
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
June 10, 2019 
 
By Electronic Transmission 
 
Andrew Wheeler, Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Washington, D.C. 20460 
 
Attention: Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OLEM-2019-0229 
 
Dear Administrator Wheeler: 
 
Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce (WMC) and Wisconsin Paper Council (WPC) submit 
these joint comments to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Draft Interim 
Recommendations to Address Groundwater Contaminated with Perfluorooctanoic Acid and 
Perfluorooctane Sulfonate.” (hereinafter referred to as “Interim Recommendations”).1 WMC is 
the state chamber of commerce and largest general business association in Wisconsin. WMC was 
founded over 100 years ago and represents approximately 3,800 member companies of all sizes, 
and from every sector of the economy. WMC’s mission is to make Wisconsin the most 
competitive state in the nation in which to do business.  
 
Since its founding in 1968, WPC has served as the voice of Wisconnsin’s pulp and paper 
industry. WPC’s mission is to provide valuable, up-to-date and timely information to our 
members and advocate on behalf of our members to achieve positive public policy outcomes.  
 
Ensuring that Wisconsin has clean groundwater is a top concern for our members. While we 
generally supports EPA’s Interim Recommendations, we believe that the EPA must apply the 
best available science, which supports a higher limit than the proposed 70 parts per trillion (ppt) 
contained in the Interim Recommendations. While we recognize that these are interim 
recommendations and are not setting a maximum contaminant level for Perfluorooctanoic Acid 
(PFOA) or Perfluorooctane Sulfonate (PFOS), our concern is that any potential future level set at 
70 ppt would add significant costs for numerous Wisconsin businesses without a demonstrable 

                                                 
1 https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-
04/documents/draft_interim_recommendations_for_addressing_groundwater_contaminated_with_pfoa_and_pfos_p
ublic_comment_draft_4-24-19.508post.pdf.  
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public health benefit. Moreover, while legacy and imported PFOA and PFOA may remain, levels 
have decreased dramatically over time. Therefore, WMC and WPC urge the EPA to consider 
adopting higher level for both PFOA and PFOS in its Interim Recommendations, especially 
given that the states will likely rely on the EPA’s standard when setting their own potential 
standards for the two compounds. 
 

I. Existing Best Available Science Does Not Establish Adverse Health Effects to 
Humans from PFOA and PFOS Exposure at Current Levels. 

 
According to the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), in its June 2018 
“Draft Toxicological Profile for Perfluoroalkyls,”2 there is no cause and effect established 
between health effects and exposure to humans. The report provides as follows: “The available 
human studies have identified some potential targets of toxicity; however, cause and effect 
relationships have not been established for any of the effects, and the effects have not been 
consistently found in all studies.”3 
 
Another report commissioned by the Australian government similarly supports the lack of 
evidence of harm from exposure to PFOA and PFOS. In the report prepared by the Australian 
Expert Health Panel, “The Panel concluded there is mostly limited or no evidence for any link 
with human disease from these observed differences. Importantly, there is no current evidence 
that supports a large impact on a person’s health as a result of high levels of perfluoroalkyl 
exposure.” The report goes on to state: “After considering all the evidence, the Panel’s advice to 
the Minister on this public health issue is that the evidence does not support any specific health 
or disease screening or other health interventions for highly exposed groups in Australia, except 
for research purposes.”4  
 
Epidemiological studies suggesting PFOS causes negative immunotoxicity, cholesterol, and birth 
weight effects have shown inconsistent results and fail to establish PFOS as the causation of the 
results. The National Toxicology Program5, Australia Expert Health Panel6, Food Standards 
Australia New Zealand7, and EPA’s own 2016 PFOS Health Advisory8 have stated there is little 
to no evidence that exposure to PFOS is associated with increased incidence of infectious 
disease. Another study showed that PFOA manufacturing workers who were reported to have the 
highest serum concentration of PFOA in occupational settings did not show increased incidence 

                                                 
2 https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp200.pdf. 
3 See ATSDR report, pages 635-636.  
4 Australian Expert Health Panel (May 2018) 
https://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/C9734ED6BE238EC0CA2581BD00052C03/$File/
summary-panels-findings.pdf 
5 National Toxicology Program (September 2016) 
https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/ntp/ohat/pfoa_pfos/pfoa_pfosmonograph_508.pdf 
6 See footnote 4. 
7 Food Standards Australia New Zealand (2016) 
https://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/2200FE086D480353CA2580C900817CDC/$File/6.
sd1-Hazard-assessment-report.pdf 
8EPA Drinking Water Health Advisory for Perfluorooctane Sulfonate (PFOS) (May 2016) 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-05/documents/pfos_health_advisory_final_508.pdf 
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of cancer.9 There are countless other studies available showing inconclusive evidence as to the 
effects of PFOA and PFOS on human health.  
 
