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Cape-Blus Asbestos Fibre
Norca-3lus Asbestos Fibre
Australian~-Blue Asbestos iibre
KCBeBlue Asbastos Fibre

Attached hareto in duplicate, aze copies of proposed purchass specifications

for each of four vendors of blue fibre for use in Transits Pipe.

Since it has

been obvious from the test results this past year that oms blue fibre pur- .
chgse specification would not satisfactorily fit all four vendors, it was de-

cided to write a sepsrate specification for each vendor.

of maintaining as tight a set of limits as posaible lor each vendor rather
than relaxing the limites for all vendors to mset the specifications of Cape
which are the most relaxsd as far as McNett scresen is concernsd.

The specifications for Norca and XCB have the same limits as previous specie-
Iicatioua, t«m:c belng no change in the values,

The Australian apecincauon, st their aug.;est.ion, shows limits of 69% Minie

mum for the +li Mesh which i3 tighter than the 67% Minimum now in sffect.

aver, the -100 Mesh fines has been rslaxed from 20 to 25%. As shown on ths

plotted data, last yeax's shipments would fail the new limits but since cclonia;

has recosmanded these new values it is hoped that they will raise the quality
lsvel to meet such specifications. In agreeing to their recommended limits,

fsiluve on their part to meet the limits in the future should warrsnt our ux.ing
fox coapcmtd.on or oouectiu acﬁon.

A

The Cape apociﬁ.cat.i.on. while zar from oux deaired epaciﬁcauon, shows limits

based on the 1957 zeferse sampls to which we agreed for 1957.
auph was of similar Quality and they have recommended these limits,

noted, hmux, that they failled their own recommsnded minimum of 55% fox

+14 Mesh fibre approximately 52% of the tims.-.To meet -the limit means that

m will ve to materislly izmptove their quality. '™his is much desired. If
they agres to the limits showm, which they recommend, then if the shipments
faid to met the lixits, once again we feel that J-M is warranted in asking for
a prioe adjustame nt 9: other coaponutd.on or corrective action.

0-

We are asking srptgons o taa up the proper proposed specification with each
‘vendor, pointing out particularly the basis for acceptance of lots as ia re-
flected by paragrsphs 3 and L. Each lot should bs judged for acceptance based
on individual coaposits camphs, not on the average of seversl samples nor on

the yearly averags.

Other addresses should indicate approval of these specifications by signing one
copy of each specificstion ard returning it to the writer or advising wherein

Thus it will permit

HowW= -

Their 1958 referee
It ahould



..thq Tsocommend changes to the spacification. _ ~

co:2.

Ce Vo Miller

Ke de Huffine

T. Rs Turnbull

Jde Q‘ Ttice =~ Rssasarch
Ae DelRocco « Manville

C. V. Stelchek = Dennison
Le Le Trauth « Marrerc

DT g

S. COLLIER

P. B. Proctor

Je
Re
O.
w,
H,
we
D.

M. Wocdward - Stockton

He Perow = Watson

He Schlemmer - Waukegan
E. Boyd - Toronto Plant
Jacobs - Manvillr*—‘gl;‘"“’“
Ge Colling = daukegan
Nowlin ~ Research
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