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MR. BEASLEY:' My name is W. H. Beasiey.. I am Manager

of Cement Asbestos Products Company, Ragland Alabama, whlch ‘

is ]Olntly owned by Mead Corporat;on and American Smel+1ng anuh\

_Befining Company.

We operate two plants; cne at Ragland, Alabana that

aﬂufactures A—C p;pe, ‘and one at Van Buren, Avkansas that

manufactures A-C pipe and PVC pipe.

I an hare today 1o exprese our concern and 1nteras~.“

ig the proposed‘standard for control of asbestos exposurs to

p;oyees. We. are lrterosted in provxdlng a clean and safe

~env1rcnmert for our employeas. Therefore, Wwe are 1ntgrest d

in a gtandard designed to accomplish this goal .

At the same time, we are opposed to some of the

+o reach this goal.

methods used in tbe proposad standards

It is apparent to me that there is a need for a

ard that weuld have flexibility enough to o3 o evary lﬂdLS«

nepresented here and still protect the employees included.

for instance, some testimonies have_ been concerned

with fiber levels primarily, while others have a disposal of

o . L i i
scraps problem, others mi ixing operations, sone want confidential

.
i nedical history, sonse recomnend that the employer have access
for the benefit of the employee in their particular situation, |
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and some preducts may require labeling, some do not, due to

their particular'physical makeup -- what I am saying is that
if we all hgre have the desire to protect our employees, and
at the same ti&a, the desire to be ;hle.to contiﬁue the oper-
atzons 02 a sound business basis for the gcod of Lhe employeés
and the companles, t&en I thlnx thxs stardard can be de51gned
‘so it will be workaale in all dlfferent c;rcumstances.

Our concerns are llsted in the written testimony
submitted, but I would like to-emphasize'scﬁe of the problems
peculiar to_us.

‘ On the fzber level we recognlze the necessity of
controllzng asbestos dust in our plants, and have endeavored -

in the past to do so by the use of dusf Collectors, exhaust

and ventilation. o - : N

.

This is an expensive item in our plant costs, but .

we are desirous of having our employees’ environment as clean

8s possible. We feel that the Proposed flve fibers level w111

be ext“amely difficult to maintain in oup operation.

However, if this is tha concentration level required

e U

i
i

to protect our employees, then we accept the challenge to stay

within the limits prescribed in paragraph (a).of the emergency

-

standard. o

However, the two fibepr proposal is considered by our

industrial hyglgnlgts .38 an 1mpossipility to achieve and main-

tain continuously,
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With the data available at‘this time‘we feel the
_ q¢qndards should be set no mofe than five fibers per cc. ﬁx
On m@xing gystems, some have proposed mixing in v
plastic bags, Sut it is impossible to mix the quantities used
in our'operatlon in baﬂs._ This-points up the need for wording
that would nermzt m1 1ng by orhar means as long as they ara‘
controllad by the introduction of weter or other method ‘to

prevent the dust from becoming airborna.

On disposal, in scme operations it may be possible

: ]

to dxswose of waste and scraps in bags or conta;ners, but in
our A-C pipé operation a great part of the scraps is in pieces
of pipe that caannot be bagged or contaxﬂer;zed. |

‘Differant treatnent should be prov;ded for the
.vaéious_types of scrap. |

For instance, scrap that has the fiber locked in,
as in A-C pipe and other producté thaf‘have.no danéer because
it of its ﬁhysical makeup cohld have their own disposal require-
ments or be exempt.

We suggest a landfill area. .

On labels, we object to labeling all products that

contain five percent or more by weight of asbestos as being ¢

health hazard.

For instance, A-C pipe has more than five percent

asbestos, but it is locked in and is not released whila in

service. Many other products fall into this same category,
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as testified to in this hearing.

We firmly believe that if we are raquired to label

our pipe as has been proposed, we will be unable to sell our
| product and would be out of business within two years.

. Why shoﬁld we not set a stand&rd based on facts as
 they reiate to each product involvad? - Sl {/. 
Theicpsf involQed in staying within the five fiber ﬁi

-

' iimif énd cpmplyi;é'in theée other éreas mgntioned would be
$869,000 initially, and #148,000 annually, assgmihg it is
techniﬁiily'possiﬁle. ' _ 5 e /ﬁ\l*

At this time we have no figuras on the two fiber
é'level, if it can be in faet accomblished.' These costs may
keap us from being abie to operate, but if theay didn't, label;
_ing, as proposed, would surely put us out of business any way;.

Thank you for hearing my testimony, and I am hopingf
%hat due consideration will be given to all parties concerned
in the writing of the standard and its promulgation. |

EXAMINER GOLDBERG: Thank you, Mr. Beasley.

Off tha record.

(Discussicn off the record.)

EXAMINER GCLDBERG: On the record.

In calling witnesses, we are now in the schedule of
| the afternoon, and I am favoring people whom I know are from
‘g"*uﬁ of town, ard would undoubtedly like to get home this

&1

vening.




