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The Construction Products Division of W. R. Grace & Co. (Grace)
appreciates this opportunity to testify at these Public Hearings on cthe
Occupational Safety and Health Administration's (OSHA) rulemakings on a
revised standard for occupational exposure to asbestos. Our testimony is
in response to that proposed standard as published in the October 9, 1975
Federal Register (Volume 40, No. 197, pp. 47652-47665) and as supplemen-
ted in the "Reexamination and Update of Information on the Health Effects
of Occupational Exposure to Asbestos" ("Reexamination") published by the
Nationa] Instutute for Occupatjopal Safety and Health (NTOSH) iIn December,
1976. That supplement was transmitted to the Assistant Secretary of Labor,
OSHA on December 1976 by John F. Finklea, M.D., Director of NIOSH.

This statement on behalf of Grace has also been submitted im
quadruplicate with the U.S. Department of Labor Docket Officer, with copies
to the attention of the Assistant Secretary of Labor, OSHA, and the Direc-

tor, NIOSH.

I. Current Standard

Grace first wishes to briefly discuss the current standard for
occupational exposure to asbestos. The focus is three significant points
which carry over into the proposed standard. (Grace would request OSHA

. econgsideration on these points within the con (*] standard,
( were a revised standard not now in process. Grace has previously made

written review requests of OSHA in this area.

A, Definition It is essential that a standard should exactly define the

materials it regulates. However, the definition of asbestos includes

minerals which occur in non-fibrous forms. As examples, although Chryso-

tile occurs only in fibrous habit (non-fibrous being Antigorite or Lizar-

dite), Tremolite.-occurs both in fibrous and non-fibrous habit. Although
__;here is considerable published human and animal data showing commercial - 1

asbestos (such as Chrysotile, Crocidolite and Amosite) are catcinogens. !

there is no comparable data for Tre Tremolite. A _ e

) B. Control Pg;gtams These ate cotrectly;required;f
ous exposures. However. a-control -progran’ 1.*51

T.’§°f?th¢-pertinent“epideniological studies.
& ting’that ‘allien : '
gb?ggg;gxpensc

: 'i?;¥}f.»¢ se “a-carcino en“hagatd and far below the pernissible (2 £/ml) exposureagu

b e T X3 MY e

X . tiona belingwof hazardouaunnterEZIsiiuEcleatl' ' ¥

,ab_ecj&aoueverﬁgbadfionariﬁlabeling requiredafor-alllnatérinliﬂeon:ain- *
1ng 6beatoé« ibre?except uhere mod fied byla’ "bondinQ?hgen:“*coatins"“*J
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binder, or other material" so that subsequent exposures will not exceed
established limits. Although this approach is a practical one for "bound"
fibre products, if literally interpreted, it would severely discriminatce
against bulk materials with trace fibre contamination, even in the case

of exposures well below the established limits. It would appear no label
is required on a bound product releasing 1.5 f£/ml in use but a label
would be required on a bulk construction aggregate releasing 0.05 f£/ml

- in use.

Grace recommends that these briefly discussed, specific incon-
sistencies in the current standard should be noted. As these inconsisten-
cies are repeated in the proposed standard they are discussed in more

appropriate detail below.

D. Timing One other general aspect of the current standard should also

be noted. That is that a 5 £/ml TLV was in use in the U.S. for the appro-
ximately five year period through July, 1976. A 2 f/ml TLV has been effec-
tive only for one year since July 1976. Setting aside for a moment the
question of whether that TLV should be lowered, it should be noted that

U.S. employers have absorbed considerable amounts of capital and operating

expense to plan for and implement this recent change from 5 f/ml to 2 f/ml. J/(
Setting aside the question of whether it is possible for employers to

implement a still lower TLV, another change to a stilil lower TLV is pro- -&ﬂ¥%ﬁ

jected to be geometrically more expensive than the 5 f/ml to 2 f/ml reduc- N
tion., Niether is any specific result health rovement redicted b r';’)i;
A

either OSHA or NIOSH. Thus, a serious question remains: In the absence
of emergency conditioms or startling new data, can a further reduction
( be-practical at this time given the very recent drop from 5 to Z I/ml? Yy f

II. Pcoposed Standard

The proposal carries over most elements of the current standard,
including the ones discussed above, but with the addition of several new
elements and the intensified attention to others. Grace does not feel
it 1s appropriate for us to comment to each and every aspect of the pro- : ?
posal but will instead concentrate our time here today to those points .
which we believe are of {es

: (esPecialDinterestitoiusaghW esire see modi~ W’
_/’ : £ications of the propos wrding on c’thzft elements as ‘5:11, buatmi‘v: l:el:t.evem

. = other employersiyillycover them in:these Hearings. snd/or did so in their =~ = _:,,-,
- - . . written Cmnentsries-subuitted April 9, 1976.- N R

P o

T e *ﬁ’#@""v%tshng’sthese selected elements in-the: sequence -in.which: they-,g.x G2 -*ummsso!-_,
-~  appeal. in:the. propossl, our detailed comments follow. Where the. PIWO'% :
,,.:ulcnakins 18’ :he*subject:, t:he paragraph and sec::l.on are indicated :ln psren- '-;'
s%:uiés»fon ' T e Sl

o r-yw'roxicological COnsiderstions of. Exposure to Asbestos (II. A, B.;snd‘ C)._-_.'L Ty
+0f-the 42 references:cited in the proposed standard, 27 carry a- ds.teaof R
’71972'.1(the« date offthe current standard) and’ esr;l.ier. -In the, ‘23‘0“\@0»,3 W

nof.(sddress the.ujord.ssue ;at:hand, namely," }n ‘what nannc ste«cstcino-;;{j‘ T

Ngentc esponses!relsced "different exposuteflevels'“ k?instesd,‘.ﬁr -l

¥ edly e-discuss the;slresdy%ell :known heslth effecag *yea
AT o '%J'r
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of ashestos exposure at what were probably very high exposures compared .
with either the current or proposed U.S. standard. Several are "in press,”
and some still unobtainable. This means that those references not only

have never benefited from peer review, but also that those in industry
regulated under the proposed standard are prevented access to whatever
evidence may be in those references. (This problem also exists with Re-

examination references.)

Other references in the proposal dated since 1972 are re-
discussions of earlier studies which had already been published in their
entirety prior to 1972. Of these, three might merit comment on the basis
of “newness."

1. In (25), Newhouse and Berry apply an earlier statistical model to
earlier data to project mesothelioma incidence in a British asbestos tex-
tile plant closed 1968. No data was available on exposures but they were

admittedly "high."

