VINS AGAIN|

F rank Golds

: “yf'?In 1775 Perc1va11 Pott showed that Enghsh chlm- '
| ney sweeps were being given cancer of the scro- |
| tum by their jobs. The specific carcinogen was

:"leater identified as benzo(a)pyrene (BaP). Chim- | g

~|ney sweeps no,longer, get scrotal cancer, because '

- | they employ the simple expedient of washing"re, -1
- |ularly. However, the same- carcmogen 1S today

- | giving cancer to people who work in American |

coke 'ovens and to_people ,who 11ve near coke,




: 1st/’ tha they are too expens e 'to be prac-
' that their €




Though the steam may.

,most eXperts view it as.a re

. ous emission if the quenchmg water i
polluted—a big if.

“The three major sources of harmful 4

emissions are charging, pushing, and leak-
_age from coke oven doors diiring coking

“To draw off. the hot gases produced. -

* wheit coal pours into the red-hot oven:dur-:

".mgthethreetofxve mmutechargmgpro— R
- cess, each oven’ has one [or] two .ducts .

hooked uptoa [ste '_ powered] vacuum :
i in tradition:

. plants :"\that theseyv |

s hole themselves




iation: dlscusséd a total of -eight poss1b11¥ :
v ities. The: article - was written by ‘Larry
' her, of the Maryland Bureau of Air

C




he plpelme.system was qu1te ex-
compared to the other systems.

eview, and they suggested that for

~ emissions, one. ‘me th
“isto place a hoo

; qu rt.
aind - gas stea of water to draw the heat fro,

enerally does not "contest the

mg that coke ovent Workers . & 22

,f'co oven ‘work i ls the. least: desrrable inal
lung cancer-——than the general
. dlsproportlonate number of blacks, start
_-on the ovens. And the. Advrsory Cominit- |
tee report noted that “more and ‘more |-
© women, many of chxldbearmg age, are |-
-beinig ‘employed at the coke ovens.. On

’on But: the steel compames do

and gases) in coke oven emrssrons,; ,

merely BaP

n say that while thrs would be nice
n'ideal s1tuatlon, it is difficult enough g
tor for BaP, and that emission

Is for BaP will tend to reduce €x-

osure to the other cancer:causing agents
" company foremen in. the steelz*mdustry, to
‘workers complammg about their assrgn-*ﬁ A
ments, is to say *‘don’t: grlpe about your:,
" job assignment, at least you aren ’t work-

ing in the coke ovens.” But these studies
‘have shown that workers elsewhere in the |

i, without more cost and delay.

ther problem is that while studies
adequately documentéd the excess.

~rates among coke. oven workers,

rate of disabling sicknesses is not"

wn. The University of Pittsburgh’s

chool of Public Health, under contract -
om NIOSH ‘has been conducting a ret- -
ve mortahty study on-more than -
people who worked;ini steel mills:

1953 t0'1960. The hfth report of the

e oven workers. No systemauc health y

s. If the mdustry really cared about S
health rt would have done such S

and lid persons.

: k After‘pus g the mcandesce

of  gas (basically nitrogen and c: ‘
i, - “is ‘passed through it to ‘absorb the
- 'vThe gas then transfers e hedt to a. waste-

steel m111 new’ employees, mcludmg a

" some batteries; as much as 20 percent of |
', the workforce already is ‘women ‘operat- -
~ing in such capacities as larry personsf.
enzo(a)pyrene is a|:
demonstrated transplacental carcinogen |-
““that .could “infest  the. unborn. fetus of
- these women coke workers.” e
* “A’common reply by management and’| .

plant are affected—to a Tesser de 1
by coke oven emissions.

- The Cancer Atlas, a county-by-county{

determination of ¢ cancer rates nati

_(pubhshed by the Natlonal an

: genetlc variations in the
: such other varlables as_ die

ﬂthe ‘coke' transporting
"7 goes'on-to note, *“dry quenchmg could re-
- duce " air pollution during. the push and
",:}'transportatron phases of the coke pre
-cess *-as'well. "

X "'txon at less cost, by not. treatmg some of
this polluted water, is removed o

/ “Because adjustments can be made on
icles,” Linsky

Dry quenchmg of mcandescent coke

;1:'after it has been pushed from the. coking
_ovensis. a proved reliable process that i
fpresently bemg used in’ several industri:

' ized countries,” writes Lmsky: “Foremo:

ong dry quenchmg s advantages are:

] g,> &3] nnprovements in the
or ing envufonment (ft) saving substan

) £
or t ',,wet-quenched coke»«g e :
Kertcher and Lmsky have clearly shown*




,' federal standard:,
m 1971 But that N

X« leased its mﬂatlonary im--
, pact statement on the; proposed sta.ndard

- Needless to say, the industry was oppos- )
Ced to the standard. In testimony about the -

L cost of complying with the proposed stan-
- _dard, Bethlehem Steel argued that it could

" not afford to clean up. OSHA’s mﬂatlon-v,
a.’ ary mpact stai ment had held that clean-j .
ing - protect both workers and yeople

; ‘best guess’

would be $200: mxlhon‘ €

that would cause steel p

siderably less than 1 percent.
OSHA declmed to place:a‘ oll

pense, notmg that thé con

- Health Institute in New York City.






