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Interoffice Communication Roadlee

To Safety Directors

From Tom Grumbles

Date July 20, 1982

Subject OSHA ANPR RESPONSE ON RESPIRATOR PROTECTION

Enclosed is a copy of the OSHA ANPR concerning revision of the Respiratory
Protection Standards. As you can see this is a data gathering exercise on
OSHA's part to aid in their revision. We have been asked by DuPont to
supply data where possible on particular questions listed in the enclosed

letter to use in their response to 0OSHA.

Please review these questions and return your comments to me by July 30.

Y
C
Thomas G. Grumbles
ajo
Enclosure

cc Michele Malloy
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Respiratory Protection

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration announced that it is
seeking public comments on plans to revise its standards covering res-
pirators used to 1imit worker exposure to toxic substances in the work-
place (Federal Register, May 14, 1982, pp.20803-9, attached). OSHA's
current regulations were issued in 1871 based on then-current national
consensus standards developed by the American Nztional Standards In-
stitute. Since that time, "the field of: industrial respiratory protec-
tion has advanced significantly", but the OSHA standard has not been
amended to relect these advances. .

Current regulations require engineering controls to be used to reduce
excessive employee exposure to airborne contaminants, and permit res-

jrator use only while feasible engineering controls are being installed
or when such controls are not considered feasible. :

This requirement "is the subject of continuing controversy" where respi-
rator programs -are considered "more cost effective than engineering con-
trols,” the agency stated.

Evaluation of the technical aspects of respirator effectiveness is con-
sidered by the agency "to be an important and crucial first step in re-
examining the broad policy of the priority of engineering controls over
respirators,” OSHA declared. The subject of "hierarchy of controls" will
be addressed in a separate request for comment "in the near future," the
notice said.

OSHA's request for data addressed such matters as respirator testing
criteria; surveillance of working conditions where respirators are used;
effectiveness of powered air purifying respirators, protection factors,
appropriate respiratory protection standards for construction and mari-
time industries; special problems for small business; effect of respirator
wear on productivity; cost of respirator programs; requirements for effec-
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tive qualitative and quantitative fit testing programs, including the appro-
priateness of using potential carcinogens as testing agents; employee train-
ing provisions; and medical screening.

Provisions of OSHA's respiratory protection standards apply to more than 500
airborne contaminants regulated by the agency in circumstances where feasible
engineering controls are insufficient to bring worker exposures below OSHA
standards as well as to any other workplace where respirators are used.

Since 1971, a number of OSHA health standards, such as lead, cotton dust, and
arsenic, have included additional requirements for respiratory protection.

Some of these standards require that respirator fit be determined through
quantitative fit testing, which measures respirator fit through actual measure-
ment and comparison of the contaminant level inside and outside a respirator
facepiece.

In a separate rulemaking proceeding, OSHA is Tooking into the quantitative
fit testing requirements of the lead standard to determine if qualitative
fit testing, an alternative method, also may be appropriate for determining
respirator fit. The agency noted that the record in the proceeding wouid be
inctuded in the current proceeding.

Written comments postmarked no later than Sepf. 13, 1982, should be submitted
to the OSHA Docket Office, Docket H-049, Room S$-6212, U.S. Department of
Labor, 200 Constitution Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20210.
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appeared in the Federal Register for
Tuesday, February 9, 1982 (47 FR 5802).

The rules of § 601.601{a){3} of the
“Statement of Procedural Rules™ (26
CFR Part 601} shall apply with regpect to
the public hearing. Persons who have
submitted written comments within the
time prescribed in the notice of
proposed rulemaking and also desire to
present oral comments at the hearing on
the proposed reagulations should submiit
an outline of the comments to be
presented at the kearing and the time
they wish to devote to each subject by
June 8, 1882. Each speaker will be
limited to 10 minutes for oral .
presentation exclusive of time consumed
by questions from the panel for the
government and answers to these
questions.

Because of controlled access
restrictions, attendees cannot be
admitted beyond the lobby of the
Internal Revenue Building until 9:45 a.m.

An agenda showing the scheduling of
the speakers will be made after outlines
are received from the epeakers. Copies
of the agenda vvill be available free of
charge at the bearing.

This document does not meet the
-iteria for significant regulations set
srth in paragraph 8 of the Treasury

Directive for improving government
regulaticns eppearing in the Federal
Register for Wecdnasday, November 8,
1873,

By direction of the Commissioner of

Internal Revermez.

Davil L. Pickircen,

Director, Legisiotion and Regulotions
Division.

[FR Doc 82-13217 Filed 5-33-82 &45 am|
BILLING CODE £333-01-21

— omm——

PEPARTN.ZNT OF LACCH

Cccupationa! Exfety and Health
Acminictrotion

29 C Part 1010
[(Docket f1o H-022]

Hazomd Communicatisn; Public
Heorinos

Note.«This document originally appeared
in the Federzl Rogigter for Wednesday, May
12, 1022, It is roprinted in this issue to meet
requirements for publication on the Tuesday/
Friday schedule ascigned to the Department
of Labor.

sezizv: Occupational Safety and

“lealth Administrasion {QSHA). Labor.
«c5ros: Motice of proposed rulemaking:
sodification of hearing notice.

curraany: On March 19. 1982, OSHA
Published a rotice of propased

rulemaking {NPRM) on hazard
communicativn in the Federal Register
(47 FR 12082). A notice announcing
dates and locatians for public hearings
on the NPRM was putlished on April 16,
1982 (47 FR 16348).