With no proven direct causal effects resulting from PFOA and PFOS exposure, a 70 ppt 
maximum contaminant level would not provide public health protections and instead would 
impose significant, unnecessary costs on Wisconsin businesses. Regulations at a higher level 
than 70 ppt would still provide necessary public health protections while reducing the regulatory 
burden on businesses. EPA should not promulgate a costly maximum contaminant level of 70 
ppt without the support of sound science.  
 
 
 
 

II. Other Countries Have Adopted Less Stringent PFOA and PFOS Standards.  
 
Internationally, PFOA and PFOS drinking water standards vary widely. A 70 ppt standard would 
put United States regulations at some of the most stringent in the world. Adopting a standard as 
low as 70 ppt would be costly and unnecessary and would put U.S. manufacturers at a 
disadvantage compared to manufacturers in countries that have taken more measured 
approaches. A higher maximum contaminant level would still maintain health protections while 
keeping the U.S. in line with the best available science and on par with regulations in other 
countries.  
 
For example, in December 2018, Canada published guidelines setting the maximum allowable 
concentration for PFOA at 200 ppt10 and PFOS at 600 ppt.11 Germany has set standards at 100 
ppt for both PFOA and PFOS. The Netherlands has set standards of 87.5 ppt for PFOA and 530 
ppt for PFOS. Australia’s standards are 560 ppt for PFOA and 70 ppt for PFOS. (Note that 
although Australia has set a 70 ppt standard, the Australia Expert Health Panel concluded 
evidence of PFAS health effects is “very weak and inconsistent, further, 70 ppt is the standard 
for one compound alone, not the combined standard – see section I above).  
 
The international variance in guidance for the same chemicals further demonstrates the lack of 
conclusive data on the chemicals’ health effects. U.S. EPA regulations should use the best 
available science to reach a standard contaminant level least burdensome to manufacturers while 
still sufficient to protect human health. Other countries have deemed that level as high as 600 
ppt. Clearly, the best available science supports a standard significantly higher than the proposed 
70 ppt.   
 

                                                 
9 Raleigh et al. (2014) Mortality and cancer incidence in ammonium perfluorooctanoate production workers.  
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24832944 
10 Health Canada. Guidelines for Canadian Drinking Water Quality: PFOA. (December 2018) 
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/hc-sc/documents/services/publications/healthy-living/guidelines-canadian-
drinking-water-quality-technical-document-perfluorooctanoic-acid/document/PFOA_2018-1130-eng.pdf 
11 Health Canada. Guidelines for Canadian Drinking Water Quality: PFOS. (December 2018)  
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/canada/health-canada/migration/healthy-canadians/publications/healthy-living-
vie-saine/guidelines-canadian-drinking-water-quality-guideline-technical-document-perfluorooctane-
sulfonate/PFOS%202018-1130%20ENG.pdf 
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III. EPA Should Set Individual Standards for Each Compound or use a Hazard 
Quotient of 1.0 
 

EPA should evaluate the health impacts of each individual compound and set two separate 
standards, or alternatively should use a Hazard Quotient (HQ) of 1.0 instead of 0.1.   The 
countries discussed above have generally established separate standards for PFOS and PFOA.  
However, EPA admits that its difficult to determine the health impacts of each compound on its 
own.12   EPA noted in their supporting documents regarding health impacts of PFOA and PFOS 
that the studies did not adjust for the correlation between PFOS and PFOA.13  In other words, the 
health impacts found were potentially double attributed – once to PFOA and again to PFOS.  It’s 
important that EPA and other regulators understand the impacts of each individual compound 
and do not lump them together in a class for regulatory purposes.  There are many PFAS 
compounds, many of which have no adverse health impacts, and grouping the substances 
together will result in unnecessary and overly burdensome regulation.   
 