2. 1In{(30), Howard et al followed up on a longitudinal study of British
textile workers and reported an increased cancer incidence among relatively
recent employees (since 1950). Again, no data was available on exposures.
However, as reported to OSHA on April 9, 1976 by Dr. Hans Weill of Tulane
University, it should be noted that average work area concentrations were
as high as 25 f/ml with standard deviations nearly as large. Jn no way
does this information pertain to hazards at the current or proposed stan-

dard levels.

3. In (41) Giiliam, Dement, et al draw the conclusion that fibre exposures

.below 2 £/ml pose a significant hazard. However, this was a multiple

exposure work environment._ Other drafts of the same:paper reported comin~ s,
gled arsenic, silica and radon daughter exposures at very significant :

levels which may have eclipsed any disease contribution by the fibres which were

present at some unreported level. Differences in control and experimental

groups and smoking history have also been noted. This document has such
serious shortcomings that the'wisdom of placing any credence upon it in .
this standards setting process is questionable. R LY

5'" . _.-’

In summary, the "recent"” data is not relevant to the pro osal
which follows it. Other data referred to in the "Reexaminationli will be.v

“that :in:the-current standard- excep: for: broadening” the- current-ninerol

mentioned in connection with. specifieipointe discussed.below. ‘.;,_, B e
“mvigge. -l ey QT e

B. Definitions (b) The proposal definition of asbestos 1s 1dentical to f~gv$?~:7"

gical scope 80 as ;to include" ...andievery product containing-any of. these
ninerals.”. The“added .words are unsuppérted :and should be deleted for. cuouq :
reasons, l’irst. .the- language of the:proposed standard is:injterms of«nbes
tos: «,fibte ‘and . asbestos “(product).”: This broadening of thevdefinit:lon ofv -

asbestos thus-serves no 1dentifiable-objective -in facilitating understanding

the-proposed standard or:its enforcement. . Second,,it .geens. to greatly:

the:scope -of .what constitutes. asbestos S AS amemple,unon—fib:wn

e,occux:e swidelygin: the;earth'sicrust,: The proposal's twuew
producti ntaining. -definitd ’*Eas?theveffect of classi .




.and gravel fill as “asbestos” even when it contains no fibre. This result
“seems unwarrented, and is ‘probably also unintended. ~No improvement in
employee health would occur as a result. This aspect is discussed again
below under labeling (p.16).

1. The proposed definition perpetuates the current standard's inclusion
of all Tremolite as being "asbestos' regardless of whether occurring in
fibrous or non-fibrous habit. This is consistent regulatq;y practice but
it is still as much at odds with_the ainerological facts of asbestos as (7’7 ,ru

it was in 1972, Tremolite's physical properties ar%,xgxx_ﬁifjg:ent from
those of commercial asbestos. This fact is illustrated by the following @ff

data comparing Tremolite with the predominant North American commercial ka'
asbestos, chrysotile. It is abstracted from the current (1975) edition of

Industrial Minerals and Rocks, (p. 384) published by the American Insti-
tute of Mining, Metallurgical and Petroleum Engineers.

Chrysotile Tremolite
Crystal Structure fibrous and long and thin
agbestiform columnar
Tensile strength, 80,000 to 100,000 1,000 to 8,000
pounds per sq. inch
Spinnabilicy Very Good . Poor
( Flexibilicy High . Poor
Electric Charge Positive A Negative

The sharp difference in properties of tremolite versus commercial asbestos
such as chrysotile are also-apparent in the attached photographs of commer-
cial chrysotile fibre versus tremolite in fibrous form. (Attachment I).

The data and the photographs depict a fundamental difference
between Tremolite and commercial asbestos fibres. 'l'he fact that most 1‘re- py
molite igs non=-fibrous to one side, that Tremolite which Is Eibrous has.-:
startlingly different propertiess¥:Short ,swaxy,; unt,_‘and weak, the treno-
1ite fibres would appear to be a very.differentilevel: o&:irriﬁant.’.’in‘ the . . . ;
respiratory systen than commercial fibres which.are long, hard, sharp, and . -, " J’e
- strong. "Indéed*the Tremolite fibres, based a- their: hysica].’i‘properties -J‘
o ~would appear to:-be much less of a tisgsue irritant:.than many hard, sharp, , - ﬂ
e }’: l’w.# obrasive ninerai :particlea of respirable -size-never:regulated-as. carcinogeu. (
. : R
- J>' g 2.- :l'he point ot viev Grace is speaking fron today ‘s thatif.f ‘both a hgg_ » F)/
& - sdndustrial user of talcs. typically containing tremolite;3andyaleo from the-. A\,
b’ %", perspective of Grace's-own: .vermiculite:business. . Our. perspective is. .thus -
& -~ dual; the- employee health concerns ‘and ‘responsibilities of a. customer, . and. - I\ :
RED o o ~as & producer of: rrenol:l.te—containing products, as well: You.are probebly' i
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utilized principally for its non-flammable, high insulation properties, o
in a number of highly critical fire protection and energy conserving insul-
__ation applications. Some vermiculite is found with co-occurring strata
of tremolxte The tremolite is present in mined vermiculite only in minor
_amounts. Of the tremolite which may be present, only a Eracé fraction

of that is fibrous. Extensive capital and operating expenses have been
incurred by Grace in independent efforts _to m1nimize the tremolite contam-
ination, but it is not(practical to totally Temove it, even if cost vere
not a consideration. TReperspective, then, of Grace's vermiculite busi-
ness is that although much of the vermiculite we process and sell may have
no detectable amounts of tremolite, the possibility continues that some

of it may have trace amounts. However, even where present,. most of the

tremolite (Zero to Z) in finished vermiculite is of a non-fibrous nature.
Of the tremolite which may be present, only some (Zero to X of tremolite) \;f'qfﬁsy

is of fibrous habit. Of that fibrous portion, only some (Zero to X of

tremolite) is in the respirable particle size range of to . 0 deﬂ/’
Recent experiments in one fac v of

abnormally dusty circumstances purposely created to pose a "torture test,”

the maximum airborne concentration of fibrous tremolite which could be /
artifically induced in that case was 1.5 f/ml. However, at that extreme

point , the accompanying concentration of total dust was between four and
five times permissible levels of the ACGIH.

In summary, a typical tremolite presence in vermiculite is at a
low level, if present, and has little or nothing in common with the con-
centration potential in handling commercial asbestos. Although Grace can-
not say there is "none," there may be this "trace amount" present, and
vermiculite thus falls within the asbestos standard regardless of the
different properties discussed above. , LX

3. As an illustration of the different physical properties of Tremolite Ui//

and its unsuitability for the purposes where commercial asbestos products r .
are utilized, it should be noted it is not regulated in the United Kingdom. .