The locations announced for the
hearings were Waushington, D.C.,
Houston, San Diego and Detroit. The
selection of these sites was based
primarily on gzegrephical
considerutions. Interasted parties have
since suggzested that participaticn on the
West Coast could be significantly
increased by moving the hearing site
there from San Diego to Los Angeles.
OSHA has agreed to this suggesticn and
is hereby announcing that the hearing
originally scheduled for San Diego on
July 20, 1982, will take place instead in
Los Angeles at thz address indicated
beiow. The other hearings will take
place on the dutes and ot the locations
announced in the April 1Cth notice at 47
FR 16348, The hcarings will bz
conducted in accordance with tha
procedures epocified i tho Nurch 18th
NPRM gt 47 ITU 121120,

in order to ullow interested parties
more opperitnity to decida to
participate in the repional hearings,
QSHA is eizo horaby extending the time
for submiesion of notices ol inlention to
appear and ctatements for these regicnal
hearings. Notices 2nd ctatements for
participants in the Washinzgton, D.C.
hearing are ctill due May 18, 1882, and
june 1, 1832, recpoctively.
pAaTES: Notices of intention to appear at
the regional hearings must be received
on or before june 13, 1222. Statements
and any documentary cvidence 1o be
presented at these hearings must be
submitted by July 1. 18232,

The date each hearing will begin and
the cities in which they will be heid are
as follows:

Dais heznng begms. i City
{

1. June 15, 1982 ! Waghington. D C.

Housion Texas

Los Angeles. Cail'orva
! Beveny Aaohijyan,

ADDRECSES: Notices of intention to
appear at the hearings. statements and
documentary evidence should be
submitted to Mr. Tom Hull. Division of
Consumer Affairs, QOccupational Safety
and Health Administration. 200
Constitutaicn Avenue, N.W. Room
N3635, Washington, D.C. 20210, (202)
523-8024.

The address for the hearing on July 20.
1082 is:

Santa Barbara {A) Rcom, Western
Bonaventure Li.; Angeles Hotel Fifth

and Figueroa Streets, Los Angeles,
Culifornia. :

Notices of intention to appear at the
pubiic hearings, as well as any other
information gathered by the Agency
during this rulemaking, will be available
for inspection and cupying in the Docket
Office. Docket H-022. Gccupational
Safety and Health Administration, 200
Constitation Ascaue NW.,, Room £3212,
Washiagton, D.C. 20210; {202) §23--7(9%.
FOR FULi TRl ELSCRLINATISN COVALST:

Hearings: Mr. Tom Hall, Division of
Consumer Affairs, Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, 200
Constitution Avernue, NW., Room N3635,
Wachington, D.C. 20210; (202) §23-0024.

Proposal: Ms. Jennifer Sill, Qffice of
Special Standards, Ozcupaticnal Safety
and Health Administraticn, 280
Constitution Avenuz, NV/,, Room NIC53,”
Wachington, D.C, 20210; (202} £23-7105.

This doccument v2as prepared under
the direction of Thorne G. fiuchter,
Assistuat Seeretury of Labor for
Cecupaticnal Eafety and Ilaaith, WS,
Departiceai of Fabor, 260 Consticution
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20210
(Szes. t(h), O{c) and ¢(g). Pub. L. ©1-203, 81
Stat. 1503, 15, 1¢C3; 29 U.S.C. 655, G57; 29
CFR Part 191%; Secreiary of Labos's Ovder No.
8-76 (41 I'R S10590))

Sianed at Washineton, D.C., this 10th Aay
of Liay 1€52.

Tizrnz C. Auchitls,

Assistent Sscretery for Occupational Safety
and flcolth.

{FR Doc. 82-12075 Tiled 5-10-12 12:03 poo]

BILLING COTE £515-26-1)

29 C7 Peris 1019, 1516-1018, and
1923

(Daztet Bo. (1-0£D)

Reoeriratery Protzcticn

aceoesv: Occupational Safety and
Hcahh Administration (OSHA), Labor.
ATTICH: Advance notice of propozed
rulemaking.

suiraany: This notice requects data,
views, and arguments conceriiing
passible revisions to OSHA staadards
on respiratory protection in 29 CFR
1910.124, 29 CFR 2¢15.02, 20 CI'R 21916.82,
29 CI'N 1917.82, 29 CTR 1918.102, and 29
CI'R 1926.103 irchuding the neced to
reaulate, relevant alternatives, and
cconeornic impact.

paTCS: Data, vizws and arguments
should be enlbmitted by Septenthor 13,
19832,

ADDRTSETS: Written submissions in
response Lo this notice chould be
subimitted to the Nocket Officcr, Docket

CCR 000001090
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No. H-049, Room $6212, Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20210;
telephone 202-523-7894. All written
submissions and documents mentioned
in this notice will be available for
inspection and copying at the above
address.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. James Foster, Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, Rm. N-3637,
200 Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington. D.C. 20210; telephone 202~
523-8151.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Many
thousands of employees are exposed to
potentially hazardous concentrations of
toxic materials in the workplace and
must wear respirators to protect their
health. The current regulations
governing the use of respirators have
been in effect since 1971. The general
industry standard. 29 CFR 1910.134, was
adopted in May 1871 from a national
consensus standard {American National
Standard 288.2-1989, Practices for
Respiratory Protection). The
construction industry standard, 29 CFR
1928.103, was promulgated in April 1971,
On February 9, 1978, 25 CFR 1910.134
was formally recognized as applicable
to the construction industry (44 FR 8577).
The maritime standards were originally
promulgated in the nineteen sixties
under a different codification in the CFR

by agencies which preceded OSHA. The’

present code designations and their
promulgation dates are, as follows: 29
CFR 1915.82, Feb. 20, 1960 (25 FR 1543):
29 CFR 1918.82, January 22, 1983 (28 FR
§47): 29 CFR 1917.82, March 27, 1964 {29
FR 4052): and 29 CFR 1918.102, Feb. 20,
1960 {25 FR 1585).

Section 1910.134, which most clearly
sets forth the requirements of a
respiratory protection program, states
that the employer shall provide the
proper, approved respirator for the
circumstance and is responsible for
carrying out a respiratory protection
program. The program is to contain
written procedures and provide for
proper cleaning. disinfection, storage,
inspection and maintenance of the
respirators. General provisions are set
forth on fitting and training.
Requirements are included for qualiity
of breathing air, end practices to ensure
that it is not contaminated. Provisons for
emergencies and for communication and
rescue in atmospheres immediately
dangerous to life or health are specified.
A color code for gas mask canisters is
detailed and other provisions are
incleded. The respiratory protection
provisions in the other affected
standards are more general.

