re: Update on the Re-evaluation of the
Heavy Duty Wood
Preservatives Creosote,
Pentachlorophenol and CCA

SNAP would like to notify the PMRA that we fully support the following wood preservative comments from Beyond Pesticides to the EPA found at the following site:

http://www.beyondpesticides.org/documents/woodpreservecomments.pdf .  

"Our comments, for those have followed the wood preservative problem (Chromated copper arsenate (CCA), pentachlorophenol (PCP) and creosote), you know that Beyond Pesticides has, with many of you, long challenged the continued use of these highly toxic, persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals for utility poles, railroad ties and other commercial uses, given the high hazards associated with their use and the availability of safer alternative materials, such as recycled steel, concrete, and composites." (Jay Feldman, Natalie Lounsbury, Beyond Pesticides)

"EPA’s new risk assessment continues a long sad history on toxics policy, by allowing continued use of these chemicals, with contaminants like dioxin, hexachlorobenzene (HCB) and furans, with risks that are excessive and unnecessary. EPA reaches it conclusion that supports continued use, based on an analysis (as we point out in our comments) that fails on numerous counts, such as (i) simply ignoring common routes of community and children’s exposure, (ii) dismissing hazard and risk issues, such as aquatic impacts (based on data gaps) and disposal impacts, despite evidence in the scientific literature, and (iii) dismissing the viability of alternatives, which make the hazards and risks unnecessary and unacceptable." (Jay Feldman, Natalie Lounsbury)

"We believe it is time to stop EPA from using flawed risk assessment. Given the extremely high volume of use (these wood preservatives account for a third of all pesticide use, excluding chlorine), when EPA ignores exposure it is ignoring widespread impacts on people and the environment." (Jay Feldman, Natalie Lounsbury)

As mentioned in your email (Julia Pope, 6/4/2008 8:19 AM)

"Creosote is under a cooperative re-evaluation involving the Pest Management
Regulatory  Agency (PMRA) and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).", so is pentachlorophenol. 
 [ http://www.pmra-arla.gc.ca/english/pdf/re-eval/summarytable-eng.pdf   (page 65) ]

I am sure Beyond Pesticide comments generally apply to Canada. 
I give organic gardening classes in Saskatchewan and I can assure you that, whether allowed for home use or not, a large number of yards contain railroad ties, and most still contain treated wood of some kind, mostly CCA, in fences, decks and children play structures.  A few years ago, you could even buy CCA treated wood labels to add to plant pots! There have also been instances of treated wood having been shredded for mulch and sold to the public.

The questions always come. Where can I get my soil tested? How and where can I get rid of the products? Is there anything I can use to cover it and seal in the toxicity? 

Sask Power gets brownie points for environmentalism when they give out old posts to use as nesting structures for land or water birds while, in fact, it actually saves them the high cost of proper disposal at Swan Hills.

In Saskatchewan, all treated wood chemicals and products are exempt from licensing, therefore statistics. We have no idea how much is used and where, other than when the industry wants to share its data with the public or the government. 
Wood preservatives, according to EPA's 2000 pesticide sales and usage statistics, account for 34% of all pesticide use. 
Question 1 Do we even have similar Canadian data? Do we know how much of pesticide use treated wood accounts for? 

I would like to draw your attention to the following Beyond Pesticide statements:
"Residential Exposure and Risk
The agency maintains its unsubstantiated view that residential exposure to these wood preservatives either does not “normally” occur, or is “episodic” in nature and therefore it is unnecessary to assess residential risk. Not only is this stance untenable because of the many common human interactions with utility poles and railroad ties, it represents an arbitrary change in position by the EPA that is unexplained in the documents provided."

Regarding utility poles, I can assure you that, downwind, I can still smell a pole at least 10 meters away, even several years after it has been installed. That should count as exposure. For those who have the ill chance to have one besides or in their yard, it is constant exposure to vapours, plus contamination of soil and food, if grown in the area. The same is true for boardwalks through marshes in natural areas. I have to wear a gas mask to walk on them even after a decade. Does that not count as exposure? What about the water, sediments and aquatic organisms?

