene  

nitrobenzene* 
N-nitrosodiphenylamine* 
pentachlorophenol* 
phenol* 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
butylbenzyl phthalate 
di-n-butyl phthalate* 
di-n-octyl phthalate* 
diethyl phthalate 
chrysene 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene 
fluorene* 
phenanthrene 
pyrene 
tetrachloroethylene  

toluene 
trichloroethylene 
dieldrin* 
4-e-ODT* 
alpha-endosulfan* 
beta8NC(benzenehexa-ch)ori 
antimony 
arsenic 
cadmium 
chromium 
copper 
lead 
mercury* 
nickel 
selenium* 
silver 
zinc 

B-10 



New York otate industrial 
Chemical Survey 

Positive Responders 
Reviewed in This Study 

Company Name 	 ICS Code SIC Code Company Name ICS Code SIC Code 

Abbott Laboratories 77044 3079 Garry Laboratories 	Inc. 77695 2842 
Airco 	Industrial 	Cases 77890 4925 General 	Electric Co. 77355 7629 
Allied Chemical 	Corp. 66272 2818 Gro Green Products 66043 9990 
Allied Chemical 	Corp. 66273 3312 H. 	B. 	Fuller Co. 77324 2890 
Allied Chemical 	Corp. 77350 2818 Harrison Radiator 77300 3714 
Allied Chemical 	Corp. 77353 2818 Inmont Corp. 77573 2892 
Alum Casting Co. 77046 3361 Lucidol-Div. 	of Pennwalt 77296 3821 
Amax Specialty Metals Corp. 77556 3356 Madison Wire Co. 	Inc. 88032 3315 
American Optical Corp. 66178 3831 Metholatum Co. 	Inc. 77599 2830 
Ameron Protective Coating Div. 77375 2899 Mobil 	Oil 	Corp. 66431 2911 
Anaconda Co. 77407 3351 National Manufacturing Corp. 77735 2851 
Arcata Graphics 66444 2751 New York Wire Mills Corp. 77842 3481 
Ashland Petroleum Co. 66093 2911 Newco Chemical Waste Systems 66439 9999 
Atlas 	Plastics 	Inc. 77167 3079 Niagara 	Envelope Co. 	Inc. 77525 2642 
Bell 	Aerospace Textron 77297 3721 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 77857 4911 
Bernel 	Foam Products Co. 	Inc. 66285 2821 Niagara Transformer Corp. 66334 3612 
Birdair Structures 	Inc. 77690 3079 Nuclear Radiation Developments Corp. 77150 2810 
Bison Products Co. 	Inc. 77034 2013 Osmose Wood Preserving Co. 66179 2850 
Bisonite Company 	Inc. 77756 2851 Peavey Co. 66468 2041 
Buffalo Weaving & Belting Co. 77345 2241 Pohlman Foundry Company Inc. 88037 3321 
Canada Dry Bottling 	Co. 88047 2086 Polymer Applications 	Inc. 66368 2851 
Cathedral 	Envelope Co. 	Inc. 881.108 2751 Pratt & Lambert 	Inc. 66166 2851 
Chem-Trol 	Pollution Services 	Inc. 66287 9990 Republic Steel 	Corp. 66218 3312 
Chevrolet Tonawanda Forge 66491 3462 Royton Paper Products 77676 2610 
Chevrolet Tonawanda Metal Casting 66490 3321 S4 	A. 	Day Mfg. 	Co. 	Inc. 77333 3291 
Chevrolet Tonawanda Motor Plant 66199 3714 Shanco Plastics & Chemicals 	Inc. 77586 2821 
Chip Steak Co. 77397 2010 Spaulding Fibre Co. 	Inc. 66215 2823 
Coca-Cola 	Bottling Co. 66123 2086 Spencer Kellogg Div. 	of Textron 	Inc. 66259 2820 
Colad 	Inc. 77377 2610 St. 	Regis Paper Co. 77661 2653 
Columbus McKinnon Corp. 66447 3536 Truly Magic Products Inc. 77066 2842 
Donner-Hanna Coke Corp. 66087 3312 Union Carbide Corp. 66361 3471 
Dunlop Tire & Rubber Corp. 77732 3011 Union Carbide Corp. 77614 3443 
E. I. 	Dupont De Nemours & Co. 66134 2821 Wagner Folding Box Corp. 77179 2651 
Elmer Bender & Son Inc. 77244 2011 Westinghouse Electric Corp. 77806 3621 
F. K. 	& 	Son 	Inc. 88016 2010 Westbound Pharmaceuticals 	Inc. 77061 2834 
F. 	N. 	Burt Company 	Inc. 77162 2651 Winfield 	Industries 	Inc. 77620 2821 
Flexo Transparent 	Inc. 77384 2643 Worthington Compressors 	Inc. 77621 3561 
F. 	M. 	C. 	Corp. 66202 2819 

Kff  to Use Code Abbreviations  

BAS - blended and used as solvents 
CLN - cleaning and degreasing 
CLO - anything used in a closed system (for example transformer oil, 

refrigerants), and chemicals treated and disposed of in landfills 
CON - confidential 
COT - coatings (glue, paint, ink, grease or oil) 
NLU - no longer used 
PES - pesticides (herbicides, slimicides, insecticides and rodenticides) 
PKG - chemicals that are packaged and/or distributed 
PRO - produced manufactured or reclaimed chemicals and by-products 
RAD - chemicals used in research and development, and chemicals used in 

laboratories 
REA - reacted, used up or changed, as in a chemical reaction 
UNK - unknown 

Source: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
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IC9 H0.I 612/3 ALLIED CHEMICAL CORP (SERE? 
-.17177VVVIIRWV4 	.4-U VII 

3075 RIVER 40, 	TONAWANDA 

SOLVAY 01V) (BUFFALO PLANT) 

14150 NY , 

• NO.1 77004 ARSOTT LAnoRAToRirs 
,.a@eto,ree.opoemOOSmil6O61110 ,1****ailbaptimeieft***taaftle 

.ALDFN AVE. 	BUFFALO 	 NY 	14225 

fUOITINCES 	or CaNC/Ril USED 
GENESOLVE P !HALOGENATED CI OR C271 

  

cbor cAI 34. -- ka.ANNuAL Of V401-iFiTa NAND URIIS 	a1COOF 
A99 Av0000-00-0 	 8.000 	 200 GALLONS CLN 

ICI NO.1 71090 	AIRCO INDUSTRIAL CASES (BUFFALO FACILITY) 
• d 	irire-r* e re-F1-4-31-411-1I i 	4 	 rro 
1ot KATI-4E1414m BT 	BorTALO 	 NT 	14210 

▪ Uu3IANcts 	LORDARm JsfU 
AmERPLEA 
ADTYCT H 
UHERCuR 
ORCHGARD IRO 
dIUSP11451 201 

      

"CUM Cr5-ya. 	rvir 
199 T99000.00.0 
799 799000.00.0 
T99 Y99000.00.0 
799 T99000.00.0 
T99 T99000.00.0 
199---199011.17177. 

 

1.540 
900 

2,700 
6,000 " 

501 
N 10 	 

-1-19TTS—TTY 10041 
1.400 POUNDS PES 
675 POUNUS - PET 

1,800 POUNDS PEo 
1.500 POUNDS PEI 
1,150 POUNDS PE9 

   

10 
OTOBBLRBC 000 

   

#1 	Wl'tlI  
•520 POUNDS PES 

 

  

T99 199000.00.0 

  

• 450 

 

IC5 NO.! 66e12 ALLI10 C1O1mICAL CORP (DDPFALO CHEMICAL KJ/ 
7-- 

35 111 St. 	 quiFALO 	 NY 	14210 

51)451ANCES OF CONCERN .13 ED 
G1O1TRON 113 
A5Htsius 
oRox 271T1'4cutuRotsWENOtTorm 	H LUREATRicgLoiroAcrrArE 
PLERDLEUH TAO 
cm-A. 4 /1 7 . 0 1.2 
CHCLAoT C.60 
NEUTRAMFEN HAS 
CoRROGEN 
lidGEL" 
RI 'O4 
AMERTROL 
AMURIIHI 35 
DREPPLEN 505  

CODE CAS NO. 
£05 000076.13.1 
GOI 	001332.21-4 
C99 tvuocro.m.c 
102 102000-00-0 
199 T9400090090 
TOO 191000.00.0 
199 T99000.00.0 
199 T9900D.00.0 
T99 79400000,4 
T99 199000.00.0 
199 T99000.00.0 
799 T99000.00.0 
190 1°99000.00.0  

AvD.ANNHAL Of 
2.650 

4050 

POO 
10150 
5.250 
S. 090 
2.575 
T.ITT 
1.07S 
7,750 
2.250 
9,797 

AMOUNT ON HAND 
5.210 
1.200 

250 
2,060 
1,744 
2.425 
2,060 

0 
0 
0 
0  

owls 	u001001 
Pnuo03 CL4 
BuuNns cmn 
P144100179 —Nra 
WION45 COT 
POUNDS PEA 
POUNDS REA 
mums REA 
POUNDS REA 
Po11404 MLU 
POUNDS NLU 
POUNDS OLD 
POUNDS NEU 
POUNDS NCO 

SUBSTANCES (Jr CONCERN USED 

1.1.1-TRICHLOR01THANE 
TOLUENT" 
AYLENE 
COAL TAR 
TAN ACIDS 

CODE CAS No. 
M0TT.-41-.2 

A07 000071.55.6 
002 040100-f0-3 
DOS 0013309i0-7 

- Val 0011007.45-Z 
199 149000.00-0 

AVG.ANNUAL  USE  
111.3-13 

750 

133,35T 
jouT5101- 

10,000 

AMOUNT nN NAND UNITS 	USECODE 
11,000 TALLONs -IMIT 

50 GALLONS  CLO 
' [1,0OB nALLoNs PRO 

11,000  GALLONS PRO 
1',TTR,aoo cAL-LTIRS 

UNKNOHN GALLONS PRO 

['BUFFALO RESEARCH LAE) 

ON 	14211) 

CODE 	CAS 	NO.( 	AVG.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNTT5 USECODF 

ICS NO.: 	77350 	ALLIED CHTRICAL 	R 	ISTRtriluTTIIRETB -o-TV) 
..ego0e..010POst000poOs.**tereetiecte*****00*****0***041, 11 
a rCARnOY IT. 	BUTFAED 

51)15TANCES OF CONCERN USED 
1048040 	rErmAcHLoRtor A04 000056415 9,200 18 POUNDS Hu3 
ANELINC F06 000062.53.3 200 0 POUNDS 4LU 
cHmoRnrolm A03 000067.66.3 UI 15 BnuonS HAS 
qUoTrof WITT 11001171-.1CF=2—  TZ 7517 F (MU 
1.1.1.TRICHLOROETHANF A07 000071.55.6 1,700 2,500 POUNDS RfA 
ETHYL 	RROHIDE *Om 000074.96.4 SO o [moos REA 
ETHYL 	CHLORIDE 1108 000075.00.3 120 0 ruuNos RfA 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE A02 000075.09.2 137.000 Taro RoUNOs RfA 
DIFLUORumETNANE A05 	000075.10.5 5.500 SO POUNDS PNO 
TT17717TFCUESTUETRITE -175--oVuor59A(.6 54 1 	ON 
DICHLOROFLUORONLIWANE AO$ 000075.43-4 Su 2.015 POUNDS PRO 
PHOSGENE 0-01 000075-44-5 135. 0 POUNDS -  REA- 
CHLORODIFLUOROMETHANE 	.4ffs,  005 000075415.6 113 100 POUNDS REA 
BROMOTRTFLOOROMETHANE A05 000075.63.0 lb T5 POUNDS AEA 
1.1.0IFLUONO.1.CHLOROLTHANE A05 000075.60.5 0 25 POUNDS REA 

Yullo-TIUMFLEFO1TOmET 0 A 401 A05 00007S-0Ez4 5,408 1,525 POUNDS WIT 
01CHLORODIFL10110METHANE 905 000075.71.0 1,260 )00 POUNDS PRO 
1,1,1.YRIFLOUROCHLSROETHANE 405 000075.06.7 75 75 POUNDS REA 
TRIFLUOROFTHANOL 	1A5$ 	2.2,2 	190411171 899 000075.09.0 30 POUNDS REA 
PENTACHLOROCTHANF ADO 000076.01-7 335 911-7101NO3 REA' 
TNIFLUOROACETIC 	ACID 049 000076-05-1 10 40 POUNDS REA 
T7T-.1-77-nrmAtornor -rewoll-LuumuETHABL ros 0UUU76.11.9 Or- 195 	VIIUI14J9  
1.1.2-TRICHLUNORIFLNORDETHANE AD', 000076.11.1 5,137 2,250 POUNDS REA 
1.2.0ICHLOPU7ETRArEUDRUETHANE A05 000076.14.2 1,43E1 - 125 POUNDS RE-A 
CHLOROPINTAFLUOROUNANE A05 000076.15.3 411 50 RuuNns PEA 
RERrLuormETHANC AV'S 0170076.16.4 60 50 POUNDS wrA 
TRIcHLnka[TNTLENE Al2 000079.01.6 2,114 BOO POUNDS REA 

MALEIC 	ANHYDRIDE 
A15 
GIG 

404i4T.705 	t 
000106.31.6 

(44o30 
14 

C POoNUS 
25 POUNDS 

riLu 
PEA 

TOLUENE DOZ 000108.09..3 2,710 261 Puuoos eAs 
CHLORONENUNE Aid 000100.90.7 500 o ROUNDS BAB 
PERCHLOROETHYLENE A13 000127.16.4 4.000 Soo murals RCA 
1, 1 	1.TRIFLUW0-2,2.01CRLORIJETHANE A05 000306.63.2 2,236 3.030 POUNDS UFA 

ItiLortut 0 r1104409 m14 
HETHALLYL CHLORIDE £99 000563.47.3 150 100 POUNDS NLU 
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rg79--01,0370-us1-859 
A05 000198.70.. 
003 001330.20.7 
WV', 015146.40.4 
899 023228.90.2 

*OS A08000.00.0 
A-WS A179014-0R4-07.1 --
Ale A10000.00.0 
A99 A99044.041.0 
A99 099000.00.0 
11‘ -1.91MWTOTART--- 

- '1T05-0 
63,000 

10 
417 

225 
• TIT 

103 
--24-1-1711 

3.500 

0 
6/0 

0-PCTOTTur-1TCO" 
24,000 POUNDS . PRO 

54 POUNDS OAS 
40 pouaus-  NL0-

225 POUNDS NLU 
g WOUNDS REA 
0 POUNDS PEA 

-31D-Puowurs--Patr 
SEM POUNDS 9LU -
re PUUNDs TNT 
14  POUNDS PEA 

3,400 TRIUNIPS PRO 
894 099000.00.0 	 lb 
	

10S POUNDS PTA 

8- ARV DUINIILINE 
CHLORUPLuDRONETHANE 
xyLENE 	  
!P(V3)d.1, I,t, 	TOUTjUEtrLUUNUOC1T1. MHACRYtATl 
1.8 DI3(PERpLuOR0180P4opoxy)pERFLUOHD0UTANE 
TOLUETIY-CITTSULTA-77ATE- 
I,1.2.TRICHLOR001FLUORIJETHANE 118018Alyi 

-rIxarLuum-ut rent 	- 
01CmLOR08EN/ENE  
LTITE-sot-v L 
TRICHL001071EPTAILUOROSUTANE  
CMLOHot3o8LITANEs. Pm° 
TR1FLUOROETHYL TRIPLUoROACCIATE 

17.1pleRrLouHuisURNo1y)pERPLoumuHARANE 
PtHPLUOROMPROPDXY ETHYL IODIDE 
17TWV 
A.PERFLUORuI3OPROpOs1 HEXYL IODIDE 

lwiTE101.uumutauvmulAuxy ucrT-L IODIDE 
1.1.2.2-1(TRAHyDRUDODEcAPLUOROOtTYL.11.CRIEVS)3 

NA0071 SLUE 	DINER  
1111UW-17TRAT-Y171 
VARIOUS EPDXIDES 

isucympullt 

899000.00.0 	 137 NLU 
OW--WLIT 

200 POUNDS NLU 
4 FOUNDS 	NLL, 

POUNDS 

0 POUNDS NLU 
✓ rUulauS MCP 

20 POUNDS REA 
-11--T9STINIFS--10:13" 

-1344 -811911131EF41)7".11- 25--- 

899 894000.00.0 	 790 
d5 PUUNUS NLU 

790 POUNDS NLU 

BA, 
-Syr 

	

ET R 8419 89900000.0 	 200 

	

1,24 124000.00.0 	 11 

	

re. ye41711D.0..v 	 100 

	

012  012000.00.0 	 4 
--4n79111M0-611--  

ICS '1O. 40.: 77393 ALLIED CHEMICAL CORP (SPECIALTY CHEM OTV1 (TONAWANDA PLANT) 
4•11,*600100.004**04000.0 ,1 440 0,16 01110,**0.0111 0/1 ****** 00.6 

3021 PIVER RO, 	TONAWANDA 	 NY 	14150 

SUBSTANCES UF CONCERN USED 
	

CODE CAS NO. 	A4G.ANNUAL USF 
	

AMOUNT ON NAND UNITS 
	

USE 	CODE 
TRICHLOROETHANE 
	

A07 000071.55.6 	 18 
	

55 GALLONS CLN 
9.22 
	

A05 000075045.6 
	

UNKNOwN 
	

UNKNOHN UNKNONN CLO 
rRicHLoRoETHYLENE 

	
AU 000079.01.6 
	

2,200 
	

0 GALLOWS RIO 
VOLuENE 
	

002 000108-88.3 
	

UNKNOPN 
	

UNKNOWN GALLONS WAS 
TE-T-p-A-L-0-comr-19vtrut 
	

---ATS-0717T2-7-1,171 
100422 
	

C94 000140.41.0 	 575 
	

0 PouNns Pf3 
KYLETTE 
	

003 0-01-310.20.1-  - - 	TTARITONR- 
	---URIAAnwN GALLOA1 

ASBESTOS 
	

DOI 001112.21.0 	UNKNONN 
	

UNKNOWN UNKNOwN NLU 
HEEDMIX 
	

C99 C99000.00.0 	 500 
	

0 PouNns pE8 
TIETRITIJSTrir2Tr- 
	

L 	C 94UflUiJ 
	

5-17E-S- 

IC', NO.: /7046 ALU0  CASTING CO. 
0e4e40.14,,,aeoeeee•ob***4***4***04,1,0** ***** 41,64.60A00* 
37S3 .ALDrq AVE. 	LANCASTER 	 NY 	14086 

Ds TITTICES-  Or CaNCTITIR usED 	 -MOE-  US  	 v6. r9.10OA1. uME--  AmuifFir TIN ITANTI In411-5----II3T117II1 
ALumiNum INGOT 	 499 007429.40.5 	. 40,000 	UNKNOWN POUNDS PNO 

- TCS-T1D.I -77'556 - -ulAs sPE-cr LTY ITT-rirs tuwp. 
doedea.11600646ep660C0enedeAlie*006660***00060000.1.110 
CLAW-ERE' -CENTER I mg-AKRON - 	 NT 	14001 

3U83TANCE3 OF CONCERN USE0 
	

CODE CAS NO, 	AVG..ANNHAL USE 
	

AMOUNT ON NANO UNITS 
	

USE 	CODE 
11111.tRItmLuKofT 
	

A-07-017CarraSS.W 
	

II 
	

-' IN-GALLONS RLU 
TilIcHLTWETHTLFNE 

	
612 0000/9.01..6 	 600 
	

55 GALLONS CLN 

ICS NO.: 66118 AMERICAN OPTICAL CORP. SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENT DIV. 
trate*geogoott4oetiagavvevellseauyilavevagegicesermaiowee 
EGGERT 4 SUGAR 1403. 8LIFFALO 	 yy 	14215 

SUBSTANCES OF CONCERN 
ACETONE 
CHLOROFORM 
-1-7177.7911-PLuautrwANE 
mt/HyLENE CHLORIDE 
TRIcHLORnE/HYLENt 
TOLUENE 
TyLENE 
ruLuENE DilsucTANATE 

FRE0N/GENAT9uN 
POLTrmLoPTNATtn-siv-TvrTm -
DYES AND owcANIc PIGMENTS 
EPOTIDC3 	. _ 

NAPHTHA 
'PIM/ 	TIPTtOTEN-S-A.NODui,G 

CODE CAS NO, 	AvD.ANNUAL USE 	AMOUNT ON RAND UNITS 	USECOOF 
1(01 	000067-64.1 	 2,I731 	 338 GALLONS CLN 
A03 000067-66.3 	 15 	 0 GALLONS CLN 

002 000075.0002 

	

Soils 	 IAS GALLONS Guy 
012 000074.01.6 	 500 
002 000100086.1 	 270 
003 001330.20-7 	 - 3,14D 
FIO 026471.62-5 	 20 
t - x r 	r 	 1,80 T 
A05 A01000.0000 	 605 
421 A2I000.0060 
F24 F24000.00.0 

17E2 -G12000.1000 	 TO 
025 025000.0000 	 54 

-car -ereirmmro-mr--.  