CCR 000001091

Since the promulgation of these
regulations. the field of industrial
respiratory protection has advanced
significantly. Newer, improved methods’
of qualitative fit testing are now
available. Qualitative {it tesling bas
been used for mnany yecars and checks
the adequacy of fit of a raspirator by
relying on the subjective response of the
wearer in detecting an odor or irritation
from an airborne chemical introduced
into the air near the respirator. Another
method of respirator fit testing, called
quantitative {it testing [QNFT), has been
developed and made cosily available.
Quantitiative testing measures the
efficacy of fit of a respirator by actually
measuring and comparing the
contaminant level inside and outside a
respirator facepiece. In addition, the
concept of assigned protection factors, a
numerical indication of the cffectiveness
of o respirator, has become firmly
established. Finally, the consensus of
industry concerning what constitutes a
reasonable. effective szepirator program
has chanped, es demonstrated by the
recent issuance of a reviced edition of
ANEI Zes.2.

The ANS! Z88.2-1980 standard,
entitled “Practices Fer Resgpiratory
Protection,” is o revision of the 1268
ANSI standard. It is avatlable from the
American National Standards Institute,
1430 Broadway, New Verk, New York
10018, and is also available for
inspection at the Docket Office. The
new edition is an extensive revision of
the previous edition, incorporating the
following changes:

e Oxygen deficiency is more thoroughly
discussed.

® Quantitative fit testing is now
included and described.

* Qualitative testing is more fully
described.

¢ The concept of protection factors is
introduced.

¢ Higher protection factors are assigned
when guantitative fit testing is used.

¢ The section on respirator selection is
expanded and now includes fit
testing.

* The special problems section now
includes a discussion of use in
confined spaces.

Besides these developments, the
demands on respiratory protection have
also increased substantially since 1971.
Levels of airborne contaminants
allowed by recent OSHA heglth
standards, such as arseniz, lead and
cotton dust, are substanitally lower th:m
previous siandards. Levels of
contaminants considered acceptable by
non-regulatory autharities. such as the
American Conference of Governmental
Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH), have

been jowered significantly for a great

many substances. Providing respiratory

protection against known or suspected
carcinogens has become much more
difficult and complex as moie
substances have bzen idautificd as
carcinogens and as the do) oo of
protection expected has is.c.cased.

Recent OSHA health ¢i . diids have
imposed respivatory 1ulate 1
requirements not foun1iv "D CVR
1910.134. (See § 1930.20:{ (1), auscnie;

§ 1910.1025(1), lead: § IususBluip). coke

oven emissions; and § 201¢. 10 a{l],

cotton dust). These raqui;-ca,cms

inclede:

¢ Quantitative fit tests have been
required both annually and
semiannually.

¢ Employces have been given thz
privilege of using poive.cd ais
puiifying re.mratur., {PATK) upon
request.

e Employees have teen allowed to
change the {ilter elements of a
respirator whenever cn incseace in
breathing resistance is dutccted.

® Cmployees have been allowic1to
wash their faces and recri.ctor
{acepieces to prevent ol i..ication
associated with using ror . oubors,

e Employers have been e v
provide respirators tho Tty
minimum facepicce lea: a2,

o Referral of an employcs (= a physician
trained in pulmonary ricdiciae Fus
been required for an employes who
exhibits difficuly breatl:ing eitler at
fit testing or during routi:e ruspirator
use.

In addition. developments in
microprocessor and otlier new
technologics have made it poszible to
develop respirators with waraing
devices to indicate whether the
respirator is providing appronriate
protection while in use, g
communicaticn equipreent oo that
emplovees can warn each otler of

safety hazards aid coa:d'nate it oir
work activitics in a safe & i -.r:".
Improvements ia cartngge teoliology
may permit dcvdur)—lru‘c of 1 ..‘mto"s

fcr protection fiora choaicck (oo uwhich
there are not ooty oGy TG
respiratoss. M kar devel
powca,d ais purifying reo Shotess rf’"
permit thoir wmd ues to
faiinue foctors, shin trsitar
ar.d breathing recistancs G
sometimes crented by
respircters. Thase poosit
impic sex.ents whon t:len topatihor
would make it possible to have a more
cliective recpivator program.

Sh.-e curient respiriator standards
are hased cn o'der techaolegics,

2050 Launaure
.
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e., .ator suppliers have claimed to be
~kibited from develaping improved
rators which do not fit into existing
cu.egories or which provide protection
-om chemicais not included in present
pproval criteria because of the time
involved from respirator development to
ultimate approval. Suggestions on
:gulatory or other changes to further
ncourage the development of improved
respiratars and to permit their approval
are requested.
It has become evident to OSHA that
1ere is a good deal of confusion among
. :spirator users over the distinction
between the “fit factor” as determined
hy OQNFT and the true, effective
srotection factor” which is the actual
_ ~otection afforded by a respirator when
in use. The manufacturers of
auantitative fit test equipment have
srrectly emphasized that their
juipment does not take account of the
normal filter leakage and measures only
the leakage around the face/sealing area
" the mask plus any contribution from
<halation valve leakage.
In addition, it has become apparent
that the laboratory type testing of QNFT
ay tend to overestimate how well a
spirator fits when an employee
.. ‘mgitis working at his job.
T .ore there ig ancertainty now
~hout how high an apparent protection
ctor {actuatly fit factor) must be
'monstrated by QNFT to insure that
emplovees are properly protected on the
iob. - -
OSHA has also been evaluating the
wropriateness of improved methods of
qualitative fit testing as an alternative to
the quantitative fit testing required by
e lead standard {29 CFR 1910.1025).
.though that issue is being dealt with
i @ separate rulemaking proceeding
(see 46 FR 27358, May 19, 1981), the
guments and information involved are
5o relevant to this advance notice.
. uerefore the record of that rulemaking
{docket no. H-049A) will also be placed
i~ the record of this proceeding. One of
2 major questions inrvolved in that
lemaking is whether qualitative fit
testing (QLFT) can be so arranged-and
conducted as to properly determine
tether a respirator is in fact adequate
- a specific application.
Another important question is
whether di-2-ethylhexyl phthalate
EHP). the most widely used challenge
ent for QNFT. should continue to be
used for QNFT in view of the recent
finding by the National Toxicology
" »oram that DEHP caused cancer in
1 :d mice in & two year feeding
L . This study is reported in "NTP
1 rical Report on the Carcinogenesis
Piassay of Di-2-ethylhexyi phthalate—
¢ \5117-81-7," DHHS Pubin. No. NIH-