Moreover, in the interim, EPA should use an HQ of 1 rather than 0.1  Even though EPA cannot 
distinguish which potential health impacts are attributable to which of the two compounds, it still 
relies on the existence of two compounds to determine a Hazard Quotient of 0.1.14  EPA has 
essentially evaluated the health impacts as if the two compounds were one, and has set an interim 
standard based on a level of the compounds combined (again, presuming they are essentially the 
same) so the HQ should reflect that.   
 

IV. Manufacturers Are Already Taking Steps to Minimize PFOA and PFOS 
Exposure. 
 

Since the 2000s, manufacturers have been phasing out use of long-chain PFAS such as PFOA 
and PFOS. For example, in 2006, under an EPA PFOA Stewardship Program,15 eight major 
manufacturing companies committed to phasing out PFOA, eliminating use of the chemical by 
2015. Additional manufacturers have also voluntarily phased out PFOA and PFOS.  
 
While legacy and imported PFOA and PFOA may remain, levels have decreased dramatically in 
the past two decades. From 1999 to 2014, PFOA blood levels have declined by more than 60 

                                                 
12 USEPA Health Effects Support Document for Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA), p.ES-1: “these associations were 
seen in most of the general population studies, but similar results were also seen with PFOS, and the studies did not 
always adjust for these correlations.” https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
05/documents/pfoa_hesd_final_508.pdf 
13 Id. 
14 USEPA Draft Interim Recommendations to Address Groundwater Contaminated with Perfluroooctanoic Acid and 
Perflurorooctane Sulfonate, pg 3: “For non-cancer effects, the Superfund program typically uses a hazard quotient 
(HQ) of 1.0 for screening when there is a single contaminant and 0.1 when more than one contaminant is present.” 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-
04/documents/draft_interim_recommendations_for_addressing_groundwater_contaminated_with_pfoa_and_pfos_p
ublic_comment_draft_4-24-19.508post.pdf 
15 EPA 2010/2015 PFOA Stewardship Program 
https://www.epa.gov/assessing-and-managing-chemicals-under-tsca/fact-sheet-20102015-pfoa-stewardship-
program#meet 
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percent, and PFOS blood levels have declined by more 80 percent.16 With no conclusive 
evidence of adverse human health effects at historically higher levels of exposure, there is no 
evidence to suggest that the interim recommendation of 70 ppt is necessary to protect human 
health at current lower levels of PFOA and PFOS. Manufacturers are committed to continuing to 
reduce and remediate the chemicals, but EPA should not impose overburdensome regulations 
when current voluntary business efforts will suffice.  
 

V. Conclusion 
 
WMC and WPC believe that adopting the interim groundwater standard as an enforceable 
standard for PFOA and PFOS of 70 ppt, based on the EPA’s interim recommendations, would 
impose significant costs on Wisconsin businesses. Setting aside the resulting enforceable 
standard, WMC and WPC share concerns about an interim groundwater standard being as low as 
70 ppt combined. State regulators will rely heavily on this interim standard. In Wisconsin, if the 
Department of Natural Resources adopted this interim standard, our resulting preventive action 
limit would be only 7 ppt. Based on the best available science and international PFOA and PFOS 
standards, a groundwater standard, whether enforceable or interim, at a level much higher than 
70 ppt would satisfy public health concerns while reducing burdensome and costly regulations 
on businesses. It is critical that a standard reflect current science. If science develops and it is 
found that the standard needs to be made more restrictive, both Federal and State regulators can 
amend the standard. Further, we appreciate the flexibility that EPA suggests, but the benefits of 
flexibility to change the standard are not realized when the preliminary standard is so restrictive. 
Regulators are much more likely to make a standard more restrictive rather than loosen a 
standard once the science develops. WMC and WPC advocate for a science-based, health-based 
standard that is not so restrictive that it has detrimental economic impact without commensurate 
health benefits. WMC is committed to maintaining water quality and public health in Wisconsin, 
and our members are already working to reduce and remediate chemicals harmful to the 
Wisconsin environment and citizens. An overburdensome and unnecessary standard for PFOA 
and PFOS cleanup would not protect the health of Wisconsin citizens and instead would increase 
the cost of doing business in our state.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of joint comments of WMC and WPC.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
/s/ Lane Ruhland     /s/ Delanie Breuer 
 
 
Lane Ruhland        Delanie Breuer 
Director of Environmental & Energy Policy VP of Environment and Regulatory 
Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce Relations 
 Wisconsin Paper Council   
 

                                                 
16 Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease Registry (January 2018) https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/pfas-blood-
testing.html 


