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Return Receipt Requested — A/IT

October 15, 1992
Document Processing Center (TS-790)
Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics
Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460
Atm: Section 8(e) Coordinator (CAP Agreement)

Dear Coordinator:
SECAP-0025

On behalf of the Regulatee and pursuant to Unit II B.1.b. and Unit Il C of the
6/28/91CAP Agreement, E.I. Du Pont de Nemours and Co. hereby submits (in triplicate) the
attached studies. Submission of this information is voluntary and is occasioned by unilateral
changes in EPA's standard as to what EPA now considers as reportable information.
Regulatee's submission of information is made solely in response to the new EPA §8(e)
reporting standards and is not an admission: (1) of TSCA violation or liability; (2) that
Regulatee's activities with the study compounds reasonably support a conclusion of substantial
health or environmental risk or (3) that the studies themselves reasonably support a conclusion
of substantial health or environmental risk.

The *““Reporting Guide™ creates new TSCA 8(e) reporting criteria which were not
previously announced by EPA in its 1978 Stateme erpretation 3 ement Pols

Statement of Interpretation, the informal issuance of the “Reporting Guide™ raises significant
due processes issues and clouds the appropriate reporting standard by which regulated persons
can assure TSCA Section 8(e) compliance.

For latee,

rk H. Christman
Counsel
Legal D-7158
1007 Market Street
Wilmington, DE 19898
(302) 774-6443
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ATTACHMENT 1

Submission of information is made under the 6/28/91 CAP Agreement,
Unit I This submission is made voluntarily and is occasioned by recent
changes in EPA's TSCA §8(e) reporting standard; such changes made, for
the first time in 1991 and 1992 without prior notice and in violation of
Regulatee's constitutional due process rights. Regulatee's submission of
information under this changed standard is not a waiver of its due process
rights; an admission of TSCA violation or liability, or an admission that
Regulatee's activities with the study compounds reasonably support a
conclusion of substantial risk to health or to the environment. Regulatee has
historically relied in good faith upon the 1978 Statement of Interpretation and
Enforcement Policy criteria for determining whether study information is
reportable under TSCA §8(¢), 43 Fed Reg 11110 (March 16, 1978). EPA

has not, to date, amended this Statement of Interpretation.

After CAP registration, EPA provided the Regulatee the
June 1, 1991 "TSCA Section 8(e) Reporting Guide". This "Guide” has been
further amended by EPA, EPA letter, April 10, 1992. EPA has not indicated
that the "Reporting Guide” or the April 1992 amendment supersedes the

1978 Statement of Interpretation. The "Reporting Guide" and April 1992
amendment substantively lowers the Statement of Interpretation 's TSCA
§8(e) reporting standard®. This is particularly troublesome as the "Reporting
Guide" states criteria, applied retroactively, which expands upon and
conflicts with the Statement of Interpretation.3 Absent amendment of the
Statement of Interpretation, the informal issuance of the "Reporting Guide"

and the April 1992 amendment clouds the appropriate standard by which
regulated persons must assess information for purposes of TSCA §8(e).

2In sharp contrast to the Agency's 1977 and 1978 actions to soliciting public comment on the proposed
and final §8(e) Policy, EPA has unilaterally pronounced §8(e) substantive reporting criteria in the 199]
Section 8(e) Guide without public notice and comment, See 42 Fed Reg 45362 (9/9/77), "Notification of
Substantial Risk under Section 8(e): Proposed Guidance".

3A comparison of the 1978 Staterpent of Interpretation and the 1992 "Reporting Guide” is a appended.



Throughout the CAP, EPA has mischaracterized the 1991 guidance as
reflecting "longstanding” EPA policy concerning the standards by which
toxicity information should be reviewed for purposes of §8(e) compliance.
Regulatee recognizes that experience with the 1978 Statement of
Interpretation may cause a review of its criteri. Regulatee supports and has
no objection to the Agency's amending reporting criteria provided that such
amendment is not applied to the regulated community in an unfair way.
However, with the unilateral announcement of the CAP under the auspices of
an OCM enforcement proceeding, EPA has wrought a terrific unfaimess
since much of the criteria EPA has espoused in the June 1991 Reporting
Guide and in the Agency's April 2, 1992 amendment is new criteria which

does not.exist in the 1978 Statement of Interpretation and Enforcement
Policy.