81-1773, which is available in draft form
{dated Oct. 15, 1880} in the OSHA
docket office (Docket file H-049A,
exhibit 12}, There are several substitute
challenge agents that can be used to
conduct QNFT, thereby considerably
reducing the importance of DEHP.
Examples include corn oil and di-2-
ethylhexyl sebacate.

All of these factors indicate to OSHA
that existing standards reiated to
respiratory protection should be
reexamined in light of current
knowiedge and accepted industrial
hygiene practice. If OSHA does not
respond to this situation. many
employees may be needlessly

~overexposed to a variety of airborne
toxic materials because of inappropriate
respiratar. programs. Such exposure
could result in severe iliness and
disability. Alternatively, obsolete
regulation may unnecessarily limit an
employer's options in praviding
respiratory proiection, or restrict
innovation in respiratory protection
devices. Inadequate regulations may
also impose unnecessary costs,

Conseguently, OSHA is interested in
receiving data and views from all
interested parties on a wide variety of
issues related to the revision of OSHA's
respiratary protection standards. These
issues are presented in the form of
questions to essist interested persons in
developing their responses. These
questions represent issues that have
already been brought to the Agency's
attention. Some are of general nature
and others address specialized technical
isstres which may be principally of

interest only to the techmical community.

Interested persons, of course, may wish
to submit information and views on
issues that are not sddressed by the
questions or to respond only to some of
the questions of special interest to
themselves.

Paragraph (a){1) of § 1910.134 reguires
that engineering controls be used to
reduce excessive employees exposures
to airborne contaminants and permits
the use ofrespirators only while feasible
engineering controls are being mnstalled
or when such controls are not feasible.
This requirement is the subject of
continuing controversy in those
situations where respiratory protection
programs are thought to be more cost
effective than engineering controls. This
rutemaking on respiratory protection
standards is a necessary prerequisite in
addressing this palicy. Although the
agency is inviting comment on this
subject (see question 30), OSHA regards
the evaluation of the technical aspects
of respirator adequacy end
effectiveness. as well as respirator
program requirements, to be an

imporant and crucial first step in
reexamining the broad policy of the
priority of engineering controls over
respirators. Rational decisions
concerning when it is appropriate to use
respirators must be based on prior
knowledge of the effectiveness of
regpiralors and respiratory protection
programs. The factors that determine the
performance levels of respirator
programs are independent of decisions
to employ respiratory protection in some
particular situation. In a like manner,
judgements as to cost effectiveness must
also be based on prior knowledge of the
costs associated with respiratory
protection programs. Thus, OSHA wiil
address the technical aspects of
respiratory protection in this rulemaking
before addressing the larger subject of
the relationship between engineering
controis and personal protective
equipment. General policy with respect
to engineering controls is a controversial
standards policy important enough to be
treated separately from the technicail
aspects of respirators and respiratory
protection programs. Therefore OSHA
will in the near future publish a separate
notice discussing in detail this subject of-
the hierarchy of controis and requesting
comment separately on issues relevant
toit.

in order to assist the public and the
Agency in evaluating these issues,
OSHA has compiled the following
background information and reports.

Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) of the University of California at
Los Alamos. New Mexico, has done
considerable work on respiratory
protection. Their report LA-6024-MS,
issued January 1976, entitled “Respirator
Protection Factors,” is the basic source
for the protection factors now commonly
applied to various respirators. This
report also discusses guantitative fit
testing. Other LANL reports that may be
of interest include LA~54£8, issucd
March 1974, “Selection of Respirator
Test Panels Represcntative of U.S. Adult
Facial Sizes”; LA-6722-PR, issued
February 1977, “Respirator Studies for
the National Institute for Occopational
Safety and Health: July, 19758-Dec. 31.
1976," which discusces various aspzcts
of quantitative fit testing and respirator
evaluation; and LA-7317-PR, issued
june 1978, *Respirator Studies for the
National Institute for Cceupational
Safety and Health: Jan. 3-Dec. 31, 1977,
which discusses the testing of powered
air purifying respirators, interlaboratory
comparison of data for dust-fume-mist
filters, and fit testing for gas and vapor
respirators. The LANL work has also
resulted in reports in the literature,
including "Effect of Facial Hair on

CCR 000001092
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Respirator Performance” by E. C. Hyatt.
el. al., that appeared on pp. 135~142 of
the American Industrial Hygiene
Association Journa} of April 1973. and
“The Physiological Consequences of
wearing Industrial Respirators; a
Review” by Peter B. Raven, et. al., that
appeared on pp. 517-534 in the June 1979
issue of the same journal.

As part of a joint OSHA-NIOSH
project.called the standards completion
project, the two agencies develaped a
document celied the Respirator Decision
Logic. This document is an attempt to
set forth in a clear. logical, concise form
the factors that must be considered and
the choices that must be made in
selecting a suitable respirator for any
application. Although the document was
not published. the last revision, dated
February 1, 1978, is available from the
OSHA docket office at the address
shown belew (cite docket number H-048
and exhibit 9).

