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i X. W. Nelsen

My name 18 K. W. Nslson., I am Dirsctor of the Department of
Environmental Sciences of the American Smelting and Refining Ccempany.

t I nave been in environmental health work for X0 years, 26 of them with

American Smelting. Because wa have an intersst in asdestos production

and in all the trace metals asacciated with our principal products -
cepper, lead, and 2inc - I wish to comment on the proposed national

emisgion standards for asbestos and mercury.

buring world War II, as a member of a Navy team aspsigned to
develop industrial hygiene programs in shipyards building ships for

'<:l the Navy and Maritime Commission, I had occasion to observe cloaely

21l joba done in ship construction. One of them was the 1nntallation

of asbestos insulation, particularly in the boller recms of ‘ships,
Amogite, chrysotile, and crocidolite forms of asbéauba were used, '

Ve knew very well then that inhalation of oxc8331Ve tuboltoa dust
over a period of time ocould cause asvastosis. We uerﬂ appalled to mee

that asdestos handling, cutting and application warv done almost always

without regard to dust gxposurss. Workmen would 11terally be covarad

with dust and visidility 4in engilne and boiler rbomq would often be

diminiched by Tleating dust. My memories of those scenes are vivid.

we urged dust control whergver practicable - which was not often

G§ the case then ~ &and at least we urged the wearing of recpirators
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approved by the U.S. Bureau of Mines for proteetion AgAinst prieunoco-

nicsis-producing dust., But I muat say our frecmmandationa vere often
not followed masiduously, \

Also during the war I had oceasion to iﬂapaot an aibcaCOa textile’
plant providing Navy gocds, Again I saw workrounl with visidle dust.
Every light fixture or other hanging appurt‘nancc was fsstocned with
fiber massas liks trees adorned with 8penish moss. Dust acntrol con-
aisted of Bprays of water mint 1n the roc? to keep the asbestos dnnp
and to allay duast. The hanging fiver accumulaticnas were evidence that

the control was not very succsaasful,
There 45 neo doubt in ny mind that %he cavalier practices of 4insula-

s 2 A

tion installers of 30 ysars ago and perhaps in ensuing years were respon-

sidle for the asbestosiy discovered in recent years and for the marxtdly
(:; increased incidence of lung cancer which i1s apparently the rsgult of

cigarette amok@ng plus massive occupaticnal sxposures to asbestos d;at.
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My special interest in mercury began in 1541 when Dr. E. P. Laug

' and I, worklng for the Focd and Drug Administration 4in Washington, !

} devaloped an improved method for determining méroury in biblogical

' aterials - a method which 18 8011l the official one of the Association

of Official Azricuitural Crenmipts, though there have since been davelopad
7 assisted mlso in toxicological

*

& number of better and faster methods.

studies of mercury's effeots on animals,
S8inoce those early experiences I have follewed with care the expand-

ng scientific literature on asbestos and mercury &nd thelr relation-

ships to envirormiental health.
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! @ 'The first specific comment I have on the proposed naticnal -
emission ctandards for asbesios and mercury is that neither oubztance,
in my opinion, decer;cs Leing net auide as an onpec:aliy’bgzardoua alr
pollutant, Health effacts from excessive exposurs to airborns asdantos
and mercury have been related almost exclusively to occupational situ-
ationa which 4involve exposures for greater than Rny which the publie
csuld expaerience. An axception may be the “neighborhood" 1llrese cases
ascribed to asbestos, but almost certainly such cases resulied from
lack of dust ccllection which would de routiga‘:oday in order to main-
tain in-plant nirborne.riber laevels within occupational health standards,
My point is that almpat any substance capable of being mirborne
and causing "irreversible, or incapaciting reversidle, {lliness” could
be classified as a hazardous air pollutant. -<Larbon nonoxldE is an
(:: obvious exampls and of ocourse the total national man-hours annuslly of
public exposure to oarben monoxide in alsniricant quantities would far
exceed the total man-hours of publio exposure to ashestos or mercury.
By "signigicant exposure"” I mean one which would ba likely to provoke? ]
siznifiéant physioleogical change,
My furthsr point 4s that distinguishing ashestos &and meroury as

"hazardous” means to the public "extremely hazardous” and arouses un-

Nneceseary anxietids., Our envircmmental anxieties these days may indeed

be overshadowing those more deserving of sericus public attention.
President Nixon's recent message to Congress on environmental pollutien
effvcts on health raised questions about our clsssifications of hazar-
He said, in discu;aing the identifiocation and diatri-

dous substances.
i%g’ bution of adverse agants, "In same cases the grounds for alarn are
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Oven-roundad; in otk . . . _oss veyond the evidence. The reazcns

for inclusion are varisd "né nz% alvays vell-{ounded. There has been

systematically, or ¢o adent a senmiizuant dasis for Judaiﬁg &n envirens
mental agent as & hazasd," '