The following examples of new criteria contained in the "Reporting

Guide" that is not contained in the Statement of Interpretation follow:

o even though EPA expressly disclaims each "status report” as being preliminary
evaluations that should got be regarded as final EPA policy or intent?, the "Reporting
Guide™ gives the "status reports” great weight as "sound and adequate basis” from
which to determine mandatory reporting obligations. ("Guide" at page 20).

o the "Reporting Guide" contains a matrix that establishes new numerical reporting
"cutoff” concentrations for acute lethality information ("Guide" at p- 31). Neither
this matrix nor the cutoff values therein are contained in the Statement of
Interpretation. The regulated community was not made aware of these cutoff values
prior to issuance of the "Reporting Guide” in June, 1991.

othe "Reporting Guide” states new specific definitional criteria with which the Agency,
for the first time, defines as 'distinguishable neurotoxicological effects’; such

criteria/guidance not expressed in the 1978 Smgm:nmf_mmms;

othe "Reporting Guide” provides new review/ reporting criteria for irritation and
sensitization studies; such criteria not previously found in the 1978 Statement of
terpretatio cy.
othe "Reporting Guide" publicizes certain EPA Q/A criteria issued to the Monsanto
Co. in 1989 which are not in the Staterpent of Interpretation; have never been
published in the Federal Register or distributed by the EPA to the Regulatee. Such
Q/A establishes new reporting criteria not previously found in the 1978 Statement of
1 t icy .

“The 'status reports' address the significance, if any, of particular information reported to the Agency,
rather than stating EPA's interpretation of §8(e) reporting criteria. In the infrequent instances in which the
status reports contain discussion of reportability, the analysis is invariably quite limited, without
substantial supporting scientific or legal rationale.

3 See, e.g, 10/2/91 letter from Du Pont to EPA regarding the definition of 'serious and prolonged
effects’ as this term may relate to transient anesthetic effects observed at lethal levels; 10/1/91 letter from
the American Petroleum Institute to EPA regarding clarification of the Reporting Guide criteria.



In discharging its responsibilities, an administrative agency must give
the regulated community fair and adequate warning to as
what constitutes noncompliance for which penalties may be assessed.

Among the myriad applications of the due process clause is the fundamental principle
that statutes and regulations which purport to govern conduct must give an adequate
warning of what they command or forbid.... Even a regulation which governs
purely economic or commercial activities, if its violation can engender penalties,
mustbesofmnedastoprovideloonsﬁmﬁomnysdeqmlewnmingmﬂmaewhose
activities are governed.

iebol , 585 F.2d 1327, 1335-36 (D.C. Cir. 1978). See
also, i i j v i
i » 937 F. 2d 649 (D.C. Cir. 1991).

While neither the are rules, This principle has been applied to hold
that agency 'clarification’, such as the Statement of Interpretation, the
"Reporting Guide” nor the April 1992 amendments will not applied
retroactively.

-.-a federal court will not retroactively apply an unforeseeable interpretation of an
administrative regulation to the detriment of a regulated party on the theory that the
post hoc interpretation asserted by the Agency is generally consistent with the
policies underlying the Agency's regulatory program, when the semantic meaning of
the regulations, as previously drafted and construed by the appropniate agency, does
not support the imterpretation which that agency urges upon the court.

tandard Qil ministration, 453 F. Supp. 203, 240

S d Ql QQ, Vv, Eﬁggal Engrgy Ad 1stratio
(N.D. Ohio 1978), aff'd sub nom. Standard Qil Co. v, Department of

