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EPA HEARINGS ON PROPOSED EMISSION CONTROL STANDARDS FOR

- ASBESTOS - LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA; FEBRUARY 16, 1972 -

STATEMENT OF FP. H, Z2IMM ZIMHERMAN ON_BEHALF OF THE ASBESTOS

INFORMATION ASSOCIATION/NORTH AMERICA

r My name is Prank H. Ziﬁmarman and I am Eiroctnr of Corporate 'E*S-
Suﬁeﬁy and Environmental Health for the Natiopal Gypsun
Company. ' I am here tod;y rapresenting tha Asbestos Informaticﬂ
Agsociation/North America, which ccnsxsts of 13 of the nation'l
‘largest miners, manufacturers and importorl of a-bcstos and

' asbestos~containing product!. The mombar companios of the

Associatlon are listed on a sheet which I have provided. ™

We support'in general‘thc pa;iticn'takon by the Johns—nanvillo.
Corpo:ation‘in its*prfacntntioh at tﬁa January 18 hearing in
New York citg, and alszo contained in‘tho National'Acad-mg of -
Sciences document on asbestos, that at present the general -
.public is not in danger from the minut? amounts of asbestos
fibex present in the ambient air. We also cbﬁcu; with the
position that it is prudent and tgasibic to astablish reason~’
" able amission lénndardi and controls that will p:otecﬁ the
Public and ensure that hazardous levels pf asbestos will not

- develop in the community air in the future. .

We tharefore,. in principal, aubppft the proposed Environmental

ontaC£ion Agency National Emission Stlndirdé on asbestos.
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Nevertheless, there are cartain sections of the regulations
which we fesl require alteration or rawording, and on behalf
of the Association, I would thersfore like to recommend to

the EPA the following changes.

: With regard go Bection 61,21 Dé:inition-, we ;grce with the
intent of the EPA in trying to establish definitions for
visihle emizsions and particulate matter that would cncempaas
all types of particulnte enissions which might posaibly
contain potantially hazardous amounts of asbestos. Nevartha-
. lass, from a practical standpoint, thers are difficulties in

the definitions as written. -

For exahple; in many dsboctoaJuéing manufacturing operations,
there are particulate emilsibns.to the atmosphere whic§ p;y
be vigible but which do not contain any asbestos. As '
Mr. E. M. Fenner.of Johnl-Manvillo pointed out in his teéti-
mony in New York, an example of such nmi:sionl could be from
the sand p:epa:ation and drying operations in an asbestos-

canent pipe plant, . : : ' ' .

Ig ancther example, a visible particulate cmiclion night

- contain a ve:y minute percentage of asbestos fiber, and

would by visible only because of-the non-ashestos particulato )
matter in the ami-lion, yaet tha standards as writtcn'would '

not differentiat- between uuch an emislicn and one of purc
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asbestos fiber from an uncontrolled plant or improperly

maintained bag house.

To resolve this difficulty, I think it is essential to return
to the basic intent of the EPA in establilhing asbestos
standards in the first place, and that was, of ccocurse, to
protact the genaral public by reducing.cmillions of fiber
into the ambient air cénsistent with the bast available

tachnolagy.

- While it is always desirable when pgasiblb to restrict
enissions of any nature from any source, industrial or other-
wise, it is not ﬁoéqssary in order to be consistent with the
purpose of ghosp'ragulationz to.prcvcnt the emission of nﬁd-
asbaestos containiny particuixte'mntte}. Free asbeatos fiﬁe:
is the declared hazardous substance with yhich we ar-'eon-
ce:néd, and the primary job .of the EPA and the industry

"should be to keep asbestos emissions, not particulate emissions -

‘per se, at as low a lavel az ig possible, Ag has been pointed
out, not all potential particulate amiksions frem nn agbestos,
manufacturinq operation ncccslarily contain ashastos, and’

to requiro that the same striet controls be applied to them

_ as are applied to ashastos emissions goes beyond tha lcapo

of the regulations.
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We are sure that it was not the intent of 'the EPA to present

insurmountable obstacles to concernad and dedicated companies
within the industry, but to ensure that uncontrolled nlbcstol
amisaions would be prevented. With this philosophy in mingd,

I would like to suggest the £ollowing solution to this

problem.