Several documents submitted to
OSHA for the standards completion
project, docket no. SCP-1, are also
relevant here. The “Industrial Safety
Equipment Association Analysis of
Supporting Test Data” gubmitted by Mr.
Frank Wilcher of ISEA takes issue with
the LANL determinations of protection
factors, {see exhibit 45-9). Two papers
from that file address aspects of
respirator comfort: "Respirator Comfort:
Subjective Response to Force Applied to
the Face" by 8. H. Snook, e¢. al., ALH.A.
Journal, March-April 195¢, p. 93-97,
(exhibit 18F); and “Performance and
Acceptance of Respirator Facial Seals™
by W. A_ Burgess and W. C. Hinds.
Ergonomics, 19870, vol. 13, no. 4. p. 455-
464, {exhibit 18G). “Effectiveness of Dust
Respirators in Underground Coal
Mines” by H. E. Harris, et. al.,
Transactions of the Society of Mining
Engineers, AIME, vol 256, June 1974, b.
153-161 (exhibit 18D) discusses the
actual protection afforded by respirators
on the job and factors that account for
variations.

In addition, quantitative fit testing has
been studied by Mr. William H. Revoir
then with the Norton Co. for the ANSI
committee on respirator practices. and
reported in two Norton technical
reports, no's R-115 and R-116, (docket
HO049A, exhibits 13 and 14, respectively).
Report R-115 deals with a comparison of
test results between a qualitative test
using isoamyl acetate and a quantitative
test using DEHP. Report R-116 discusses
the impact on test results of performing
head and neck movements during
testing.

All of these studies and reports
provide further background information
relevant to the questions asked in this
advance notice. These studies and other

CCR 000001093

documenis reterred to in this notice
have been pliced in the docket and are
available for izispaction and copying at
the docket ciiica.

In additicrn: <5 cpecific resporses to the
questions praed :a this notice and in
accerdancz v L the provisions of the

Reguleery cuility Act (Pub. L. 86—
354. 84 St 13015 U S.C.eol et seq.)}
‘and Execut..+ Cider No. 12291, OSHA
also reques-e (¢ nation regarding the
econonm; s v.rich the

coniempii 2es5 discussed below

might have r= .fiecled industries in
generat ant - w ticular, on small
businesses .ner small entities. {See

question 42} smation regarding
environments! imnacts is also
requesied. ~ce this notice is an
advance notice cf proposed rulemaking,
and no specific nroposal or alternatives
ere presentcd, firm. detailed cost and
impact gate ™ -v not be available.
However, w ‘or data that are
avaiabie c- ~0 estimated should be
submitted i .1 the Agency in the
developmen: preposal and
alternciives
Comnic:tors responding to this notice

should note thzt & 1910.134 is applicable
iz general. It also applies
ot'en and maritime
a extent that § 1910.134's
~ot covered by the
provisicas oo reenirators in the

constructic: ord maritime standards.
Also, where 2 =rre specific standard,
such &5 a zirpie-substance health
slandard, cooizins respirator provisions,
these prov s take precedence over
the ncre g ~z! provisions of
p'-c-vls‘ons on respirators
tion vtandards and in the

Tl

e

to workplace:
to the cons!
industries to
ProviSicns e7¢

ise —ent: Data, views, and

2rgumes :izited on all of the
isspes woseroes Lelow and on ather
relevan istves.

Singe & “iv notice addresses a wide
\..:mdv of ‘ ins, each commentor

= Iollowing information
r} ciher remarks may be
2 and compared: What
™siANCes are you
1Cur comments, in

a. ;o\. s] eneration(s), process(es);
b. Texic naterialis)

c. Levei oi exposure without regard to
respiraiors.

d. Freovens anid duration of
eXpOSure:

e. Tvope a7 2 amount of work or
physiculia:or including frequency and
duration:

f. Medica! screening or surveillance
already praci::.

~cl
IS¢ N

g. Applicable environmental
conditions: high or low temperature,
high humidity. skin irritants present,
etc.;

h. Work schedule, including breaks
and rest periods;

i. Size of facility physically and in
terms of employment; and

j. Age and health of affected
employees?

1. Should current standards be
revised? What alternatives to regulation
are available?

2.a. Should all or part of the new
ANSI Z88.2-1980 standard be adopted
as an OSHA standard?

b. If so. which parts and why?

¢. Which. if any, advisory provisions
of the ANSI standard should be made
mandatory for OSHA purposes?

3.a. Should a protection factar of 100
for full facepiece respirators be made
generally applicable in the regulations
or should 50, as recommended by Los
Alamos National Laboratories, be
retained?

b. Should the protection factors (other
than for ull facepiece respirators)
recommended by Los Alamos National
Laboratories be made generally
applicable in the regulations?

c. What other values, if any, should be
specified for protection factors?

d. In what manner, if any, should
OSHA allow QNFT to be used by an
employer o assign a higher protection
factor to a respirator for an individual or
& group?

e. In what way should a distinction be
made between fit factors determined by

" QNFT and true protection factors, that
include filter leakage?

f. What methods or protocols are
available to determine the true
protection factor an employee achieves
while in the actual workplace?

~Lespiratorst
mmmﬁmm%
disposabie respirators be
1ihe same gs for other hali-mas
jrators?
5.a. What protocol(s}, if any, for

qualitative fit testing (QLFT) should be
specified in any new OSHA standards
as acceptable testing method(s)?

b. Are there different protocols
appropriate for different uses of QLFT
such as selection and fitting, periodic fit
checking. or checking the fit at each
donning?

c. How often should QLFT be
repeated?

d. What exercises should be
performed by the test subject during
QLFT?
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«. should it be allowable to use
“gtances identified as potential
inogens as fit test challenge agents?
‘1 s0, what basis should be used to
ietermine that the probable dose is
scceptable or unacceptable?

f. What basis should OSHA use to

“etermine the acceptability of suggested
JLFT protocois?

g. With the use of nonirritating test
agents, does test subject bias
significantly affect the usefulness of

jualitative testing, or affect the test
esults a significant amount of the time?

h. Should increased testing or more
frequent testing be required for

espirators with facepieces that need
djustment other than strap tension to
nt properly?

i. Under what circumstances and

sing what testing protocol would QLFT

e sufficient to ensure that an
=mployee's respirator fits sufficiently
well?