Energy, 596 F.2d 1029 (Em. App. 1978):
The 1978 Statement of Interpretation does not provide adequate notice

of, and indeed conflicts with, the Agency's current position at §8(e) requires
reporting of all 'positive’ toxicological findings without

regard to an assessment of their relevance to human health. In accordance
with the statute, EPA's 1978 Statement of Interpretation requires the
regulated community to use scientific judgment to evaluate the significance of
toxicological findings and to determining whether they reasonably support a
conclusion of a substantial risk. Part V of the retati
urges persons to consider "the fact or probability" of an effect's occurrence.
Similarly, the 1978 Statement of Interpretation stresses that an animal study
is reportable only when "it contains reliable evidence ascribing the effect to
the chemical.” 43 Fed Reg. at 11112, Moreover, EPA's Statement of
Interpretation defines the substantiality of risk as a function of both the
seriousness of the effect and the probability of its occurrence. 43 Fed Reg
11110 (1978). Earlier Agency interpretation also emphasized the
"substantial” nature of a §8(e) determination. See 42 Fed Reg 45362, 45363



(1977). [Section 8(e) findings require "extraordinary exposure to a chemical
substance...which critically imperil human health or the environment"].

The recently issued "Reporting Guide™ and April 1992 Amendment
guidance requires reporting beyond and inconsistent
with that required by the Statement of Interpretation. Given the statute and
the Statement of Interpretation's explicit focus on substantial human or

environmental risk, whether a substance poses a "substantial risk" of injury
requires the application of scientific judgment to the available data on a case-
by-case basis.

If an overall weight-of-evidence analysis indicates that this
classification is unwarranted, reporting should be unnecessary under §8(e)
because the available data will not "reasonably support the conclusion” that
the chemical presents a substantial risk of serious adverse consequences to
human health.

Neither the legislative history of §8(e) nor the plain meaning of the
statute support EPA’s recent lowering of the reporting threshold that TSCA
§8(e) was intended to be a sweeping information gathering mechanism. In
introducing the new version of the toxic substances legislation,
Representative Eckhart included for the record discussion of the specific
changes from the version of H. R. 10318 reported by the Consumer
Protection and Finance Subcommittee in December 1975. One of these
changes was to modify the standard for reporting under §8(e). The standard
in the House version was changed from "causes or contributes to an
unreasonable risk" to "causes or significantly contributes to a substantial
risk”. This particular change was one of several made in TSCA §8 to avoid
placing an undue burden on the regulated community. The final changes to
focus the scope of Section 8(e) were made in the version reported by the
Conference Committee.

The word "substantial” means "considerable in importance, value,
degree, amount or extent”. Therefore, as generally understood, a
"substantial risk” is one which will affect a considerable number of people or
portion of the environment, will cause serious injury and is based on
reasonably sound scientific analysis or data. Support for the interpretation
can be found in a similar provision in the Consumer Product Safety Act.
Section 15 of the CPSA defines a "substantial product hazard" to be:

"a product defect which because of the pattern
of defect, the number of defective products
distributed in commerce, the severity of the
risk, or otherwise, creates a substantial risk
of injury to the public."”



Similarly, EPA has interpreted the word 'substantial’ as a quantitative
measurement. Thus, a 'substantial risk’ is a risk that can be quantified, See,
56 Fed Reg 32292, 32297 (7/15/91). Finally, since information pertinent to
the exposure of humans or the environment to chemical substances or
mixtures may be obtained by EPA through Sections 8(a) and 8(d) regardless
of the degree of potential risk, §8(e) has specialized function. Consequently,
information subject to §8(e) reporting should be of a type which would lead a
reasonable man to conclude that some type action was required immediately
to prevent injury to health or the environment.



Attachment
Companson:

Reporting triggers found in the 1978 "Statement of Interpretation/ Enforcement
Policy",43 Fed Reg 11110 (3/16/78) and the June 1991 Section 8(e) Guide.

TEST TYPE 1978 POLICY New 1991 GUIDE
CRITERIA EXIST? CRITERIA EXIST?