USED 

Sul--DALLONS-C1.0 
70 GALLONS 0A8 

450 uAcron-s-sma- 
5 POUNDS 8A3 

30 GALLONS GALLONS CLN 

I POUNDS 0A3 

72 GALLONS CLN 
	celt-ssin-n-Mmr-mr 

-105 .141171-77177-TRE 	 '17,r 
iriteacraseo ****** 1.604,0***06°61.40000•01***iii ****** OA* 
111 COLGATE AvE. 	ilUrFALD 	 Ply ' 19220 

3U8STANCES UP CONCERN USED 
ANILINE 
ISOPHURONE 

COOT CAS CAS NO, 	Av0.ANNUAL USE 
F06 000062.53..3 	 8.800 
044 000076..0.'1 	 30 

AMOUNT ON NANO UNITS 	USLCODE 
ZiATIF POUNDS-  ETAS 

60 POUNDS 100 
PULUENt 
PHENOL 
CATECHOL 
XYLENE  
ASBESTOS 
AdC01 CUT 8ACR ASPHALT  

-1107-0171TT04air81c3- 	-249,000 
F01 000i08-95-2 	 50 
F02 000120.80.0 	 1,000 
003 001330.20.7 	 750,000 
Gar 001332-.21-04. 	1-17,-7176 
E03 0041082-42.8 	 15.000  

10'1,000 POUNUS RAS 
300 POUNDS HAS 
600 POUNDS SAW 

67,000 POUNDS OAS 
60017 POUNDS SAW 

350 POUNDS GAS 

C-3 



AsrmALI INv 7u*-  - 
PIONEER CORP°. AsPNALT 
COAL TAR 	

_ 

uN1CLOR 70Ax CHLORINATED pARAFFIN 
CHLOITUNAX s0 CHLuRINArtD -PARAFFIN 
HALO NAx 1006 CHLORINATED NAPHTHALENE 
UTG3 s URLANI6 1,161,ANTN 
9ETNTLENEDIANILIN2 USURER?, 
RE-THYLENtulANECTRE-  A 
EPDXIDES  

TWr -Irtmr052- -1 
103 000052.42-4 
E01 	00000/045..2 
A99 006029-39-8 
Agg 0X0029.,39.8 
A22 A22000.00.0 

go UT,  o. 
F99 Fg4000.00-0 
1-19 F99000.00.0 
012 012000-00-0 

	

0.1011 	 , 	 -F4F 

	

4,100 
	

1,500 POU,103 844 

	

T54110T 
	

57,008 FOUND'S /MC 

	

31,000 
	

6,100 POUNDS 8,18 

	

14,000 
	

2,909 POU71173 Brr 

	

900 	 130 POUNDS OAS 
1,400 PoUND6 600 
5,200 POUNDS OAS 
1,600 FOUNDS-  ONT 

110,000 PoUND8 OAS 

1C.5 NO.1 77901 ANALONDA rO.IsRAss DIV.) 
•••b*  

P.H. 40Y QAI 	 UUFFALO 	 NY 	14240 

OOSTANCES Uf CONCEN4 osro 
1,TRIc1LoRoETH0NE 
0541910S ' 
KEROSENE 
Th1011040 
CASTER OIL 01 
AATSFOOT nit 
LARD nit. 
AmmoL 
corPER swirui 0460 
CoPPER SHILL,/ 0870 
COPKT.41-Wr-0701 	 
NAG4o 04AA 010 
04EPL 49 0 
1U4Ex 460 
ormiLoFT 0S0R 
AN I 
0735 
COPPiNSKIN 0308..A 
LIMPICOOLANT A0 30 
IIHELL 4 ATF 020S 
LURFNELI 3-298 
91191L4EA4 000, 
111111. 11-TE-2-F• 	- • 

uoulL4EAu 4450 
mOPIL‘TIST r32 
RoolL1,t09 at,32 
%IMO 01 
ulLvAC 01170 
nalnr--01-1-17V 
SUPER 46094 
RANO° F 
9ORIL OIL MEDIUM 
ooN1L OrE 02S 
varnrarlvv-Proluo 
VAGINA Mj 
vELOCITF 03 
vELOCITE OTE 0105 
VCLOCITE RTE.  033 
vELoc1TE DIE 488  
VACUtINF A1-40 
vACULINE OYE 797 
fterTLE 05114  * 
ETNA 003  
TUOGICANT 8886196 
LUBRICANT 0J.868  
7wriato 
BRAKE pump 
ROUGH-TO71-01-1AIBR 
SPNA SOLVO (A180301) 	 
vENETRATTAZ OIL (MOM 
RIDGED OIL  

TAME +TARIM 
FLO.8CORE 
27TITTTUIV-PROOrrNu 
GREASE  SUPREME 01 	 
00011 LIME MEP.11M 
MOBIL 0410  
maul. sm/'" 
140OILPLEy ogy 
AND OX  
TAC6C 
FT8141-821- 
ISORRoRLY I?! 
rnitarpr-urtarrarr 	
NAVY 042 	  
isOluroCOMI- A5 
OUST BAN 
11..CUN-  AL18.385 
LU3OL 
1MWTTARTNC-1711 
N.O. 3OLUABLE 

I 
SOLUABLE 050A  

Coot CAS NO. 
AO/ 000071.55-6 
001 	001332-21-g 
G25 00800002006 
625 008052.41=-3 
On 0X8001-.T79.-4 
010 008002.64.0 
G16 008016-28-2 
J99 J9900000000 
199 199000000.0 
199 199000.00.0 

(99000-90.0 
194 T40000.00.0 
199 199000000.0 
149 199000.00-0 
199 T99000.00-0 
199 199000.00.0 Tv9 

 T9410111- .00W 
TOO T99000.00-0 
199 I99000.000 
TOO 790000.000 
199 79900o.00-o 
TOW 199000.00.0 
1-9•fr /mwoo.ro-T • 
199 T99000.00-0 
1-99 199000.00.0 
T99 199000.00.0 
199 199000000.0 
199 199000.09.0 
794 1990017,4008 
199 199000.00..0 
T94 1.1900-0.110.0 
199 T99000000.0 
109 I90000.00.0 
199 7490007.7M."0 
Tog 199000.00.0 
TOO T00000.00.0 
199 199000.00.0 
199 199000.00-0 
199 T99000.00-0 
199 199000.00.0 
TOO T99000.00.0 
T98 T49000-00-0 
199 T99000.00.0 
-T-1B-  11-966W.00 -8- 

166 T98000-80.0 

199 199000.00-0 
rrkr -TITCTWA1111w8F---- 
TOO 199000-00-0 
7-9,0 T9M0T0WEFT.1-0- 
199 199000-0000 

199 199000.00-0 
799 T990009 
199  199000-00-0 
-r99 /99000-6/1V.1 
T99 199000-00-0 
T44 	99000.60.0 
TBB 499000-00.0 
TV9--199000s0-06-0 
199 T51/000.00.0 
Tvg 
TOO 104000-00-0 199000.00.0 

T9/ 1•9,000.00-0 

7/9 1/9000.00-0 

	

googrdo 	 

	

ON 	HAND UNITS 	usEcnor 
2I51 GALLONS AAA 

1,120 8108103 Cln 
20/ oALLriNs crIT 
284. GALLONS CDT 

------1-07ost1oRTCoT 
I 	ALLoNs COT 

4,750 tIALLnNs COT 
39 GALLONS COT 

131 GALLONS col 
110 GALLONS CO1 

lob56 1(ALIMN3 EITT 
1 GALLONS COT 

215 GALLONS nAs 
465 nALLoNs cot 
365 
*40 ti'L:1;1 

1005 
 cjorry 

	

. 	111 (tn.( Pq5 Orr 
21 GALLONS COT 
33 GALLOT(S CrIs 

165 GALLONS COT 
55 GALLoNs col 

21ONS COI 

2 
	GALLIIN.S [(IT 
:2045  

lBLLUNSITIT 
3,4 GALL

00  DALLI1NO COT 
SA GALLONS COT 
90 GALLONS  COT 

4 GALLONS TITT 

97  F-ALLONS COT 

	

---- 	137 GALtous 
1,111 oALLoNs COT 

402 GALLONS COI  
-2,476 GACTO03 COr 

70 GALLONS COT 
GALLONS COT 

318 
230 VA LL'IL:OTI: COT 

COT 

AO GALLONS COI 

Al GALLONS COI 
110 GALLONS COT 
165 GALLONS COT 
36 ROUNDS MT 

3 POUNDS COT 

'11'1' 

	

0,470 	1,130 POUNDS COT 

	

181 	 460 -POUNDS UDE 

	

440 	 440 POUNDS COT 

	

11,201 	 361 POUNDS COT 

	

240 	 109 GALLONS COT 
I. I 16-151YT-Fro 

	

325 	 82 GALLONS CL4 
-7T1101.ioN3 cur 

	

31 	 0 GALLONS col 

	

1,561 	 216 GALLONS COT 

	

8083 	 STS GALLONS COT 
N1-L-L-FT 

	

32 	 20 GALLONS cot 
LLool cur 

	

1,823 	 032 GALLONS COT 
1,A2A-TutorD3 CUT 

e ,131 

=7,71 
1,201 

21411 

20 
67 
790 
RA 

2,9110 
0 

24,241 
642 

S'Ing(ff 
113 

- 77 
178 
Tr90 

33,8i0 

14)0 

103 
230 
404 

28 
101 
523 

2 

199 199000-00-0 	 55 
T44-- 799000.00-0- 	-157W 
199 T9/000.00.0 	 232 
TWW TR9013-0-0-0-..11 
TOO 199000-00.0 

	 21 GALLONS Cot 
-72T-1ALLUNS COT 

22 POUNDS CO! 
-----s-uAunws COT 

	

12 	 8 GALLONS COT 

	

13 	4 POUNDS COT 

	

AS 	 -96-vuu905 BAB 

	

203 	 350 POUNDS HAS 
-2151- 

 
31 POUNDS OAS 

	

400 	 400 POUNDS OAS 

1,009  
75,000 
14,000 

500,000 

AVG.ANNUAL USL AMOUNT 
525 

S1,040 
3,925 
1,16S 

79,080 
84 
434 
SS 

C-4 



ICS 11O-.1 66444 'ARCATA rjdrintrn- 
0000000**600****0000006000 ***** * 

SUBSTANCES OF CONCERN USED 
NAPTHALENE 
TOUOTNE 
xyLENL 
LACTOL GPIRITS 

CODE CAS NO, 
DO5 000041.20.3 
002 	001710F1.7418-3 
003 001110.20m? 
G25 G25000.00.0 

AVG.ANNUAL osE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	UsEct3OF 

	

16,339 	 440 GALLONS UNK 

	

' 66.96D 	 WA?,  hALL13715imor 

	

8.410 	 240 GALLONS UNK 

	

200,875 	 5.400 GALLONS tom 

ICS NO.1 00005 ASNLANU PlANOLIAN CO, 
000•00000004 ***** 00**0*60000400646 ****** *** ******* 

4545 RIVEN 409 	TUNAHANDA 	 NY 	14150 

SUBSTANLLS OF CONCERN USED CODE 	CAS NO. 
1101----0-0W7T.IT3.7 
002 	000i08-08-3 
DOS 	001340-20-7 
CO9 	c99000-00-0 
04 	C940013-00.0 
599 	194000-00.0 

AvG.ANNuAL USE 	AMOUNT ON MONO UNITS UsECOIDE 
TIT71/Ela's  
TOLUENE 
xyLENE 
AL mg 
NA.5 	ADDITIVE 
5180 	ADDITIVE 

	

914,666 	17(4,%66 GALLONS PHo 

	

246,25I 	 2860291 	GALLONS PRO 

	

384,544 	 384,544 GALLONS PRO 

	

1,549 	 1,445 	GALLoNs 	PES 

	

279 	 220 GALLONS PES 

	

8.710 	 1.629 	GALLONS 	SAS 
TorTabiTivt 
547.0 	ADDITIVE 

!Cs 	NO.: 	/716? 	ATLAS 	PLASTICS 	INC. 

T49 
5119 

119000.00.0 
T99000.00-0 

	

1,450 	------8173-mtC1T153ITIE5 

	

1.320 	 1.595 	GALLONS 	1443 

-AwtrvlsfirrusnmAA4000 vvvd00v01000A00•069.96-csr_F00A0. 
2705 	SENECA 	ST. 	muFFALO 	 NY 	14072 

SUBSTANCES OF CONCERN USED. CODE CAS NO, AVG.ANNUAL USE 	AMOUNT SIN 	HAND UNITS USECDDE- 
STYRENE 	moNoHER wITH POLYEST FLAW Do7 000100.42-5 10,000 1,000 POUNDS 848 

ICS 	150.1 	77207 	BELL 	AEROSPACE 	TEXTRON 
0000000000000000600000000000000000000000***00***** 

-Yrrrairk C' AL L8-1 CVO-. 	AiTTMT"Ert,D 	 NY 	10-26 

SOnsTANCES Or CONCERN ORED 
oNsymETRICAL 	DIAETHYL 	HyoRAzIN6 

CODE 
COO 

CAS na, 
000057-14-7 

	

AVG,ANNUAL USE 	AMOUNT 

	

11,640 	• 
ON HAND 

1.340 
UNITS 
POUNDS 

USECODE 
NLU 

UNIYHETPTCAL OTHE7HYL NyORAZINE COO 000057.14.7 0 Z,150 -mums-  NU 
NITRasODIHETHyLANINE GOB 000062.75.9 1.210 0 GALLONS NLU 
17171J7177C9C1791/77RT9r, U.T-621/ 171. Ao. 000071-55.8 74(14014 111 
H(THILENE coLOgtor 002 000075-09.2 136 431 GALLONS CLN 
TRIEHLOROETNYLINE at' 	6340 KLT 1003 A32 000079.01.6 100,000 witANTIYIN PuIINCTS -CLIC 
XYLENE, 	GRADE 	A 	TPX.9166 003 001330-20-7 3 0 GALLONS PRO 
FREON/EFNETDDN 105 A05000-00-0 5,100 2,5111 7ALL13713-  ctN7 
A.II 	SHIELD 	TITE 	ROOF 	PRESERVATIVE T99 Tqq000-00-0 UNKNOWN 1,000 GALLONS COT 

TO0ARX-71-75-1-- T99000.00.97- 
EnwHoLA 241 TA9 194000.00.0 200 110 GALLONS SAS 
FON,AULA 	44 T99 T99000.0,0.0 200 - 	TEO MOM RAS- 
EtINHULA 	122 599 T49000.00.0 240 110 POUNDS PAS 
ICE SLUT7GE YULVENT 799 T99000.00.0 010 814 ts-s/RTUNITS 

•ICs 	NU.I 	66205 	NtIN , LL 	P0AH 	pRom,CTS 	CO. 	INC. 
11crx,6'66644x-rw0r4-Tr01l40iAirp1117I4A00pwarrserrirfe 
548 	VULCAN 	ST. 	NUFFALo 	 NY 	14207 

OUNYTANCt:, 	UP 	CONCERN uSfD 
1.1,1.TRICHLOWOE144411I. 

Co01 
607 

CAS 	NO. 
000071-55-6 

AvG,ANNuAL 	031 	AtHoHNI 
1.000 

am HAND 
WI 

UNITS 
GALLONS 

uSECEIDE 
-- 

,AETHyLENT 	cHLotituE A02 000075.0402 45,440 4,000 POuNDS nEA 
FREON 	11 A05 000075.69.4 25.000 3,400 4110.405 ArA 
TRISIDICHLORuPROPVLIPHUSPHATE 	1AS3. 	8.3 	13061E471 4199 000070-43.3 600,000 40.000 POUNDS AEA 
wrg SOLVENT WM-115W-510 	 , 1CO-r --UHT)-(0117.017-1,  FIN-R191311N 14 
HtrHYLENE 	818(2.CHUROANTLINE/4011 	ACTIVE 4312 000101.14.4 '.), 	11 0 UNKNONN NLU 
REYHTLENE 	AI3(2-CH4.O00A1IILINE)10% 	ACTIVE 812 000101.i4.4 0 . 	400 UNKNO1I44 -WO 
ToLuLNIF 	Va. 61111 	Fo4 	ADHE 9 I VI. 002 00010D-80-S uNgNotiN UNKNOwN uNgNowN PRO 
TuLuENE 	n11SoCYANATE FIO 026471-62.5 3.500.000 100.000 POUNIA g1117 
TETRA 	A15(2.COLOROETHYLIETHYLENE 	05714057144 St 049 013125-86-4 20,000 4,800 POUNDS REA 

TIT177I1ATED SOlvEN/ Foy AprsivE 5-011-  A09000,40.0 ---TI15T42IM7-TIN134JO14N ONWNIONN PRO 
ORGANIL 	PIGHENTs Feu P24000.04.0 3.000 900 733431103 OAS 
ADHESIVE 	CHLOWINATED 	SOLVENT Gil GI7000.00d0 00.000 1.000 GALLONS- FRG 
ADHESIVE 	TOLUENE 	SOLVENT GI/ G1/000.00.0 27.500 550 GALLONS PRO 
ADHESIVE 	TOLUENE mrR NAPHTHA DUNI) 'GI/ G17000.00.0 3.000 100 GALLONS PRO 
NAPHTHA 	SOLVENT 	FOR 	ADHESIVE G25 G25000-00-0 uNKNowN UNKNOwN UNKNONN PRO 

Trri,mi 	YT4.901T510 110T74  51 	711141E3 	PIE. 
000000040060600000000000e000*******000600000 ***** 0 

2015 wALDEN AVF. 	BUFFALO 	 NY 	14725 

SUBSTANCES OP CUNCERN ustO 	 WOE CAS No, 	AvG.ANNUAL USE OMNI Hu HAND UNITS 	usECUOE 
roLuENE 	 DoZ 00oton.44-1 	 9,189 	 29-ArarcLows BIM 
xYLENE 	 003 001310-20-7 	 Ito 	 44 GALLONS 8A0 
71173111c-F21:71-fruTTE-STvE 	 11-Ir7--..11006.01J70-- 	-17275---- 	470-7TRARowo-crfor 
DUPONT SI44 ADHESIVE 	 GI/ G17000.00.0 	 250 	 100 uNKNONN uNg 

!Ls 110,1 77010 dISON PRODUCTS CO., INC. 
A.. ****** 00000060000000040000000000060000000**0000 
/31 OTNGFN ST. 	 BUFFALO 	 NY 	14206 

SUBSTANCES OF CONEFRN USED 
	

CODE CAS NO. 	AVG.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS: -  UWECIMU 
A05 A05000-00.0 	 100 	 125 POUNDS CLO 

C-5 



CUD E CA8 NO, 
112 000079601.6 
002 000100.00-1 

-GUT V01552.21.4 
E00 	Oxscit1-48-1 

AvG,ANNUAL USE 
- 1,200 

4 ,120 
21,956 

704 

AMOUNT ON NANO UNITS 
640 FOUND S-
400 POUNDS 

helV.0 euUNOn 

ORME 
DISS 
HAS 
LoT 

00 POUNDS cot 

CODE CAS ND. 
003 000050.29.3 
c99 u00051.u.0 
c99 000058.11-5 
1W9 0000ss.3s.n 
A04 000056.23.5 
CV9 400351'.30.2 
C99 000057.24.9 

---171727-11011-57.799,,  
026 000058.89.9 
001 330060.57.1 
COO 000061.02.5 
C99 000062.18.4 
F06 000062.53.3 
cvy 0su0177 

NYC.ANNUAL UST AgnuNy 
100,200  

100 
. 5T 

3000081 
- rss 

los 

13,300 
5,400 

100 
1.100 
1.510  

UN HAND UNITS 	USECDDE 
UNKNOWN POUNDS OLD 
own 417PTII-P1IITCHT-C111 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UNKNOWN gnuNus Tin 
241,401 POUNDS MAO 
"[MAUNA PUUNDs CLO 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO  
EINKTTOWN T7BUTECIF 11.0 
UNKNOWN POUNDS OLD 
MOTOWN isERMITS -CUT 
UNKNOHN gnuNns BAs 
/,' , p`'` 	 - 	• • 

CII 000063.25.2 
CIS 000063.25.2 
COO 000046.81.0 
A05' 000067.06.13 

.608 000067.72.1 

	

13,996 	. 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

101T 	O4S10T7FOUP13ONTTS—CC1T 

	

16 	UNKNOwN POUNOS CLO  
11,441 PuuNDS 048 

	

83.440 	UNKNOWN 'MUNOZ! 8A8 

	

004  000062.52.4 	 32,760 	UNKNOWN FOUNDS BAS 

	

EMT 0000103.18-3 	201940 	--ugglimwm-yupywnr-iliy 

	

C16 000095.72-I 	 100 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

-Cvl-  01131111,-.74.6 	--17,n-0------UTTroillilW-POUNT13---1-C13- 

	

C99 000094.75.7 	 2,300 	uNNNONN POUNDS CLO 

119 000095.19.0 	UNKNOWN 
IVO 909091472W 	 671 
A10 000018.07.7 	 600 
£20 000090.08.8 	 17,800 

--ONTEROWN vOUNUA LLO 
21,206 POUNDS SAS 

UNKNOww 0001104 tor 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

P.CHL0ROBEHEOTR1FLUORIDE 
SETUDYICHLDRIOE-
NITNoHENEENE 
NETNVU-15-.MMTA-71----
TEREPHTNALTE Aclo 

199 000090.56.6 
OT-S. -0010-011Wm0 8. Is 
F04 000090.95.1 
rw--trolso 
F13 000100.21.0 

10013,050 

2,773 

331,065 

UNKNONN 001400 CLO 

UNKNOWN POUNDS 1113 
UNIEN WN 000(100 CL 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

S TR1.1 17156 HISUNIEE COMPANY INC. 
to**46.6.**...iA4**Af4-.A.A/a0,edevArio6As.Aeoe,..00. ( 

 

$0 011.1140Y RO, 	TONAWANDA 	 NY 	14150 

SUTISTANcES DT-cONCE-w 
TOLUENE  

"ITEM 

COOT ras17U, 	mffun USE-BROORT- ON- NTEND uNTro --13-0Ettfor 
002 000100.00=1 	 16,000 	 SOO GALLONS 063 
Crar-VOTT 40  

Tr 71T. 77143 -gurrliu 	NEAvIN —rITTOMITTIT7— 
firt,60;e606060664g,*oatattOetsila ******** *000* ****** 
260 CHANDLEIT 97. 	nurrAum 	- 	 NY 	14207 

SUBSTANCES OF CONCERN USED 
iwilKbmotlpirLiNT 
TOLUENE 
fontSlus 
NINE TAN 

ICS NO.1 0000 cANA0A DIY BOTTLING CO. OF SUFFALD, N.Y.INC. 
** 

140 OMAN SY. 	 nosFALn 	 Ny 	oali 

SUBSTANCES OF CONCERN USED CODE CAS NO, AVG.KNNUAL UM AMOUNT ON MAUI) UNITS 	USECODE 

    

ntAL, LmootiL SO 1J'1 
	 n04 0103334415.[ 

ua -tretnirr cArgEbalL EfoitLOPL O. INC. 
drOoe***0 ,90,311•04,600*******000 0 0 0 O ***** liati011e**Obb** 

960 NORTHAMPTON ST. surrAu 	 NY 	14211 

90031UFICT51M-TDRCURTI- USTU 	 TOOT -CWS NU. 	KVTT.-ARROBL-oTr-snuuNT Ova NANO JPOTIO —Imam 
7148 	 199 T99000=00.0 	 165 	 110 GALLONS CLN 

ic5 ,;(7)., 66207 CWFw.FROI -PULTU1ION SERY1cE3 Tar. 

t4,)4 DAtOER 80. 	Nunn. cuy 	 NY 	14017 

SURSTANC(S Or CoNCrRN USED 
001 
prrman'ourtmln----- 
Ntultruf 
ilAYTEX 
CANNON TCTRACKORIDE 
PARATNTON 
ITRYCNNINE 
MtuRUFFEr- 
LINDANE 
OTELORTR 
ANITROLE 
PRA 
ANILINE 
7; TmintRLOITUPPITL-13THI INTL 	Ye' ft 
SE VIN 
CARBARYL 
cycLuntxrgof 
egLanurugg 
gExAcmoNutrgANE 

Is ImilitCVILLMUCIOANC 
TNBRIN 	

_ . 

MCYHOXYCHLOR 
FATTNYLENT 0Nu4lITC 
BROMOCHLORONETHANE 
,MihrLEwle Ceit.0 
CHLUNOPTCRIN 
FITTON Tr 
HEPTAcHLOR 
HEIAcgtugucy‘anbt 	Amin 
111.2-TR1CHLOROETHANE 
TITFCFLopuEINyLtNL 
ROTENONE 
1,1471441.TC-  INNYDR300 
FRUIT TONE 

PENTACHLOROPHENOL 
-TaTIrrly'01-.01ANynNITTOL-arilE--
sIgmtNYI. 

S1LVEX 

7.4m0 

ORTNOCHLOROTOI:UENE 
0115NOINOVIL-CMOSYRITFAIRE-  rAST; "Tail 15-01iltIr1i 
0EN20TR10103.ORIDE 
DENZ0TRIFLUORIDE 

	

-100-rovvTrrX11TG 5,L237 	e0, le puuNas 

	

A07 000071.55.6 	674,771 	 35,557 POUNDS 

	

005 00-001-21i400.8 	--1;0780-- 	UNKNOWN POUNOb 

	

008 000072.43.5 	 700 	UNKNOWN POUNDS 

	

11116 300374.95.71 	10190130 	—151a7.117171il-F0TNO3- 0TY 

	

A06 000074.97.5 	666,000 	326,925 P3101403 PRO 
	trsTrtrr5g77z-2---TrTW. 

	

000076.06.1 	 66 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO  

	

0001T76.731.1- 	BK,141 	 ,-11-67,-211-71- PuuNo3 PRO 

	

000076.64.8 	 300 	UNKNONN POUNDS ClO 
4TA.3” 

	

000079.00.5 	 42,210 	321,057 PoUNOS 068 
vra-u•-r-ra------rrm-trcrtr-----zsrase('001(00 eku 

0(1101401414 POUNDS CLO 

	

C25 000005.79.4 	 301  

	

-FTT 990005.4469- 	 791 	-DR-KRO)4N PCTUNOB CLU 

	

C99 oso066.67.1 	 550 	UNKNONN POUNDS CLO  
(7.271-6-4---014111VOI01l POuA03 ETAS 

	

507 000007.86.5 	157,170 	UNKNOWN POUNOS CLO 

92 
1110 
ABS 
COO 
OTT 
£00 

- 

DAB 
PRO 
CLO 
CLO 

• 1, - 

,1 6 

C-6 



ON 04.14.0 0401 

400 100147.0(  1 

cola 040104.44.3 
FO1 040106.43.2 

CO, 

713 

781 
uNr 
424 

te, 

4,9 404439.14.2 
049 4 4 wo.4 r 
SOS OSO044.46.01 
CV01 0003-12.2 

• • 
rra 004426.17.3 
Ft* 440704.13.0 
eV, 400709.74.5 
C99 400741.14.2 
vet 000100.19.A  
POO •  00041/2.04.4 

003 
COI 

401.304-73.4 
11011311-00.1 
001332.41.4 
041333.14.4 

• 

CMLOSIOS 
StNIALD01400C 
UNIOLL M.D. 