We suggest that the definition for visible emission be re-
written as follows: "Visible amissién! means, for the purpoaai
cf this subpart, ahy visuglly'detectabla emiasion'oﬂ partice '
ulate matter containing free asbestos fibers in axcess of the
amount which would be emitted form a fabric filter device |
or other syitdble:éo;l;ction installation, as described in

section 61;23;

-
-

Such a definition would not be inccﬁlistent with'the {ﬁt;nt
of the regulations, and would in fact clouciy parallel the
'appro:ch taken by th; EPA in section 61.22, subparts (a-l}
and (a-2); (b-2) (b-3) and (b~-4); (c-l) ana (c-2); and in
(e-3). '

.
.

In conjunction with this deafintion chlngc, we would also
. lquc:t that the definition of particulate mattcr in
Section €1.21, subpart (h) be reworded as tollaws:
farticulatc matter means any matarial cbntaining free
asbestos fiber, other than uncombined vatt:, which Ixists

in a finely divided form as a ligquig or 'solid, - !
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The woxding “"free asbestos fiber containing particulate matter”
or “"particulate naétez containing free asbestos f£iber® gshould
be used throughout the Standard in place of the lasn :pecizic
tcrms "material® and “"particulate matter.*
Our next suggested change in the standards il.with ragard to.
Bectign 51.25, subparts (e-l) and (e-2) rcgaédinq the pro-
hibition of the spraying of any ﬁro@uct contzining asbastos
on any p&rtion of a building ox ltzﬁ&tu:c or in an area
directly open to the atmosphera. We realize that.thic section .
of the regulations wag de;igned primarily to deal with the
problem of the use of asbestos-containing spray firap:ooﬁ}nq
compounds in ﬁigh ris; bullding censtructien. '
Those of us in the industry who hava followod the course of
the spray fireproofing controverly over the past two yoarl J*%
can well understand tho EPA's decision to prohibit this °
-particula: use of llb.ltOl and we cannot disagrde with Lt.
However, the ragulation as worded wbuld also ban the use of
a number of ‘asphalt=asbestos. epray rooafing and foundation .
. tompounds and thdaives that we feal do ﬁog
fall into the same category a& the firep:ooflng caqgounds.
‘ Thcso asphalt spray compounds contain an an:aqe of nfkrnd ‘
5 per ccnt asbestos fiber locked. solidly in the tsphnl binder.
They are applied in a manner which could not aona; ivably ° .

. ~ :
create any emissions of free aszbestos fiber to thg qtmoqpha:a?«\_

. - T
. { .
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A member company of the Asbestos Information Association
which manufacturers these products contacted a number of
reputable testing laboratories in the Cincinnatti area to
run a series of fiber counts on the application of these
nlphalt;asbestos compounds., " When th? ﬁroc.:l was explained
I to the testing laboratories, they replied that thay did
not see how any free fiber could be rclcaged'ﬁuriqg applie-
cation, and concluded that it would be essentially a waste

of time to run the +asts.

Accordingl&. we recommend that Section 61,22, subparts (e-l)
.and {(e-2) be reworded S0 as to eliminate products of this,
nature from tﬁa prdponed ban. This can be accomplishad kn
two ways, Either the proposed ban in (e-l) and (e-2) can be
made spscific to spray compcﬁndg in which watar is the‘liéuid
agent, or elze sgubparts (e-1) and (e=2) can be tot&lly
eliminated, and subpart {e=3) slightly reworded ;o as to
‘apply. to all asbestos-containing lprg& compogné;t '
Without géinq into détail, the Association Qould'glso like ;'
. io express 1&5,&gki¢mgnt with the'positibn of Johns-Manville
with ragafd to Section 61.22,  subpart (c-i) and Bectien
© 61.09 on source réporting, and we would also 1ike to see
some clarification from the EPA on the definition of a

“source."
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We wogld like, howevar, to suggest a wording change for

Section 61.22, subpart (c-1) that is somewhat different from

that recommended by Mr. Penner.