ACUTE LETHALITY
Oral N} Y}
Dermal N} Y}
Inhalation (Vapors) )6 ¥
aerosol N} Y}
dusts/ particles N} Y}
SKIN IRRITATION N Y8
SKIN SENSITIZATION (ANIMALS) N Y?
EYE IRRITATION N Yo
SUBCHRONIC
(ORAL/DERMAL/INHALATION) N vyl
REPRODUCTION STUDY N yi2
DEVELOPMENTAL TOX yi3 yl4

643 Fed Reg at 11114, comment 14:
"This policy statements directs the reporitng of specifiec effects when unknown to the
Administrator. Many routine tests are based on a knowledge of toxicity associated with a
chemicall unknown effects occurring during such a range test may have to be reported if
they are those of concern tot he Agency and if the information meets the criteria set forth in
Parts V and VI1."

TGuide at pp.22, 29-31.

8Guide at pp-34-36.

9Guide at pp-34-36.

10Guide at pp-34-36.

1 Guide at pp-22; 36-37.

12Guide at pp-22

1343 Fed Reg at 11112
"Birth Defects” listed.

14Guide at pp-22



NEUROTOXICITY
CARCINOGENICITY
MUTAGENICITY

In Vitro
In Vivo

ENVIRONMENTAL
Bioaccumulation
Bioconcentration
Oct/water Part. Coeff.
Acute Fish

Acute Daphnia
Subchronic Fish
Subchronic Daphnia

Chronic Fish

AVIAN

Acute
Reproductive
Reprodcutive

15Guide at pp-23; 33-34.

1643 Fed Reg at 11112
"Cancer" listed
Y7Gyide at pp-21.

Y16

y}ls

Y}
y}20

z z Zz Z

ZzZZZ

1843 Fed Reg at 11112; 11115 at Comment 15

“Mutagenicity " listed/ in vivo vs invitro discussed; discussion of "Ames test".

19Guide at pp-23.

2043 Fed Reg at 11112; 11115 at Comment 16.

yls

Y17

Z Z Z Z Z ZZZ

zZZzZz




CAS# 3333-52-6

CHEM: Tetramethylsuccinonitrile

TITLE: Inhalation toxicity

DATE: 6/18/64

SUMMARY OF EFFECTS: Highly toxic, CNS




21 D Loy om0 2P TY U

*iemiou paieadde s3el ayj ainsodxa
Suimo[10] ‘uoy3eajdsaz paioqe] 10/puv UOTILIJdea1 dodp d19m ainsodxd Bujanp L3TdFx03 JO sudys 1edJUTID ayj
:83ansodxy pajeaday

. °giea JO 889UPIX PIIT pue uwojjrajdsaa
p1dex A1piTm pamoys £oy3 ainsodxa 3uymo[{oy °siea pai puv uojjeajdsai dasp pIITQIYXd 8381 3IYI aangsodxa Sujang

$SUOJIEIJUIDOUC) [BYIAIQNS

*1933wa19q3 (ewaou paxwadde Inq saesol Iy3yam (erITUT

93813pow 03 913Ad8 pamoys (mdd g e suo 3dedx3) s3ex [V °3Insodx’ 9y3 JO pud 2yl 1333¢ £]31104s UOFS[NAUCD TRUTEID] B JARY

03 p2A1398q0 suvm wdd 9] JO UOFIVIIUIIWOD 9Y3 3P [PWUE 2UQ °ISOU Y3 punole IdiwPstp Lpoolq pIFu ¥ pey pue Sugipuey o3

£3TATITSUIS PITU ‘any pay3ina Sugmoys ‘9AF3ovu} 319m L3yl sainsodxs Buyao(iod °£ITATIOEUF pue 8183 pal f(wdd 41 3% /1)
SQUI{ JO JUSWIAOW I3TUTPIOOIUT ‘uUoprwajdsax pazoqe] Aq pamo1103 uojiexrrdsaz pydexr pamoys s3el Yl aansodxa 8Sutang

$SU0TILIJUIIUOY [9YIO]

_ {BUOFIVAIISOP

*gaingodx? [VUOFIJPpPE pue sTvWIU® 210m Iijnbaia pinoa IFWIT PIOYsSaAIYI ® joO
Juawye§1qelsd a3jugzaq <udd ¢ > 3day °q pynoys swaiw Supnioa uy NSHI JO SUOFIVIJUIDLOI ‘SITPNIS ISIYJ UO pIseq

spunoduwod 343 03 PIINGIIIIe Iq PINOD JBYJ pPIUTWEXD 6INESTI 3Y] U} 83I0IFI? juasuvaaad Lue Ionpoad Jou