Their "Standards for Asbestos Dust Concentration” as originally promulgated )

in 1969 and most recently supplemented do not mention tremolite. Their .
standard instead regulates commercial asbestos fibres at differeant expo- o

sure levels based upon their demonstrated carcinogenicity. Considering e

that the large proportion of asbestos human studies cited in ths proposal E;

are from the U.K., th:Ls :l.s a significant point. . il

4. As noted above,: both fibrous and non-f:l.brous Tremolite are.included in. _
the asbestos definition of both the current and.proposed standards. The . Rl
Occupational*Safety and Health Act states datashall be utilized to’ evalu- . v

S8 -,,ggate ‘the health:hazards;posed by potentially harmful ‘agents. °It is mote- 3
worthy that no data on tremolite hazard’is referenced either. m,:heul972 o )
yCriteria;document: (76 ;references) or in: the® counterpart 1975 Cdteria ‘docu~ sy
“ment (42 references) .. me_w_o_xj_g&e does’occur twice’in the-December’ = %
:1976 NIOSH: "Reexanination (221 references). - Once-is 4n. anAppendix table. Y

'_'_ 7 gIv ge’IV—ZS.ﬂ'rhq othepndds i '

'..ence‘?t%m.%o atudym a{rable aneariné :on page III=32
: ;dndicatessthat’ "n:l.mxte;!pquantiues of trenol:l.tc havebe
a® ‘:.—_i'.‘soila\,in some; aruayof‘-lulgaria. e il ¢

g
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Thus, although John F. Finklea, M.D., Director of NIOSH states
in his cover letter to the Reexamination that "...all forms of asbestos,
both commercial and non-commercial, are carcinogenic,” that statement is
unsubstantiated anywhere in that sizeable document or its 221 references,

and thus is without basis.

It should be noted Section 6(a)(5) of the Occupational Safety "
and Health Act does not allow for the regulation of materials for which ot o

no documentation has been provided. o .

5. Although among all these references there is no published study eval- Moy
uating a carcinogen hazard of tremolite, it should be noted that there f’ ’
are responsible, contraindicating studies. William E. Smith, M.D., "Exper- * . y”
imental Studies on Biological Effects of Tremolite Talc on Hamsters" .
(1973) reported no mesothelioma in animal populations receiving intra- -
pleural injections of talcs containing 50 fibrous tremolite versus a sig-

nificant mesothelioma incidence in animals receiving injections of the

commercial asbestos minerals; Chrysotile, Amosite, Anthophylite and Cro-

cidolite injections.

Gerrit W. H. Schepers, M.D., D. Sci., "The Biological Action of
Talc and other Silicate Minerals" (1973), reviewed the mineralogical
crystalline formulae and properties of 37 natural Silicates including tre- -
molite and the 4 principal fibrous forms of commercial asbestos (which
Smith studied) as well as 10 synthetic types of respirable fibres. He
then analyzed the differential biology of all tissue reactions to them.
 He concluded "...because (Tremolite) has been classified as aﬂ‘amphibole
( ,,,minetal, it has naturally come under suspicion as a theoretical carcino-
__gen. Theory and fact, however, have never matched up in either human
experience or animal expetimentation.rﬁchegers went on to develop a rela=-.
tive index of pathogenic response among silicates, which placed tremolite
at zero with a theoretical maximum index value of ten accorded to exposures
of commercial asbestos in conjunction with other minerals. T

A population of talc miners and n:l.llets in upstate New York has
been followed and periodically reported on over the past two decades (AHA .
+ 3= -=u.,. Archives of Environmental Health; Schepers 1955; Kleinfeld 1967, and - LT L.
‘ " 777 Rleinfeld 1973) . These workers had originally received occupational expo- ; .
sures to fibrous tremolite dusts many, many times the current permissible- - -

levels. An earlyir indicated a possible increased:incidence of lung -
cancer. A Iater u 'E'I%ﬁ‘t ninenghowed a distinctly lower inci-

dence of neoplasia‘fa:.&.:ha: poi.ntfaltboughtthe wmen -had by that time .
received”a progress: longj, v__:j_uposure *to tremolite and”smoking <& Thisg® mamrewr—wy s, -

concerned. The men received phenomenal mixed dust ggosutes*oriiinall

._and wost also had earlier exposures to metal ore, rocky¥and‘commerc i

: asbestos dusts.’  'Kleinfeld concluded, however, (1973) that—notwithsundin.g
. the study's problm partieularly ‘the m:l.ners high exposure. (4 to’ sar.m"‘-

D ;-,"._4'-."{;:.-?“.
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’ Grace understands that another review of this population is under '

‘way, though the Fesults ate not yet available.’ a

6. There are precedents for treating Tremolite differently than the other
minerals grouped with it in the definition.

First, OSHA issued revised fibre evaluation guidelines for the
case of fibrous tremolitic talcs in November, 1974 (OSHA Field Memorandum
#74-92) together with a letter by (then) Assistant Secretary of Labor,
John Stender, to one talc company, R. T. Vanderbilt and Co. The letter
gave that company the right to certify their products as asbestos-free A
(that is containing tremolite, but not fibrous, asbestiform tremolite) if (]
they contained no naturally occurring fibres prior to proccessing.

Both the field memorandum and the "certification" letter were
. 'rescinded January 19, 1977 by (then) Assistant Secretary of Labor Mortom
Corn. This incident is mentioned not because we are of the
belief that one or the other action was consistent or inconsistent with
the Asbestos Standard, but because it shows past consideration has been
given to tremolite's different position. Actually, the reason for the
January 1977 cancellation of the Field Memorandum and Certification letter
was an unreleased NIOSH preliminary reevaluation of the upstate New York .
miners and millers population discussed above. That is the very mine from .
which the Vanderbilt talc comes. As noted above, the conclusions from
-:this study have changed from time to time and when it is finalized and
. released by NIOSH we would welcome an opportunity to review it,

( ‘ It should be noted, however, that ‘the total tremolite analysis
' ' ‘(fibrous and non-fibrous) in tremolitic talcs is typically 35Z to 50X by >
* weight, a situation that is very different from the minor contamination "J
present in Vermiculite. The point is that even in such large concentra- //
tions, tremolite was recognized to be an exception.