LAU4rL 11,410INIOS CHLOA101 

ITHVAANt 0IC141.OMI02 
441,,[1G AmmvORTUk 
TOLOCNI 

4040CIMIWOUTIMV,4 
19.4NOLS 

LAY471.  CNCOSIDC 
1111141 
HUM= 

94(1141142 	  
Trent142 
01 OCTVL PION0LAT4 
FICAACIOLoworeatil4 
1414401401402SOL MI6 40.6 I 

Prat7H9111/0 
'V•Yi-ift11%'r0r-r 

16164011014 
7rO171'11WON4-4 
hOiCrt002THYLENt 	 

O1sCINOLPHIH4t472  
7/x04T-
Atft4.4440THOL40116/ 
11114.44 
ASICINC 
UldEON-CTISTra 
191,040 

kuo. 
- tAwAor.4 	  

easicmcommimrtn 
ttwAs 

ISOININALONITKILE 
OWINcINVLHVONOWOINOWE 
OCIACHLONOC7CLOPSNICNA 
OCTA3AN 
TRIlq1SN  
4.641HOL PONSOLIOUNI. 
xrLIDINA3 
MEW 
4341$100 
OICOL04001PHES9L SOLPORA 	IN I!SWUM 
ChReOPOIAN3 
celmrL HourOJETT-7071110MTECT•L 
OACONIL 
SECOFte 
UNITE 
OfCNtORANe PRICHLON 	TACYCLOURTANS 
NANIum P144414 

Acku4tRut 
714C OUT 
AOSEgatt nv LCAO 
AumOMIWI 3ULP40178 
4004VOL 	  
1110701 omcN416 
TOttAp1414 
NICWOME OTC 
fOLVVINVL C01L04104 S011Os 
vINTLCIA0a0maTaTE 37ILLOOTTOu17193LVvrITL1CL.C41C001/ 
PoLyRAM 
77171174-7M11771114C3Tr- 
TRICK0404442162 
I 	0037  
1.00.0e0.3.3.01191THO1..4.44J,A 
FrcurtArLEPI 	" - 
POILVETHYLCI4 TICKPOINALATE OMSK 

MUCH! 01,430CY10171 otACIL4 

°trot fteNek 
vaccra mon-1mm* 
Cro1.0e1w$110 Pit0omoli3 
UtOICMOSCPWCPIC------
TITWICHLOPloacWtiolt 
*ARPI O1ur•LuwOrd1=714-
IRICKWOTOLOINt 
OICHUIsuocolionitmooloi 
WIC9114054TR1ico 410H44rL 
POLOS00$0411WINOt 
10041NATS nxoc 	* 	 - 
~Nalco 0C310013 
siamern-toommr-----  • -• • 	\-, 	- 
CHMAINAttO KVLEMS 
94L7L-14014u/64,Arre 
*CSIOUCS.  010.0011001(0 
sarlearrlirCIJOSILIC-71fil1i ,  

400100.44.7 	UNKNOWN 	 POUNDS 046 
004100.420, 	 4S 
104101.2S./ 	400 	UNKNOWN 000404 CLO 

12.64a --OWS1411071-PTICRIMr-IFES 

	

1.307 	UN4610414 ROUNDS CLO 

	

122047 	132.417 fOUNO8 1,90 
LflinoWER-FOUNU3--WEI 

	

1.041041 	1.276.3410 ',M01 OAS 

	

126.338 	UNMAN 400404 OAS 

	

*toss 	uNe4044-143O441--11= 

	

1.307 	ummoirm  *wan OAS 

	

100 	044404N 9UUMU0 ufl 

	

340313 	UNANGS oUNOS CLO 

	

404113.37.7 
	

100 	01044049 ormas CLO 

	

440111.40.6 
	

4.44. 	~6144 r13111404 CU 

	

000117.44.4 
	

40223 	UNKNOWN fOONOO CLO 

	

00100UE10 	 433 ru ,41S--SWIF 

	

311414 	0m401e000 'WOOS CLO 
-1morgr o101104-1,13171117T-CC0 

0N441049 *0001p ,,  cLa 
0 

1.447 
 

0*01010104 PoONOU CLO 

	

I 	1 N4040414 poOlUo 

	

393.029 	73.442 4001000 P:A 
6t3 ----magingwrigatmuu -Cu 

	

2130400 	UNON044 POUND5 CLO 
. 	 71-1113 

	

444134.32.7 	 279 	0449040 SOUIAOS CLO 

	

010107.410.4 	41.050 	o461.094 rousol--CCU 

	

444142.44.1 	 2.431 	001410044 1000*00 CLO 
	WITOW33.77----7473T7-7-  0994005114 FbUkUb cm; 

	

*00134.44.1 	Ise 	woloom POUNDS CLO 
. 	 I .  

093  
ir04/4  

11.430 
. _ 

5071 
11.400 
9.770 

SO 
100 

10.426 
6.379 

643.42S 

	

665000 	or:low:NM POONOS 

	

2.364 	111400N palms 

	

C?1 001563.46.1 	 20447 	UNA%Urim MOOS 

	

007. 51T 	POONO3 CLII - 

	

4.479 	00440000N01 MINOS CIO 

	

roe 	- -0911(417101 -POUISYS 

	

1.410 	ONKNONN 1,00/103 CIO 

	

4030179 	o0RAO/01 ROMS -CCO 

	

3010 	0100.0401 POUND'S CIO 

	

4. 33 	low.% r1mmU3--cru 

	

2S0 	UNONORR POUNDS co 

	

2. ISO 	'-11740140,•,r-viJ4j003jm cLu 

	

HOR 407643.25.2 	 4.665 	ONKNOUO POIMOS CLO 

	

NOI 007773.46.4 	 444 -111100a1cli.r-K•alanr--cal 

	

Hol 007173.4,40-q 	 3.200 	UNKNOlito POWN74 CLO 

	

-1072-131777W0,74473- 	 919 	U-, ..444-000400 ‘4.11 

	

010 000061.14.0 	 $20 	11::,1111 POUNDS CLO 

	

724 044005-43.4' 	--o0.346 

	

1,01 000002.44.0 	20,000 	r1;1:101A 	P1 CLII  

	

0 WM OVVOWT.22.0 	34.404 	-WC -11411-,•C611 

	

t17 000004.42.2 	20.240 	U4K194001 	CLO 

	

0l3 010u0r-5s.5- 	umarobal 	4u..)ry  

	

414 012002.44.1 	430 000 	URARORM  

	

-1117 012122.47.7 	 11446 	u.464414 1,..r.-4 cLO 

	

Ogg 011541.10.1 	 000 	utome-  :-,,i& j4 CIO 

	

' - CYO B14211-.44.41 	-rig-- 	WNW,  1 1 L: 1 .1:13tra 

	

RN 023038.50.0 	12.120 	UMW. KNOWS CLO 

	

1, ,,r 94,344.40 4 	9409164 	1.9•11.9 rouNus 041 

	

PIO 026471.62.S 	 3,470 

	

P17 02sl*3-103 	 41 	 

	

FOR 921113.44.4 	 SOO 

	

Cl, -133,s33-esi.r 	• 	AI 

	

1114 414040.40.4 	1,6530000 
21.1 418444.40.4 
014 414454.44.4 
219-  4194446.91P-4---
0I, 410044.40.0 
410 010000.40.0 	201.437 

	
umskors Palma CLO 

441 	-141440.44.4 -2-P011‘.3311----07 -FO030 	
 
03 C-10 

AaS 023040.40+0 	 5.410 
	

0041010401 0001403 CIO 
494' A01SSIF.11*04 	2117,71011--13•01 1113001-013131103-111T 
40,  401000.40.4 	 2•113 

	
ummolft pflowsi CLO 

A1, 4014511.4005r 	004.101 
	

um44044 0o304057-M-13- 
AN 449440.0c,4 	111.444 

	
UN00*0110 POUNDS OAS  

AVo--1019111PROU..4 	.14,040 	lAWARmAIW VUUNIAJA amia 
4,1 A90440.44.4 	1.64,4516 

	
usopOus P00N633 CIA 

AI, AR411011:4405. 
	

04440NN 1U00014 Ltd 

• 

404 
C94 

900110.44.1 
$04112.32.7 
444114.26.1 
440113.24.6 

11-1,611--------WomUNA-roOKUS--CLU oCiwitS.414/17" 

410 040110.10mi 
ON 4401111.71.4 

ovvie0.61.9 
Clio see t at.rt=4) 
CO? 440121.79.2 
roe 444143.H.or 
413 114$127.16.4  

141114/wves 
PIS 4411131.1P4 

00.033 POWNOS OAS 
earlarNSIOS-CTI7 
0014 Mead SAO 

0N419004 P00005 CLo 
„1.444 POUN03 CLU 

UNKNONN POONOS CLO 
20.277 POUNDS OAS 
3047000404 P000403 044 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UMNNONN PouNos  CLO 
UNKNOWN POuNOS 1144 
UNKNOWN MINOS OAS 
410.604 FOUROS PRO 

CLO 
CLO 
CLO 

FTS-  U016.0.44 .1; 
COR 001807.43.4 
CVO 401929.44.8 
COI 002312.15.8 
£23 402303.43.2 
Fe,  142674.41.3 
CiO 0114400mod.9 
C90 0063410.40.4 
013 147440.46.4 

WORM, 00*3NO3 ROA 
UNAMUWA 142wSsur- -P40 
~KORN P001:04 CIO 
-11111(1101111-10*110RI11-CCU 

00N41101111 POUROS OAS 

	

1.4.6.i.t 
	

A• v14, IMAMS 

	

17.44s 
	

tookkom pouotos cLO 

	

40,0017 	 -SUNII m04735-1= 

	

13 	OROPPORM POOMOS OAS 
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A99  A99000.00.0  
887- 

 
001000-80-0 

0g9  099000.0.0 

	

42,o00 	 UNKNONN -POUNDS CLO 

	

TTIOF 	UNKNOWNEVUOURUS--VEU 

	

171,345 	UNKNOHN POUNDS CLO 
as —IIWWIRTRIT-PTTURICS—CtIT 

,OROBEN20/RIFLUORIDE  
ITTPITENDE7-  

Au..10BEN2OTL TR1FLUORIDE 

DINETRa8E-8/YETWITORTUE—
AGRIDuST  
ANBAN OXIDATION FRUDOLTS 

	
t09 C99000.00.0 

AMR W 
	

C99 Cg9000.00.0 
15EORIN 
	

CWIr' too.- 0-1---  
CRAB GRASS KILLER 

	
C99 C99000.00-0 

VACAMO I {COMPOUND DIVEST — 
	

1-4tr- c9voao.uo.0 
DINETHYL PHOSPHATE S.HYDROXY.N.ETHYL.C13.CROTONANIDE C99 C99000.00-0 	 25 
SUDS! iruarr-mcupgriPANErcumea. 611,EN 	• 	 CYY C99000.00.0 	 129 
ExTHERm 	 t99 twrg000.00=0 	 1.000  
FLY DEAD 	 C99 C990-01/.0. 	 3.950 
GLOyODEK 	 t99 0/9000000-0 	 1.500 
NAZE 	 -CTPI-  C9Y000.017.iW--  -- 	600 
1500CM 	 ' c99 C90000.00.0 	 250 

4.mrwHyL.2.1mIN0.10.01THIOLANE  HCL 
METHYL pENTADIENE 1)30mER/I 
mETHYL rENTANAmI0E IISONER71  
WiCuprAw 
PHTSTOPP 
STLYACON 
SwORKILL 
YS 
TENOR ION  
1141494H 
THIOPHoIspH4TE (00640  
TRiAiuLr llsOmERTI 
TURF EDGE 

riPTINIT YAPS 
nIUC1OE 2119  

PLSIDUTA, NON...CHLORINATED 
PAINT SLUDGE 
OIL SLURCL 
ISOPHTHALOYL TAR 
TERERNTNALOYL TAR 
DITITUTITIYYTTATEETTE ILWE1'H1NKLAIL 	

FI5 E15000.00-0 	 500 PHENYL T(RIP.THALATE ESTERS 

	

F24 F20000.00.0 	 750.566 ORGANIC plomEww 

	

Fea F24000.00.0 	 7.4048 PRINTERS INK 

	

F24 F20000.00.0 	 3.191 DYE WASTE 

	

E99 p99000.00.0 	 2,721 DINITRoautyLpHENoL IlsomiRyi 	
--F8g y9900.99.0 NErmTL rum.wL KENeuAT1 	

012 G12000-00.0 	 3.255 EPOwy 

	

HOZ H02000.00.0 	 100 tsocmpOmATE 171 

	

HO? 1102000.00-0 	 100 THALLIUM GRAIN 	
HOZ H02000.00.0 	 2,100 TURF FUNGICIDE CD, CA, CU, rN CNRowATE COMPLE1 

	

H02 m02000.00.0 	 90,128 Z1NC AMMONIUM  cARKAmATE 	
MSS 1303-6.6-6=1,11-11 	 -5114 MERCURY cORPtilmmar---- 	
HOS H05000.00.0 	 3,312 Chomtum ZINC HENMATE 	
P99 P49000.00.0 	330,413 POLYNER STILL OOTTOm st.u0G( 

	

P99 P99000.00.0 	 462 CRLSOL FORmAlotHYDE RESIN 

	

P99 P99000.00.0 	 W00% PHENOLIC nisrn 

	

799 799000.00.0 	 9,000 TINUVINE (INERT DyE CARRIER) 

cONDERITt 
runup curAnrn' 	

. _ . 

ETH0NE ENDSTRIP IL to', 
oAKTTE C.25'cwiwommOtt 
uAKITE STRIPPER 

T911 7.01000.00.0. 	 I n \lNwl it yurest-frus-r-siirrprrir 
199 199000.00.0 	 UNKNOWN TRIDITE 14.2 

ICS N1I.1 66401 040/011LET TONANANDA FORGE (RIVER RD F.L1)(01Y G.N.C.) 

PD  DOW -Pt • 	- 	gorriCa 	 Tee 	-11‘2110 -- 

CHLORINATED RESIDUE 	 
IMMUNE 1111-11WPTATE13-  SOLE-ONE' 
O P.CHLUNOWENZALDEHYDE 

099 099O0Oofjp.0 
BY9 049000.00.0 
849 841-008:08.0' 
Ogg 099000.00.0 
899 -844008.1)-074-  

, c99 Cg9000.00.0 

	

129,244 	 UNKNOWN  POUNDS CLO  

	

-75i/01 	UNKNOWN PuoNa CLO 

	

4,529 	 39.063 POUNDS 846  

	

I.000 	UNKNOWN POUNDS €1.0
250 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
	2172117-------UNWROWA-KUUM-705 

	

100 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
-CINKNURN-1118711131- -COT 

	

1.500 	UNKNOWN  POUNDS CLO 

	

T:425- 	uNKNOwN-Tumins--tu- 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO  
uNANDNN-wtlunOw--CCO.  
UNKNOWN POUNDS  CLO 
UNKNOWN POUND S-1= 
UNKNOWN POUNDS 	CLO 
UNKNOWN IdOuNos CCU 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

co, C941000.00-0 
co4 C44008.48.0-
C99 C99000.00.0 

C99 Cg0000.00.0 
CTST • -C400-00.00.0 
C99 v09000.00.0 

' C09 T44000.00.0 
C94 C99000.04.0 

	

C99000.00.0 	 100 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLQ  

	

-----7,400 	UNKNOWN PoUNDs CLU 

	

643 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

100 	-1110041)103-nUE111--CETY 

	

250 	 UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

100 	 uNKROWW-PUDNIIT--CUT 

	

100 	UNKNOWN POUNDS 	CLO 

	

8,(50 	-11WWW0W)I WOUNDS CLO 

	

1.200 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
" 	200 	UNKNONN-WOUNDI -  -CCU 

	

1.500 	UNKNOWN POUNDS  CLO  
-CLO 

	

COP C99000.40.0 	140.400 	UNKNOWN POUNDS  CLO  

	

-C11 -C11010.00w0- 	 lip 	=NUNN -WM=1 CLO 

	

C90 C91000.00-0 	 100 	UNKNOwN 'POUNDS CLO 

	

C99 C99000.00-0 	 500 	 UNKNOWN pnuNn3 CLO 

	

rW0-  i99-0-00z7507,1 	1711nr--------umnanoi-FrynNus 	cLa 

	

E99 E99000.00.0 	1,040,101 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

Egg (99000-00.0 	1,649.506 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
(94 	C99000.00..0 	 5',, 172 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

E99 E99000.00.0 	 225,115 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

ERQ (99000.00.0 	 226.175 	UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
-yrs 11,5=7-01.04-0-  - 	10,14d 	-mnowl1w-Pnuans---CrO' 

UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UNKNOWN POUNDS rtl 
UNKNOWN POUNDS BAS 
UNKNOWN -pow:vs -cm 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UNIOPIUWU 	ONU 	1.0.11  
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UNKNOWN POUND'S ZUU 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UNKNONN MINIM TM 
UNKNOWN POUNDS  CLO 
UNKNOWN poumrs- 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
UNKNOWN PO.UNDS CLO 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 
U01.cnD.ffiOUNUS 	(LU 
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO 

	

tyw000.uu.0 	 ',RV 

	

799 199000.00.0 	 7,560 

	

Tgl 199000-00.0 	 - Sj5-04 

	

190 799000.00.0 	 8,372 

	

109 199000.09.0 	 - 2,190 

	

199 199000.00.0 	 450 

UNKM Kw /UUNU* 044 	
UNKNOWN POUNDS CLO  
mix/inwm FOUND3 woo 
UNKNOWN POUNDS SAS 
Ur.M0KR POup/DS 
UNKNOWN POUNDS 0A3 
UrihN MN 'uiirit,S 	u44 
UNKNOWN UNKNOWN OAS 

Su9stANcES OF cnNcERN USED 
poTIL (low DImETHTL  B(NZYL AMMONIUM CHLORIDE) 
• CLE811-4 1FREONT 
AsKARLL (PCR) 
,TYPOID GEAR 104 
sLUG-A.woo (I400) 
NOBILNET 305  

CODE CAS NO, 	AYG.ANNOAL USE 
C99 0018/5.92.9 	600 
TIFF-  405000.00.4 	 200 
021 A11000-00-0 	 0 
894 899000.00.0 	15.000 
C99 C99000.00-0 	 120 
015 G15000.00.0 	 6.250  

AMOUNT ON'RAND UNITS 	LISEV111/ 
SO GALLONS CO 
61 POUNCIS CLN 

00,606 GALLONS CLo 
273 CALLOMS COT 

o POUNDS PES 
MOO GALLONS COT 

105 	h0410 CHEVROLET TONAWANDA NE7AL CASTING (IRENE s1 -PLI1(niv G.R.c.) 

rl 10K 21 

SOISTANCLS 'HIT CONCERN USED 
tolEsins (GRAKE L CLUTCH (ACMG) 
FREON 
IwniOns 
wAuco 
Nnah. 
murrAL1 SOLyE9I yIOLET DYL  

CODE CAS NO. 
GO1 
	

001332-21-4 
AO$ 405000.00.0 
071 A21000-00.0 
103 102000.00-0 
(03 E02000.00.0 
F20 F29000.00.0 

AYG.ANNUAL UAL 
2,540 

AID 

250 
9,500,000 

1,000 

AMOUNI ON HAND 
25,000 

22 
16,917 

25 
010,000 

SOO 

UNITS 
POUNDS 
POUNDS 
GKUTIM 	 
POUNDS 
POUNDS 
PnuNns 

USE CODE 
RIO 
CLO 
CLu 
PEA 
PEA 
COT 

C-8 



NuFfALU 	suLvINT..GPEEN_PYI 
17STO . TtifNT4rit--  

124 	F24000-00-0 
-G2600.00-0 

1,790 750 ROuNDS 	Col 
200 20 foLLnNs HAS 

SPOTCHECA AvELuPLR 19N 	144000-00-0 20 GALLONS COT 
Nip Tog 	744000-00-0 100 279 G.L1AN8 cLN 
HysoL 	01085 04R 199000-00-0 0 0 uNKNOHN NLU 

It, 	40.1 	66190 	orFYWOLET 	TUNAnANOA 	'ODOUR 	PLANT.GAIE 	DIY. 

P.O r 	1104 	 UUFFAin 	 NY 	14740 

3UHSTANCE3 OF CONCERN USED 	 CODE CAS Nu, 	Avc„ANNuAL usE AmnuN7 ON NANO UNITS 	USECOOE 
CHlumulmt a C WV7 	u 07 	55-6 	 211,512 1,VS0 BALEON5 	OLD 
spurmcK AvELnPER (cHtoporNENci A07 	000071.5S•6 	 9,000 570 POUNOS 	NEU 
TRICmLOROETHANE A07 	000071.55.6 	 200 55 GALEON3 CLS 
MINDER 	sTRimmER 	(METHYLENE CHLORIDE) A02 	000075.04.2 	 576 (01 GALLONS NLU 
FREON 22 £05 	000075.95.6 	 160 270 POUNDS 	Nu) 
rNEON 	72  205 	000075.M-8 	 240 los Prams 	NIA 
WIT:340.OREIFTIFTWIE- 21-2 	U0U0rV..01..6 	 uNANUNN uNKNOWN-UNITNOWN 
100101L 	tPAC L(15% 	ttlfcHumouNYLENE) Al2 	000070.01.6 	UNKNONN UNKNOWN UNKNOWN NLU 
CTAIROOL 	'00° 	(TRIS(KTO2OXYPIC7MTLTNIT114010ETHANE) C99 	000126.11.0 	 1,460 400 Pou7AD3 	-NTET 
nANK-NOEA (PENcHuNu(TNNIANE) 413 	000127.10.9 	 15 5 GALLONS NLU 
xyLcNc 003 	001330.20.7 	 600 50 GALLONS kLT 
!IRAK( 	Ann CLUTCH FACING GOI 	001332..21.4 	 1.200 12,000 PnuNo8 	CUT. 
xursTos-usyrcrr-- GO1 	0-0153C.21.9 	 tUrou4u 10508 PouNo3 	MID  
Icc cLE.NEN 	(Futopo A05 	A05000.00.0 	 280 200 POUNDS 	NUJ 
ruclum 405 	A05000.00.0 	 175 2/0 POUNDS 	cta 
41HANEL 	(PCB) A21 	A21000.00.0 	 0 6,462 GmAnNa cLO 
Focroo 5100 	VCHLOTTINATED PETROLEUM) 499 	A99000.00.0 	 5.000 1,041 GALLaws CUT 
mACCO 0691 	(CHLUPINATED PETROLEUM) A99 	499000.00.0 	 1.800 825 GALLONS COT 
TurUctr rr1017-1- (CREUITTwitTrO-PrTROtrow7- ATI4 	1074001MOI3TPIT- 000 15 	I,Al.4.0N5 LO, 
NUNILNET 	300 	(cNvININetto MAX) 899 	099000.00.0 	 8,250 1,100 GALLONS NLU 
wrPolo Grail LipoNicANt(cNionvortu 1100) 099 	1399000.00.0 	 15,000 5,000 GALLON-5 NIX 
oUNEGONENy 1A14001 	(CHLORINATED NA%) 890 	899000.00.0 	 15.000 220 POUNDS 	COT 
NAYEUDE 0 899 	899000.00.0 	 goo 230 GALLONS CO/ 
3AN1BLEEN 	(10% DINETITYLHEN/YE 	ANNaNium cHLoNtoE) C32 	C32000.00.0 	 500 At GALLONS NLU 
TTYTTC-CPTA-DlisElTritTENTYL-mNOTFTTTA-CITCOOTDET--  --C3217VErw70".0- -OIly ir0GZt1fl148 	14t.iJ 
0400 	3LUG-A-4ftG C99 	C99000.00.0 	 120 0 POUNDS 	NLU 
RAECU 002 	002000.00.0 	 20 0- 152LL11113 	Nuy 
NASE0 002 	002000.00.0 	 100 5/ GALLONS DAS 
DUPONT 1-3-011 ' 	"--- 003 	003000.00.0 	 2 0 GALLONS NLU 
oRuNING oou.rECN 	II 005 	003000.00.0 	 2 0 GALLONS NLU 
71TNI1-4 
17LEAN.3T171P 099 	D99000.00.0 	 IS 7 GALLONS OAS 
TIT,UTI CUR LuekEtANT (IA 	y 	ILTILumur.171 	t7 
LOCTITC 	277 	(I% 	ANILINE) 

qiiMairwmMair 	 2113110 		 
000 	P09000.00.0 	 7S0 

-711.1 PONNOS--CUT 
50 GALLoma wu 

III u1.1 	77541 	cutP 	shEAA'Eu, 
000.000000000 6666666666 0601.40001,6000011611060 * I *** 06 