PID Amm«v udd ¢ 39 yows sanoy xys jo sdansodxa jeyIuanbas usl °309333 [PUIISIIUT UBR JO UOFIVDTPU} IWOS B} 1YY *waysds

SNOAIJIU [wa3uad a3 A1qyseod pue La03rijdeal ay3 A{javwjad s3d333v punodwod agl eyl IIeIFpuy s8uypuyl (vorSoroyiwd puw

s2insodxa ]y 9yl Sujanp s[vWjuw ay3l jo lojaeysg °*spunodmod dFx03 A14y31y jo L10393wd ay3 uj padeid aq pyrnoye 3 puw wdd 91

87 8381 203 punodwod sjYl JO IV 94l °83anpadoxd sujInol £Lq pIaUVTWIIIAP UIIQ IAPY ITV IYI YII}I-dU0 I NSHL JO saangsodx?d
paiwadai jo 3159332 2yl pue (NSWL) 21FIIJuoujddns(dylaweilal jo (JIv) UOFIRIJUIDUCY TUYI¥] aywupxoaddy ayyr

:SU0JEN[oU0) ¥ XAvwmmng

ALIDIX0L NOLLVIVHNI

m——
uojjels (eIuduiaadxy

11691~-NI :83p0JQ 23Q30 juomizedaq s{EdjWaYOO}g pue [eFiISnpuy ‘yInequaong °M ¥ :4q pai3juqns
1€LE $°ON 119s®H 91F313FUOUTIONSTAYIFWEIII]L, :p3ISIL [PIIIIVH

20/ —18S °ON ¥WH $9-7¢ °"ON 1304dY¥ A¥OLVYOAY1 TIIASVH

JUTOTPIN [eFIIsnpul pur KBopodyxo], 103 K103Bi0QET] [1NSEH

fuedmo) puv saINOWIN Sp Juog np °1 °3
(9) yBnequaxyong °M °y :03 €31do)

!



aa3e1 shep 41 PATITI
3821 !ainsodxa 13338 Kep | P3P W0 /1 - €8°1 00:Yy 91 313uys

sansodxa 1333j®
sfep 91 P311IM s10ajaing {ainsodxa
2233e Aep | payp suo {(31e3s 3a33®

814 §$:¢) 2ansodxa Bujanp pIgp dug 9/ - urm/IIl €8°1 939 00%9 wdd 41 a18urs
ajeq o13I%y Nmm«uwﬁanm (1e1ia3vu BJA) SWIL Toj3eajuaduo)  aansodxy

K3p1e3laon mot1a 13V Mao1d 11V 2angodxz 180334100V jJo adLy

HFYUTET

*Aydeadojpmoayd sel £q L11¥d73L[eUr pIuTWIAIIIP
219a [P}J333vw 3803 IYJ JO SUOFIVIIUIIG0) *dnoad (013u0d ¥ 103 1je K1p 03 pasodxd 1o sl INOJ fsaansodxa pajwadaa
Sujang °swead so¢-L97 IYBIoa Lpoq [PTITUT JO 83Tl afvw D-¥Y) iInoj Zujupejuod avf 119q 32371~g ur 03 aqny 1addod e

Aq pa711ed sea 10deva BuplInsax Iyl pue agni- (vIA® ¥ up punodosod 3833 3yl Y3noiyj pIssed sem weIIIS IV Lip vy

$3Inpadoig

*p10d> (wujds puw uyeiq ‘Aaupyy ‘I3AaF] IY3l uUF paLrIIsqo IidA saangodxa pajeadax

pue 313ujys 03 I[qEINGJ}III¢ SUOYSI] ON °3Iv1 [0IJUCI ® 8® [[3a sv ‘sIex pasodxa om3l Ul punoj sea ‘gaangodxs ayBuys ayjl uy

paqiaosap sv ‘sBuny ay3 O3uf UOFIVAITFIUF OFTIydozInau QL °sjIjucwmaud IUTINE IFUOIY IJPIIPOW ¥ {IJA JUIISTSUOD 3w
3eq3 salueyo pamoys S1013U0D IJIYI PGe NSHI 03 pasodx’ L1pejeadaz siex jJo e3uny agl Jo UOFILUFWEXD 93740268030 TH :