We fael that this paragraph
should be rcword;d as follows:

Emissions, in direct forced
gas streams, of particulate ﬁattaf.ccntaininq free asbestos

' £ibpg resulting from manufacturing or fabzicétionq cperations
-hall not contain free asbestos £ibar in excess of the amount

wnich would be emitted if such forced axhausts were txoat.d
in !ab:ic filter Lnstallationa otc.

T '.1'.;._17{."11 e~
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er f;nai‘iuggcatod change in.tha ragulations is with regard-
"to the §:ohibition on visible aﬁissions from ming tailings
dumps. As was sxpressed by Mr, Fenner of Johns-Manville at
the New York.heaiing, the control of talilings dump cmi;lions
is the one requirement in the regulations with regard to
s miping operations that the industry at this éimc does not
know how to.mest. As the EPA is well awaro, the indu:try
has b-en working on this problem for a numbcr of yearn with-
cut finding_a suitable solution, nor are we confident of
being -able toc discover one within the two year waiver period
~-allowed undér the law. We woulé therefore like to reaccommand
" to the EPA the ‘following three point plan to deal with this
problem. ‘ ‘ ' ' . l
1. <The prohihitzon on tailings Qump emissions

should be deleted from the regulations for the
present. )
2. An industry progrdm should be set up with EPA
) guiéancc-and approvq} to dilcovor;a suitable
method for controling these emissions.’
'3.-‘ﬁh0n a method has baan developed, the prohibi;
tion on visible t;ilingk.hump‘cgislions should
ghon be rginséited in the regulations,
I,rcaiizc that this approach to the problem is somewhat
.unorthodox, however, there are several points which speak

T in its_rqvbr.‘ of p:imd importance ia-the medical cvidcnce_
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qfth regard to the lack of asbestos health hazards in the
vicinitﬁ ‘of ‘chrysotile ahbeatos‘ﬁinosa Dr. Hans Weill of
‘Tulane Univcrlity will apeak dizectly to this aspect of the
situation in.hil presantation. Secondly, tha a,hostos nmines

in this country are few in numhcr'cnd, for tha most part,

L 1ocatad in areas far from any large pcpulation c-ntors.
Thirdly, as. I stated before, the industry do.s not know how

to -olve tho problem at this time and is skeptical ahout its
chances of doing so Ln the near Zuture.

~ This last point is of considnrablc importance to those companies
" that are £aced'with thc prectical problem-of mncting the .
minipg ragulntinna. No matter how well controllad the ashestos
‘mines in this country arc at proscnt, it is. reasonable to
acsum. that additional funds will bo rcquired to comply with
tho ‘regulations. If a company fcols that it will end up
closinq down its mining operations in two years because of the
tailings dump ﬁ:oﬂlem, it may vcry.wcll decide gét to spand

the money needed to comply with the other rcquircmcnél of the
l ragulations, and instead close down operations immediately,

. .This- 1: a lituatioa which I am positiv. nons o! us would like

'to see occur.

i ' . T
We feel that this proposal, though somewhat unusual, iz not
unreasonable in light of the industry’s willing acceptance of

" the vast majority of ‘tha’ prOPOIOd requlationa, our‘inut

3803
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cooperation with éha £PA in haalth hat£ers; and our avowed
- determination to do all th;£ is necessary within the limits
of technical faanibility to control asbestos emissions ihto
the ambient air, We hope that thess things will be taken

into consideration By the EPA whan evaluating our éroposal.

In conclusicn, I would like to once again express our contin-
' ,‘uing recognition of the need for effective amiition controls,.
" and our general support of the EPA National Emission Standards

- for Aibcstoa.

" Thank you . ‘ . . -
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