Second, the U.S. Bureau of Mines has recognized the inadequacy
- -of asbestos definitions such as that contained in the current and proposed
OSHA standards., They. removed non-asbestiform tremolite from the Health

--and Safety Standards,ﬂasgrefiecced in the Federal Register of ‘July 1, 1974,

PP. 24316/7. In that amendment, the Bureau of Mines acknowledggd the .

qg;g;on that tremolite was "...not as hazardous as chrysotile and other N
true asbestos minerals.” The Mining Enforcement and Safety ° RE B - e

S AdminIstration further stated that .non-fibrous and non-asbestiforn tremo- - .
o ‘1ite were not. included within the definition of asbestos (Federal Register, e
o

*,‘ W _';, l(arch 10.?1976"‘1)"@‘10223). Tl f DA S o TP MWJMA.*W, S

Ty '- ok

Lot L L 7Ih1rd; tbs Anerican Society of Testins of Mhterials COmnit;ee

- D—34 has developed . a Haalth and .Safety Standard.(Sections Al.l to: Al.S_
for: naturally occutting Mineral:fibres. (asbestos). . They. recognizei 8

‘ bo;h:asbeatiforn.and non-asbestiforn types and

i Tt
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. Fourth, the distinction between true asbestiform fibres and the
'non-asbestiform minerals included in the asbestos definition was also
addressed in a 1976 paper "Asbestos Minerals and Their Nonasbestos Analogs"
by Sarkis G. Ampian, Chief, Branch of Cements and Ceramics, Division of
‘Nonmetallic Minerals of the U.S. Bureau of Mines, "It should

be noted at the outset that the non-fibrous minerals crystallizimg in the
radiating or columnar groups of sin g}e crystals do. not_become asbestos
AthroughcominuC1on Characteristically they all lack unique physical proper-
ties, such as flexibility and crystallographic properties.” (p. 7)

This same distinction was described earlier (1963) by Hans Berger
"Asbestos Fundamentals, Their Origin, Properties, Mining, Processing and
Utilization" (Chemical Publishing Company, Inc. of New York) differentiating
between “"tremolite'"--the correct mineral designation for the non-fibrous
amphibole--and "tremolite asbestos"--an appropriate designation for the
infrequently occurring fibrous form, (p. 2)

QOur- objective in citing these U.S. government and private mineralogical

references is to draw attention to the inconsistency of -the OSHA asbestos
definition. To the extent the standard addresses "fibres" In specific
sections of the Standard, the unnecessary inconsistency is to some extent
self-correcting. However, the proposed (and current! definition needlessly ,
generates confusion as to what is asbestos, and the Inconsistent definitiom
. '1s picked up and “used in state regulations and standards, further compound-

ing the error, particularly with respect to tremolite.

Fifth and last on this point, OSHA should note that numerous
other concerned individuals besides Grace have independently highlighted
~ ‘the need to treat tremolite differently than the other minerals grouped —
with it i{n the definition. These recommendations were contained in comments
filed on the proposed standard in April 1976. A summary, partial sampling
includes: .

-~ E. I. DePont de Nemours & Company (pp. 1/3) recommended
‘deletion of non-asbestiform Tremolite fron tegulation.

" = GAF COrporation (p. 2) recommended that the definition

- of asbestos product should be revised to cover any product
containing asbestos fibre where the fibre is not locked in,
and m’uaﬂnpplication, or handling uould release a:l.rbotne'

tenpu.ng 0. rei non-fﬂ»r

L 8V0
o Sk oL A Yot LI ol s3~-.,.-n19
o Anriun&ﬁn:l.ng Congress (pp. 1/3) recmended that. non--*"' e
% asbestiforn tremolite be deleted from:the definition, as »
**“"u-‘“-btb'!:,l.ﬂ‘%@ sL.tes roduct:s cont.ain $é ~
T ing nore’»than 12 of .asbestifom minerals. ‘

~of T-:
pATY

s
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- Johns=-Manville (p D-2) recommended that non-asbestiform
minerals such as Tremolite should be deleted from the
definition and went on to point out the wide prevelance

of trace impurities.

- Homestake Mining Company (pp. 3/4) recommended clarifica-
tion of the definition in respect to Tremolite.

- The American Society for Testing and Materials (pp. 2/4)
recommended deletion of non-asbestiform minerals such as

tremolite.

In summary, Grace suggests to OSHA that the above recommendations
by several representative large chemical and mineral products concerns--none
of whom have a direct business interest in tremolite or ties with Grace-——,
together with the government regulatory precedents and independent profes-
sional and trade association recommendations, constitute a valid, responsible
message which should be heeded on tremolite. We helieve OSHA should act in
accordance with these precedents and include only that Tremolite in the defi-

nition which is in naturally occurring fibres.

7. Omne change in the proposed Standard seems minor, but Grace believes that ’
it serves no identifiable objective. It may be detrimental in the possible
application of the proposed Standard to non-fibrous minerals. The current
Standard defines "Asbestos fibres" as those fibres which may be characterized
, in terms of length and proportiom (paragraph (a)), as determined by the
( ~ method prescribed in paragraph (e). The Proposed Standard, however, defines
"Asbestos fibres" as a particulate form of asbestos possessing a minimum length
and maximum aspect ratio (paragraph (b)). Grace inquires as to what purpose
is served by defining a "fibre'" as a "particulate form," especially as the
balance of the Proposed Standard is expressed universally with the nomencla-
‘ture "fibre." As discussed above, there is a considerable amount of descrip- *
tion in minerological science as to the characteristics of a "fibre,” but
. there is no similar body of interpretation concerning "particulate form."
. This change would appear to be towards vagueness instead of preeiseness and : *
N ordinsrily a standard uould strive for the lstter objective. RS
- In whst may have been;a. relsted evelopnentéu pr 881&“88*?!38809
'ted to the Metallicfand Non-Metal i{ttee at their

. 21st” aesringsein*océober, ‘1976.> That proposa1+uou1d have “substituted "mineral
“asbestos fibre" in the MESA Standard 57.5-HL for occupational

.. -particulate”. for:'

. exposure: ‘tolasbestos. > Due both to the‘lack ‘of:any- 'gupporting ;basis snd*tbe}”""%’ )-\
5 w;impraccicslly large-enforcement scope . (virtually the entire: U’Saﬁuining,;-!-bh«,
.~.-Milling,  and-Processing:industry) the proposed change was.withdrawn. .However, "IS?
t'theicomments prepared.for, those) Hearings by:W.:Clark Cooper;iM.D.,".are as per=:; ..

: ﬂaﬁtinentétoﬁths?proposal's;ﬂpsrticulate" terminology:as’ theycus:eitoechg.uzsa pro=" ::
“" posal's artieulaéi“!terminology. He statedi™.%;It 1s scientiffcally untenable
tofproceedﬁggon":hs'3noun effects of commercial. asbestos..uhere?go " convenience
"*,3‘3.1 aspect‘rstioxu:s set;as & lower~eut-of£ detining a ‘gibre, 0 -

tiany; 5 '
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4 properties tike asbestos.' - Dr. Cooper then proceeded to point out the many
: questions as to validity of the studies of Pott, Guth, and Friedrichs on
N ) which NIOSH has placed so much emphasis in their "Reexamination" of the OSHA

Asbestos Standard.

This "particulate" for "fibre" terminology change in the proposal
would have great possible impact in the case of minerals such as Tremolite,
which occur principally in non-fibrous habit. We recommend that the new
“particulate"” nomenclature be deleted. It serves no identifiable purpose
in improving employee health, and it adds needless confusion.