8.a. What protocol(s), if any, for

uantitative fit testing (QNFT} should be
~pecified as acceptable testing
method(s) in any new OSHA standards?

b. To be an adequate test, shouid

INFT be able to distinguish the
woirator efficiency for each test
c sc performed by the test subject?.
L. 1'0 be an edequate test, should
‘NFT be able to demonstrate the
ariation of conteminant concentration
behind the respirator during the
breathing cycle?
d. What exercises should be
erformed by the test subject during

UNFT, and for how lang?

e. What test agents are suitable for

NFT, and what are the essential

1aracteristics of an appropriate aerosol

1wt solid and liquid agents?

f. What algorithm should be used to

iiculate the protection factor from

g. What situations require QNFTI?

h. What is an acceptabie accuracy for
~ QNFT test?

i. Should it be allowable to use

:bstances identified as suspect
carcinogens as test agents? If so, what
basis shouid be used to determine that

e probable dose is acceptable or

\acceptable?

j. Should increased testing (i.e.
repetitions) be required for respirators
ith facepieces that need adjustment
her than strap tension to fit properly?

k. For each required protection factor,
how high a fit factor, determined by
" NIFT. should be required to ensure
~ employee protection?
ow will the fit factor determined
18 ~ith different testing equipment,
" uuenge agents, procedures, and test
nditions?

7. Which respirator related provisions,
if any, of the more recent OSHA health
standards {e.g. § 1910.1018{h)}—arsenic,
§ 1910.1029(g)—coke oven emissions,

§ 1910.1043(f}=—cotton dust, etc.) should
be made generally applicabie by
incorporation into § 1910.134, Parts
1915-1918, or § 1926.1037

Matr_ﬂm.mg?lﬂa | be provided {o all
rusers [c T € 1910.134(b)(2),

1915.82({a}{4),
?

Ining, what topics should

be covered and how :horoug y?
sgeciali.zeci or comprehensive training

d. How shoul

9. What specifications should be made
concerning the content of standard
operating procedures presently required
in § 1910.134{b)(1) and (e)(3)?

10.a. What medical screening, if any,
of potential users of respirators should
be required?

b. For those employees who use
respirators, is it safe to require medical
examinations only in those cases where
there is some complaint by the employece
or-a problem is noticed by the fit testing
technician?

c. Should the regulations limit an
employer's choice of type, class or
specialty of health care provider in
obtaining these medical examinations?

d. Could a guestionnaire be used to
select those few individuals who should
be medically examined?

e. What medical conditions, if any, of
an employee should preclude the
wearing of a respirator? Explain.

f. What medical conditiona, if any,
could be aggravated by wearing a
respirator?

g. Could the wearing of a respirator
medically endanger an employee? If so,
with what respirator, and as a result of
what me dxcal condmon?

ational

ostional Safety and Health
NIOSH)]) and the Mine Safetv and
'I:Tlmea e e T,
art 11] have been acknowiadged by
QSH to bein peed of extensive

Evis

a. Should OSHA independently
address the adequacy and application of
scme or all types or models of
respirators? If ves, specify in detail.

b. Should OSHA always accept the
adequacy of MSHA /NIOSH approved
respirators without addifional
‘requirements (e.g. higher performance
requirements for use against certain
substances)?

<. Under what circumstances, if any,
should OSHA allow the use of
respirators not approved by MSHA/
NIOSH under 30 CFR Part 117

d. Should OSHA automatically reject
any modification to approved
respirators?

Should OSHA allow the
iﬂ&ﬂihﬂﬂﬂﬁ gl parts betweern different
s or types of respirators
. Shou recogniz er
organizations' (other than NIOSH])
testing and certification of respirators?

g. Are there changes in regulations or
procedures that would encourage more
rapid development and utilization of
respirators to provide protection from
chemicals for which there are no
currently approved respirators?

h. Are there changes in repuiations or
procedures which would encourage
more rapid development and utilization
of respirators which would provide

" immediute warning of over oxposure;

improved communication capabilities;
reduced skin irzitation, breatking
resistance or beat stress; or other
improvementa?

i. In order for negative pressure air
purifying respirators to te permitted for
protection fiom a gaseous chemical,

- should that chemical always presont

adequate warning propertica?
j- How, i at all, should OSHA address
physical aspects of respirator

. performance dnd cuitability such as

abrasion resistance, tear strength,
withstanding temperature extremes,
corrosion resistance, and field of vision?

12. Should OSHA continue to accept
as adequate all manufacturers’
instructions for fit checking {§ 1910.134
{e}(8)i)?

13. When, {f at all, should OSHA limit
the amount of time in a single ghift that
employers may require their employees
to wear respirators? {The lead standard
(29 CFR 1810.1025 (f)(1){i) imposes &
limit of 4.4 hours in sume cases.)

14. In determining compliance with
exposure standards for those employees
wearing respirators, should OSHA
assume that an employece's exposure has
been reduced by a factor equal to the
assigned protection factor of the
respirator? Such an assumption is
already part of the enforcement policy
for the cotton dust standard. {Sce 46 FR
85736, Dec. 30, 1080.) 1t allows an
employee to wear a respirator for only
part of the work shift when respirators
are relied upon to achieve compliance
with permissible exposure levels.

li.a. What degree of surviellance of
WwoOrK area conditions and degree o
£mplovee exposyre and stress gre
adeguate to ensure safe use of
1910.134-(b)(8))?

CCR 000001094
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$. What cosis are associaied with this
aurveillance X

.‘me{hi uif?
17.Bnould ancepighble respirator

breathing air continue to be specified as
Grade D from-Oompressed Gas
Assaciation Commodity Specificafion
G7.1-1968 {§ §810:134(d)(1)) or should
some alternate specification, such as
grade E. be used?

