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ASTESTAS AwD THT FRICTION MATERIAL ILIDUSTRY

dr. I, U. Weaver of Raybestos~-ilanhattan, Inc., who serves as Chairman

of the Friction ilatarials Standards Instituce Asbestos Study Commiztae
addressed the Annual ‘fexbership leeting of the Iasticute. Mr., Weaver's
addrass was delivered in Vail, Colorade om Yednesday morunizg, June 27,
1573.

Ve, Wezver's address follows:

-

then Ed (Orislane) asked me to actend your annual meeting last year,

I had to decline, which may have been just as well in view of the
confused status of both 0SZA and EPA regulatioms it the time. This
year things are only slightly less confused, but I-‘am glad to be

able to be hers anyway to attempt &0 fulfill wy respomsibilities in
reporting to you as your Asbestos Study Committee Chairman. Rather
than present a detailed statement covering Committee activities for
the year, I should like to use my time to reéview some of the more
concroversial and confused elewantcs of the Federal Asbestos Regulatioms,
mmd give zecormendarnicms as to what I think the stance of the Friction
Yaterials Industry should be in regard to them. '

Ia, lieu aof a detailed report covering the past year's activities, I
have prepared a page and 2 half summary of the Committee's work from
Jume '72 thru June 1, 1973. Mr, Drislane will circulate copies of this
suzmary to anyceme who may be intevested iz it, and if any of yecu

have questions or recommendations concerning our past work or future
intenticus, please feel frae to bring them up here, or if you prefer,
trznsmit them to E4d for osur raview lacer.

Probably the single most significant event that occurred during the
past year on the subject of asbestos hazards was the meeting of the
Intarnational Agency for Research om Cancer that was held at Lyom,
France last Jctober. This mesting was attended by more than a hundred
and thirty medical researchers and representacives of govermment,
indusctry and labor from virtually every major asbestos consuming otv
producing country in the world, Tor four days intensive sessions om
asbestos vere held by three different panels, each made up of tem to
twenty~-five of the forazost rmedical and scientific experts operating
i1 the various fields of asbestas-health research., Followiag the
zeetings the committees issued a2 combined report om asbestos cancers.,
I chini: the folicwing five items summarize theilr most izportant
conclusions:

(1) 211 major commercial types of asbestos can cause cancer.
(2) Cvicdence suggests that excess lung cancer is oot detecc~

able vhen occupational axposure hes bees locw. (Just
what is meant by 'low' was not stated.)
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tsbestos and The Fricticm iacerial Industry (come'd) h

‘(3 Zvidencs has beea greatly strengthencd that 2ll commer-
cial types of asbestos excepC Anthophyllite may be respon-
sible for zesotheliama. (Risk is greacest with Crocidolite,
less with Amcsite, and apparently still less with Chrysocile.)

(4) Cigarscte smoking is an important factor enmhancing lumg
cancer tisk in asbestos workers.

(5) Surveys of occupaticmal groups have shown a small excess
risk of types of camcer other thin bronchial and wmesothelial,
especially those of the gastro~intestcinal tract.

The most irportint item here is the incrimination of all major types

of asbestos as causal agents for carcinoma, particularly mesothelioma.
Yost of the other items only comfirm or substantiate previous conclusiceus.
Since most of us use substaatial amounts of Chrysotile asbestos in our
formulations, associaticn of this matarial with mesothelfoma and

othas types cf csrcer is of sarinus concam,

A outher of individuals who actended the IRAC meetings came away with

the dafinita izprossion that government recorniticn of asbestos hazards
kas been accomplished and henceforth should be taken for grantad. Ve
can now loock to the next major effort being gearsd toward worker educa-
tica regarding occcupatiomal health hazards.. The Occupational Safery

znd Eealth Act requires informatiom be given by employers to workers
concerning the degree of their exposure along with instructicn ia

vays for winimizing exposure. Thersfore, it is incurbent on allemployers
whose woTtkers handle or coze in contact vith asbestos-countaining )
caterials to provide some kind of instructica or traininmg to educate

the workers ccacerning potential hazards and means of avodding them
vhersver possible. Accordingly, it would be prudent for all fricriom
Taterials manufacturers to develop programs to assure adeguate com-
mmication with their employees regarding esbestos dust hazards, and -

to inform them of monitering results, good waork practices, and thedr
responsiblicies in complying with OSEA regulaticums.

