ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
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MERCURY STANDARDS)

)

Supplemental Comments to Opinion of the Board
Samuel R. Aldrich, Board Member

The opinion written by Mr. Currie and adopted by the Board
March 31, 1971 is generally an excellent statement and I
support most of it wholeheartedly.

I desire to comment on four points.
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than .5 ppb. I would not support that as a logical basis for

a lower standard.
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h. 4nhalt eventually all wzreury {oicmental or comnounds)
converts to solublc or volatila acreury which

is highly toxic.

c. That therce is 11H~V no threcshold of tolerance to methyl
o rcury or W ! cf parts per
pbillion" I to man in
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d. That mercury use in paints hoao only adverse peszible
health effacts.
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The hct reqguires the Reoard to consider technical feasibility and
cconomic reasonableness.  Grantod that mercury is.an extreomcly
hazardous elemcent, I have rescrvations as to whether we folicw
the guidelines in the ket whon we reguire an industry or munici-
pality to do one of the following:

1) remove 10C percent of their contribution.
2} dinstall a comnletely closed system with attendant waste
spcesal vroblons.
or 3). close the factory.

Because of the considerations described here, T register misgivings
about the proposal to force all users of morcury to meet the zero
effluent standard vhere the exirvemely strict standard of .5 opb is
encountered in intake water. In the lonu run it seems te me th
dovnstream dilution will somehow neod to he censideroed so as to
modify the zero effluent standard for exnisting indusiries.
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