11A1 	JEFFERSON 	duFFALU 	 NY 	19200 

SousTANcEs 	OF 	CONCERN 	133110 COOL 	CAS NU. 	Avs„ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	USECODE 
-TIl(Uh. 	12 005 	000 	 N 	WN ev 	17111114115 	ELEI 

t 	A 	AA 	OM 	. 	lit 	I3UPl OLU, 	lIt.. 
000000*****AgecAriAeArro0e0e00e400000***0*0ea0****** 
ZOO 	mILTNS RO. 	TONAWANDA 	 NY 	19150 

SUBSTANCES OF CUNCEPN USED CODE 	CAS NU. 	AyG.ANNUAL 	USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	USECODE 
-S: Fq-ittr-yrny-rrrs 	ion CA £3 SO Orr.-tINST-  1Str-CANS/t13E-  £10 n PoUNDS--RtS 

1C3 	9,1.1 	7717/ 	cAto) 
................k....................... ***** *.... 
lot 	 hUFTALU 	 NY 	14710 

BOUST GUDE 	LAO 	1411, 	 II 	I' 

isopormolm 	0441010 1041U5 Jot 	000067-61-0 	 600 100 GALLONS OAS 
TOLUENE 007 	000700.613.3 	 1,900 720 	024,4.0113 LLN 
NAPTNOL 	SPIRITS F99 	001321.67.1 

	
1,300 220 GALLONS CLN 

AATTR oxst-AoHtsrgr 14°I 0105 017 	617000.41-06-0 	 600- 200 DTLLoNs LuT 
HATER 	HASE 	ADHESIVE 	1-10245 G17 	G17000.00.0 	 1,014 200 GaLums cot 

yrpl 194 	19 	OUU..UUHO 

ICI 	,/p.1 	1,0441 	COLU9HU1 	4C4110909 	CUPP 
00606044446000 ********* 00606000000 ***** 4AAAA446*AA 

II 	 IO4lAn0N0A 	 NY 	Iglso 

.4 	CloiCIPN CODE 	CAS NO. 	AyO.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT (IN 	HANO 	ON171 	.isc 1,1114 
A11111,494 099 	000074-06-2 	21,r0)80 5,760 	CU, 	F1, 	PI A 
va0001.4 099 	0000/0.90.6 	 71,064 2,400 	GALLN98 	'44 t, 
PIvetwc),,OrTHYLVTir 	 --lir 116' Z.ALLOJS 	CLN TO-Crif. ['V.-4 

\ Hot 	ootIos.gb.g 	 7,600 5,100 	11)1114 (15 	UNA 
., 411511C 	51 100 mou 	ootilool-2 	 1,000 4,000 MONO 	Irfe 
'10,1001.14 HOS 	001313.711-o 	158,000 0t 770 	CU, 	11, 	COT 
AL.4.1.00P 	°X1114 140 	001144-28-1 	 50,000 1,301 	PouNhs 	CEN 
0.4;0% - 
SOLPUPre 	St i ll - 

066 	00/100-37-1 	00,510 10,10 	CO. 	11, 	pt A 
1,65-0 	Mrs CLAT 110-4--"02Ai87.-0-PA5- 	11,46f 

POT0WW.1 PEPM06,C6N6IC HOZ 	00172?-60-7 	 1,141n 570 	POIMUT, 
. , A(G/14 1509 	001782-a1I.1 	 110,072 A,216 	CO. 	It. 	REA 
,IA1401. 	:0'19115 025 	000032-82-4 	 2,500 sqg GALLONS CLN 

C-9 



HINt 	PAINT 
1141 	NCri 	liii,. 	H 	0  

OUT-NCH OIL 	rS?? 
Abt/5EPT 	OIL 

1420 
1)I6 
616 
GIs 

F24000.00.0 
(.16000,.00.0 
-arA-WO 
Glsooso 

IIS 
400 
- PS 
InS 

II 	1.ALLO115 
5S 	C4LLo115 

- 275 GalColis 
IR 	GALLONS 

COT 
CLO 
cur 
COI 

VACTI4A 	nh Glb C16000.00-0 25 80 GALLoNS COT 
IT 	xe4 	OIL GI6 G16000.00-0 2.14 21) 	GALLONS COT 
OTT 05 OIL GI6 516000.00-0 27 IS 	GALLoNS COT 
10..14 	4UTow 	DIL 516 G14000-00.0 116 44 GALLONS COI 
OTT Y26 lic 	- 	- - "Cliir  C,161:1015-w00.S I,ITTO-  Trq-G-ALLous ctrT 

H4 14140 	miDIUM 	OIL GI6 G16000.00.0 862 200  GALLONS cot 
4o01LGEAR GI6 1416000-00.4 12034 542 POUNDS C01 
mOh1L 	lfi 	NSSO GI6 416000-00.0 43 50 GALLONS CLN 
9usrPono1ric OIL 	.509 G16 G16000-00-0 226 95 GALLONS COT 
ouo 	

"ub 
Sib G16000..00.0 ION RO GALLONS COI 

Tr -0-11141 	rur 1;r6 -60011400.0 CI WO .114 	uALLI LOT 
muNKIK.C-OIL G16 516000-00.0 106,009 14,000 	GALLONS RCA 

TINSOL 	57-S5 LAcnoco 	THINNCR 526 626000.00.0 637 367 	GALLnNs RAS 
GRANALJRE 	Nei Tgo 190000.00.0 2,405 1,800 	POUNDS COT 
rilhoi9r 	NIS TON T40000.00.0 3.790 10.800 POUNOS CLN 
GRANAORATI 	142 Too Too000-00-0 1010 ito 	GALLONS cot 
rna1PrIT 	74-‘41711 TOR' -1VOIT0U.4011.1) 165 ee0-113-CL1Ns mtli 

INDIHITRITE TOO 190000.00.0 5S 5S0 GALLONS REA 
OPY 	ORAW 	415 190 T50000000.0 2,700 55 PnunoS UNK 
141.1,1441 	It 199 199000.00.0 710 20110 Pounns REA 
8U144I5HING 	COMPOUNO 	4121 TOO 199000.00,4 11,090 I,OSO POUNDS CUT 
ALKALINE 	CLiANEFI 	INDUsINIAL 	46 TOO 109000.00.0 S2,000 4,400 POUNDS 	CLN 
GRA-NAT/TNT 	14 20--.  TOO 10000 0-00"U' - 	----c-5  rrECTImr-cur 

TOO T90000-00-0 tss 59 GALLONS CLO 
RLACK 	A5PHALT1Im TOO T99000-00-0 200 110 GALLnNs CLO 
AEROSOL 	:WRAY 	pAINT TOO 194000.00.0 740 146 POuNDS C01 
LACuoco 799 109000.00.0 929 265 GALLONS 107 
TIMM COMANT L.250 - 711 -Tonnisatvo-io - 	---tiTo oe zwiimo um 
NOBIOITT 	021 199 190000.00.0 14 15 GALLONS COT 
NOM VACTRA 44 794 190000.00.0 13 5 GALLONS COT 
GRAPHITE 	OIL 799 009000.00.0 15 95 GALLONS COT 
110811141E3 	EP.I 799 799000.00.0 134 70 POUNDs CLN 
1571P.SOL TOO 099000.00.0 628 70 GALLONS CLO 
g4 CINCOOL T44 141-60:.W'0 i41,--  I 06-  acC6143 e Ln 
8uTTERCut CUTTING COMPOUND Too 709000.00.0 In 20 GALLONS cLu 
Nucor MILANI TWO 190000.00.0 10 108 0A110400 CLO 
4237 	NOCU1 ?RR T94000.00.0 160 109 GALLONS CDT 
CNOICE.CUT 	COOLANT Tog T09000.00.0 40 0 GALLONS COT 
AuTKAL 	SALTS M Too 109000.00.0 tom Ion() PuuNos cLn 
WICK TELMER WI Too -Toovoo.00mo hOD 7,7400 prilomy 'un 
8TANDO1TE 	0.2 790 199000.00.0 1,000 290 POUNDS COI 
FoTL-u.PTCH TOO 791000.00.0 55 45 GALLONS CLO 
IsoCAL 190 199000.00.0 500 10 POUNDS REA 

SALT 	301tn43 1119 T00000.00.0 10.0110 17.200 POUNDS CLO 
!SUPINE T99 T99000.00.0 - 	OP 60 POUNDS CLU 
RnEnr- AtUTT7-1017 /19' -71101701r01371) 75 -1-TAILu11t LLD' 
muLTKOTS 	I P  Too 199000.00.0 2i 1 PouNnS Cot 
ANTI.SFIZE 	LURE TOR 199040.00.0 70 10 	14004400 COT 
PLASTILUHF 199 199000.00.0 70 70 POUNDS CUT 
DUICK LITr 	COKE 799 799000.00.0 500 ino PnuNns RFA 
LC.3 GAs 199 799000.00.0 72,500 11,600 	CU, 	71. REA 

1111:1017;0717.0-  /MTV Two7G415- -Mr-  iuu 	P110441)3 RFA 
C-2S GA9 199 199000.00.0 379 758 	CU. 	IT. 7170. 
CONTFOUND AA 111 790000.00.0 10 115 POUNDS enT 

61.317 	DoNNto..MANDA LIME 	LOMP. 
46"00,604600600660600000600006606001.0 ******* 64000 

4(14 	A-SW!TH 	PARK 	STA 	BUFFALO 	 NY 	14420 

SO45IANCtS 	OF 	Ct./1,10.PN 	usrn Coot CA5 	NO. AvG.ANNUAL USE 	AMOUNT 	ON HAND UNITS uSPCODF 
TiLurNr 	1 115,000/10,000 	TOTAL 	GIVEN FOR 002 	AND 00371 002 000108-80-3 Azono 5,009 GALLoTo 
pHCNCIL 1401 000108.95-2 '.47.500 947.500 POUNDS PRO 

1)03 ouillo-670,;7- TYLENt 	1-TINFODU,10,000 1171-8L-6-TTEN-FOR-002-87717 D11371 -4-25uou '1,000 	1,41111118 411441 
COAL 	TAR E01 008007.45.2 30,000,000 1.000,000 GALLONS PRO 
LIGHT 	OIL 	41400914111. 	Imuugj Die u120178.013.0 4.100,000 130,000 GALLONs 4*440 

ICS 	30.1 	>7732 	DUNLOP 	IIRt 	t 	PUDWER CORP, 
606060 ******* Oh ******* 06606060068.0600000006000006 

P.O. 	"N 	1107 	8011A10 	 NY 	14240 

SULI3TAACF5 OF CONCERN USID CODE 1.48 	No. AVG.ANNUAL USt 	AMOUNT ON MAND UNITS USECOOE 
RESONCIKA 1402 000108.46.3 1714,500 11,900 	POUND'S COT 
YOLJEDE 
XYLENC 

1102 
0113 

000108-88.3 
001330-20.7 

115,000 1,500 POUNDS 443 
0--ctruo00 --wrs 

rpLoN 1405 1405000.00-0 50 150 POUNDS CLO 

Id', 	shiSo 	E.T. 	DUPONT 	Or 	NERIDURS 4 	CO 	(YFRKES 
66006040 ****** 6 ************* 6000600 ************* 00 

5“(Ri110" 	ORIVCO 	31)81 	ROFFALO 	 NY 	14207 

50IS1ADCF5 or 	co9cro! osro CODt CAS 	NO. iVC.ANNUAL USE 	ANnuNT nN oAnn UN IV.; OSECoOr 
%win ToPwlOt 404 000015.02S 2,500,0014 65,000 PouNns orA 
'ALTioLror CT-Mirror 1402 000075-09-2 290,300 is,ono moons un 
../!.05T1A1 	HLUI 1424 000147.14.8 SOO 600 PnoNnA RAS 
MoGASTRAL 	GRFEN 124 001328-53-6 200 350 protons piss 

- 10 



1C3 Nn.t 11A40 fLucu 4c,m4 0  4 SUN INC. 

175 Lrwts ST. 	RUFFALO 
	

NY 	14206 

suusTANCES OF CONCERN U3E0 
	

CODE CAS NO, 	AvG.ANNUAL USF AMOUNT ON HAND UN/Ts 	usicnur 
FREON 
	 £05 A05000.00.0 	 10 	 0 qouNOS CLO 

OYES 
	 F24 F24000.00.0 

	
2 	 nALLnas RIO 

ICS /43.1 001E.A. i SON INC. 
******* ........ 

140 ()FERMI.  Si. 	NUFFALO 	 NV 

 

SUWANCES OF CONCERN USED 
Cg4 

 

CODE CAS NO. 	Avo.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HANO UNITS 	USECODE 
ivasvuuswar- 	 rns- 	 SO DALITMS I. (.70 

 

103 140.1 	77162 	F.M. 	IMMIT COMPANY 	INC.(OUFFALO 	PLT.) 
"nrIfiririfirffinniThlnifirgV I Ili V • 	V•Will -flwrair• 	ilff 

2345 MAIDEN AvE. 	BlIFFALO 	 mr 	14225 

SUNSTANCES OF CONCERN USED CODE CAS NO, AYG,ANNUAL USE A4noN7 (IN HAND UNITS usi,conf 
TnicoconurrwuRE £12 000079-01.6 50 DO GALLONS COI 
TOLNINE 002 000los.on-s 0,000 7S0 063.11I95 405 

ICS 40.1 	77104 	FLEA() 	TRANsPARENT 	iNc. 
"WAIWWWWWWWAV440644400411440A660604404 * *** d4rillA646406 

P.o. sag 120 	 surmu 	 NY 	14240 

51JH-3MM OF CONCFON 0511) CODE CAS NO. Avn.ANNNAL USE AMOUNT nN MANI) UNITS NsicnOt 
mETHYLENE cNimplus A02 0000/S.09-2 55 1 0  GALLONs fah 
NICNUTIROUNYLENF Al2 000075.01.6 AO 10 GALONs CLh 
TOLut4t 002 000100.58.3 90 10 GALLONS CLN 

/FTE3-17/14m1047'wmat Fa-- T240110.110,4 "TWAff13---  Vs iTql-PTBMITS A41 

rc 	N (ITT GAM --r 
	 • 

a00060ev•tr0p0a****eoreiopme60**00.0000060 600 ***** 
54 SAHYER Ayr, 	TMN4WANI1A 

	
" 	14150 

SUBSTANCE.° OF CON E N USED 

PTIEN06 
DIFICATNIC *CT O - 	' 
CHLOROTOLUENE 110041E1421 
Patycm.nfillisnim-stpAufm 
01101NE 115091471  

AvG.ANNUAL USE 
110 
344 

"1.42V 
55 

-T441(1404m 
3.447  

AMOUNT ON HANO UNITS usual* 
165 4ALLIP5 
275 GALLONS SAS 
0t,0 400901- 

SS GALLONS RAS 

7,145 POUNDS REA 

F01 0001438.05!4 
Pr; 0ner1•-s-3cz-
A10 A19000.00.4 

'Arin 121-047VIE317 -0 ' 
199 F99000.00.0 

ICS 140.1 77695 GANNY LAHOMATONIS INC. 
.01.9awaao.4... **** .1,1******4***4.4iAA44AAti*A4,koeiii 
260 cpcepsine 	np. 	TONAWANDA 

st:nrsrAnrrrar-Ctinernwastrr---- 

NY 14ISO 

VirOf TAr70O;- PH-. RITUAL-NSF. *1MJ4lTOI4 RAND uNITS 	-ITHECH5F- 
mtruiN01. 399 	000047-54-1 	 47.211 sospi GALLONS UA3 
IMPROPANOL JOI 	00006/-63.0 	37,237 2i15111 GALLONS wis 
40DFNOLiNc Gq4 	000110.41-0 	0,081 421 POUNDS 	LIAS 
GLYCOLFTNFH /nurricruosntNT) 350 	000111-76./ 	 302 415 MHOS 	0A3 
OLEIC 	ACID 1.55 	000112.00.1 	 14,471 1,500 POUNDS 	TEAS 

003 	0c011111;720;7---Tir5r4 220 GALLONA- REA 
ASBESTOS 	7 m0 GO1 	001332.21.0 	 SAS 300 POUNDS 	HAS 
ASOF1105 	7 	TF.1 G01 	001332.21.4 	 1,018 ' 700 MHOS 	RAS 
q11( 	OIL 	0517 004 	008002.04.3 	 j 	132 0 POuNOS 	DAS 
KEROSENE D25 	008045.20.6 	 1.622 165 GALLOANI HAa 
4119E06L 	311I14)73 025 	000032.32.4 	 37,004 1,209 GALLONS OAS 

' 
CORAY 	SO 012 	012000.00.0 	 430 0 GALLONS OAS 
1SUFAR R . 023 	023000.00.0 	 TOT 165 GALLONS -mu' 
ISOPAR L 025 	025000.00.0 	 013 3115 GALLONS RtA 
a-67-1010NT 1110111P40.0 HAIXON11 

ICS 	40.1 	7/355 	GENERA& 	ELECTRIC CO. (SERVICE SHOP) 

BUFFALO NY 14201 

31N37814C15 OF CONCERN USED CODE LAS NO. 	AvG.ANNuAL uSE AMOUNT ou NANn UNITS 	USFCOOE 
G.E. 	vh[nr new ETHANOL 	50% 7Tmr--07004.47;07,i5---- -rNALIONS Cot 
1,1.1.rN1c1ILOROCINANC 407 	000071.55-o 	 550 135 GALLONS His 
TTLENE 003 	001370.20.7 	 130 80 r.ALIANs WAS 
GE 	1500 	THINNER 	AO% 	£11.09E 003 	001330-20-7 	 132 33 GALIONS HAS 
UOUPFS-E-941-411X -ITCE-WE---- 001 	001310.20-7 	 204 72 pnuNns 	cnr 
G.E. 	PAINT 	1201 	TYLENE 	35 003 	001130.20.7 I 	GALLONS CO1 

Con-  001 0307.217-.7— 041.1. 095 	cur 
ottROSINC na 	00on0e-20-6 	 (to 24 GALLONS HAS 

" 	- PITNEPAE 	FTS 025 	005032.32.4 	 110 25 nAtAnns OAS 
G.C. 	PAINT 	1201 	SX YMP NAPHTHA 025 	008032.32.4 1 	GALLONS cut 
'ii. 	or, IPTIT 	Do1000.00.0 	 224 10 GALLONS COT 
NAPTMA 025 	025000-00.0 	 550 115 GALLONS nAs 
L.L. 	1100 	lr4N144 	. 	00 	NAT. 	A -025 -075-01E0 0V0.0 	 AR 2T13*LLUI15 	(*5 
G.E. 	PAINT 	5012 	SI 	NAPITTMA 025 	025000.00.0 GALLONS COT 



G.( 	INT 	1201 	60% INERT 
GO') 	004000.00.0 
094 	GP4000.00.0 
GO') 	G40000600.0 
G94 	G09000.00.4 

400 
4 
0 
S 

	

1011 	11001)0SCPT 

	

1 	GALLONS 	cnt 

	

i 	GALLTIN3 	Cot 

	

I 	nAlLoNS cul 
grERT -MR ZVI-  lot m 

G.E. 	PAINT 	OU12 	MS 	INERT 

?CS NO.1 	bbnas 	nPn nPcru PannucTs. INC. 

1'00000.00.0 5t2 70 	PlIUND6 cOr 

14214 

COor CAs un, AVG tSIBiAt trsr 115911P1 T If MIT milt, 1sTrrnr sun3tAnte.,  ur Lumr.R 
ORLA 

aSE 
G24 	0000SI.,1S-6 1040000 ?0,n41 pod";, 1, 6% 

321 VU C16 	000045..72.0 540 son BALusNn PF5 
C')') 	000044.7s.7 30,000 00,000 POOPIS Pt$ 

MILAN Cog 	001861.00-I 2004 1,A0n onwins 115 
OICAPNA Coo 	001418.00.0 0,000 0 	POIVild, 

TT0:-0o?471.1571.? 1471 185 GAWIN1 nrs Nu4521 

porlisstuw LmLutlIDE 001 	007.101.00-7 P00,000 10.000 MINUS , A5 
otAmmo41910  PHOSPNATt mot 	001/A1-28.0 100004 1,0.000 PnuGn5 5A5 
NILORGANI G29 	00000O.99.4 I, 400,440 40.400 PuounS H43 

ICS '41.1 Meg 11,11,!ALIN CU. 
66060666000000060000060  66666666666666 00 OOOOOOOOOO 0 

13AnELLF si, 	NUFFALD 	 NY 	I420T 

SUNSTANLIS OF CONCfRN OSLO 
I.TRICKnROETHerif 

iCS Halt (1300 HAPPI5tr4 4001010P (01b1 	 fp1A111 
	,VW000100000000 

WASHBURN s 0A04u1 ST LocapoRT 	 qY 	I4004 

Cr T'11
. 

 AVG,ANNOgf A.,NOINT ON AND DPI 'S  D5FC0D1 
a 
	

o
;
1:596 
	 n

. 
 i 	

1004 GALLMIC  

Al) 

GUM 
A02 
412 
002 
All 
001 
DOR 

CAS NO, , 
000010-04-2 
0000/4-01-6 
000100-00-3 
000121-10-0 
001130-20-1 
049000-00-0 

avG.AuNUAL ust 
sno 

16,000 
11,678 

640 
10414 

20n 

A40oNT ON HAND 
46 

• 1 200 
459 

42 

21 

SunsiAN(ES or CONCt4N 08(0 
4ETHYLENE  EmLURLDE 
TwIcHLOPOEEMYLME- 
TULUENE.014E4 PAINT 
TETNACHLONOETNYLENL 
XYLLNEaNTKLU PAINT 
comn/NED 464000TIGS 

71W1 IN:Ar,!I con". 