1f such wmeasures are nat takea promptly and properly by ==magement,
induscry will lesave {tself wvide cpem for intense, and {2 =y opinica
justified, criticism by organized labor, as well as potoz=tial severe
enforcemant action by goverament, and attack by any nucber of social

and eavirzgamental activist organizations. If we don't do this ocurselves,
he 2ssured that scmecne else will jump om the bandwagon a=d do it

12 2 way that will got be to our benefit. We can expect more and zore
“activity b9y organized lzbor toward educating a2und training vorkers

. ragarding healzh and szfecy problems and im pointing ocut To workers

vhat their esmplcyers' resjorsibilities are concerning these zatters.
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rsbestos and The Friction jiatarial Industry (cont'd) -

{zzy union activists.are really furious wich government's failure to
pursue the provisicns of safety and health regulations to the letter, .
and there appears to be a good opportunicy for industry to release
reliable informaticn concerning asbestos hazards beth to their employees
and to their customers before more inflammatory information of this
type is aired im the medis under organized labor's banner. These
‘rules and regulations pose much Tore severe problems for other segments .
of tha asbestos industry, particularly asbestos textile manufacturers,
than they do for most fricticn material wmanufacturars.

I have lLeen involved in asbestos products manufacturing for over tweaty-
five years and bave visited dozems of plants aud am aware of only a few
friction materials products mcnufacturing operations that I consider to
reprasent major problems 4in achieveing conformance to either OSEA or .
ETA requirements, including the 2 fibre per cc thereshold limit value.
Sinca significant polarization may be expected always to exist between
nanagement and labor and bertween management and enviroomental groups
concerning asbestos-health subjects, and since control or conformance
to boca EPA ard 0$Za regulaiions agpears to Se gene-allr feagihle, as
far as friction wmaterials are concerned, my racocmendation to frictiem
matarial manufacturers is that they proceed as rapidly as possible
towards ccaformanca with the regulations. Also I recommend aveiding
inclinations to misinterpret provisions where the intent of the
regulation {8 clear, but the wording =may be subject to question. There
has beea cormsiderable digregard of a gumber of provisions mainly in
the areas of labeling, momitoring, employee education, perscmal pro-
tection, waste dispesal, and use of warming signs by segmemts of .
asbestos products manufacturizng, and I believe this applies to frictiom
raterial o some extent,

Cne of the most cbvious items has to do with industry's reluctance ta
accept asbestos products labeling as required by OSEA. There has been
=g advertising of asbestos textile products clting the benefits of
rTtreatents or coatings that purport to lock the fibre iznto the producs
in such way that it cannot become airborne during use. Whiles these
claims prcbably ars true to varying degrees depending om the nature of
the product, {ts use, and the way im which it is handled, I do not
thiak this claim 4s at all applicable to friction macerials.

I know of no way any of us can be absalutaly surs that his frictica
products, regardless of vhether they are sold as ordgimal equiprment
or on the'replacement market, will not be subjected to addiciocnal
cperations or alteracicms in the field that could result in excessive
-axposure of worliers or bystanders to airborze asbestos fibre. I have
 been appalled to learn of a suzber of instances vhers this problea
has cccurrasd, and some of these cases involved people that certainly
zight have been expocrad 9 know better.
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‘Asbes:c.s and The Friztica “iatertal Industry (conz'd)

1£ =Nis kind of thing occurs in fabrication operations ef major OF
customsers, 4iC appears to mea thers can be z2¢ argurent about the need

for educasicnal measures -to reduce chances of unnecessary expasurs
during grinding, drilling or cucting cperations. 7To those who argue
that lzbelinmg or other types of warning ne2d net apply to replace-

ment materials because fabricators or appliers handling replacement
quantities ara exposad rela:.ively internittently, I say exphatically
this just ain't mecessarily soi! Large volume replacament users

present major poteatial hazards, and even small job shops can nesdlessly
expcse pecple to high fibre concentraticus 1if cperations are performed
without comcrols. That these may be interittent and of short duration
does not preclude possibilicy for occuzrence of adverse healch effects
in bhyper-susceptible iadividuals, or in less sensitive individuals whe
way recsive exceedingly high doses of short duratioca but who may be
scokers, or who may experienca effects because of synergism with

o:her materials to which they may be exposed either at work or elsevhere.