A *sue310 13430 U} P3IAIIEqO
219a 2ansodxa ag3 03 I[qEINGJIIIT SUOFSI] ON °*SFIJuomndud aujInm dFuOCIYP JO 98In0d 9yl BajBueyo uy 9ansodx? 9yl Jo 2dud
-N{JUF 943 10 2Ingodxd Iy3 JO IIVIJO 39913p ® aq Lvw SJYL °SIel }2038 InO U s}Iuomnaud UTINW DFUOIY 3IYI YIGA uoj3ounf
-U02 UJ punoj Ljuowmod 0V 8} UOFILIITFIUF OF11RdoaIn3u SIYL °*STIEA IBTO3ATE® 33 UL 8¢ [I3A 8€ fudum] 1¥]OTYIVQIQ I3Y3l U}
s174doa3INau Jo laqunu aqeIieA ® ‘UOTIFPPEY UJ ‘pamoys PITVJWEXAI UI) 3Y3 JO X8 ¢£11997d0080IOTH *2O1W pu® §IV1 U] DPIAIIEQO
A{1ensn sj3juounaud SUFANE SFUCIYD 9YI YIJA JUIISTSUOD 318 eyl e3uny 3gl 3o sa8usyd snojieA pue sIY3yom Buny yvmaou
pamoys 3insodxa 1333w skep 4] POI1}Y SUOFILIIUIIUOD ]¥YII[UOU 03I PIsodxd 83vx puP SUOTILIJUIDU0CD [BYII] Buiajaang sIey
'p23533u0d AIpaive sem 81 U0 JO IOBIJ [PUFISIIU} IYL °3Feqilowdy [EI0J IIVIIPOW PUP PWIPI IV[OIATE IJwi3pom ® ‘uoyisaduod
38NJIITP PINITT ¥ PITeaAd1 sBun| 289yl Jo uUOoFIPUTWEX? IJdOISOIDTH °SIVIJUOD [FUTISIJUT 3Y3 U} pooiq pey ‘£anfug Buny 3yl 03
uoj3Ijppe uj ‘yemjuc aug °*I8eyriowsy pue PWIP3 ‘uojlwvjjujaadiy jo 3ouIPIAd pamoys (sanoy %) wdd 91 10/pue e1noy Xxjy8 103
wdd 51 03 ainssdxa BuimoT10J $INOY 4Z UFYIFA 10 dinsodd Bujanp payp ITYI 531 JO s3uny IY3 JO UOTIPUFWEXI €801D

:88UIpUT] [90180109avq

*3y8yaa Lpoq dnoal
1033u05 28exaa® 343 jo %6 sem dnoad 3693 2yl Jo 3Iq3jaa Apoq aB8ei1aa® ay3 ‘pojaad 3I8a3 3yl jo uoysn(IU0Y IYI Y




%961 "81 dunf :933eq

sJu/IRD)
uoj3Idag L3yIyXor jeteyul ‘JI9IQO
uuﬁ S PIBUOTH. ~ .-
\\ \\\\\,\ 149 pasosddy
dey °g wo3yaey
: :&q 33x0doy
12387 sep 91 PATITH gaangodxo g8°c~-9°7 9B%uey
3822 ‘axngodxa 3se 2333® PATIFA oAl 4/0 SL*1-0L°1 0€£°0-52°0 01 x 00:9 y°¢ *8ay pajeaday
aansodxd 13338 84sp 91 PITTHA %/0 08°1 0z°0 00:¢ [4 913u3s
aansodxa 1233e sLep 41 PATITY 2/0 opm/3TT 00°1 apm/ITT 00°1 81y 00:% wdd g 918uys
a3eg o73Ivd (Foyantia) (187193em BJA) ET R 00]3813U3500) 3ansodxy
£31103I0K mno1d ITY MAOTd WV aansodxy 1ed13i1vUy 3o adfy