666660661,000600000000006060001,0000.06  ************* 

1.1„ 1%4U9T0IAL PAIN( OFPFW 	 NY 	711011 

0dhAf84C2S VI UN4CFRN 10E0 
nYrW AND orrurnIc 

1L'; 5,1.: 11216 Lollum,-01v, OF P0IsN481T 
00e40000060446000066004e040600000m00**446  ********* 
1140 .111I18k0  PO. 	maTALN 	 NY 	14240 

311lisrE0ET5'OF CONUTTN IMO 
SENLOYL CHLORIDE 
NEVER GREEN P.240 
PmTNALATE F51(48 

TC5 un,t tT00T? PATTISTIN-11TPF C. inc. 
06116061,0006000600,00460.000**00080,1 4410011 0.0660110110 

P.O. oriv 46, SOUTH P onrFALa 	 NY 	14220 

GALL. II', 
GAILUNS 
6ALONN 
r. AL 
GALLOaS 
GALL04s 

COVE CAS NU. 	AvG.ANNUAL  i)st  AMOUNT nN HAND 111115 	UPC000 
T74 Flu-sou-we 	2,0,006 	WOUTTPMNIGS —Enfr 

MUT LAS NO. 	AVG.-111191.141: 11SE 	A0110Tw4-rUN lOANutTRITS 	ullftrUE 
805 000090-156.4 	 51,000 	 1,200 POUNDS REA 
COO C9,1000.00.0 	 500 	 0 POUNDS PES 
CIS FI5000.00.0 	 5,600 	 50,000 PnuNnS 8A8 

SIPII.TANCtS or rnmmrpu Jinn 	 MOE CO.') NO. 	AMINTTULL OPT 	qTY-ON-  WWI—UN 	--U3rCOOk 
03 0 401 	 Too 199000.00..0 	 20 	 SO GALLONS GIN 

Ics 00.1 17544 .41NoLATItP CO. INC. 
********* 	***** 06*4$00 

1360 410680A Si. 	HUFFALO 	 NY 	14213 

Solos YON -  u cijNr(iw Us 
yEynAcKuRnEymENE  

COVE CAS NO. 	ING.ANNUAL USE 
All 000127,16w4 	 60500 

ON NOW UNITS Tyrruvr 
ROO GALLONS 4A8 

ICI 1,0.1 /.6411 00071 all 	(AtTrirtarsTrflTrira-- 

1,0, IL,  ST. 	 NurTAL0 	 NY 	14210 

 

SUBSTANCE'S Of CONCERN USED 

  

CODE C88 NO. 	AVG,ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	U8SCODE 
1.1,1-/NILminmb1E1100NC 077--IIV11011 GE-  --41-0- ze -G-TLTEETTS-RTr 
sontu.t Hyn400t0t HOQ 001310./362 4,000,000 21,000 onuNDS REA 
ANHyORMS Ammr0,1A HO') 007664-41.7 1,200 10,000 POUNDS 11A 
suLfuHic 	AC1U 1404 007664.4004 112,000 3,000 POUNDS REA 
CHLn4INT 0A5 000 007702-50-5 4,000 2,000 PRUNUS -14t-1 
P1 1001100 TAN (02 (02000-00-0 51,000,000 4,500,000 GALLONS PRO 
Tt T uNuANIL riumen13 lecr 1e49001708". 

I110A mEtmll ETHYL LEAD NOS 005000.00.0 2.'000,000 49,000 MINDS 8A0 

C-12 



. ICS ND.1 TT73i HATIMNAL RANOFACTURING CORP. 
600,1011101! 

153 111. 	AVE. 	MANAMA 

SUDSVANCES OF CONCERN USED 
-Trarrrr- 
MANE 
HI=FLAIR 84...1.11a 
uNICHLOR 30.1.6430 

110.1 77844 Nt YUN 	IKE RILLa Cum. 

NY 	19150 

CODE  
ClUe 
001 
012 
A,, 

CAS NO. 	AVG.ANNuAL USE 	AwoUNT 
ouvicre.eco.1 	 417T 
001310=20=7 	 6.000 
000030.30.6 	 200 
A44000.00.0 	 60.000 

ON HAND UNITS 
	

USE CODE 
51 GALLuma RAM 

200 GALLONS HAS 
20  RALLTINs 010 

10.000 MUNO3 DAS 

14-31 REVER 'WAD 	1011010MA (yI 
	

14150 

SuOSTANCES of CONCERN USED 
	

CODE CAS NO. 	AVG.ANNUAL USE A nuNT nN NANO UNITS 	uSECOOF 

ZINC 
	

MIS 007440.46.6 	UNKNOWN 
	

UNKNOWN UNKNOWN UNK 

FOI 
003 
001 
A7I 
P414- 
P07 
1.44 
009 
149 
110 
A06 
A08 
A1A 
At9 
Al1 
£90 
A99 
HOF 
1199 
3114 
499 
1390 
990 
Ogg 
1199 
1190 

TC3-100 -31.414-'1ANMCHERTCAL'TrA5TE'Syl1ERS 111C. 
eigibilt*004***41e,104 *********** 04111**e•eo.N.We ********* 
R.56t4 Si. 	 NIAGARA FALLS 	.NY 	14304 

SUASTENCES Or CONCERN usto 
ALNEUEC ACID REsinuts 
PriNINnU-W-STUUr3- 	7 
ACETONE RESIDUES 
RENEINE RESIDUES 
VINYL CHLURIDE REsIDUIS 
REIHYLERE CHLORIDE HEstmots 
HExACHLoRocycLoftHTADIEHr RESIcluE3 
SOCTOLEUr 7111130ES 	 • - 
IAEA RESIDUES 
IRICHLDROEIHYL1NE RESIDurs 
RHTHALIc ACID RESIDUES 
NAPHTHALENE RESIDUES 
8IPHE4YL RtsIDAS  
71,a1iR1ILLJORT111. RESNOE1 
DENIM CHLORIDE RESIDUES 
DIRHENT1 Ox101. REstpuls 
DIRHENyLDIIHIDE RESIDUES 
PHENYLISOCYANATE RESIDUES 
LAuHypNIDINtum  cHLUNIDI HEsinurs 
FENYaL ReStoutl 
ACKYLONITRILE HESIDuES 
14 11114 RESIDUES 
SUCCINIC ANHYURIDE HOTTORS 
mALrIC ANHYoRIDE RESIDUES 
losOREINHL R15IDLIE3 
TOLUENE 	atdEllUES 
PHENOL HESIDULS 
TETRAHYDRDIURAN REsInuES 
HEXANE DOMES 
✓rtroTut 4c7ruurl--- 
OCTYLEHL0RIDE RESIDUES 
IMEtANt RESnMEs 
LAuRYL CHLORIDE RESIDUES 
ENLORENDIC ACID RESIDUES 
HyDROGUINONE RESIDUES 
AUTPIC ACID' 'RESIDUES 
HEXANETHYLENE DIAMIn RESIDUES 
suLfOLANI Nt41uUt3 
TETRACHLOWOETNYLENE REstouEs 
HnuoETHANnLARiNT'1411TDUT9 
HERCARfooEmioTHIDZOLE RESIDUES 
NEITUrUPAN TESIDurl 	- 
DIETHYL flicisfHoRIC ACID RESIDuEs  
3ULKLut 013111.1-K10)N Nt1uNt3 
cREsnL R1SIDULS 
IfYLENE RESIDUES 
A08E57O0 coNTAHINATED inL1D3 
DECHLORANE RESIDUES  
711ETVI1TU-ItZUTRIL RERT-oury 
foofERIZED SYYNENE 14510UES 
CELLULOSE ACETATE HUMES 
OuTyLENE HEstutiEs 
TOLOEuEDIAHINE RESIDUES 
TOLUENE DIISOCYANATE RESIDUES 
IMPETUS ors-  vrynors 	• • • • 
HALUEIHANES HEsicms 
CHLORINATED 1EN27HE REsinuFS 
CHLoRtNATEo ToLuINE HEsIDuEs 
RED cONTAHINATED SOLIDS 
CHLORINATED RENzoTHIILuoRtuE RESIDUES 
141ECOVIEvra1y -NyoHoGAHRUN HASit 	- 
CHLORINATED PHENOL RES1Duks 
HET 0101. RESIDUES 

SOLIDS CoNrAHINED HUH HALUGENATIO ORGANICS 
ORONITIATED POLYESTER REsINS RESIDUES 
.ExACHLONUDISILOKANE RESIDui3 
1717TITR0RM1TRTITunRIDE- TIESIDLTS 
SuLEONATED HEAUMNIELuoplor 1EST0uEs 
RETHyL EHLDROAENEOATE RESIDUES 
CHLONUDENIOIC ACID RESIDuCS  

Avn.ANNuL USEA 	ANIAINT nu HAND UNIT'S 	U6FC08, 
ICA:OX:115..0 	 71.853 	 IINKNUNN POUNO3 CLo 

ONITNOTO KOMI' CLn 011)067-50;1 	 790 
000047.44.1 	 KNUN4 POUNUS CLO 
000074.43.2 	

1./ni 	ON  

	

510 	1400.048 80.1404 CU,  
U460.084 11(1111113 Ct.(' 75011 000074.01.4 
UNANA.N p,luNO5 CEn 000075.09.2 	 49s 
UNKNOWN WIUNOb OM 

000077.79.1 
000011.41.4 110.* 

000078.93.1 	 Tlirg: := '.1..f9  
000079.01.4 	

3.195 
1 0410.0.4 X()111403 CU' 
Un4Nnam 00u486 CLU 000046.99.0 	

2.141 

I ti:7):419 000041.70-i 	 ONKN1144 9011906 WI 
000090.052.4 	

1:;;;4 	
un4.404.1 11,1,11119 LL6 

000094.05.R' 	 OWNONW1MMONOS-MU 
UNKNOWN 00.1406 CLO 000096..48.0 	1.214,096 

000101-04.0 	 UhKNOHN rni4403 cin 
000103=13.3 	 2:;21Z uNKNWIN POUNDS CEO 

UNKNOWN 00111119 CEO 39,797 000103=72=0 
0001

0
04

/

.74-5 
R:17 

uNANOwN 11110503S CU 
00015.29=T 	 0; 	uTaNnWN MMUS CUU 
00010.11-i 	 2,;1: 	UNKNOKN P1131500 CEO 
000101.10.1 

 

Z:2:=
CEO  

000108.3(1.5 	 11.571 	UZ:: : CLO 
o8414np.8 PoHNOS CO 00010R-31-6 	 11.114 

000100.46-1 	 11,067 	HNKNHA. 00onn5 CLU 
mmHg Prnium an 0001011450..3 

IX:I!): 0001oR.45.0 

	

113 	
UNKNOWN 401o504 CLO 

	

011(01105 	CID 
UNKNowN P011115113 cLO 

000109.49.9 	 UNKNOWN R 
000110=54=3 	 IA2 

UNAIDIRN POUNDS CID 000110.06.1 	 30.173 
11.0°.001N PLKINOS CL)) 826  000111.8S.S;  

	

11:1:2 	
uN 	 . 	L TT uoulid;.90.5 
ONKHnoN 01111505 cLO 000112.57.7 

000115.20-6 UNKNoWN 0(1(31103 CLO 
000123-11-9 	

20.366 
UNANIJAN POUNDS CLO 20,114 
tilimproN P110(005 an 22,784 
UNKNOWN POUNO8 CLO 

000124.04.4 
1,924 000124409.4 

	

Ye ('14 	 lJNl4llflN FIUNTS -CE-0 
000127=18=4 	 23.511 	 UNKNO.N PounnS cLo 
000141.43.S 	 11,654 	 UNKNOWN PnfiNDS CLO 
000149.50.4 	 40114 	 UNK1IO8N 00.4409 CU) 
000271=89=6 	 40.523 	 UNKNOWN 0091105 ClO 
000390-02-7 	 23,040 	 UNKNOwN PIPINOS CLO 
oa 1r fi r 	 SoKS4 	UNKNOWN TRIo0ns7  Mt 
001119.17-1 	 $2.464 	UNKNOWN MIMS Cul 
001330=20=7 	 3.447 	 UNKNnWN 0111111115 CL6 
001332-21.4 	161,441 	094No44 41414ns Cot 
007185-K5.9 	 242,4 ,10 	 ON880k4.4 8n01483 CLn 
0610077.49-6 	

• 

-  17 -11-70-• 	FTITHATTIA-13 1nsurrs Et n 
009003.5I.41 	 4.444 	UNgNONN Pnipir14'" C60 
009004.15.7 	 7,416 	 UNKNO.N POUNDS CIA' 
025167.07- S 	 1 01.611 	 uNKNowo. 4.04105 LLO 
029376.45.4 	 23.691 	O.148048 MINUS CLO 
026471-62-5 	 6/#50.1 	0,000148 pOuhnS GO) 
106000.00-0 	 2.662 	oaRNnull 127119M mil 
A08000.00.0 	 597 	 UNKNnvIN Pro405 WI 
A18000.00.0 	 335.539 	 UNKNowN 0044,6 (An 
A19000.00.0 	 25,945 	 UNKNO4N 1.14454t, CLO 
A21000-00.4 	 13.562 	1JNKN004 CU. FT. CLn 
A99000=00.4 	2.431.484 	 01148044 NIUNUS CIO 
A44000=00=0 	 60,404 	 UNKNORN !MODS CLn 
d07000-00-0 	 19 	 UNKNOWN 4011545 CL'.' 
099000.60.0 	 30.514 	ONK40.4 Pn11Nn6 WI 
A49000-00.0 	 1.794 	 ONKNORN cU. Fl. Cul 
0991100.00.0 	 10.262 	UNKunwm OnuNns CLO 
139900).00.0 	 114.14o 	 UP444114^1 .141506 CLO 
499000-00.0 	 12,696 	1/NANIMN T1717903' CUT 
n99000.00.0 	 6,IU 	 14004168 815)446 Cln 
499000.00-0 	717092 	0485111.8 Pnuunl cLn 
H99000.00.0 	110,613 	UNKNONN P'011105 CU/ 

Oft 
ft2 
-304 
KO1 
DOI 
A10 
A02 
All 
044 
x07 
At? 
F11 
DON 
DOA 
820 
toi 
F114 
199 
F99 
109 
J40 
GOI 
A04 
090 
G10 
102 
007 
I'll 
004 
025 
F25 
Aq9 
42'1 
Aq9 
809 
102 
1.90 
099 

A13 
099 
199 
199 
0.90 
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NI 	!DE CONTAmINATED SOLIDS C99 	C99009.,09..0 202 UnKNOIM UNSNOwr, an 

Ckb. 	,AIL 	P131111015 C94 	C49000.00.0 Zih UNNNO0N UNKNO4N COI 

C9O 	Cq9000.00.0 fi 
ro7=1  2717'1 CCor 

VITCW01EDTTS1ILI1lF RC-SIM-ICS 
PETROLEU 4  TAR 4/314urs 
HALOGENATED AROmAT1C 	TAR RESIDUES 
PH010 PROCESS 	EAR RESIDUES 
NITROPHENnL RESInutS 
NITAOAENCENt 	RESIDUES 
Orr or3/nnES 

tOZ 	0:120U0-00.0 
r99 	(99000.00.0 
/99 	/40000.00.0 
F03 	F09000.00-0 
FOR 	F04004.00.0 
F2u 	F20000-ou-0 

1,541 
1,9no 

215,060 

60004 
50,697 

1P.554 P1111,715  

ONgNOWN ;TWIT'S 	Cif. 
ONKNOmN 40P0115715 	CE O 
OUriNnwN 	P1111,715 	CLn 
OrthNOwN 400Nns 	(40 
044Nnu4 4nuun3 	Cln 

4HTNYLE4t01/ 4 1 74 	R13101J13 199 	F99000-00.0 font 1440,04N 	PIIIINO:, 	C111 

EPOWI9r OCSIOOLS Gld . 	G12000.00.0 479 ONKWW4 Pou”n5 	Cln 

NAPtPA 	W13101.115 
PAcxAGED LABORATORY CHE 01CAL BASTES 
41. 1414P01N 	RESIDUES 

G7S 	625000.00.0 
G44 	G 99000.00.0 
G94 	099000.00.0 d16'f i sn 

oNANOAN nH P•o, 	Ct , 
WIKIWOh ,141,, 	CIO 

	

, 	. 11(107474 	UlIONW 	rt 1  

PnLYESTFR RES/DVES rom 	GRu0n0-0o-0 110,060  O1JK4O4'I PlOOnS 	!tO 

LATtx 	NANN 094 	099000.00.4 07, 70? OoKNONn 	Plso, S 	CO' 

GLYCOL RESIDUES 
BloL 	RESIDUES 

J02 	J02000.00.0 
J0/ 	J01090.00.0 

is,nos. 
MA 

IIMIN11,04 POPS 	(An 

=4Tin :=;:li 	(i.t 'r; FATTY 	ACID 	RERI7IUr3 L9A 	L4.1000.40.0 
syF.A4yL/Ljn 	pu05(PHATE 	RESIDUE:. OR 	L94000.00.0 

1 91:: ACPYLIC 3701M (IFS 	0(5 
Rut, y.cR 

F99 	099000.00.0 
P99 	P99000.00.4 

Itiloff fr.CL (.. 
ONKNOpa :',;11= 	ah 

::::: ITR4ru 	RksIN 9T3IOVE5 
aAsTL 	OIL 	SLDOGESIOIL..IATER 	4101(5) 

Rug 	RoR000-00-0 
301 	SO 1000-00-0 

7,H29::1.54ii 

ofighOwq 	v .1,INS 	ro. 

pA1,4 	SlOOGE 594 	394000.00.n 1110(5011i 	li thp.:, 	CC ,  

4NCL0.41L 	OUSTDUFS 'TIFT--T10000-40.0 47,607-  UNKNOWN POOViS 	C.I 

ICS NO,1 	77WS 	NIAGARA ENVELOPE CO. 	INC. 
000 e go.oeciareCoornaelp-aiiiiee6•6wromeo 

101 	SENECA 	31. 	 BUFFALO 	 NY 	14210 

SUBSTANCES OF CONCERN 03E0 CODE CAS NO. AVG.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	USECOOT, 
720 	F70000.00.0 1,000 100 GALLONS cm 0401 ANC ORGANIC PIGREAM 

(CS.740.1 	7/057 	NIAGAMA MOHAWK ROHLR CORP 	(C.o. 	HUNTLEY 311 AN 	STATIUN/ 
6.6wAeostoolteo**EllAmeeAAA*****A.A**AAACeoattAowtiAmoe 

NIVEA RD 	 TONAWANDA 	 NY 	14201 

IlleST0uct5 112 	cnactRIT usro CUE* CAS 40. AVG.ANNuAL USE 010111410 nu HAND UNITS 	usrCnin 

HYDRAZINE 

LIME 

G72 	000302.01.1 
uo4 	001310-73-2 

95 
10,0011 

--- -fl - 	124/ 500 

110 	G01i1)7401 	014 

200 MINUS 	REA 
PTIONTIS 	vrk 

CAUSTIC 	SOPA -Donn 

SULFURIC 	ACID 
041-DUNE 
ALUM 
ITROSPHATE 	/BONO, 	DI, 	10,11 

1.104 	001674e*93.9  
HOS 	007752.50-5 
1401 	01000-01-1 
1102 	1402000-00-0 

19000  
100,000 

5,709 
200 

10,500 	POJODS 	REA 

	

24,000 PuuNpS 	016 

	

1040 BOuNDS 	OtA 

	

SI HOHNBS 	14A 

IC , 	,,; 	,,s101 	j61,694 	tRAIISFuNmEW 	CORP. 

11,7 	$11 	 'PlEEALn 	 NY 	14225 

',0,15f40.(1.5 	Of 	CON(1R1 	11510 CURE 	CAS Nn, AVG.ANNUAL 	USI AmOONT ON HAND UNITS 	USECODE 
TOLJE ,IE DO? 	000104.00.5 660 55 	001.10743 	RAS 
OIL 11111(971.11110 	BIPHENYL 121 	A21000.00.0 UNKNOHN 1.100 	GALLONS NEU 

m1W 77 AL -SRIRT13 66 RAPRIBENE's 91.7RT AUTTAATTS5 5.901  0.79 	tP11000.00.0 'Immo -An —75 I.ALLims 

uluLR01. 	VIRUS be RARAFFIN3..50.261 325 	025000.00.0 5.000 Ts GALLONS 	343 

33-25 snLyruT DEGREASER 199 	149000.00.0 70 10 GA1LION3 OAS 

ICS 	'40.! 	111 SO 	i!uCLIAP .016110o 	OEVCLOPmENT4 OHO, 

60o0.100061600460op0.961,1601,000064600.00*04,.**0..66Aa 

2957 	ALI 	'4.0.. 	64147) 	131.146 	 Ny 	1 4 072 

SUBSTANCES OF 	CONCERN OSLO CnOt CAS NO, AvG.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	USECODE 
METHYL 	TTHYL 	KETONE KO2 	000070..03.5 200 10 GALLONS CEA 

ICS 	N1.7.1 	601/4 	OSmISL 	HOOD PRESERVING CO. 	Of 	AmERICA 
66660666.66 6666666 06666060060400600-WWW060446400000 
OMO 	ILLICUTT 	ST. 	HUFFALO 	 NY 	14204 

SUBSTANCES Ur CONCERN 0310 

INC. 

CODE CAS NO. AVG.ANRUAL USE AMOUNT ON MCAT' 	 US! COD! 
2,64141TRUPHENAL F03 000051-20-5 50,000 2,000 POUNDS 	OAS 

CHLORDANE CO2 000057-70-9 4400 1,70-0 0011405 -MEV 

CHLORORICRIN BITS 0000774-074-2 1,000 ISO POUNDS 	OAS 

113BES1.00 
CHLORINAtE0 BENZENE Ala A10000.00.0 20,000 12,000 POUNDS 	OAS 

cuumotTED ITKENIIL 007 007000.00.0 SU,000 11-i-ODD V001003 	1111- 
ALDAN/DIU-ORIN COI C01000.00.0 0 0 UNKNOWN 70.11 
DITHTOCARRAMATE3 Cl/ C17000.00.0 5,0011 1,200 ITTIUNDS --RWC 

ICs 	40.1 	66 1468 	PFhViY 	CO 
066064660 66666666666666666 a 66666 6 666666 40664006606 
97 CNILAS 	ST 	 BUFFALO NY 	14103 

SUBSTANCES OF cnucFR4 usrn CODE CAS 	NO. 	. AVG.ANNUAL USE KTITRTNT no 4M00'UN-113 	USFrOdr 

RIPERONYL 	BUTOXIDE CO4 000041.05.6 5 22 GALLONS 203 

CA734014 	TETRACHLORIDE AOQ 000056.75.5 252 522 GALLOWS PEE 

METHYL 	BRHAIDE A06 00007o-05-0 12,000 170 ROUNDS 	Pt$ 

C-14 



771417FIR1NT 	 C7T- ITW121.29-9- 	 ---T- 3--G-K-CrArr-PE'S 
NALATptioN 	 CO/ 000121.75-5 	 26 	 99  GALLONS PEs 
NyyttopHE-Nyt uPEA 	 791 000556.10.5 	 1 	 - ' I POUNDS —PIS 
CALCIUM CYANIDE 	 C99 000592.01-6 	 3 	 2 ROUNDS PES 

C99 -101912.2111.9 	 a6 	 - -311--PT1UFFIM -PES 
ALUMINUM  omosPmtoe 	 C99 020859.73.0 	 332 	 114 POUNDS PES 
01-cmcUmuElmTLINE 	 All 17[53Z3.5u.e 	 $0 	 1 4ALEUNs mtS 
018PONUFTWLENE 	 £44 025429.23.6 	 ITT 	 6 GALLONS PES 
AMINO PYRIDINE 	 F99 '99000.00.0o 	 I 	 - I PIKTRIT3---FTs 

,- 

ICS NO., 46037 poHLmAN FOUNDRY COMPANY INC. 

zirs- Triurrt AV I. 	BUT F ALU 

SUITTIT PICTS UT TONCE1411 U5C13 
CHEN-RE/ 440 BINDER 
CNE9.RE/ 2006 CATALYST 

ELS 40.1 60168 PoLYHEN APPLICATIONS INC. 