To me, labelirg all containers or packages cf asbestos~containing
fricticn material is the very least the industry can do to fulfiil
moral ocbligatiom to {t3 custorers, their employees, and the public
and az the saze time conform with minimum requirements of the
Occupational Safety and Heelth Act, ‘I seriously queszion whether
mere labeling i3 enough to fulfill this requirement. Iz has been
suggested by othars as well as amyself several times in the past
that additional imstructicus, of a more comprahensive mature than
is practical zo provide on a label, be inserted inside each package
where a possibility exists that the product might be uwsed ia such
sannar that an aizborne dust problem coculd be created. A number of
respousible asbestcs producrs canufacturers already are following
this procedure, and thers i3 a good possibilicy that iz =ay be made
ma.ndatory ia future regulaticns.

Adcption of these measures by industry would show good faith tovard
coroliance and should reduce pessibilities of fuzure oiticism by
cousumer protection groups. 1 doubt very much that iz would have
any significant effect on sales or conswption of asbestos friction
zaterizls. I know of no sudbstcitute for asbestes ia normal autocotive
friction =macerial servics, and I know of liccle or no moticeaabdle
effact labeling has had on other products whare cautiomary labeling
has bDeen used thus far.

Teep 12 =ind chat NIOSH and the OSHA Advisory Committee recosmended

a much =ore savere label than the one we are talking abouz. This
sutject was heatedly debated during the OSHA Advisory Committee
deliberations, and their final recommendation called for use of

the word "Danger' ilascead of ""Caution"” and specifically centioned

that breathing asbescos causes cancer. Very frankly, I was exceedingly
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- Ashestos and The Friczien ‘.hcerial:tndus:ry (cont'd) -

surprised vhen the final OSHA S:andard came out in faver of consider~
ably =ilder working., Now I am perplexed thac Industry resits the
OSHA labeling requi*emen: as viz garmsly as it does.

any other elements of the CSEA '{egu.at..cns caze out more favorably
toward {adustry than the recommendatioms that were submitted by
NIOSE and the Advisory Commictee, and Stiff resistance by Industry
will be needad to pravent OSHA from streangthening the regularions

in conths to come. We can expect considerable effort to be made by
anti-industry elements of the wedical profession, by organized laber,
and by esvirocarencal groups who want the airborme standard lowered
from 2 fibres per cc to 1 fidber per cz or even less, Scwe individuals
even speak of asbestos in terms of zero TLV, which, of course,

is coopletely impractical and would ressult in v-irtual banning of
mining and use of asbegtos for agything.

Another controversial subject is fidre momitoring., This is pretty much
of a disastar area because of lack of confldence in the merbrane filter
zethod lor sampling aad znzlyzing fom airhorme cchestas. Much »f this
prcblem is attributable to the nature of the operation, waich

involves considerable judgement in additiocn to technical competency

ocn the part ¢of the people perforzmding the tests., Even when performed
by practiced individuals under the best possible conditioms, the
method is subject to wide variations in resulcs., Heedless to say,
vhen performed by ralatively inexperienced personnel under the widely
varying conditions that e:xdst iz the field and between dHdfferent
laboratories, results can be extremely variable. In my opinion, tha
method is not az all suitable for enforcement purpecses, but can be

used to good advantage by industry for policing its owm operations

and for determining where to devote control efforts with madomm
advantage or potential for improvement.

Ia spite of {its deficiencies, I think the mermbrape £ilter rethod
will persist for quite some tize, buct I will not be at 21l surprised
1f fuzurs ecphasis by OSEA shifts toward work practice regulaticns
rather than monitoring to a numerical standard.

