-

-T=

Assbestos and The Friction "aterial InduscIy

comparison of the existing regulations with iaduscry's position
as scacted in their iaput to the govermnment pricr to premulgationm
of the regulation, and compared with the recommendations of NIOJSH
and the 0SZA Advisory Cormittee, will readily {ndicate that the
existing OSHA standard, with the one serious exceptiom of the

two fibres per cc limic to be irposed in 1976, follows industry's
position racher closely. If 1 appear to be defending the preseant
OSHA Asbestos FRegulatiocus, it's only because I am very much aware
of how much more strict these rules would be if the recomxendations
of WIOSI and the Advisory Committee had been followed. I doubt
that many in the industry recognize or realize just how close
they may have coma to being rerulated out of existencg.

Future oc:upscianal safety and heal:h legislation probably will
rectify numerous i{nadequacies in present rules and say ameliorate
some aspects of existing occupational safety and health standards.
However, I seriously doubt that much relaxation if anv is to be i
exrezted 4in vegard %o the ) the Asbestos Regulatiocns. "1 chink the ’
induscry is going to have to mownt a very de:ermined effort to
prevent these regulations from being tightened in the future.
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~The EPA regulations concerning ambient air control of asbestos ara

another natter. Although it was responsible for initially tagging
asbestcs as a hazardous pollutant, since doing so EPA has been wuch
less diligent in pursuing its amounced intentiocns toward regulatiom
of the materials it declared hazardous. EPA first declared asbestcs
a hazardous air pollutant on March 31, 1971, and published propcsed
regulations December 7 of the same year. Hearings vere held and much
industry input was accep:ed and very deliberately reviewed by EPA
before they finally issued the Mational Emissions Standard om April 6
of this year. This regulation was promulgated nearly a year later
than called for under the requirements of the Federal Cleam Alir Act.

.Fot this EZPA has been under considerable criticism ever since.

In addition to-being late, the EPA standard {s a lot less stxringent
than I or any other industry people, who have followed its develop-
ment, expected. Hearly all the cbjections voiced by industy concern—
ing the originally proposed standard were removed before they issued
the final regulations. Ia addition, they modified some requiresents
to the extent that no ome in industry expected, or even would have
had the temerity to request, in ceetings where these subjects were
discussed between industry representatives and EPA.

.In essence, the standard boils down to the follcwing statement as far

as emissions are concernmed: There shall be no visible emissions to
outside air from any asbestos mill or manufacturing cperatiom except
vhen a specified cethod of air cleaning, also part of the standards,
is used Sefore the emission escapes. In general, the air cleaning
systems specified, filter asvestos enmissions to the point that visible
emissicns, ocher thad possible condensed water vapor, would not be
produced anyway.