18. It has been clatmed that some
powered air purifying respirators
(PAPR's} have teen shown to induce
inward leakage.

a. In view of this, what protection
factor is apprepriate and how should
proper fil be ascertamed?

b. Should PAPR's bave alarms to
tndicate dow air flow?

«. Under what circumstances wonsdd
PAPR's be mads available to
employees?

;?mmmmmm
requ.lre to engure an effectwe

1
20, What type and Jevel of training
and education whould be aonsidered the
minimum reguired to permit a person to
{rain others in regpiraicry protection?
22, 4Jnder what circumstanoces. if any,

should men withheards be permitted to

wear each type.or style of respirator?

22, To whalexteni, if any, should the
OSHA /NIOSH Respirator Decision
Logic be incorporated into revised
OSHA standards? .

23. What leve){s) of oxygen deficiency
should impose & restriction on the types
of respirators that may be worn?

24. How saould ‘limmediately
dangerous to dife or health” (IDLH) be
defined wifb respect to limiting
respirator use Ior oxygen deficiency or
for the presence.of toxic msierials?

25. How and to what extent should

- respirator regulations for the maritime

and/or construction industries differ
from those for general industry?

26. Should regulations pe eatablished
for permissibie ghelf life for filtems,
cartridges and canistera?

27. Using either sanitary, durability, or
service life considerations, how long
should “dispasable” respirators be-
permitted to be nsed?

28. For work in aimospheres
immediately dangerous to life or health,
are there respiratory devices other than
self-comained breathing apparatus that
are suitable Jor-use by standby pemuns?
(See § 1910.134[e)(3)(iii)}.

29. Respirator filters and sorbenis
have a limited service lie.

a. What limits, 3f any, shanld be
Pplaced on particulate filters?

b. In what mepner should allowance
be made for the degradation ol some
filters due to humidity?

£. What acheme should be used to
specify service livesfor organic vapor
cartridges and canisters for various
organic vapors. What use can be made
in this regand of published breakthrough
times for various prganic vapors? {See,
for example, Neison and Correia,
American intustrig! Hygiens
Association Journal, September, 1976,
p. 514; and others.) ‘

d. Should sorbem cartridges be
restricied to e single-day's use on
eccount of the desorption that may
oceurguring overnight storage and
exposure 10 humidity?

30.a. Shouid the respirator standards
continue 10 address the relative priority
of engineering controls and respiretors?
(See § 1910.134{a)(1)3

b. Do feasible engineering controls
always provide better protection or
grealer assurance of protection of
employee heslth than the use of
respirators?

31. Are there any other issues or
problems relevant to respiratory
protection programs in general industry,
maritime, or construction which OSHA
shouid.address in revising current
standards?

32.a."What would be the economic
impact on afiected industries and on
small business and other small entities
of the possible changes t0-QSHA
regulations described above or
suggested by you or other commentors?

b. Which, if any, of these changes
would result in major increeses or
degreases incosts or prices for
individual industries, small business,
other $mall entities. or consumers?

c. Would these changes have &
signifitant economic impacton a

CCR 000001095

" Administraticn, {1.8. De

substantial number of small businesses
or other small entities?

d. Wpould these changes, takeo
individually or 88 a whole, result.in
significant adversa or baneficial effects
on domestic or foreign competitipn,
investment, productivity, or innovation?

83. There have been clainms that the
ixag of respu‘ators results in productivity

Q

a. What factors may contribente to
prodygtivity iosses?

b. Myhat are the costs of each of these
factors?

.c.What is the aggregate oost, if any,
of productivity toeses induced by the
use of respirators?

4. What provisions of eurrent
regpirator atandards affect productivity?

e. Whet effective alternatives are
available that conild reduce these
productivity losses?

34. Respirator programcosts can va
uingeii ﬁlgzﬁﬁﬁ EE m
wiich necessitate respirator use,

5 Tlow mach s durtne A isical.

ﬁh_i_tgr_t;mmw
eass be as gpecific as possfble ahout

tyupe of industry ani classificatipn.af

employee concerned.
D, How

2. How meny emplovees and what
Portion of the emplovers workiorce uge
Whar %‘“‘”L tvpical.mpiatenance and
- .
Teplacemeny coots foreach fne of ‘

Mm&tﬂmd?

e. Whal are the total costs and per

employee costs for a guantitative fit
-testing program? Where known
separately state the costs of program
staff training, equipment purchsse,
equipment rental, consultant fees,
employee time, program staff time. and
the number of tests performed per
employee.

All comments submtted in reaponse to
these giestions and this potice gererally
will bacame part of the record.of any
resuliibg rulemaking and will be
carefully considerad in the develppment
ol any'proposed reguiation pa these
matters. All comments in response to
this notice should be submitted by
September 18, 1882 #o the Docket
Officer, Docket No. H-048, Room §6212,
Occupational Safety and Heslth of

at
Labor, 200 Constitution Avenope, N.W.,
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Washington, D.C. 20210; telephone 202~
~7894.

.his document was prepared under
the direction of Thorne Auchter,
Assistant Secretary of Labor for
Occupational Safety and Heelth, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Ave.. NW.,, Washington, D.C. 20210.