5445 4i4E4 Ru. 	IONAmANU4 	 UT 	141S0 

EOTIE'CAT NO. 	AVG:A4NUKE-103E-ANTI1JNT UN 	MANO UNITS 	USECOOF 
199 144000.00.0 	 10.810 	 1,150 GALLONS PEA 
199 194000.00.0 	 3,610 	 SOO GALLONS RU 

SORSTANCIS OF CONCERN USED 
FORHALDEHYDE 
PIll NuL 

CnUf CAS NO, 
KO$ 000050.00.0 
FOI 000108.95.2 

Avc.ANNUAL OSE AMOUNT (IN HAND UNITS 	usECODE 

	

3.100.000 	 05.000 POUNDS PEA -- 

	

4,000,400 	 64.000 POUNDS REA 

ICS NU,1 66106 PRAIT t L1,M13E141 

• BOU 22 	 BUFFALO mY 	14240 

  

StnysTRATcr3-70--L-ONCT-RN-tratir -' —  
ME THYLE NE CHLORIDE 
ISCIPPFORME 
PHrHAL1C AMMTORIDE 
S1TMEUr 
MAIM ANHYDRIOC 

      

CDUE-  LAS mo. 	-AvG741cnulc var. 	*mu 1.1 m mom, mat14 	uotLuue 
A02 000075.09.2 	151,860 	 28,491 POUNDS 8411 
004 000070..54-1 	 1,921 	 --627 -PM:1113”--15117 
II, 000011S-44-9 	1,756,500 	 49,861 POUNDS PEA 
DOT 000100.4205 	 ' 411-00 	 -- 0 -mciumfm-  1/1  
GIO 000108.31.6 	 00.000 	 4.924 POUNDS REA 

-7102---00 "3 	/32.6,N 	 940,..T4 000.03 lAS 
F1S 000121.91.5 	 4,250 	 2.230 PouNOS REA 
F02 000123.31,04 	 30-0-' 	 —32-PtIt01173--TIrS 
C23 000133.07.3 	 26,100 	 230 POUNDS BAS 
GOB 000151.5E1.4- 	 119 	' 	 - 	-0 fmt9011 Af* 
003 001330.20.7 	1,100,916 	 80,140 POUNDS BOO 
	'14 70,000 	 0,233  

E01 OX8007.45.2 	 21,100 	 0 POUNDS SAS 
Ag, 499800.00.0 	 ?Mall 	- 	- ----21180 	-FulTritid-  Sal 
C99 C99000.00.4 	 14,670 	 1,280 POUNDS  OAS 
I12 1,12000400.0 	 500 	- 	 592 rmi51N3 	PEI 
FIS 715000.00.0 	 2.910 	 1,207 POUNDS BAS 

lutuE4E 
130AmyHALIC ACtn 
HynnotIOINDNE 
FOLPLI 
rinyEEHEIHINE 
AYLENE  
fuLut,t uta3UtelAmATE 	 
COAL TAR 
HALOGENATED HytIRUCAPRONS 
PESTICIDES 
0ENtolit ACID ARV erNstiATE SALTS 
PlITHALATE ESTERS 

      

      

       

Zm Fe9m 	m 7 	 1915 IJIMUO 06 

        

        

ICS Nn.1 602113 REPUBLIC STEEL  CORP (BUFFALO PLI) 

• BOA BUFFALO , NY 	14240 

SUDSTANCrr Or CONCERN MO' - 
PyORAUL  135 
pyuNALJE-T5-0A- 
PYNANOL  
INILRELN 
CL HOPEAT0L  

- CODE CAS NO. 	AVD.ANNOWL USE ARMPIT ON NANEFINITITY uSECODE 
Ail A21000.00.0 	 0 	 0 UNKNONN NLU 
AZI A2I001.00.0 	 0 	 0-117004C9Dr-Nur 
A21 A21000.00.0 	 0 	 2.200 GALLONS CLO  
A21 Ad10110.00.0 	 IT 	 toom DALLONB LEO 
A21 A21000.00.0 	 0 	 430 GALLONS CLO 

ICS 1IO0 11m/6 00YtON PAPER PRODUCTS 
twetao****AtaAAA-grimtovivitriAitriFircwwW-KwRitiW-Fire -  
1050 NIAGARA ST. 	sUFFALO 	 NV 	14213 

SUBSTANCE-Sr  OF 
TuLuENE 

CONCENN-uSED  CUK CAS NO. 	A90TANNUA1. USE AMOUNT ON 	 1401413 UNITS 	USECoDE 
002 000100408-8 	 2,600 	 110 GALLONS 0A3 

ICS NO.1 MSS S.A. BAY MFG, CU. INC. 

100 mlAuAMA sT. 	BufFALO NY 	14211 

SUBSTANCES UP' CONCERN USED 	 CODE CAS NO. 	AvG.ANNUAL USE 	AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	USECODE 
STEARic Atm 	 L99 000057-11.4 	 5.200 	 1,150 POUNDS SAS 	- 
UN( A 	 020 000057 -13.6 	3,200 	 0 POUNDS RAS  
171TRLOTTOETTTFCIEgr 	 000079.01.6 	 21,456 	 0 GALLONS miu 
N.BUTTL OLLOSOLVE 	 J90 400111-76.2 	 10.540 	 4,440 POUNDS BAS 
mONOMANDLAm/NE 	 G99 000141-43.3 	 25.941 	 1,395 POUNDS SAS 
SUOIUM CYANIDE 	 1401 000143.31.9 	157.400 	 22.200 POUNDS P4o 
POTASSIUM CYANIDE 	 HOI 000151.50.8 	 4,280 	 1.300 POUNDS PKG 
NICKEL ACETATE 	 HOZ 0003/S.02.4 	 35 	 0 POUNDS PIA0 
7MMI-T1T4- 	 HEIT---000-447.To;i7 	---si-smr- 	 I, 5 U PT1ONOS KU 
8A0I04 CARRONATE 	 1401 000513.77.4 	 400 	 100 POUNDS PUG 
COPPER CYANIDE 	 mob 000544.92.1 	 10.220 	 1,800 POUNDS PKG 
/INC CYANIDE 	 1402 000557.21.1 	 6,000 	 1.100 POUNDS PAG 
CARPIum 04101 	 404 001306.14-0 	 29 	 0 POUNDS  PUG 
00AsSIUN HycttmAIDE 	 0404 001310.50.3 	 28,100 	 . I.71-67/17druNDs .  plii"; 
suptut. HyotmAIDE 	 1404 001310-73-2 	 26.800 	 1,500 PouNnS PUG 
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ZINC OXIDE 
AHmONIUm U1FLUORIDE 
3001E19 SILICATE 
NICKEL CARKUNATE 
ARK101011P4- IIITRATE---" 
ACTIVATED CAR8ON 
ZINC DUST 
KAGNESIUm SULFATE 
STANNOUS SULFATE 
HyFLU SUPERCEL FILTER MEDIA 
aunlun uiwtprit 
ZINC CHLORIDE 
moRIATIT ACID 
PHOSPHORIC ACID 
Krum imuom ACID 
SULFURIC ACID 

JLJHITh  
NITRIC ACID 
RICKEL C-HVORTDE 
STANNOUS CHLORIDE 
MO1k33111M-BITHROMITt 
NICKEL SULFATE 
WTOROVREPFM-7MIL,  
SODIUM BICROMA1E 
&WC Arm--  ----- 
CHROMIC ACM 	 
MONO LP/Heft 3 iA rnO1i #*CD CuPD. 
ECONO CHROME 300 
TtOWO-L196to.c. Vii 

SODIUM STANNATE 
APINUNTUN-VRONTOC 	  
ANMON1U4 CHLORIDE 
PITT-MTUm 8r2NNATt 	  
LEAD FLUOSORA1E 

POTASSIUM CYANIDE COPPER DOUBLE 8AL1S 
rcOOSOR11. 4‘1u- 
COPPER  PLOOBORATE  

Enemy. SuurumIL AUid IL 
PETROLEUM OREASE 

SODIUM cTANIOE COPPER MILE SALTS 

mILETCH 1CONC. ALKALI/1 
NUVAT  1CONC. ALKALM 
'PERLIN SOAP 
SHIFT CO. SOLAR N.P. 
BLACK CAREW 
ELECTROPLATING BRIGHTENERS LICHEN 1346 
ElcHEm 10U 
E;.o.4.1.1 AA 500  

EXPRAY 
PLO YE 

GRImE.00 
INDUSTRIAL' '3" - 
INDUSTRIAL 
1..61 
LUCROTE E.E. 
LOWRIRSE 

WIESOSTRIP 
NoROALL 
PERFEcrlay. 
PHOSIT 
MOAT 
POREEN 
muRihAc 
0D(.F03 
Roe 
RELLAD 
SPECIAL H  

	

mIS 001314.13.2 	 toe 	 es POUNDS DAS 

	

$401 001341.49,4 	 100 	 0 POUNDS PRO 

	

1101 001344.0908 	 3,100 	 0 PRUNUS PPG' 

	

Hoa 00)33s-o-3 	 2841 	Is mows PRO 

	

HUI 707,484'.5202 	 T.9'3 	 U 11JUl403L, 

	

$403 04/044-44.0 	 824 	 0 POUNDS PKG 

	

N13 007440.6606 	 240 	 0 POUNDS' MSG 

	

HOI 00/94/088.9 	 60 	 0 POUNDS PKG 

	

HOZ 00748805503 	 3,100 	 SOO POUND'S MSG 
$101 	007631086.9 	 35 	 4 POUNDS PRO 

	

--HIIT 00,031.90.5 	-ill 

	

,102 001646.65.7 
	

1.0500317 

	

404 0076474110 
	

186,955- 

	

$400 007664.38.2 
	

920 

	

- $404 007664.1903 
	

- III 

	

N04 401644.43-4 
	

12,550 
Hat 	aur581. 

0 POUNDS PRO 
--War 	0977111=.34-sv 
	

uDS 	 'PK 

	

$402 007772.99.8 	144,5110 
	

5.400 POUNDS sAS 
'7YOV" uo77714117.4 • - 

	

1409 007706.01.4 	. 5,140 

u 
0,2e0 

H01 0litis.70.5 	2,040 

1,420 
4 

0 POUNDS PRO 
0 POuNDS PRO 

600 POUNDS PDS 

0 POUNDS PKG 

Oa 029000.00.0 
	

1,200 
	

900 POUNDS DAS 
a0v 	PtJUNUO 1116 
600 POUNDS PRO 

	

1404 M0408000000 	 5.443 	 4 POUNDS INC 

	

$404 H04000.00.0 	79,920 	13,600 POUNDS PKG 

	

144 TR4010-44.4 	 638 	 330 GALLONS HAS 

	

199 199000.00.6 	11.441 	 2,400 POUNDS DAS 
144 T4404-07.4-0Q1--------IT;610--------T004'140UN017-PRZ 

	

199 F99000.00.0 	 340 	 0 POUNDS NLU 
T41---717MBWOSWr-- 	 ECT- 	 0 POUHUS-RUU 

	

144 1.79000-00-0 	 1,416 	 860 POUNDS PRO  

	

099 T99000000.0 	 1,360 	 400 mOunns Pxo 

	

144 199000.00.0 	 4 	 12 GALLONS PRO 

	

144 1441-00-40-0- 	ii-.-42T 	-------T.Tao ITIUN53 - TrEf 

	

044 T44444-40-4 	_. __33,644 	 0 POUNDS PRO 
146-2-T0460;TOW----- 	614 	- - -  '-  400 Pt-WNW-1W 

	

$402 199000.00.0 	 110 	 0 GALLONS PRO 

	

799-,T941100.00.0 	 756 	 0 POUNDS PKG 

	

199 T99000.00.0 	 10 	 0 POUNDS PRO 

	

74R-  T99000.-WB 	-4,38-0------  ---- 0 POUR-04-M 

	

Y99 T99000.00.0 	 30 	0 POUNDS PRO  

	

402 T44-4-36,3.315T0 	 40 	 B-PGUNDS PRO 

	

199 799000.000 	 60 	 0 POUNDS PRO 

	

149 199000.0000 	 2,344 	 160 POUNDS PRO 

	

799 199000.00.0 	 1,904 	1,143 POUNDS PIG 

	

TIM- -144340;3- 	 7C5 	 0 POUNDS -WC 

	

21.520 	 6,400 POUNDS  PRO 

	

-UT 	 'Si GALLONS :MI 

	

1,120 	 200 POUNDS PRO 

	

48.740 	 5.750 POUNDS PIG 

	

4,880 	 1,200 POUNDS PRO  

	

11NF-11901111;00.0 	 4,080 	 1.000 POUNDS PRO 

	

199 799000.00.0 	  2,380 	 1,4211 POUNDS PRO  

	

y49r- 149-0813700.0 	 146 	 TTW POUNDS PIG 

	

799 T99000.00.0 	 80 	 400 POUNDS PRO  

	

44 144440.00-0. 	 1,000 	 300 POUNDS PKG 

	

749 744644-40.0 	 650 	 0 POUNDS PRO 

	

---- --704-  /44113664-000- 	 5,764 	 101 POUNDS PIG 

	

199 14404.40-0 	 1,414 	 1,419 POUNDS PRO  
799 1994110.00i4--- 	.2124111110---  ' 	9,010 POUNDS PIG 

	

T99 19900000000 	50,640 	 2,000 POUNDS PIG  

	

99 .199000.40.0 	 110 	 '250 GALLONS PIG 

	

TIHO 711000.00.0 	 420 	 0 GALLONS PIG _ 

	

-- T91" 799000:0-840 	
_ _ _ _ 

II -SALLORIFFIES 

	

199 199000.00.0 	 750 	 0 POUNDS PKG. 
-711 ' 710000.10.-4------ 	 11- 111311110IT-N110 

	

799 799000.000 	 4,444 	 080 GALLONS PRO 

	

Two 749000.00.0 	£1,280 	 TPZOU POUNDS PRO 

	

799 799000.0000 	 62 	 30 GALLONS PRO 
---TVI -149-000orolo-- 	 510 	 0 POUNDS PRO 

	

799 719000.00.0 	 312 	 142 POUNDS PRO 

	

799 719000000.0 	 960 	 0 POUNDS PRO 

	

T99-  T9 000.00.0 	 TO 	 0 POUNOd PRO 

	

799 799000.00-0 	 7,560 	 600 POUNDS 'PIG 

	

799 79900000000 	 2,730 	 2.125 POUNDS PRO 

	

799 199000.00.0 	 80 	 400 POUNDS PIG 

cLcHLN AA 510 
ELCHER /74 
DUOZINC.100 
DUOZINC 101 
C-PAOHAlLs 14iG 
CHRONATE 1403 
BUOZINC 102 
DucIIINC  121 
kiSIONE 
DUR084111 309 
ECONOCHROHE AC 
AAbe 
AADK 
4A66 
AASIO--- 

L E CLEANER 
AEROgA011 
ALDET 
ALTREK 
AmPEEK 	 
13.11.-CLE *HER 
SUP 301. 
IML/Pr-- 
ERACE 

11,434 POUNDS ehit  
10,000 Pclunua DAS 

0 POUNDS PRO 
-0--PuuND3--TREV 
0 POUNDS PRO 

$404 00769/.17.2 	 6,604 

900 POUNDS PRO 

-RPM 0iti73-34.1 
$404 011115.74.3 

ATS1 	1 

mu. 4144.11.14.0 
moos 0i4S1111.41.4 

113r be 
1,360 

a IOU W UURUO Ad 
0 POUNDS PRO 

ua 	 
600 POUNDS PRO 

	$2 	.1.13.74-3 
HO? 012038.66.1 
MOE 	012129.97.9 
N01 012125.02.9 	386,000 
,iO2 	42.33.9 	 2,000 
NO2 4131114.410.5 	 1.232 

25 ruunuo SAW 
94,400 POUNDS SAS 

0 POUNDS PKT 

0 POUNDS PRO 

600 POUNDS PRO 

	

0 	 dOl 

	

NO2 019263073.1 	 520 

NO2 0344646400 

tlITW9 
M112 M02000.00.0 
	

3.344 

149 199000.00.0 
144 741636.03=-0 
709 799000,0000 
199 199000.00.4 
199 799000.00.0 
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T99 TW9000.00.4 
	

• -G GALLONS -PAT 
199 199000.00.0 	 74 	 50 GALLONS PRO ULC 

04643 

AYC.ANNUAL USE AHOUHT 
1 

9,000 
6,000 
2,000 

ON HAND uNITI 	ustcnnf 
A POUNDS PEA 

S80 POUNDS 9fA 
1,104 pnuNns PEA 
219 pnuNns RIA. 
980 PuuNns nAs 
180 4ALLONS HAS 

2,200 P01/103 PEA 
295 POUNDS RAS 

GALIANS 4EA 
Loss POUNDS 90A 

100 GALLONS 7.(5 
3 5 1,0,1483 HAS 

9,300 $411.103 RFA 
190 PouNns e" 
21 pouNns OAS 

910 PflunDS RiA 
' 	55 IsrTIRMS 	IIii 
1,200 CALLON:, HAS 

160 PuuNns dAS 
II POU”DS 4FA 
IA POUNDS HAS 

2,245 nALLnNs OFA 
70 GAL) IN., HAS 

	

6 PnuNus 	Lii 

5,000 
1000 
3,000 
500 

0 
1,000 

12 
.?0,000 
lonn 

19 
2,300 

e),000 
250 

2,000 
12,800 

500 
0 

o2467 
15 0.5587 
F.5561 
P0-5665.0 
P0.5661.1 
4C-053 COLD PATCH RLACK 
C.t445 PRIMER 
C.1445 PRIM-dm Rdoucflt 
C.1452 WHITE PRIMER 
E.11103 HTC19010%. 	' 
AL-8 AIR 0144 SLACK 
XL 	IK UTNetrA 
KL.06 REDUCER 
MEC 1001-' • 
ESSEC 11006 
ESIVEC 1201 
ESDEC 102S 
✓3I0/1. 1[19 
ESUEC 1615 
ESREC 619 
TINtAC I. 
TTN/AC C 
TIN14C IYA 
TIRTIC-T11 
TINTAC 7/ 
I-MAC 30INT 
TINTAC 40 
TINTIC 16Z ' 
0-PEA 

0.11EX 170 
mapEl gPC 
3/.5 

TALLOW 

RI 40.1 77586 SHANCO PLASTICS -%  

199 199000.00.0 
119 199000.0060 
1119 199000.00.0 
T99 199000.00.0 
199 199000.00.0 
TO, 119000.00.0 
199 199000.00-0 
199 1,1000.00.0 
Igq 199000.00.0 
119 119000.00.0 
199 199000.00.0 

44g1, .00.0 
T99 194000.00.0 
111 T44000-00.0' 
199 199000.00-0 
r99 /91010.-OGNO 
119 /99000.00.0 

	

g .g .9 	 Au 

	

T99000-00.0 	 913 

	

T44017116111.7 	 -11r- 

	

199 199000.00.0 	 13 
7414 190000.017.0 

	

199 119000.00.0 	 40 
V4 199000000U  

199 199000.00.0 
144gougu0.0' 

199 T99000.00.0 
• tt9 r9411 

199 199000.00.0 
19 	I99JIJQ UUU  

199 119000.00.0 
-Tv, '44990.09.0 
199 T99000.00.0 

C11 wIL11.3 -117E7,- 

	

2,040 
	

2,100 POUNOS PRO 

	

71 
	

0 MMUS, PEW 

	

750 
	

0 POUNDS PRO 

	

48 
	

-1-27 PuuNud 

	

22 
	

0 GALLONS PRO  

	

5 
	

0 GALLONS NLU 

	

75 
	

0 GALLONS NLU 

	

343 
	

1 GALLONi. fttd 
0 GALLONS NLU 

--1-0A1.LONS-1tCIT 

	

3 	 0 GALLONS NLU 
uALLuNa NLU 

0 GALLONS NLU 

	

" 211711IT 	-----G-PCIUNu3 

	

120 	 0 POUNDS PRO 
-17 MMUS-FM 

	

66 	 102 GALLONS PRO 

U u LLt 
0 POUNDS PRO 
O '.ALL 
0 GALLONS PRO 

• PUUMU3 eau 
0 POUNDS PRO 
✓ PUUNUd--PrT 
5 GALLONS PRO 

0 POUNDS PRO 
a 

	

1,040 
	

0 POUNDS PRO 
0 	P u 

	

90 
	

0 POUNDS PRO 
0 	IUUND3-11117 
0 GALLONS PRO 

099 X61149.9/0 
	

1,639 
	

165 GALLONS OAS 

2126 XfNMORE Avc. 	TONAWANDA 
	

NY 	IATISO 

SUWANCES OF CONCERN USED 
PHTNALIC ANNYURIDE 
P.TERt BUTYL PHENOL 
HALM ANN4GR/Gx---- 
PHENOL 

CODE CAS NO, 	AVG.ANNUAL USE 	AMOUNT 
fll' 00O0TIP5a4a.10 
F90  00004E1.54.4 	UNKNORN 
GTO tiggtua.siNW 	 a,464 
FOI 000106.45.2 	 15,960 

ON NANO UNITS 
6,991 PUUND3 
2.250 POUNDS 
d,324 POUNUI 

20,015 ROUNDS 

1113PHENnL ANHYDRIDE 171 
	

F119 F99000.00.0 
	

UNKNOWN 
	

1.555 POUNDS REA 

ICS 400 66215 SPAULDING FITIPE Cg. INC. 

TIT NH tLEN AT. 	IONAWANOA 

sunsTANces or cuNcrPN USED 
ANTLINIE 
TULUENE 
PHENOL- 
ASRESTOI1 
rHIN1 
DYES  

NY 	14110 

CODE CAS NO. 	AVG.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON NANO UNITS 	USECODE 
• -Ts.. ororrsz-spi-T- 	i5b,00 -21'07171-POINTETS---qtr 

002 0001013.88.1 	 74,000 	 6,000 GALLONS NEA 
10T 000I 	8"952 --5002.000 	9O0,Ovu 	POuN 	Rtc 
001 002312.21.4 	445.000 	 62,500 POUNDS COT 

PEA 024000.40.4 
	

/2,000 
	

11,000 POUNDS RU 
I 0 	 490U y ouumrs--imnr EINTITTGES- 40 

ICS NO.1 66259 SPENCER KELLOGG 	OTV UP TEXTRON I0IC77 
00***44111tfoo ***** oft *********** o ******* ********** qt, 
4201 TENESEE-ST-; 	ZNEEKTOWAGA 	 NY 	TE275- 

SUU3tANcE5 OF CONCERN USED 
BISTTFET.A.OUTVUTIN)GYIOT.-  - 
BENZOIC ACID 
47Tr-07UPROPYLI0(NE13IPHENOL- 
PHTHALIC ANHYDWIDE 
4,4..Bu1TLIVEN 	Ist6-TERT-BLrn-m-cNISOL) 
ETHTLRENZENE 
DIPWENTINETHARE 01ISOCTANATE 	!ASS. P,P1  I3O1*ER71 
P,P 1 .HETWTLENE OIANILINE 
6cRyEETNITRILE 
RAMC ANHYORtOt 

DIOCTYL 'PHTHALAYL 
ISOPHTHALIC ACID 
2,64015(1,1-011(110LITHyt.).B.NE1weLPHEN0L 
COPPER PHTHALOCTANINF BLUE 
THIHELLITIC ANHYDRIDE 
umuy4t1iNummiuN1ut 
vILENE 
01PHENft DECTL PHOSPHITE 
DODECYLGUANIO1H8 HYDROCHLORIDE 
OICHLO9OrTHYLENE 
falLaNE DIIVICTERITT.  
AN0PAT1c HYOROCAPHON MIXTURE 
AL12ApIN optrN 

006 000100.91..0 
r99 000101-68-R 
F27 000101.17.4 
003 000107-13.1 
GIO 000108-31-6 
oor TVOTOS68190' 
EIS 	009117-44-0 

000121-91-3 
/99 000128.37-0 
F24 	000147.14.8 
F99 000552-30-7 

-IMF-  11061T-1'661 
DOS 001330.200 
F99 003201.06.7 
C99 013590.9/-1 
All 02532300.2 
Trd 02601.62•,5 
ORR 099000.00.0 
P24 F24000.00-0 

CODE CAS NO. 
C94 000056-35-9 
F12 000065-85-0 
F99 000060-05-7 
FI4 000063.04.0 
Fol---moss-yalo 
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CAS NO. 	A9G.ANNUAL USE 
0151711=327.1 	 860 
018007.05.2 	 104,000 
102000-00.0 	32,000, 0 00  

AMOUNT ON HAND 
-----I80 

16,000 
2,000,000 

UNITS 
GALONS 
GALLONS 
POUNDS 

OSECODE  
HAS 
HAS 
865 

COOL 

Lot 
1:02 E02 

11S N11.1 71661 	ST. REGIS PAPER CO. 