I .would urgs tha Inviromaenial ?ratce'c,t/on Agen‘cy to re-sonaider
the nsed for natiqnal emiszyim 4.in23nds for mercury and asbestos on

i;rov.mcla that feara go baycac e avidencs, /

pParagraph 61,21,74), &:luinv: asdSestos tailinge aB &ny solid waste
préduc: of asbestos min‘.::f-,'::r mL.oing operations which contain asbostos.
This defin'tt.ion is too trran,  Ta che mining industry the word Fratlings”
applies to the finely div.2:! produst of mining or, less comnmonly, to
the oversize materinl paszsi-; cvsr icreens. Af defined now, the term

“tallings" would mean viriuill) any material from Rn asbestos mine.

v

The definition should be mociliec,

paragraph 61.22,(a), 2., psohibits visible emissions frem any nine
road surfaced with masbestos tailings. Under the existing tailings ’
definition any road 4n an ¢pan pit nine surfaced with wasts otk from
the pit, or not especially surfaced at all, would be surfaoced uth~
agbestos tlilingl.; And the rock would in gll likelihood contain scme |
asbestos, ' |
Both because of this situvation and becauss we believe it impossidla
not to have, at any ti'ma, some visible emigsiecn from trueking en read-

ways, we belisve the visidle emission prohibition should be dropped.

It 1s routine practice to pr.evem: dusting of roadways and u.\nwld be
% neceseary to meet the OSHA airdorne asbestos standard for truck drivers




Oand miners in the area. These facts would precludes, in our opinion,
any possidility of significant neighborhood asbestos contamination

3

from a mining operation,

The ocaplete prohidition of enissions seems to us &n 4impossidle
requirement in paragraph 61.22,(d),(1), referring to visidle emissiens
from ore dumps, storage arau,- conveyors, and tailings dumps, in (<),
referring to bullding demoliticn, and in (e),(1) end (2), referring to
asbestos spraying. Again it seems to us that good dust prevention
practices should be applied, but that adsolute prevention of a visible
smission i8 impossidble. .

Paragraph 61.22,(f), 48 objected to besauss of the use of the word
":afli:as" in 1ts overly broad sense, The restriction as it stande
would mean hauling in materials fros ocutside a mine area when an abun-
nnée of roeck, overbdurden or cther waste rock, was immediately available
for rosd construction, . ' '

The vaz:ious categories of fadric permeabllity specified in para-
graph 61.23,(r),(¢), and (d) are unnecessary. Tha high efficiency of
fadric filter btags for collecting dust a}ad fibers is principally a

funotion of the filter cake which Quickly builds up on the bags when
in use, It 18 & superfluous refinement, in our opinion, to have tha

various gredes. Aﬁsinzle spesification of 35 or 40 CFM/Lt® is reccm-

]

pended.
No risk to the publie from airborne mercury in particle or vapor

form has ever come to our attention. U.8. Geological Survey profession-

Al paper 713 reports atmospheric mersury conoentrations at ground level
@ netr mercury ore deposits of 20 pug/m?®, diminishing to 9.1 ug/m® 400 feet
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above ground.. Alr at ground level over precious metal oréa has

reached 1.5 u&/m3. Ajain we raire the question of why mercury should

pe set aside as a hazardous pollutant. It's I@Iativa rhrity, relativel;
high cost, and the lack of any ovbserved ocmnunity &ir problems argue
againat its hazardous classification. We may Se ereating & prodblem in
trying to solve & non-existent one.

The five-pound per 24-hour exission limitation spscified in pars-
graph 61.53 appears to de puraly arbitrary/ No &llowancca are made for
the concentration of mercury in a given errluentlor roé stack height
and sﬁbsequent dilutioen, At the very 1333t, an option ahoula be per-

mitted to meet an appropriate ambient air standard, as in the case of

beryllium. What the ambient alr ltnndard uhould be is unknown at prezene,
but 1 yg seems very conservative, 1In any case, there 4is surely time to
develop and agrees upon an amblent air standard. rhare is no emergency.
The stack testing and record keeping would be eliminated if an

ambiant air option wers available and choaen, Ambient air.zonitoring ,
should de pamitted on a 26-day & year schedule like that followed by

the national air sampling network. After two years of such monitoring,
permissicn to discontinue it should be'granted, provided eatiat&dtory

evidence is sudmittod to the administration that ambient air lavels

have been satisfactory. Changes in plant practices that would inorease

morcury emission would automatically mean a resunption of ambient air

monitering,
We appreciate this opportunity to express our v;ews on this

proposed legislation.
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