:(P,3U0)) 83TN63AY




 page(s) O

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

in '% " UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2

Mark H. Christman

Counsel
E. I. Du Pont De Nemours and Company mm‘g”;g“ SAND
Legal D-7010-1 TOXIC SUBSTANCES '
1007 Market Street ‘
Wilmington, Delaware 19898

APR 1 8 1995

EPA acknowledges the receipt of information submitted by
your crgapization under Section 3(e) of the Toxic Substances
Contrci AEt‘(TSCA).. For your re ierznced, copies: of the first

your submission(s) ar: enclosed and dizplay the TSCA
§8(e) Document Control Number ., 8S8EHQ
EPA to your submission(s). E 2 z

when supmiccolindg I¢ C r S\
to the reverse side of this pag

(e -00-000

0) assigned by
g 8{e) I

mental information and refer
r YEPA Information Requests™ .

e)e =il=dg

e fo

All TSCA 8(e) submissions are placed in the public files
unless confidentiality is claimed according to the procedures
outlined in Part X of EPA's TSCA §8(e) policy statement (43 FR
11110, March 16, 1978). confidential submissions received
pursuant to the TSCA §8(e) Compliance Audit Program (CAP) should

already contain information supporting confidentiality claims.

This information is required and should be submitted if not done
so previously. To substantiate claims, submit responses to the
questions in the enclosure vgupport Information for Confiden-
tiality Claims". This same enclosure is used to support
confidentiality claims for non-CAP submissions.

Please address any further correspondence with the Agency
related to this TSCA 8(e) submission to:

Document Processing Center (7407)

Attn: TSCA Section 8(e) Coordinator
Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
washington, D.C. 20460-0001

EPA looks forward to continued cooperation with your
organization in its ongoing effcrts to evaluate and manage
potential risks posed by chemicals to health and the environment.

Sincerely,
/.»"v;* A 8’%0.../
. L[}
Enclosure ,:Z:ZLZLfoq gigk Aﬁalgs?;yBganch

(V). Recycled/Recyclable
% <9 Printed with Soy/Canola Ink on paper that

contains at least 50% recycied fiber




Triage of 8(e) Submissions

Date sent to triage: NON-CAP

Submission number: / Z 2’ 2 ;’A TSCA Inventory:

Study type (circle appropriate):

Group 1 - Dick Clements (1 copy total)

ECO AQUATO
Group 2 - Ernie Falke (1 copy total)
P T
CATOX SBTOX SEN , w/NEUR
A x\\
Group 3 - Elizabeth Margosches (1 copy each)
STOX CTOX EPI RTOX GTOX
STOX/ONCO CTOX/ONCO IMMUNO CYTO NEUR

Other (FATE, EXPO, MET, etc.):

Notes:

THIS IS THE ORIGINAL 8(e) SUBMISSION; PLEASE REFILE AFTER TRIAGE DATABASE ENTRY

For Contractor Use Only
entire document; @ 12 ;;pétgéjs »

Notes:

Contractor reviewer : ?m
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CECATS DATA:
submission # BEHQ- O\ -{ 2337  ska A

'l'YPE@ SUPP FLWP
SUBMITTER NAME: E 1. Dopant Q

Nervow e oed Coggg}*

CLECATS\TRIAGE TRACKING DBASE ENTRY FORM

NFORMATION UESTED:
0501 NO INFO REQUESTED
0502 INFO REQUESTED (TECH)
0503 INFO REQUESTED (VOL. ACTIONS)
0504 INFO REQUESTED (REPORTING RATIONALF)
DISPOSITION:
REFER TO CHEMICAL SCREENING

CAP NOTICE , 0407 PRODUCTION DISCONTINUED
0408 CONFIDENTIAL
sUB. DATE__1O 1S orspate___'° [a7[aa CSRAD DATE: 03[ObIQS
CHEMICAL NAME: CAS®
SQQQ\ho\n‘\-l'rﬂLSL 5 “Q}mm-}—%\{l T 233,73 -52-6
Pout enedwnibeale , 2 9}‘5,3 ~fzdreamedt gl . \