8. At the same time, the evidence should be reviewed on Tremolite in connec-
tion with the proposed standard, it would be well to note that "asbestos"

is but one of many types of mineral dust concentrations to which employees
are exposed. Grace believes employee exposures to high mineral dust concen-
trations of any kind are a serious subject.

As mentioned immediately above, the Pott, Guth, and Friedrichs studies
were given a prominent position in the NIOSH Reexamination in connection
with the proposed, new OSHA Asbestos Standard. Those studies involved pheno-
monally massive interpleural injections (100 mg). In fact, test animal mortal-

ity resulting from this dosage was so high, the injections had to be administered
in.four, successive 25 mg injections over time.

However, the extrapolatability has nev ' ated of known,

massive animal tests to unknown but comparatively very low exposures for man
involving a totally different injection mechanism. Such massive tests may or

( " may not be screenings for neoplasia in man. Certainly it would be a favorable
indicator if such a massive injection had no harmful effect, but so many widely
occurring minerals can give positive results in such animal tests—without (

even suggestive human data——that their credibility as an indictment ig subject v,
to great doubt as a practical matter. The quantities injected may be so mas- / y /
sive as to induce mesothelioma with jusf about any material. v{\

A

Those studies showed neoplasia induction from massive injections \‘;}‘

of many widely used mineral products. They included fibrous glass and gypsum. Y

In this connection it-should be noted that animal studies involving Tremolite f’y

yielded negative. results (Smith, mentioned above). . &
BRERBL o~ e s AR by~ YR wmm .4.-,‘5.&;:'-'. L

R 9. . Ignoring. for, tbeueake of discussion, the proposal's impact‘on Grace's s
Wawmmtdyﬂ“wofeuployees :directly associated with the vermiculite busi- .« . -
8yaas grel pathe. approximately 5,000 people wotking for other:employers e

- g lv"' stribution? sale, use.and -application: ofr'vernieﬂite -products, .- -+t -
one ‘may’ leg:l.cimtely ask what the positive,; offsett:l.ng;.ben uld bé“to " - \"‘

Anerican ‘society: by dislocating this number of people—-ctaee s business: hter- @,(f
- ests in the matter-to one side. These vermiculite-based gtoducts do not
\ - - serve-the‘role: for- eocie:y that snack foods or toys do when they-are jnued .
. _tp_bg_zo_tmmnmhemnfnm_uns_ef.e._%micuute-bued products are of
ST ~prcvenwa1ue’on a-national :scope in saving.lives through fireproofing,: saving .
; ".nergy vreaources through - mulation, . lng s} -hortd: ;

et
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. If vermiculite were eliminated from use, in most product applica- L4
. »

tions there are no known substitutes giving comparable performance character- (.. "

istics. However, the materials most likely to bhe substituted for vermiculice, f‘(
although not giving equivalent performance, would principally be: Perlite, g
Mineral Fibre, and Glass Fibre. 1In contrast to the evidence on Tremolite
reviewed above, it should be noted that those materials all may have poten-
tially greater health hazards than does the vermiculite they would replace.

- We refer to the silicosis and pneumoconiosis aspects of Perlite, as well as ‘)\f
the respiratory impairment and carcinoma potential of all mineral particles, ° 54{

' including the man-made fibres. Our point is not that no materials are 100% ¢

"safe" to use (much of the evidence on those substitute materials is from

animal studies of questionable pertinence, as discussed above). Rather, our
point is, considering the evidence reviewed above on Tremolite, Grace is not \;'y;f/

only hard pressed to identify any employee health benefit from eliminating
vermiculite use, but there is basis to fear a potential, comparative employee
health hazard as a result. Those substitute materials do not fall under the

. scope of the Asbestos Standard and thus, unlike Tremolite, are not tarred 1?(
with the Asbestos brush, put that situation may change over the next five

—to tep years, In that perspective it would seem unfair—for lack of a better
term—to eliminate vermiculite at this time, given the difficulty in esta-

blishing data on Tremolite.

C. Exposure Level (c) 1In this and previous rulemaking proceedings, OSHA
has considered the latency of carcinogenic effects, variations in individual
.susceptibility, and feasibility of "no-effect,” or "threshold" exposure levels.

B The conclusion has been that employee exposures should be reduced to the T
lowest feasible level. Feasibility has been defined as the lowest level detec- N

( . table by available analytic techniques, in this instance, optical microscopy.
- The problem on this aspect of the OSHA proposal is that optical microscopy
_is not a reliable methodology at airborne concentrations as low as U.5 f/ml.
. - Optical microscopy, the only practical analytic technique available at this
... time, 1s_utterly unreliable at concentrations as low as the 0.1 f/ml recommen-
.eded in the NIOSH Reexamination. It may be one thing for an. agency to recommend
‘an exposure standard that is impractical, monitoring wise; they can focus

- their enforcement monitoring predominantly om workplaces with higher exposure
" and/or confine their enforcement citations to airborne concentrations suffi- . *

ciently higher to permit accurate measurement. _The problem. however, is fully
placed upon employers. They would be confronted with the task of attempting

to monitor to those ractically low concentrations, and below, with a. suffi-
- cient degree of .accuracy so as to fulfill their:much: ggeater 'respons ties

= S wu...as employers. e ) ‘ . S : .
R L L

S T -y Grace e:pects that others.will-describe- the. incrmed frequency - .. - ir&&h-ﬁ
A ""’-k. .and - expense of monitoring required at such low exposures.- Many fold more ',-- LY
' workplaces will be -required to receive scheduled monitoring. -The amount of o
‘monitoring per workplace would also be increased. many tmes;‘ih'anv'attmpt to ,)i
. compensate for: the poor accuracy of the individual samples.: Rather than dwell -
upon -this vastly increased monitoring, its expense, and.the dubious value of :
the-activity,:Grace.will instead make a few comments on:the.problems.. «aAs , J;
: the regulated employers we cannot-beg the: iasugu’yxcanth enf.orcemen:‘ agency,
sbut. jwould iinstead have. to. expend the effoni&3 :dles 3 ~

v iy
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, ctempts to measure incremental contribution at the workplace. _Most studies
.of ambient levels have been -done in terms of electron microscopy techniquc in
‘1ieu of optical microscopy. The conversion factor from nanograms mass/m3
‘to fibres counted/ml is approximate at best, and the conversion factor
- varies greatly by type of fibre, leagth, and aspect ratio. 6167437

However, taking the Reexamination's six convers1on factors (pp. IV-
14/15) and averaging indicates a possible index of 1 ng = 5,100 fibres. Arbi-
trarily halving this to compensate for the effects of the Nicholson (1973)
Study (which cited an average ng to fibre conversion ratio of 30,600) and
dividing by 1,000,000 m1/M3 yields an approximate conversion factor of .0025
for converting ng/M3 to f£/ml. This may be high or low, but it is a conserva-
tive average of the data prescribed by NIOSH. _NIOSH cites Selikoff as a source
in this matter, he having estimated a nanogram _equivalency of one million
fibres; so, if a factor of 2500 f/nanogram is off-cargec it would seem to be
on_the conservative side.