III0 mIltIART RD. 	HurrALO 	 NY 	14217 

LUTA LAS NO. 	V 	L USG AMUUP4J UN MN0 UNItS 	UMICL SUOSI NILS UP C KANN U5t0 
TRICHLORETHANE 
!TEM 
PRINTING INKS 
1P-144-P UN AumLSEYL 

111TIO.1 77066 -r9ULY mAGIC PRODUCTS, 1R7---- 

A07 000071.5506 	 320  
00-3 ' OD CSTIP.2'0w7-- 
024 020000.00.0 	 27.000  

-DIT 	o .0 o  

	30 GALLONS CLN 
4 6ALLuoa DAN 

6,000 POUNDS COT 
vo uumu uOT 

1160 RAILEY AVE. 	ULEFFALO 
	

Nv 	14211 

SUBSTANCES OF CONCERN USED 
	

CODE CAS NO. 	AvG.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 
	

USE CODE 
Rix 
	

KO2 000075.93•3 
	

1.650. ' 	 220 GALLONS OAS 
TOLUENE 
	

002 000108.8e-3 
	

1.320 	 220 GALLONS 043 

IC 5 NU.: 66161 ONION CART:TOE CORP (CARBON PRODUCTS DIV) 
11-6211 	 1F-P1,  ireSnlirifIrVITVW Prvarinrvirirevirrynrini 
1625 Niro:LAND AVE. 	NIAGARA FALLS 	NY 	14302 

SA1651.0/0.5  OF CONCERN USED 
TTAICIDE TITT-21TsoLoTTUR 
cuAL TAR 
WOOLEum TAP 

ICS N0.1 17614 UNION CARBIDE LORP (LINDE  DIV) (l'OkAmAN0A PIT) 
	Alvvv t 
	

wyvvvvam---  
LAST PARK 0111vE E. NO TONAWANDA 	 NY 	14130 

SuOSTANCES OF CONCERN USED 
1,1,1.IRICHLORETTTAGT 
NAPHTHALENE 
TOLUENE- 	'- ---- 
xYLENE 

'ULUAlf/ittoN/LtNAIKU 
LACULIEN IMINNEN 330.I45  

A07 000071.55-4 
005 000091..20-3 
002 000108-80.3 
DOS 001330..20.4 
ATT5-  A w:To 
026 G26000-00-0  

	

10,0170 	 -700- IALTUNI CLF1 

	

110 	 IS GALLONS 043 
no 

	

600 	 250 GALLONS HAS  

	

800 	 790 POUNDS ULU 

	

/00 	 110 GALLONS HAS 

C001 CAS NO, 	AVG.ANNUAL UST AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	USECODE 

ICS W..: 171/9 WAGNE9 VOIDING TOT CORfr:- 

P.O. Hnx 100 	BUFFALO 

SUUSTAUCES OF CONCERN USED 
SoLVOSnL 5 
SOLVENT 100 
ROSIOS-0-77..V.,COMS 

NY 	14240 

CODE CAS NO. 	AVG.ANNUAL USE 	AMOUNT ON HAND UNITS 	USECODE 
r99 T990170..00..0 	' 	- aff 	 --55-VALLuN0 048 
T99 T99000.00.0 	 220 	 18 GALLONS SAS 
T1 T99000-00.0 	 ISS 	------ -10-GILLumH VAS 

Ics 40.1 	 wESTINGHOuSE ELELIRIE CORP (ROTOR & CONTROL 0IvISION PLY) 

4054 GENISEEE Sr 	CHtLAID0A4A 	 NT 	14200 

TURGTANCTs or ITOICE-wN -OSFU 
1,1,1-TRICHLuROEImANL 
mETRYL CHLORIDE . 
mLTHTLINA CHLoRIDE 
TRIcHLOROETHYLENE 
/WANE 
771.[Rt 
ASBESTOS 
'PEON 
DYES AND ORGANIC P1014E1459 
AROMATIC AffmrRIDE 
PHENOLIC ALKYD VARNISH 
truAtutS 
HENYLENE GLYCOL 00NOBUTYL 
rURFURYL ALCOHOL cuMPLtX  
HuNATuANE (R) 
CALM SOD 
CALGON 204 

uN ele 
AROMATIC 100  

[nor CAS 9rT. 
A07 000071-35-6 
A01 	000074.141.3 
A02 0000/5..09-2 
At/ 000079.01.6 
002 000104.811.3 

--7171-7011T3-307.70=7 
GO1 	001332-21.4 
A05 A05000.00..0 
F24 F24000.00-0 
F99 F99000.00-0 
FRO /99000-00.0 

--C17 0jIV 0U0I.I U-
- 302 J02000.00.0 
sp.; J99000-00-0 
T99 099000=00.0 
Tag TRR000.00-0 
T99 199000-00.0 

-/911-  0'f'4000400  
T99 199000.00..0 

Avc.ANNuAE-nir AnuuNr -on mANU 
I4,684 1,880 

55 55 
1,445 330 

0 0 
16,273 141 

-11:109e 5.55( 
4.590 1,815 
9,290 1,145 

10 It 
0 

28,016 5,594 

UNI14 	Ubt Mit 
GALLONS CLN 
GALLONS- TTN 
GALLONS BAB 
GALLONT -NLU 
GALLONS 848 
',ALL N4 HAS 
POUNDS CLO 
POUNDS CLO 
GALLONS COT 
GALLONS "RIO
GALLONS COT 

40 
COT 
REA 
UNK 
ITS 
PES  
mtl 
8041 

	

e04. 5 
	

11,1I1 1"IJ(I005 

	

330 
	

55 GALLONS 

	

12,000 
	

704 POUNDS 

	

550 
	

55 GALLONS 

	

110 
	

55 GALLONS 

	

10 
	

2 GALLONS 

	

10 	 2 6ALLUN4 

	

1,500 	 495 GALLONS 

IC., 41.: 17061 HiST.WEID PmARmACIUTICALS INC. 

uhm qe.ITT ST. 	MUPFALO 

sliOsTANCE5 OF CONCERN Oslo 
CoAL TAR 
TrITZ URVI(Nrc rioNcTris- 

NY 	10203 

CODE CAS NO. 	AVG.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT on NANO UNITS 
	

USECODE 
101 0A11007-05.2 	 13,200 	 1,060 RuuNns bAS 
720 -1r21(000.07-0 	— 2,1;60— 	—77/7 PoUNUU BAo 
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1-05' NO.! 77670 -417IFIELU INOUSINIt3 INC 

53 CLARENCE AVE. 	BUFFALO 

SUSSTANCES OF CONCERN USED 
Arnivtlin CHLORIDE' 
TnumtoocTmvteNE 
Tatum 
CHLORINATED ANILINE  
METNYLFW-DiANILINE 'ISOMER?! 

NV 	14215 

CODE CAS NO. 	A4G.ANNUAL

q.

::: 	AMOUNT 
A02 000075.09.2 	26.040 
Al2 000079.01.6 
002 000105A/15-3 	 450 
512 ota000-0000 	26,000 
F474.  rloww6=urws 	---7a 6T-- 

ON NANO UNITS 	USECODE 
6.200 POUNDS- -CM 
660 POUNDS CLN 
20 FOUND'S '-e-ry 

1.540 POUNDS REA  
44 moms wEA 

ICS NO•1 llbil NORTNINGTON .CONPRE500R3 INC. 
A ** 	  
As ROBERTS Avt. 	nurrAtn 

SUUSTANCES OF CONCERN USED 
FREON 27 
ASHESIOS 
COKE TAN 
MINERAL SPIRITS 
INicmLumEohANE 
VAR (PITCH) 
NAPHTHA  

NV 	14206 

coot CAS NO. 
405 000075.45.6 
601 001532.21.4 

' -(01 005op7-413=e 
625 004032.52.4 

-TOW-  Odb3d.5.00/.1 
E99 E99000.00.0 
-025 075000.00%0 

A4G.ANNUAL USE AMOUNT 
- 	625 

ano 
Tr0-- 

2050 

2.000 
• -345' 

n4 NAND UNITS 	USECOOF 
200 POUND! tur 
40 POUNDS CLO 

17ArLorm crrr 
440 GALLGNS SAS 
dtU UALLUN3 LLR 
110 GALLONS CUT 
55 !Jams RAS 

C-19 



Co..pound Name Molecular 
Formula 

Chemical 
Abstracts Aquatic loxicity4  Route of 

Service No. 	 Entry 

	 Other toxicity  

- Species 
lype 
Dose 	 floss Dose 

Benzene 
	

COG 
	

71-43-21 Ttm 96: 
	

Skin-rabbit 
	

15 mg 

100-10 ppm 
Eye-rabbit 
	

88 mg 

Oral-human 
	

Tao: 	130 mg/kg 

Intraperitoneal-mouse 	1050: 	468 mg/kg 

Subcutaneous-mouse 	Ma: 	2,100 mg/kg 	110 
(l'reg.) 

Oral-dog 
Inhalation-dog 
Inhalation-cat 
laraperitoneal-guinea 

pig 
Subcutaneous-frog 
Inhalation-mammal 

ID1u: 
	

2.000 m9ill 
LCto: 14G.000 mq/.3  

1CLu: 170,000 mg/m3  

Lblu: 
	

527 mg/kg 

tOto: 	1,400 my/kg 
LCIo: 20,000 ppm 514 

APPENDIX D 
Toxicity of Selected Compounds Identified ii this Stuc': 

Oral-human 
Inhalation-human 
Inhalation-human 
Inhalation-man 
Oral-rat 
Inhalation-rat 
Intraperitoneal-rat 
Oral-mouse 
Oral-mouse 
Intravenous-rabbit 
Inhalation-mouse 
Skiwmouse 

buratIonc  

240 
open 

Elte,ts
d 

fxpusuli 

Hild 
Irrit4ttun 
ModerJte 

Cenual 	- 
Nerv-us 
5ystem 

TIV 	(air): 
Cl 25 ppm 

OSHA std (air): 

511 1'4A 10 ppm; 

Blood CI 	25 	plArt; 

4Y1 
te,hic 

Pk 5;maidlOWEIH 

/0 h1050 reLm.std 

flutagenic 

(air): Cl 	1 ppm/60H 

Menplastic 

leratugenic 

Oto: 50 my/kg 
ICto: 20,6f,0 ppm 

1Clo: 	210 ppm 
ICLo: 	2 ,100 my/m3  
050: 	3,000 mq/4.9 
1E50: 10.000 ppm 
010: 	1,150 mg/kg 
-1050: 	4.700 my/kg 
10to: 
Into: 	

1 mg/kg 
88 mg/kg 

1050: 	9.900 ppm 
1DLo: 	1,200 gmhy 	45W1 

Benzene;  Chloro- Celi5C1 108-90-7
f 

Ito 96:100-1ppm Oral-rat 
Subculaneous-rat 
Oral-rabbit 
Intraperitoneal-rat 
Intraperiloneal-guinea 

pig 
Inhalation-mouse 

1050: 	2.510 mg/kg 
LOto: 	7,000 my/kg 

050: 	2,010 mg/kg 
101.0: 	7,400 my/kg 

01 	4,100 my!kg 

LCto: 	15 gm/m3  

1LV (air): 75 ppm 

OSIIA std (air): 
114A /5 ppm 

D-1 



loxlcity Other 

Ourationc  
Compound Name 	Molecular 

Formula 

Chemical 
Abstracts 
Service No. 

Aquatic Toxicitya  

Data 

Effects 

(.posur6 
limits 

Route of 
Entry 	

- Species 
Typebof 
Dose Dose 

Benzene, 	 C,H4C12  95-50-1
f 

- Oral-human LUto: 500 mu/kg TIV (air): 	50 ppm 

1,2-dlcroloro- Oral-rat 
Inhalation-rat. 
Intraperitoneal-rat 

IDSO: 
1.Clo: 
050: 

500 my/kg 
821 ppm 
840 mg/kg 

711 01.11A 	stJ 	(air): 
Cl 50 ppm 

Intravenous- mouse LOto: 400 mg/kg 

Oral-rabbit 	• 1050: 500 mg/kg 

Intravenous-rabbit 
Oral-guinea pig 

LOto: 
tOlo: 

250 my/kg 
2.000 mu/kg 

Inhalation-guinea pig IClo: 000 ppm 2.111 

Eye-rabbit 100 mg 10 sec. Mild 

Benzene, 	 C5111C12  

1.4-dichloro- 

106-46-7
f Ora4-human 

Oral-human 

Eye-human 

1010: 
lOto: 

500 mg/kg 
300 mg/kg 

60 ppm 

Sy:te,Aic 

lrritatlan 

ItV (air): 	75 ppm 

std 	(air): 
TWA 75 ppm 

Oral-rat 1050: 500 mg/kg 

Intraperitoneal-rat 1050: 2,562 my/kg 

Oral-mouse 1.050: 2,950 mg/kg 

Subcutaneous-mouse 1.050: 5,145 mg/kg 

Oral-guinea pig LOLo: 2,600 mg/kg 

Benzene:Ethyl- 	Caliso  100-41-4
f 

Tim 96:100-10 
ppm 

Inhalation-human 

Oral-rat 	-, 
Inhalation-rat 

TCLo: 
1050: 
LiCto: 

100 ppm 
3,500 mg/Vg 
4,000 ppm 

' 	811 

411 

Irritant 'UV (air): 	WO ppm 

OSHA std (air): 

Skin-rabbit 1050: 5,000 mg/kg . 	TWA 100 ppm (skin) 

Inhalation-guinea pig LCLo: 10,000 ppm 

Skin-rabbit 15 mg 2411 
open 

Mild 
Irritation 

. 	Eye-rabbit 100 mg Irritation 

Benzene, 	 C,143C13  120-82-1
f 

Tim 96: 10-1 ppm Oral-rat 1050: 756 mg/kg TLV 	(air): 

1.2,4-trichloro- Oral-mouse 
Intraperitoneal-mouse 

1050: 
LDLo: 

766 mg/kg 
500 mg/kg 

5  ()Pm 

1,3-Butadlene„ 	C4C1s  87-68-3f  Oral-rat '_050: 90 mg/kg 

Hexachloro- Oral-rat Tot.: 15 gm/kg 2YC Carcinogenic 

Intraperitoneal-rat T01.0: 175 mg/kg 

Oral-mouse 1050: 110 mg/Vg 

Inhalatiomlnouse LCLo: 235 Kim 411 

Intraperitoneal-mouse 1050: 76 mg/kg 

Oral-guinea pig L050; 90 mg/kg 

Unreported-mammal 1050: 200 mg/kg 
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Chemical 	 Other 'toxicity Data 

Abstracts 	Aquatic Toxlcitya 	Route of 	 lypebof 

Service No. 	 Entry 	
- Species 	

Dose 	 Dose 	Ourationc  

 

Compound Mame Molecular 
Formula 

Lriects
d 

Carbon 	 CC). 	 56-23-5
f 	

TIM 96: 

Tetrachloride 	 100-10 ppm 

Skin-rabbit 4 mg Mild 
Irritation 

11V (ai.): 
10 	(skin) 

CSAA StJ (air): 
1..iA 19 
Cl 25; pk 20(1/5M/4 

Eye-rabbit 	 2,200 ug 	30 sec 	Mild 
luiitatin 

Eye-rabbit 	 .,CO mg 	2411  
friit:tion 

Skin-Guinea 	 OUU mg 	2411 	M,J,t,:c 

pig 	 Irritation 

Oral-humAq 	 1.010: 	13 mgill 

Oral-woman 	 1,600 mg/kg 	 Sy-..temic 

Inhalation-human 	TClo: 	20 pm 	 Lei,tril 

iyt t .• n 

Oral-woman 	 1010: 	1,000 mg/Kg 	 Pui::..c.try 

Oral-man 	 TOLD: 	1,700 mg/Kg Ceiitrzt 

• 

IllbSdrta. sld 
(air): CI 2pv.i./E&M 

Inhalation-human 
Inhalation-human 

LCLo: 	1,00 op' 

1CLO: 	31/ ppm 	30M 	Ga,tr,iktestirial 
1 roc t 

Oral-rat 	 1050: 2,800-mg/Kg 

Inhalation-rat 	 ICLo: 	4,000 pin 	4D 

Inhalatiowrat 	 TCLO: 	300 ppm 	6-10 . 	Telato.;ehic 

(Prey) 

Skin-rat 	 1050: 	5,070 mg/Kg 

intraperitoneal-rat 	1050: 	1,!:,00 mg/ig 

Subcutaneous-rat 	101o: 	133 gm/Kg 	2!.WI 	Huopla,tic 

Oral-mouse 	 MO: 12, 0O mg/Kg 

Oral-mouse 	 101o: 	4,000 mg/Kg 	hal 	C.rLiLuqi-nic 

Inhalation-muuse 	105h1 	9.5.:6 PPm 	bil 

Intrap,ritoneal-mouse 	1054: 	4,6/5 m9/kg 

Subcu: 	•sus-mouse 	LOLo: 	12 gm/Kg 

Oral-d., 	 1010: 	1,600 mg/ kg 

Inlraperi1,“.41- dog 	1050: 	1.500 mg/Kg 

lotravenous- dog 	 101.0: 	125 wia/Vg 

Inhalation-cal 	 I.Clo: 	38,110 ppm 	211 

D-3 



Chemical 
Cumpaund Name 	Molecular 	Abstracts 

Formula 	Service No. 

Other Toxicity Data . _ 
Aquatic Toxicitya 	Route of _ 	

c  
lypebof 	 tkposuri 

Species 	 Effects
d 

Entry 	 Dose 	 Dose 	Ouration 	 Limits 

Carton 	 Subcutaneous-cat 	lino: 	300 mg/kg 

	

Tetrachloride (cont'd) 	 Oral-rabbil 	 1050: 	6,300 mg!kg 

Intraperitoneal-rabbit 1.01.0: 	4/8 mung 

Subcutaneous-rabb1t 	LOto: 	3,000 mg/kg 
Intravenous-rabbit 	050: 	5,810 milky 

inhalation-guinea-pig 	LCLo: 20,000 ppm 	20 
Oral-hamster' 	 1010: 	3,680 mg/kg 	30:11 	Carcinogenic 

Inhalation-frog 	 ICLo: 50,NO my/m3 
Inhalation-mammal 	Leto: 50,000 ppm 	5M 

Chloroform 	CHC13 	 67-66-3
f 	

ILm 96:100-111 	Oral-human 	 LOIo: 	110 mg/kg 

(lrichloromethane) 	 PP' 	 Inhalation-human 	ICLo: 	1,000 mg/m3 	1Y 	Sy0.0!mic 

Inhalation-human 	ICLo: 	5,000 mg/m3 	70 	Central 
tiery.ui 
SysLen 

Oral-rat 	 MO: 	800 mg/kg 

Oral-rat 	 10Lo: 	70 gm/kg 	7041 	lleop las- 
4Lic 

Inhalation-rat 	 LCLo: 	0,000 ppm 	40 
Inhalation-rat 	 TCLo: 	100 ppm 	711/6-ISO Teiatojenic 

_ 	 (Prey) 

Oral-mouse 	 1.050: 	1,120 mg/kg 

Oral-moose 	 10to: 	18 gm/kg 	12001 	Carcinogenic 
Inhalation-mouse 	1C50: 	28 yin/m3  

Intraperitoneal-mouse 	L050: 	1,671 mu/kg 
Subcutaneous-mouse 	. L050: 	104 mg/ky 
Oral-dog 	 1.010: 	1,000 mlykg 

Inhalation-dog 	. 	IC50: 	100 gm/m3  

Intraperitoneal-dog 	1.050: 	1,000 mg/kg 

Intravenous-dog 	 IOW: 	75 mg/kg 

Inhalation-cat 	 1Clo: 35,000 Wm' 	40 

.Oral-rabbit 	 1010: . 	500 mg/kg 

Inhalation-rabbit 	LC50: 	59 gm/m3  

Subcutaneous-rabbit 	1910: 	3,000 mg/kg 

Inhalation-guinea pig 	LCLvt. 20,000 ppm 	211 

Inhalation-frog 	 LCLO! 	6,000 mg/m3  

Inhalalionrmammal 	LCLo: 25,000 ppm 	5M 
Skin-rabbii 	 10 mg 	2411 	Mild. 

open 	Irritation 

Eye-rabbit 	 148 mg 	 Irritation 

D-4 

TLV (air): 25 ppm 

05MA std (air): 
1WA 50 ppm 

NIOSti recm std 
(air): Cl 2 pom/601 



_ 

Effects
d Compound Name 	Molecular 

Formula 

Chemical 
Abstracts 

Service No. 
Aquatic Toxicitya  

Entry  

Other lox 
typebot 
Dose 

Data__ 

Dose 

_ 

Duration
c 

L.posurE 
Limits 

Route of 
- Species 

Cyclohexanee 	C4H4C18  319-84-6f  Oral-rat 1050: 117 mg/kg 

1.2.3.4.5.6-Hexachlord-. Oral-rat TOLo: 17 gm/kg 4101C Carcinogenic 

alpha-isomer Oral-mouse 101.o: 8.350 mg/mg 244C Carcinu!jenic 

Oral-mouse TUG: 10 gm/kg 24WC Cauci0ugenic 

Cyclohexane. 	CJI,C14  319-85-7f  Oral-rat.  1050: 6.000 mg/kg 

1.2.3.4.5.6-Hexachloro-. 

	

beta-isomer 	, 

	

Cycloheadne. 	C4H,C14  319-86-81  

Oral-mouse 

Oral-rat 

10Lo: 

1050: 

29 gmiky 

1.000 mu/kg 

21C Carcinogenic 

1.2.3.4.5. 6-Hexachloro-. 
delta-isomer 

Cyclohexane. 	C411604  
1.2.3.4.5.6-Hexachloro-. 

58-89-9
t 

Tlis 96: 
under 1 ppm 

Oral-child 
Oral-child 

101.0: 
TOLo: 

180 my/kg 
111 mg/kg Systemic 

TLV (air): 
0.5 mg/m3  

gamma-isomer Oral-rat 1050: 76 mg/kg 

(lindane) Skin-rat 1050: 5U0 mg/kg 0511A std 	(air): 

Intraperitoneal-rat 
Oral-mouse 

101.0: 
L050: 

35 mg/ty, 
86 mg/kg 

IWA 500 pg/m3  

Oral-mouse IDLo: 29 gmikg 52WC Carcinugei,ic 

Intraperitoneal-mouse LOlo: 75 mgikg 
Oral-dug 1050: 40 mg/tg 
Intravenuus-dog 
Oral—rabbit 

101o. 
1.050: 

8 mg/k9 
tO mg/kg 

Skin-rabbit 
luLravenaus-rabbit 

1050: 
101.0: 

50 mg/kg 
4.500 ug;kg 

Oral-guinea pig 1050: 127 mg/kg 
Oral-hamster 1050: 160 mg/kg 
Oral-bird. wild 10I0: 100 mg/kg 
Intramuscular-bird. 
wild 

Lino: /6 mg/kg 

Ethane. 	 C2114C12  107-06-2 lIe 96: Inhalation-human 1C(: 4.000 ppm Central IIV (air): 	50 ppm 

1.2-Dichloro- 1.000-100 ppm Nervous 

(Ethylene Dichloride) System OSHA std (air): 

. 	Oral -human TOLo: 428 mg/kg Castro-
intistinal 
tract 

TWA 50 ppm; 
CI 100; 
PK 200/511/311 

Oral-man 810 mg/kg 
Oral-human LOLo: 500 mg/t 
Oral-rat. U050: 12 pg/Vg 
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810%0 recm sId (air): 
1WA 1 ppA; 
Cl 2 ppm; n0 

Mild 
Irritation 
Se*ere 
Irritation 
CarLinenic 
Carcihgenic 

Centaal 
Nervr., 
System 

TLV (air): 1 ppm 
(skin) 

OSHA std (air): 
1 ppm (skin) , 

0,11A std (air): 
10A 5 ppm (skin) 

Compound Name 
Chemical 	 Utlor  ioxicpy  8.1a_ 	 _ 	_— 

Molecular 	Abstracts 	Aquatic Toxicity
a 	

Route of 	 Typebof 	 Exposnte 
- Species 

Formula 	Service No. 	 Entry 	 Dose 	Dose 	Ourationc 	Effects
d 

limits 
_ 

 

  

Ethane, 
1,2-Dichloro- (cont'd) Inhalation-rat 

Intraperitoneal-rat 
Subcutaneous-rat 
Oral-mouse 
Inhalation-mouse 
Intraperiloneal:mouse 

Subcutaneous-mouse 
Oral-dog 
Intravenous-dog 
Oral-rabbit 
Inhalation-rabbit 
Subcutaneous-rabbit 
Inhalation-pig 
Inhalation-guinea pig 
Intraperiloneal-guinea 

pig 
Skin-rabbit 

Eye-rabbit 

Oral-rat 
Oral-mouse 

Oral-human 
Oral-rat 
Intraperitoneal-mouse 
Intravenods-dog 
Subcutaneous-rabbit  

(C10: 	1,000 ppm 	40 
1050: 	74 pg/kg 
LDlo: 	500 mg/kg 
11:110: 	600 mg/kg 
1Clo: 	5,000 mg/ur 	20 
1050: 	40 pg/kg 

LOlo: 	380 mg/kg 
101o: 	2,000 mg/Ig 
1010: 	1/5 mg/kg 
050: 	860 gq/k9 
LClo: 	3,000 ppm • 
lino: 	1,200 mg/tg 

lCio: 	3,000 ppm 
LCto: 	1,500 ppm 
01_0: 	600 mg/kg 

625 mg 

63 my 

701.0: 	26 gm/kg 	Mu I 
Tao: 	81 gm/kg 	7841 

LDLo: 	50 mg/kg 

1050: 	6,000 mu/kg 
1050: 	4,500 mu/kg 

325 mg/kg 
LDLci: 	4,000 mg/kg 

Ethane, lievachloro- 
	

C2C1, 	67-72-11  

70 

70 
70 

open 

Oral-human 

• 'Oral-human 
Inhalation-human 

Inhalation-Tat 
Oral-mouse 
Inhalation-mouse 
Intraperltuheal-mouse 
Oral-dog 
Intravenous-dog 
1nhalation-cat 
Subcutaneous-rabbit  

1100: 	. 	30 mg/kg 

10to: 	50 mg/tg 
1CLo: 	1,000 my/m3  

lCio: 	1,000 ppm 
TOLo: 	58 gm/kg 
1Cto: 	9,000 mg/m3  
101o: 	30 mu/kg 

1.111o: 	300 mg/kg 
10Io: 	SO mg/kg 
LCIo: 19,000 mg/m' 	4511 

!Ain mn/Ifti 

Ethane, 	' 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloro- C2M,C1 4 	79-34-51  

30M 	Central 
Nerve-us 
System 

411 
504C 	Can  
401.1 

01091 recm std 
(air): TWA I ppm 

D-6 



Compound flame Molecular 
Formula 

Abstracts 
Service Hu. 