INFORMATION TYPE: LFC [NFORMATION TYPE: LEC INFORMATION TYPE: PEC

0201  ONCO (HUMAN) 010204 0216  EPVCLIN 010204 041 IMMUNO (ANIMAL) 01 02 4

0202  ONCO (ANIMAL) o1 0204 0217 - HUMAN EXPOS (PROD CONTAM) 01 0204 042  IMMUNO (HUMAN) 01 02 04

0203  CELL TRANS (IN VITRO) 01 02 04 0218  HUMAN EXPOS (ACCIDENTAL) 01 0204 043  CHEMPHYS PROP 01 02 04

0204  MUTA (IN VITRO) 010204 0219  HUMAN EXPOS (MONITORING) 01 0204 0244  CLASTO (IN VITRO) 010204
. 0205  MUTA (IN VIVO) 010204 0220  ECO/AQUA TOX 01,0204 0245  CLASTO (ANIMAL) 01 02 04

0206  REPRO/IERATO (HUMAN) o1 0204 021  ENV.OCCCRELFATE 010204 046  CLASTO (HUMAN) 01 02 04

0207  REPRO/TERATO (ANIMAL) o204 022  EMER INCI OF ENVCONTAM 010204 0247  DNA DAMREPAIR 01 0204

0208  NEURO (HUMAN) N2 0223  RESPONSE REQEST DELAY 010204 048  PROD/USEPROC 01 02 04
NEURO (ANIMAL) ¢ 024  PROD/COMP/CHEM ID 01 0204 0251  MSDS 01 02 04

0210  ACUTE, TOX. (HUMAN) 01 0204 0225  REPORTING RATIONALE 016204 0299  OTHER 01 02 04

0 CHR. TOX. (HUMAN) 01,0204 026  CONFIDENTIAL 010204
(T0212)  ACUTE TOX. (ANIMAL) " CLUR 0227  ALLERG (HUMAN) 01 6204

J313  SUB ACUTE TOX (ANIMAL) 010204 028  ALLERG (ANIMAL) 010204

0214  SUB CHRONIC TOX (ANIMAL) 010204 029  METABPHARMACO (ANIMAL) 010204

0215  CHRONIC TOX (ANIMAL) 010204 0240  METABPHARMACO (HUMAN) 010284

IRIAGKDATA NONCBIINVENTORY ~ONGOING REVIEW  SPECIES TOAICOLOGICAL CONCERN: USE: PRODUCTION:

YES YES (DROP/REFER) ReT Low
CAS 5R NO NO (CONTINUE) MED
REFLR

ONS:
O ACTION RI PORTY D
21 STUDIES PLANNE DAINDE HWAY

0403 NOTIFICATION OF WORKE RO THE RS
0404 LAREIMSDS (TIANGL S

0403 PROCESSHANDLING (HANGES

0406 APPJUSE DISCONTINUED




8(E)-12227A
H

ACUTE INHALATION TOXICITY IN MALE CD RATS IS OF HIGH CONCERN BASED
ON AN LC50 OF APPROXIMATELY 14 PPM. DOSAGE AND MORTALITY DATA ARE
AS FOLLOWS: 2 PPM, 4 HOURS (0/4); 8 PPM, 4 HOURS (0/4); 14 PPM, 6
HOURS (2/4); AND 16 PPM, 4 HOURS (1/4). DURING EXPOSURE TOXIC SIGNS
INCLUDED LABORED RESPIRATION, INCOORDINATION AND INACTIVITY AT
LETHAL DOSAGE LEVELS AND DEEP RESPIRATION AT NONLETHAL LEVELS. AT
14 PPM AND 16 PPM, PATHOLOGICAL SIGNS INCLUDED BLOOD IN THE
INTESTINES, AND HEMORRHAGE AND EDEMA OF THE LUNGS. NO LESIONS
ATTRIBUTABLE TO SINGLE AND REPEATED EXPOSURES WERE OBSERVED IN THE
BRAIN OR SPINAL CHORD.