Common Unregistered Uses, More Residential Exposure
" The findings indicate that the vast majority of poles are given away or resold without the inclusion of safety information regarding the legal use and dangers of treated wood. The resale and giving away of these poles presents an opportunity for residential as well as livestock exposure as they are used as fence posts, in gardens, and other residential uses."(Feldman, Jay, and Gregory Kidd.Beyond. 1999. Pole Pollution: New Utility Pole Chemical Risks Identified by EPA While Survey Shows Widespread Contamination. Beyond Pesticides. http://www.beyondpesticides.org/wood/pubs/pole_pollution/index.html. )


"For creosote-treated railroad ties, the practice of landscaping with them is undeniably common. Rather than deny this contact happens, the agency writes in its response to comments, “The landscaping use of creosote-treated lumber is considered to be a misuse of the product. The agency does not typically estimate risks based on misuse of pesticides.” "  This statement by the EPA is one of the most ludicrous so far, and shows how unscientific and political the whole re-assessment is. 

I strongly support the following Beyond Pesticide statement:
"However, the people who are finding and using, perhaps even purchasing these railroad ties, are often unaware that they are impregnated with a pesticide at all. Without regulations on the disposal of creosote-treated wood, it will continue to end up in residential settings. The EPA is therefore obligated either to put restrictions on the disposal of creosote-treated wood, or to address this area of residential exposure in its risk assessment."

re creosote: "Based on this type of comparison, the fact that creosote used in residential settings is a misuse of the product, and creosote is less potent of a carcinogen than arsenic, EPA does not believe a SHEDS-type of an assessment for creosote treated ties used as landscape timbers is warranted at this time.”11"  Again, total lack of judgment from the part of the EPA and the proof tha the total discussion is based on speculation rather than facts.
Question 2 and 3: In Canada, is the home re-use of railroad ties or other treated wood products considered a misuse? Will the PMRA take into consideration home re-use of railroad ties and other wood preservatives in its assessment?

" Disposal—In Addition to Unregistered Uses
In addition to the unregistered uses of utility poles and railroad ties after they have been taken out of service, the other methods of disposal of these products create more ways for the chemicals and their contaminants to get into water and soil, thereby adding to the risk to the public and the environment. Currently, utility poles and railroad ties treated with PCP, creosote and CCA are permitted under EPA regulations to be disposed of in municipal landfills. For CCA-treated wood, this allowance is illegal under the hazardous waste regulations."

In Canada, I believe that all or almost all CCA treated wood ends up in municipal or farm landfills. That is certainly where my neighbours send it when their treated wood decks rot anyway, and municipalities accept it too. We know that railroad ties are recycled for home use, and many of the utility poles are given away to conservation projects without notification of the receiving agencies about the toxicity of the poles or their responsibility to properly dispose of the poles at the end of their life. 

Furthermore, many who work with treated wood do not use gloves or other protective equipment, and I know of a family who preserved their carrots for the winter in the shavings of their treated wood deck, to all end up in the hospital with arsenic poisoning.

"Storage
According to the FIFRA guidelines, once a pesticide has been impregnated into the wood, it is no longer characterized as a pesticide, and therefore does not have the same storage, transportation, and disposal regulations that a pure pesticide has. Treated poles represent an enormous quantity of pesticide that, because it is not classified as such, is exempt from safe storage practices."

Question 4: What is the situation in Canada re storage of treated wood? 
There is one pole storage site near Regina where Environment Canada scientists have measured astronomical levels of pentachlorophenol in air. Oh yes, and it is located on sand above an aquifer. I doubt very much that any type of sealing membrane has been used below it to prevent aquifer contamination. 

Conclusion
SNAP strongly agrees with the following Beyond Pesticide statement: "Switching from these toxic, obsolete chemicals is overdue, and the original premise for their continued registration no longer applies. Alternatives to treated wood for utility poles and railroad ties exist and are economically viable. The production will meet the demand if regulatory action is taken (by the EPA)."

SNAP would appreciate answers to our questions stated in this letter.


 Thank you for your consideration of our comments,

Sincerely Yours,

Paule Hjertaas,
President and spokesperson of the Saskatchewan Network for Alternatives to Pesticides Inc, (SNAP)
15 Olson Place,
Regina, SK, 
S4S 2J6 
Tel (306) 584-2835
dp.hjertaas@sasktel.net 
www.snapinfo.ca