011HLr Ioxicily,Data 
-- Aquatic loxicitya 	

- Species 	
Yype 	 - 

Entry 	 Ouse
b 	Ouse Uurdtioht: 	Elfr,tsd  

txposurg 
Limits 

79-00-5 Eth:a.e, 1,1,2- 	C2113c13  
irichloro- 

Tim: 96: 
100-10 ppm  

Oral-i 
Ore I-ret 
Inhalation-rat 
Intraperiloneal-mouse 
Subcutaneous-mouse 
Oral-dog 	• 
Intraperitnneal-dog 
Intraveneuus-dog 
Subcutaneous -rabbit 
Skin-rabbit 

Skin-guinea pig 
Inhalation-cat  

IDLo: 
	

50 millkg 

050: 
	

1,140 mg/kg 

1Clo: 
	

!(id ppm 

1050: 
	

U94 mglig 

1050: 
	

227 mg/ig 

101.o: 
	

500 mg/kg 
450 mg/kg 

LOLo: 
	

95 mg/kg 

1010: 
	

500 mg/kg 
S00 mg 

1,440 mg 

LCLo: 	13,100 my/1113  

0711A std (air): 
TkA 10 ppm (skin) 

Oil 
ILV (air): 10  WI 
(s in) 

Upell 
	Mild 

' 	Irritation 

11.M 
	

Irritatiou 

4 511 

Ethene, 1,1- 	C2H2C12  
dichloro- 
(1,1-Dichloro- 
kthylane) 

Ethylene, Chloro- C,H3C1 
(Vinyl Chloride) 

75-35-4
f 	

Tim 96: 
1,000-100 ppm 

75-01-4
f 	

TLm 96: 
over 1,000 ppm  

Inhalation-human 
Oral-rat 
Inhalation-rat 
Inhalation-rat 
Inhalation-rat 

Oral-dog 
Intravenous-dog 
Subcutaneous-rabbit 
Inhalation-mouse 
Inhalation-mouse 

Inhalation-man 
Oral-rat 
Oral-rat 
Inhalation-ta 

Inhalation-rat 

Inhalation-mouse 
Inhalation-hamster 
Inhalation-rat 

Inhalation.rat 
Inhalation-mouse 
Oral-rat 

	

TCLo: 	25 ppm 

	

1050: 	200 mg/kg 
LCLo: 10,000 ppm 

	

ICI 0: 	55 ppm 

	

1Clo: 	55 ppm 

	

101o: 	5,150 mg/kg 

	

Itko: 	225 mg/kg 

	

1GLo: 	3,700 my/kg 

	

- IC50: 	98 ppm 

	

ICio: 	55 ppi. 

	

.1Cto: 	. 500 ppm 

	

1050: 	500 mg/kg 

	

Ibto: 	11 gm/kg 

	

ICLu: 	250 ppm 

	

ICI o: 	6,000 ppm 

	

ICLo: 	250 ppm 

	

1Ctu: 	500 ppm 

	

latr: 	6,000,  ppm 

	

1CLo: 	250 ppm 

	

TC1o: 	50 ppm 

	

101.0: 	34 gm/kg  

2411 

. 611! 52W1 
LI1/111 

4(1 

laLW1 
40/130wl 
40'12-13d 
(Pre() 
AS WI 

411/IOW-1 
40/12-160 
(Preo 
3111 	• 
611/12WI 
13101  

11.0;AsstiC 

Eflui.ccal 
ii l.cillC 

Ayeid 

TIV (aim): 
10 ppm 

1110511 recm std (air): 
IWA 1 ppm; 
Cl Sppaii15M 

Cart lIn')CIllC 

UeupLialiC 

Carcimigenic 
CarelDzienic 

Carcinugenic TLV (air): 200 ppm 

Carciii.genic OSHA std (air): 
• 1WA 1 ppm; CI 

5  1101/1...M 

NIOSU recm std (air): 
lwA 1 ppm; 
Cl 5 ppm/ISM 
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1Clo: 	4,800 mg/m3  

[do: 
ICLo: 

ICLo: 
11310: 
ICLo: 
1CLo: 

[CI 0: 
1.050: 
LClu: 
L050: 
IDlo: 
1050: 
10Lo: 
[[ii 0: 
1.010: 
1010: 
1010: 

75,000 mg/m1  
43,000 mg/m3  

200 ppm 
500 mg/kg 
zeo ppm 
600 ppm 

4,000 ppm 	4H 

0,1350 mg/kg 
23,000 11.0/m3  
5,6/1 mg/kg 
4,000 mg/kg 
2,100 mg/kg 

85 mg/kg 
4,000 mg/kg 
5,000 mg/kg 
2,2u0 mg/kg 

86 gm/Vg 

3014 

20 
611 

Systemic 	OsHA std (air): 
NA 100 p.m; 

	

20 	Eye - 	 Cl 200; 

	

1011 	Central 	PK 300/5HI3hi 
Nervous 
Sistum 

4111C 	CJrclo;,groic 

Central 
lierv.,es 
System 

HluH tecm std (air): 
1.01 50 ;.pm; 
CI 100 ppmfISH 

  

Chemical 
Abstracts 

Service Ho. 

 

Other loAkit_i_Data 
Typebar 
Dose 	 Dose 

   

Compound (Name Molecular 
Formula 

Aquatic loxicitya 	Route of _ 
Species 

Entry Durationc 	((recta
d 

EAposurs 
Limits 

Inhalation-human 

Inhalation'mouse 
Inhalation-cat 

Inhalation-human 
Oral-human 
Inhalation-mon 
Inhalation-man 

Inhalation-rat 
Oral mouse 
Inhalation-mouse 
Intraperituneal-mouse 
Oral-dog . 
Intraperitoneal-dog 
Intravenous-dug 
Oral-cat 
Oral-rabbit 
Subcutaneous-rabbi t_ 
Oral-mouse 

Oral-human 
lohalation-human 

Inhalation-human 

Inhalation-man 
Oral-rat 
Inhalation-rat 
Oral-mouse 
Inhalation-mouse 
Intravenous-mouse 
Oral-dog 
Intraperitoneal-dog 

Intravenous-dog 
Subcutaneous-rabbit 
Oral-cat 

L010: 	50 mg/kg 

1CLo: 	6,900 mg;m3  

TCLo: 	160 ppm 

110 ppm 
4,920 mg/Ig 
0,000 p.m 

135 gm/kg 
3,000 ppm 

34 my/kg 
5,8fi0 mg/kg 
1,900 mg/kg 

150 mg/kg 
1,800 mg/kg 
5,01,4 mg/kg 

Ethylene, 	 C2142C1 2 
	156-60-5 

1,2-Dichloro-(E)- 

Ethylene, Tetra- CzCl i 	 127-18-4
f 
 Elm  96: 

chloro- (Tetra- 
	

100-10 ppm 

chloroethene) 

Ethylene, 	 CzHC1 3 
	

79-01-6
f 	

Ttm 96: 

TrIchluro- 
	

1,000-100 ppm-
(frichloruethene) 

TCLo: 
1050: 
ICLo: 
10Lo: 
LCLO: 
1050: 
10L2: 
1.05n: 
LOLo:-
Lan: 
LOLo: 

HY (air): IGO ppm 

	

100 	 Central 
U.wvons 	OSHA std (air): 
'4slem 	IWA 160 ppm; 

	

81H 	Central 	 Cl 2ou, 
nervous 	PK 300/50/20 
System 

	

OU 	Irritant 	MOW rgcm std (air): 
(WA 100 pox; 

	

4U 	 Cl 150 ma11011 

2/HI 	Carcinogenic 
211 

D-8 



Compound Name 	Molecular 
formula 

Chemical 
Abstracts 

Service Ho. 
Aquatic Toxicitya  

Other loxlcity_Data 
lype,uf 
Dose" 	Dose 

Route of 	_ Species 
Entry Dairationc  

Exposuss 

Lffects
d 	

Limits 

Ethylene, Skin-rabbit 500 my 2411 Sevcre 	Irrit3tion 

Trichloro- Eye-rabbit 20 mg 24H Seveie 	liritatian 

(Trichloroethene) (cont'd) Oral-human IDLo: 	7 gm/ kg 

Inhalation-human TOLn: 	012 mg/kg Sy 	1,3.1C 

Inhalation-man LCLo: 	2,900 ppm 
Intraperiloneal-mouse 1050: 	3,000 my/kg 

Subcutaneous-dog 1016: 	150 mg/kg 

Oral-rabbit Olo: 	7,330-mg/kg 

Methane, Chloro- 	CH3C1 74-87-3
f 

Tim 96: 	over Inhalation-rat 1050: 	152,000 mg/m3  3011 TLV (air): 

(Methyl Chloride) 1,000 ppm Inhalation-mouse LC50: 	3,146 ppm 711 1G0 ppm 

Ihhalation- dog 1CLo: 	15,000 ppm 7H 

lnhalation-cat LCLo: 	128,100 mg/m3  411 OSHA std (air): 

Inhalation-guinea pig ICLo: 	20,00 ppm 211 TWA IGO ppm 
Cl 200; PK 30/ 
tM1311 

Methane, 	 C112C12  75-09-2
f 

ltm 96: Inhalation-human ICLo: 	500 
.
ppta 1Y1 Central 	ILV (air): 	200 ppm 

Dichloro- 
(Methylene Chloride) 

1,000-100 ppm Nervaui 
System 	OSHA-std (air): 

Oral-human Olo: 	500 mg/kg TWA 500 ppm; Cl 

Inhalation-human SuO ppm . 1Cl0: 811 blood 	 1,000; 	OK 2,060/ 

Oral-rat 1050: 	167 mg/kg SMI211 

Inhalation-rat LCSO: 	09,000 mg/m3  3011 

Inhalation-mouse LCSO: 	14,400_ppm 111 11105H reap std -(air). 

Intraperiloneal-mouse 050: 	1,500 mg/Vg IdA /5 ppm; 

Subcutaneous-mouse 6,460 mg/kg 5i)0 1.pm/It.M 

Oral-dog 1010: 	3,000 mg/lg 
Inhalation-dug 1CLo: 	20,000 ppm /11 

Intraperituneal-dog Mu: 	t,C) m9ivg 

Subcutaneous-dog 2,700 mg/kg 

Intravehous-dog LDLo: 	200 mgAg 

Inhalation-cat LCLo: 	43,400 mg/m3  4 	511 

Oral-rAbil 101o: 	1.'300 mg/kg 

Subcutaneous-rabbit 1010: 	2,700 mg/1g 

Inhalation-guinea pig ICLo: 	5,000 ppm -  • 211 

Methane, 	 CC1 3F 75-69-4 Inhalation-rat LCLu: 	10 ppm 2014 ILV 	(air): 

Trichlorofluoro- Intraperitoneal-muuse 1,743 mg/kg 10GO ppm 

OSHA std (air): 
1WA 1,000 ppm 
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Chemical 

	

Abstracts 	Aquatic Toxicitya 	Route of 

	

Service No. 	 Entry 

 

Other ionicily DaLa 
lypeof 
Dose 	Dose 	Durationc  

_•- 
L'pos.ute 

Compound Name Molecular 
Formula 

- Species l(fe:ts 

Phenol COO 108-95-2
f  11.  96: 

100-10 ppm 
Skin-rabbit 

Skin-rabbit 

Eye-rabbit 

500 mg 

535 mg 

5 mg 

2411 

open 

Sevi-re 
IrritAinn 
Se%er:: 

IrritItion 
Severe 
Irritation 

IIV 
5 ppm (skin) 

OSHA sbJ (sir): 
TWA 5 ppm 

(skin) 

Oral-human 140 mg/kg 

Oral-rat 1050: 414 mg!tg 

Skin-rat 1050: 669 mg/kg 
intraperitoneal -rat 1050: 250 mqikg 111058 

Subcutenerins-rat Me: 650 mg/kg tfi 	(sir): 

Oral-mouse 1050: 300 mg/kg IWA 20 ligfm3; 

Skin-mouse 101o: 4,000 mg/1g 2014I Carcit.ajcnic Cl 	60 mliim3;15/1 

Intraperitoneal -mouse 1050: 360 mg:tg 

Subcutaneous-mouse 1050: 344 mg/kg 
Intravenous-mouse 1050: 112 mg/Lg 

Oral-dog Mu: 500 mg/Lg 
Parenteral-dog LOlo: 2,000 mg/kg 
Oral-cat 
Subcutaneous-cat lDlo: 

80 mg/Ig 
80 mg/tg 

Parenteral-cat 101u: 500 mg/kg 
Oral-rabbit 10lo: 420 mg/kg 
Skin-rabbll 1050: 850 mg/kg 
Intraperitoneal-rabbit Lino: 620 mg/tg 
Subcutaneous-rabbit 
lutravenous-rabliit 

1010: 
lOto: 

620 mg/tg 
18u mg/kg 

ParenLeral-rabbit 300 mek.g 
Intraperitoneal-guinea 101o: MO mu/kg 

Pig 
Subcutaneous-guinea pig Olo: 

	
450 mg/tg 

Subcutaneous-frog 	1Dlo: 
	

75 mq/kg 
Parentelal-frog 	 1.010: 

	290 mu/ig 
Subcutaneous-frog 	IDlo: 

	
•/90 "1/1q1 

Phenol. o-Chloro- C,111 C10 95-57-8f  Oral-rat 	 1051E.  
inlraperiturreal-rat 
Subcutaneous-rat 
Oral-mouse 
Skin-mouse 	 101o: 
Subcutan4trus-rabbit 	101o: 
Intravenous-rabbit 	1010: 
Subcutaneous-guinea pig 101o: 
Subcutaneous-frog 	101o: 
Ora - maufma 1 	 1050: 

6/0 mg/tg 
210 mg!Iii 

950 Mg;kg 
6/0 mq/ku 

4.800 mq/kg 	12141 
950 au/kg 
120 mu/kg 
am mg/kg 
400 mg/kg 
440 tell/kg 
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Compound Mame 	Molecular 
Formula 

Chemical 
Abstracts 	Aquatic Toxicity

a 

Service Ho. 

Other Toxicity Data 
txpustirg 
Limits 

Route of 	 Typebof 
Species 	 Dose Entry 	 Dose Ourationc  Eftectsd  

Phenol. 	 C01I5C120 120-83-2
t Oral-rat LDlo: 500 mg/kg 

2-.4-01chloro- Intraperitoneml-rat 1050: 430 mg/kg 

Subcutaneous-rat 1050: 1.730 mg/kg 
Oral-mouse , 1050: 1,600 mg/kg 
Skin-mouse 1010: 312 mu/kg 39W1 Carcioogenic 

Phenol. 	 C6HC1s0 
Pentachloro- 

82-86-5f  Skin-rabbit 1U mg 2411 
open 

II iii 
irritatruo 

TIV (air): 
0.5 mg/m3  (skin) 

Oral-human 101.0: 29  mU/tO 
Oral-man 1010: 196 mg/kg Central OSHA std (air): 

11,rious 1WA 500 pg/m3  

Oral-rat Into: 60 mg/kg 90 leratogentc 
(Preq) 

Oral-rat 1050: 50 mg/kg 

Inhalation-rat 1050: 11.700 ug/kg 
Skin-rat )05 mu/kg 
Intraperitoneal-rat 1050: 56 mg/kg 
Subcutaneous-rat 	. 1050: 100 mg/kg 
Subcutaneous-mouse 101o: 46 mg/kg Heoplastic 

Subcutaneous-dog 1010: 135 mg/kg 
Oral-rabbit LDlo: 70 mg/kg 
Skin-rabbit 1.010: 40 mg/kg 
Intraperiloneal-rabbit 101o: 135 mg/kg 
Subcutaneous-rabbit LD1o: 30 mg/kg 

Phthallc Acid. 	C2411304  
Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) 

117-el-lf  Eye-rahbil 
Oral-man 101.o: 

500 mg 
143 mg/kg 

Irritation OSHA std (air): 
1WA 5 wq/m2 

Etter intestinal 
Iract 

Oral-rat 1050: 31 gm/kg 

Intraperitoneal-rat 1050: 30.100 mg/kg 
Intraperitoneal-rat 1010: 30 gm/kg .5 - 150 fetrat,Tmic 

(Prey) 

I ntravenous-rat 1 Oto: 300 mg/kg 
Oral-mouse 
Oral-mouse 

1050: 30 gm/kg 
7.500 Mg/kg eo teratogentc 

(Preg) 
Intraperituneal-mouse 1D5Ck 14 gm/kg 
Oral-rabbit 1050: 34 gm/kg 
Skin-rabbit 25 gm/kg 
Skin-guinea pig 1050: 10 gm/kg 
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iLj Data 

Dose 

• ' 	-^ 
 _ 

Duration
c 

E11.-rtsd  
E.posupe 
limits 

Compound Hama Molecular 
Formula 

Chemical 
Abstracts 
Service No. 

Aquatic Toxicitya  
Other lox lc 

Route of 
- Species 

Entry 
type of 
Dose

b 

Phthalic Acid, 
Dibotyl Ester 

C,02204  134-74-2
f 

TIM 96: 
1000-100 ppm 

Oral-human 
Oral-human 
Oral-mouse 

1.01o: 
1010: 
1050: 

5,000 mg/kg 
140 mg/kg 

12,000 mg/kg 
Lye 

ItV (air): 	5 mg/m3  

W.MA sld (41r): 

Intraperitoneal-rat 
Intraperitonell-rat 

1050: 
TOto: 

3,050 mg/kg 
Nil mg/kg 5-150 leracojenic 

TWA 5 mjim3  

(Prtg) 

PhthallE Acid, 
Diethyl Ester 

C"h1404. 04-66-2 Eye-rabbit 
Oral-human 101o: 

112 mg 
500 mg/kg 

Irritation ItV 	(art): 
5 mg/m3  

Inhalation-human ICLo: 1,030 119./e0 Irriteht 

Intraperitunal-rat 1050: 5,058 mg/kg 
Intraperitoneal-rat 10Lo: 1,232 mg/kg 5-150 ItralveniC 

(Preq) 

Intraperitoneal-mouse 1050: 2,749 mg!kg 
Oral-rabbit 10Lo: 1,000 mg/kg 
Intravenous-rabbit 1.010: 100 nqilg 
Subcutaneous-guinea pig LDIo: 3,000 mg/kg 

Toluene C7111  100-88-3f  Tim 96: 
100-10 ppm 

Eye-human 
Otal-human 
lohalation-human 

10t.o: 
1CLo: 

300 ppm 
50 mAlkg 
200 ppm 

Irritation 

Central 
nervous 

(IV (air): 	100 ppm 
(skin) 

050A :td (air): 
Sys t. MA 200 

Inhalation-man 1CLo: 100 ppm Psytilutj...pic Cl IOU; rh 500/10M 

Oral-rat 1050: 5,000 mg/kg 

Inhalation-rat (Chi: 4,000 ppm 411 NI0511 reLm std (air): 

Intraperitoneal-rat IDLo: BOO mg/kg 11J, 	tflO ppm; 

Inhalation-mouse IC50: 5,320 ppm Ott Cl 2G0 ppm! ION 

Skin-rabbit 1050: 14 gm/kg' 
Skin-rabbit 435 mg Mild 

Irritation 

Eye-rabbit 870 pg Mild 
1rrititicn 

Subcutaneous-frog 920 mg/kg 

2,4-Xylenol 	CA00 
(2,4-Dimethylphenol) 

105-67-9 Oral-rat 
Skin-rat 

1050: 3,200 mg/kg 
1,040 mg/kg 

Oral-mouse 
Skin-mouse. 

1040: 
1010: 

009 mnikg 
5,600 mg/kg zewt Carcivugenic 
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a Aquatic Toxicity: 	 am 96: 96-hour static or continuous flow standard protocol, in parts per million (14)m) 

• Other loxicity Data: 	1050 	lethal dose 50% kill 
LCLo - lowest published lethal concentration 

LC50 	lethal concentration 50% kill 

1.0to 	lowest published lethal dose 
TOfo - lowest published toxic dose 
ICI° - lowest published toxic concentration 

toxic dose 

C Duration: 	 minute; 
- hour 

0 • - day 
- week 
- year 

continuous 
1 	intermittent 

d Exposure Limits: 	 UR 	- not. reported 
1110511 - National Institute fur Occupational Safety and Health 
OSliA - Occupational Safety and Health Act of 19i0 
1WA 	- time-weighted average concentration 
TLV 	- threshold limit value 
Cl - ceiling 
Pk 	- peak concentration 

e Blood - Blood effects; effect on all blood elements, electrolytes, pH, protein, oxygen carrying or releasing capacity. 
Carcinogenic - Carcinogenic effecls; producing cancer, a cellular tumor the nature of which is fatal, or 'Is associated with the formation 
of secondary tumors (metastasis). 
Central Nervous System - Includes effects such as headaches, tremor, duuwsiness, convulsions, hypnosis, anest.he?ia. 
Eye - Irritation, diplopia, cataracts: eye ground, blindness by affecting the eye or the optic nerve. 
Gastrointestinal - diarrhea, constipation, olceratiou. 
Irritant - Any irritant effect on the skin, eye or mucous membrane. 
Mutagenic - Transmissible changes produced in the otfspring. 
Neoplastic - The production of tumors not clearly defined as carcinogenic.. 
Psychotropic - Exerting as effect upon the mind. 
Pulmonary - Effects on respiration and respiratory pathology, 
Systemic - Effects on the metabolic and excretory function of the liver or kidneys. 
Teratogenic - Nontransmissible changes produced in the oftspring. 

( 	This chemical has been selected fur priority attention as point source water effluent discharge toxic polinLunt (IdqiC vs Ifain consent dune) 

Source: Stang, William J. (1979). "Pollutant Analyses Hooker Chemicals and Plastics Corporation Waste Disposal Sites 
Niagra Falls, New York." Environmental Protection Agency Office of Enforcement, National Enforcement Investi-
gations Center, Pnver, Colorado. 
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