In their Reexamination, they present the detailed results of two
majot ambient studies in U.S. areas, Selikoff et al (1972) in Table 7 (p. IV-
29), and Fairless (1974) in Table 10 (p. IV-32). Applying the rule of thumb
conversion factor of 1 ng/M .0025 f/ml to the mean values in those studies
indicates average backgrounds of 0.02 f/ml to 0.08 f/ml for Selikoff and
Fairless. It should be noted those are averages. Many backgrounds were
- much higher, up to an indicated 0.25 f£/ml.

Je apologize for this digressio )«
but we feel the question of how high U.S. ambients may be in terms of the

‘Same measurement system as employed by the Standard is important. The point
- here is that ambients are high enough to be a significant factor. Actually,
Grace has recorded background concentrations as high as those indicated .

ahove. We wish this were not so. Ihe uncontrolled pervasive-
-ness of asbestos fibres in our environment is not a basis for considering

potentially controllable additions lightly. However, this phenomenon is a
fact of 1ife. OSHA could perhaps subtract backgrounds from the values found
o in workplace monitoring, but the point is that ambients can be a fair percent
v of workplace values, and at these low concentrations the error associated
§. " with the measurement of either is great.

2. Field monitoring procedures and the subsequent laboratory analysis by
optical microscopy are imprecise. That imprecision increases as the air-
borne concentration becomes lower. There are a number of studies illustrating
this variability, both from government and private professionals.

G. S. Rajhaus and G. M. Brogg (AIHA Journal, December 1975) analyzed
the variability measurements under field conditions. Their gtandard deviation

5 varied from 0.4 to 1.2 £/ml.

Company test data developed by Grace shows that the measurement of
airborne concentrations is subject to considerable variation, even under rela-
tively idealized, closed-room test conditioms. Sample collection must take

_place in close proximity to the point source of fibre release in order to mini-
mize variability in sample collection. Multiple samples taken simultaneously
the same close range from the point source may display a standard deviation
+ x f/ml of the average value at airborne concentrations averaging y f£/ml.
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This variability Iincreases at lower concentrations and is only partially

compensated for by counting to a higher number of fields and/or by taking

samples whose duratjion is many, many times the 15 minute duration mention d

in paragraph (b) of the proposed standard. 66167438

When samples are taken ten to fifteen feet from the point source
under controlled, non-field conditions, variations of 3 to 8 fold are recor-
ded at immediately adjacent locations. When one is monitoring under field
conditions with uncontrolled air circulation and intermittent or varying point'
sources of fibre emission, the measurement process is subject to such great
variation at fibre levels below 2 f/ml that the concept of 0.5 f/ml is quite
unfeasible. Although NIOSH, in their Reexamination, bases_ their exposure_ Toa
recommendat1ons upon the capabilitles of the very same measurement process
we are calking about, it should be noted that their basis (such as p. IV-25,
'"keexamination") is based upon idealized, "theoretical minigums"_of detectable
fibre concentrations. Grace, speaking as a employer with continuing respon-
sibilities and ‘experience in not only detecting but quantifying fibre con-
centrations under field concentrations, must take specific exception with
“the proposal's statement that 0.5 f/ml is a viable exposure threshold, measure-

_ment-wise.

'

3. The samples gathered in the field are then subjected to several types

of error when analyzed in the laboratory, the principal one there being coun-
ter bias and error. Setting aside, for a moment, measurement variations in-
duced by the sample gathering phase of the method, let us consider the labor-
atory evaluation phase specifically. Ortiz et al (Journal of the American
Industrial Hygiene Association, 1975) reviewed this area of variability in
some detail in a paper supported by NIOSH. Referring to data generated by
NIOSH in their Proficiency Analytic Testing Program (a NIOSH program to demon-
strate laboratory competency in evaluating airbornme asbestos fibre concentra-

tions), Qrtiz et al advised "...that under the ideal conditions of several
experienced coyntexsg counting the same wedges, using the same optics, varia-
. ”

tions as large as 50X are observed.

_ .Ortiz et al also reported the results of the NIOSH PAT program com-
paring laboratories c counting the same identical samples. After eliminating
5 to 10X of the results on the basis that they were abnormally high or low
counts, the remainder still had coefficients of variation typically + 502

to 60Z. Considering this variability on evaluat filters produced under R
of a £ standard is ruled out.

‘To these fibre counting variations of + 50 to 60X, one must also add higher .

variations which occur in field sample collection, as well as variations in-

duced by other parts of the measurement process not discussed in detail here

(sample preparation, microscope type and calibration, counting rules, and

natural variation). Although it is feasible to discriminate an expasure of

2 f/ml from 5 £/ml orl f/ml by existing technology, it is not practical to

‘quantify and discriminate between an exposure of £ fr f/ml or 0.2 éﬁr)
/

f/ml under field conditions with relia . __Reliable discr g
concentrations around 0.1 f/ml, under field conditions, is patently impossible.

4. This only available monitoring method, optical microscopy, is particu-

larly difficult to use at low concentrationg. Plate-like mineral particles
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on edge can and do become confused with asbestiform fibres. This error is
especially encountcred when the laboratory technician is evaluating low con-
centrations and there is little material on the microscope reticle area to
be counted. Comparisons between adjacent particles is not possible, and the
probability of counting a non-fibre as a fibre is aggravated at low concen-

trations. 06167439

This difficulty has previously been noted with talcs (and mentioned
in other companys' April, 1976 comments), but it is uniquely a serious prob-
lem with samples which contain vermiculite dust. As shown in the attached
_photograph platelets of vermiculite tend to impinge the f%l??‘ membrane on
edge. Although these vermiculite plates are totally different from asbestos,
they tend to be counted as fibres unless the laboratory technician is partic-
ularly experienced in evaluating this sort of sample. Grace has experienced
the same difficulty with mixed samples including dust from ingredients other
than vermiculite. Gypsum is a particular problem. Grace has reevaluated
samples only to find actual airborne concentrations of tremolite fibres were
1/2 to 1/3 of inicially reported values. Definite particle identification
is very difficult by optical microscopy for technicians experienced in vermi-
culite. This is a problem with vermiculite, it is most aggravated at low
concentrations, and we ask this problem receive serious consideration.