List of Bubjects in 20 CFR Parts 1810,
1015-1918, 1028
Occupational safety and heaith,
Respiratory protection.
{Sec. 6. Pub. L. 91-506, B4 Stat 1593 (28 U.S.C.
055}, 20 CFR Part 1911; 40 U.S.C. 333;: 33
U.S.C. B41: 41 U.S.C. 85, 38; Secretary of
Labar's Order No, 8-70 (41 FR 25059))
Signed at Washington. D.C., this 10th day
of May 1882,
Thorne Auchter,
Assistant Secretary of Labor.
FR Doc. £2-13109 Filad 3-13-82; 8:45 am}
BALING CODE £310-70-t4

DEPARTIIENT OF CEDUCATION

Dtfica of tho Socrotary

34 CFR Subtitio A cnd Cha. HV, Vi
end VIl

Domartment of Cducation Semiannual
Reruvictions Agonda cnd Revizw List

A vz Office of the Secretary, Ed.

acTione: Publication of the sexmannual
agenda of repulations.

gurmaany: The Secretary of Education
oublishes a semiannual agenda of
regulations as required by the
Regulatory Flexibility Act and Executive
Order 12291 {“Federal Regulations”).
‘This egenda provides a brief description
of regulations being developed or
reviewed by the Department of
Educetion. The purpose of the agenda is
to encourage more effective public
participation in the regulatory process

by giving the public early information
about pending regulaiory activities.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions or comments related to
specific regulations listed in this agenda
should be directed to the contact person
listed for that set of regulations.
Questions or comments on the overall
agenda shoald be directad to A. Neal
Shedd, Directo:, Division of Hegalations
Management, Office of tha Geaerul
Counsel, Department of Education,
Room 2129 FOB-0, 4080 Maryland
Avenue, S\V., Washington, D.C. 20202,
Telephene (202) 245-7091.
SUPFLELIZNTARY LIFCRNMATION:
Executive Qrder 12291, dated February
17, 1981, end the Regulatory Flexibility
Act, Pub. L. £8-354, enacted September
19, 1880, require the Department of
Education to publish, in Cctober and
April of cach year, an agenda of
regulationa that the D2partment expects
to issue and currently effective
regulationg that are under review. The
agenda includes both notices of
proposed rulemaoking {NPRMa) currently
being drafted and r2nding final
regulations (TR} for which NPRMS have
‘been publighed.

For cach £ot of proposed or final
regulations listed, the agenda provides
a: (1) Tite, (2) summary, {3) cantact
person, and (4) decision date (expected
month of publication of the final
regulations (T1Y) or (M),

The cummary of eazh coz of
regulations inciudes: (3} A brief
description of the proposed or final
regulations; {2) notice whether a
regulatory impact analysis io required
by Executive order 12201: (3) notice
whether @ regulatory flexibility analysis
is required by the Regulatory Flexibility
Act; (4) a bricf statement of the
Department’s objectives in issuing or.

reviewing the regulations; (5) the legal
basis for the regulatlons; and (6) the
Code of Federal Regulations part -
number assigned to the regulations.

The Department i reqair.1 by
Execuative Order 12281 to prepye o
regulatory linpact analysis fo: auy vet of
regulativay that is a “wajus o™ as
defined by the ocder, and that is uot

_exempiud freaa the requircaants in the

ordey. This semianuuul ege:. 0 apceities
wheiher or not a i gulatory v et
analysis will be pyaparad e coch sat of
regulations listed.

The Regulatory Flexibility Act
requires that Federal agenciea take into
account the impact of their regulations
on “small entities,” including crall
businesses, small povernmental
juicdictions, and other cmall
orpanizations. The Depuartment must
prepare an initial regulatory {lesitility
analysis for any proposcd repalations
for which a notica of pmp::cJ
rulemaling is izoued on or cfier Jenuary
3, 131 if the propascd r‘*gduuorzo will
hava a significant cconomic impact on &8
substantial number of small cmtt!( 3. The
Department’s plun for raview of
repulations under the Regulutory
Flexibility Act woa published on Avaust
£, 182 at 46 T 383552 A referenca l:an
been included in this agenda to lndicate
wheother a repulatory flasibility anatyscis
is roquired. °

This publication in the Fedaal
Reyicter does not impose eny bmdmg
obligation on thz Dipartment with

" rapard to any specific item on the

agenda. Regulatory action in addition to
the items listed is not precluded.
Dated: May 7, 1082,
T. 11 Dall,
Secretary of Education.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SEMIANNUAL REGULATIONS AGENDA AND REVIEW LIST

. Enniost evnaciag
Tioe Summary Contact o stssian e
Privacy Act A Ameandmer A Dy The ent would Mmhmmnm Antonio J, Ceiita, (202) | NPRIA tAxy 1822
mol tho Privacy ASt il2d for kX 265-2104.
wmundconmmmwmmfuwh;nmmm rccords of tha
Oftics tor Givit Rights.
- B. Rogruatory mrpsct enelysis: Nat required
Qmmﬂm.‘nycmm Not req
~ n would enhance the ability of tha Departmont to AR
mwmmnmmmltcmew7 statys of Ang to echieve
compliance by valuntery masha
E Legnt fnsis: Saction 8 of tne Prvacy Act of 1874 (5 U.S.C. 852aik]) e}
F. Ciston: 84 CFA Pant 5b
Toucstion Depar Ganaral A jatrative Reg- | A Descriptions The requintons undor revew p ch for grant ds | Chester Giod, (202) NPAM Mey 1082
utations (EDGAR)—Granmt Progrvns without Spe- | under & Frogram St Goes 1.0t have i o 245-7810.
dfic Raguianone—~Parts 756 and 76. B. Regutaiory umpact cnafsis: Mot required
C. Regublory floxtbitity gnaiysis: Not ap
D. Otjectives: Amentdments, it 2ny, to W reguistions would be caesimed t atiect
reguirtory rebiel, INCheding rec.cuon ol paperwork and COMDUancs tucans and
rprovement Of cost elisctveness.
E. Lega/ bosis: Sacoon 414, of W2 D t of Educstion Orpar Y Act (20
VEC. 3474).
F. Oxatiorr 34 CFTR Parts 75 ano 76
nchan Fallowship Prog A Descrp The reguisions LnCer review Implemom those provisians of Uhe | Alice Ford, (202) 245~ | NPRM May 1962,
tncian Education Azl of 1572 thal apply to wngiun Bludoms e&ppiving for cnd 7525. . .

fooening teliowsnids tor study bn 5 speciiiad fiakia.
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