T In summary, Grace believes that the NIOSH/OSHA position that 0.5
-+~ f/ml (let alope 0.1 f/ml) qoncentrations are measurable is valid omnly in con-
' trolled, laboratory conditions, if there. Grace and others with years of
experience in monitoring airborne concentrations under the responsibility of
.- accurately evaluating all workplaces (not a selected few) believe a standard
of 0.5 £f/ml cannot be reliably measured. '

D. Exposure Level (C) An entirely different perspective on lowering the
- exposure level--besides measuring it——is whether a reduction is justified
J<J_nz_hg3_a_hgngji;___ggghg;g_gggg_shg_grqposed standard or the "Reexamination"
. _document inadequacy of the recent 2 f/ml standard. The only available data
..« -, _Shows that persistent exposures to commercial asbestos well above that permit-
... ted under the current standard do have an adverse effect. No data has been .
" .. presented to show that the recent 2 f/ml standard is an "unsafe" exposure for
commercial asbestos--let alone tremolite. Neither is there any evidence to
- show that a lower standard would have any {mprovement 1in emp

1. 1In our April, 1976 commentary, we requested that OSHA consider a 5 f/ml standard
be implemented for Tremolite. How likely this is in the face of political

Q'vajlﬁ7¢2ggssure to_treat all "asbestos" as "asbestos" may be another matter, but

4 ° .- Grace seriously submits that the facts support such a case.

+ 2. We again wish to draw attention to the fact that the epidemiological data
.cited by the government does not correlate hazards with exposure levels, and
that where rudimentary exposure data was available within the studies it
showed massive exposures.

L -

3. Many of the epidemiological studies cited involve multiple exposures to
harmful materials in conjunction with formidable exposures to commercial




CaBaLLEEESEESBLERBE LU ELEal U B L aB sbBRHIC L bt 98 G

asbestos, or, alternatively massive cxposures to mixed types of commercial
asbestos (as mentioned above).

06167440

4. One study that we are aware of which sought to establish dose:response
relationships for commercial asbestos (Dr. P. E. Enterline, University of

Pittsburgh, 1976 Industry:Goverument Asbestos Conference and planned for pub-
lication in Archives of Environmental Health) shows a mean 78.3 year occupa-

tional exposure latency period for lung cancer and mesothelioma at 2 f/ml,

(and 124.3 years at 0.5 f/ml). In other words, based on an analysis of all
epidemiological studies where approximate commercial asbestos exposures could

be estimated, it was projected chat the health hazard at 2 f/ml_was minimal,

with mortality due to other causes occurring first. The other study directed

to dose:response was from OSHA (Benefits and Costs of the Federal Asbestos

Standard, University of Delaware, 1975). It stated (p. 15) "...While it is WL
unlikely that asbestos-induced diseases will be completely eliminated by a Y
2-fibre standard, they may be reduced to a negligible number, provided the w e
standard is vigorously enforced. In the estimation_of benefits and costs, L .

we assume that the number of asbestos-induced diseases occurring under any e
2-fibre standard will be so negligible that they can be ignored." As discussed _
above, there has been no new data introduced since the time of this study \ Y
which could reasonably invalidate that statement. 7f{p9’

Based upon the data available on relative characteristics of tremo-
lite versus commercial asbestos discussed above, by comparison with these

two studies, 2 £f/ml (or 5 f/ml) are very comservative standards for asbestiform =

Tremolite. A o
4

5. Although Grace concurs with the utility of massive-dose, animal tests P /\;}-

to clear minerals, positive results indicate need for further tests. Tremolite cf"//,

has shown negative results in 25 mg interpleural injections (as noted above
although not mentioned by NIOSH).

6. The NIOSH Reexamination emphasizes descriptions of man's response to mas-
sive doses of commercial asbestos even though it acknowledges that a dose:
response relationship does in fact exist (p. VI-1l). In convoluted logic NIOSH
then concludes (p. VI-2) that an absence of data showing the current exposure
standard is unsafe is the reason that the exposure standard must be cut to the
lowest detectable level. _This is illogical besides being unreasonable for
commercial asbestos. Including Tremolite in the exercise is even further
afield, justification-wise.

7. The Proposal and the Reexamination baséd their recommendations not on
—health bazard data or even projections of hazards at 2 f/ml but upon the measure-
ment method's theoretical capabilities (discussed above). _°

Grace states that the proposed reduction from the recent (July 1975)
2 f/ml standard Is without basis.

E. Monitoring (e) The requirement that the employee be notified within 5 days
after receipt of results should be modiffed either by addition of the words
“or as practical" or by OSHA clarification. In a large employer organizationm,
it is not practical for the employee to bg_gotifigd_j_dayn_after a laboratory
technician first makes the determination. _

"y




"tions for all employees exposed to asbestos fibres.
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F. Medical Requircments (j) The proposal requires annual physical examina-
This is irrespective of
whether the employces are exposed above, at, or below the permissible levels.
Considering that someone crossing a street on his way to work is probably

exposed to asbestos fibres, this is unreasonable. An action level should be

adopted for the annual medical examinations requirement in the proposed stan-

dard, perhaps_one-half the permissible 8 hr. TWA. An appropriate reference
point would be the 1 f/ml action level adopted by California OSHA for medical
examinations of employees exposed to asbestos fibre in that state (Article
5208), the California Standard being recognized by Federal OSHA as having
employee health protection equivalent to the current Federal program, and,,.
ploy P q . PTog %6167441

“thus operated with Federal funding participation.

In this conneccion, it should be noted that, in fact, OSHA already

omits the requirement for_ annual medical examinations below an exposure action
level of 0.1 f/ml and has documented this policy.

The proposal's requirement for a Physician's statement that the
employee has or doesn't have a medical condition which might place him at risk,
or indirectly aggravate a pre-existing medical condition, is unreasonable. This
requirement asks the physician to designate 'no risk" situations. In today's
malpractice environment, few physicians can be ‘expected to respond to such a’

point. Many of our plants are in remote locatioms with'restticted availability

of medical personnel. T T

.zhe Physician's Statement requirement should be deleted, and
replaced with a statement of Physician's Opinion as to whether the employee
has a significant medical condition which is commonly recognized as being

materially impaired by exposure to asbestos.

G. Regulated Area (d) The proposal designated any area where employees may
be exposed in excess of permissible levels to be a Regulated Area. Inasmuch

as the standard required monitoring of all employees who may be exposed to

beemwﬂmuwnﬂﬁumf

"hazard" assignments and work stations is fntrinsic to rhe proposed standard -

(and the existing standard). Mwmmmmh_

monitoring to expose employees at or above permissible levels (or, at or above

a Jower, action level of one_ half ;he_pﬁxmissihle_lﬂ!£1§l~30uld be a better
criterion for "Regulated Area." .

_The requirement of a daily roster is burdensome and unnecessary, .

‘either in determining an individual's exposure or in evaluating the hazards

facing an employee. This requirement is, in any event, obviated by the Stan-

. dard's initial and scheduled exposure monitoring requirements.

X

H. Labeling (1) This is an important subject to Grace. We take exception with
the current standard in this section and have communicated this to OSHA before.

A fundamental tenet of employee safety programs is to reserve the
"hazard" designation for a relatively few hazards, and not to identify a multi-
tude of objects as hazardous and thus diminish the effect of the warning label.
To_this end, the paragraph has appropriately provided an exemption for fibres

@mod1fied by a bonding agent, coating, binding or orher material, where .
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concentration of airborne asbestos fibres is not expected to exceed designated
concentrations. However, for no apparent reason, the same exemption does not
apply to unmodified asbestos fibres, even though the airborne concentration

" of unmodified asbestos fibres would in many cases be substantially less than

the airborne concentrations of fibres from a modified product. This is partic-
ularly truc with respect to non-commercial minerals which occur widely as
natural trace contaminants in bulk materials. Obviously, in many cases it is
impossible to eliminate or to "modify" these trace minerals. However, under
the proposed (and the current) labeling requirement, products containing these
.trace minerals would require full asbestos warning_labels, no matter how small
the amount released in use, transportation, etc.

We recognize that addition of a bonding agent could be an important
change in a material formulation which included commercial asbestos. However,
the overriding consideration must be the actual employee exposure level, not
trace contamination of bulk materials. The functional criterion in regard to

labeling is whether the product releases fibre and what is the nature of the
hazard that is present,

As a matter of practice, it appears our views are shared by Fed-

eral OSHA. Mr. Grover Wrenn, Chief, Division of Health. Standards Development,.
stated on September 9, 1976, at the AIA Industry-Government Conference: "The

(asbestos) standard addresses itself to exposure to asbestos...The standard °
does not explicitly differentiate among various products containing asbestos
but addresses itself to employee exposure to ashestos, and_the burden then of
the standard will be a function of the extent ta which a particular product
containing asbestos is capable of releasing that asbestos. into the workplace,

~ resulting in employee exposure" (pp. 81/88 Proceedings).

Grace is not aware of all other parties who have recommended OSHA
consider this point of fibre release versus presence, but knows that they
include the following, based on a review of some April, 1976 comments. Some

" . were commenting on the Proposal's Asbestos Definition, and others on labeling,

as the two are related:

~ GAF recommended a change so that "'Asbestos Product' means any
product made wholly or partly from asbestos where the fibre is
not locked in and in use, application or handling would release
airborne concentrations above permissable levels" (p.2).

- The American Mining Congress stated that "...It would include
asbestos products which contained even trace amounts of any of
the identified minerals which occur naturally along with many

. '/;;F:

minerals which are mined" (p. 2). .

= PPG Industries noted that "...The definition of asbestos includes
'every product containing any of these minerals,’' however, the
standard does not reveal how this is determined. The use of
'any' could be as restrictive as to mean even one fibre. Recom-

___ mendation: There needs to be a lower limit of acceptable levels

- of these minerals in products,_ptherwise there is no lower limit
even for inherent impurities. The Definition should be rewritten
as follows: ',...and every product that is likely to contain asbes-
tos which in its use or preparation would result in exposure, to'
the employee, airborne levels in excess of the permissible limit.'"

T e e B L Gt s R
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- Johns Manville pointed out in their recommendations that
"...It is well recognized that asbestos is a natural component
of the earth’'s crust. Serpeatine rock, which is the host rock
for chrysotile asbestos fibres, is common in this country.
Therefore, asbestos is -ubiquitous in the soil of the United
States...Serpentine rock is quarried in certain states and
much of it is used in road construction (pp. F.l4-15)...asbestos
can be present as a constituent of certain substances and
products at extremely low levels, although asbestos is not
intentionally used or added. Considering the almost universal

_presence of asbestos in the environment, one can neven be cer-
tain that asbestos is not present, in the absolute sense, any-

Awhere (p. F.2)

Accordingly, we ask that the labeling language as proposed be modi-
fied as follows:

"(2) Danger labels.

(1) Labeling. Caution labels shall be affixed to all ;\’//
rav materials, mixtures, scrap, waste, debris, and other \\
products containing asbestos fibers or to their containers .
except that no label is required in cases where during any (J-
reasonably foreseeable use, handling, storage, disposal,

processing, or transportation, no airborne concentrations

of asbestos fibers in excess of the exposure limits prescribed

in paragraph (c) of this section will be released.”

We believe that this modified language would not increase one
employee s exposure to harmful fibre concentrations as defined under the Pro-
posed Standard's paragraph (c). We believe that the modified language would
prevent a serious and adverse impact on employees and employers engaged in
supply and use of bulk materials and possibly other industries as well.

We believe the modified language accurately states the original
intent of the Federal regulations, and that OSHA should take this opportunity
to correct the obvious inconsistency and inequity in the present wording. That

.wording presumes the same hazard in a carload of loose bulk building material K

aggregate containing one fibre as in a bag of pure chrysotile. \

The present labeling wording has another serious inconsistency. U _}/

That is, it would trigger extensive, expensive monitoring and medical programs fﬁ

among myriad customers who had (inconsistently required) labeled products at /§)'

their place of employment. This would occur even when the afrborne exposure

levels associated with those products were below detectable monitoring levels.

I. Other -~ Grace has identified several other aspects of the proposed stan-
dard which we believe could be materially improved by revisions. The criteria
involved are practicality and costs versus safeguarding/improvement of our

employees’' health. However, based upon a review of industry comments filed in

' April, 1976, we know OSHA is aware of counterpart comments by others directed

to these very pbints. Thus, rather than talk at length on many issues, Grace
ent at length today on those relatively few points

which are very important and/or unique to us versus the other parties testify-
“ing here,
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SUMMARY
W. R. Grace & Co. summarizes our position on four -key points:

The Asbestos Definition should be revised so as to refer to
Tremolite (and other minerals) only in naturally-occurring fibrous
form because there is not basis for including non-fibrous minerals.

The definition should also be revised to include "products ,7
containing asbestos'" only where those products have the
potential to expose people above permissible limits. The
change to define fibre as "particulate form" should be

deleted.

The recent (July 1976) exposure levels of 2 f/ml and 10 f/ml
should be retained. There is no data to show either that
they constitute a relative hazard or that a lower level
would be an improvement. Contrary to agency statements, the
lower levels proposed are not feasible, monitoring-wise.
Under no circumstances should a lower limit be considered
for tremolite.

Medical Examinations should be required only at exposures
above the permissible limits because the practical alternate
end state is examination costs from all employees without any
health improvements related to the Asbestos Standard.

The labeling requirement should be limited to those products
which have the potential to expose people above permissible
limits because the alternative is labeling of products posing
no hazard as defined under the Asbestos Standard.
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