Another controversial item has been the proctective clothing ' requires-
ment. This has created considerable questicm and comtroversy,
particularly im the textile iadusctry where ceiling limits are
difficult zo control on certain operations. Different QSEA

regional cffices have applied different interpretaticms to the
protactive cloching requirement, and it's hard for ze to see how
sorz of them can be as liberal on interprectation as they are.

The regulaticn specifically calls for full body cover izcluding
zloves, hat,. and foot covering, where lavels exceed the ceiling

"
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1imic. I spite of thuis, eertain OSTA regional offices take the
pesicich that any procective clothing, even as scanty as a shorse
sleeves sZirt and trousers, is adequate, provided this clothing is
changed before the emplovee leaves the planz. Tersomally I believe
thils lanient interpretaciom provides effective proctection for west °
axposures, and I coacur that the important thing is to make sure
~the expleyee deoesn't take the comtaminated clothing out of the plans.,

Other OSZA offices stick to tha letter of the requirement, which cresatss
a major prcblex: on many operations vhere discomfort from full covar
clothing can have a very significant effect om operator efficiency.
This requiremsnt is under vigorous attack by companies that are

having problems with 4it. o doubt some judgement by the Ocecupaticmal
Safacy and tealth Feview Coummission or the Federal courts will be
fortheoming concarnineg this element of the regulations, and ir is tao

be hoped that futura revisious of the rule will pem:!.: nare

flex:.‘b:.li.:y than the existing vording does.

vaste disposal has created prublems r.ich both J£XA nad D4 regul:-

tions, and some fricticn material manufaciurers alresady have

excensive facilicies in the works to cope with these problems. 0Of

particular interest is the pelletization of frictica material

waste to reduce dust to 2 form that avoids necesssity for bagsing or

otherwise contaimerizing the matarial. This alsc reducss or eliminatss

generatiom of fugitive dust during disposal in landfills. Sewveral

manufacturers have installed extensive pelletizing systexms to sclve :

their vaste disposal problems, and this approach appears to de azcceptable

:o both 2L and OSTA as wvell as state exvironmental comtrol agencies.
Ucther approachas have bees to utilize wet disposal metheds and, of

course, soume manufacturers are bagging and labeling the dry waste,

where vet methods or pelletizing are imprac:i:al. Where bags

or other containers are usad for waste disposal they should be

lzbeled in accordance with OSiA,

ledical examination requirezests have presented problems, particularly
the ome of detarminine what comstitutes "asbesteos exposure', Scme
cepanies have adopted thae actitude that all workaers, including office
and research peopla, even though they ara not norzally considered to
be exposed to asbestos, should be included in the medical surveillance
progra=. ‘m.the other hand, many seen to follaw the tack that anyome
expesed to one fibre per cc ot less need oot be izcluded. Uiy advice
uould be 20 chack everybedy whera thers is any doubt about actual
exposure.

I could cvell at comsicerzble length on other preblams and inconsis-
cf che 7SHA Razulacicons and their various imcerpretaciocns, tut
Seliave I probably have expounded on this encupgh for the 2oment.
ficwever, the cne mainm peint I want to get across is that any
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comparison of the existing regulations with indusiry's posicion
as stated in their input to the govermment prior to promulgation
of cthe regulation, and compared wvith the recommendations of NIJSH
and the O0SEA dvisory Cotmictee, will readily indicata that the
existing OSHA standard, with the one serious exceptiocn aof zhe

two fibres per cc limit to be icposed.in 1976, follcws industry's
position rather closely. If I appear to be defending the present
OSHA Asbestos Regulations, it's only because I am very much aware
of how ruch more strict these rules would be if the racommendations
of WIQST and the Advisory Committee had been follaved. I doubt
that many in the industry recognize or realize just how close
they may have come to being repulated out of e:d.stance.

Future oc:upa:icmal safety and hea.l:h legislation probably will
rectify numercus inadequacies in present rules and =zay ameliorats
some aspects of exdsting occupatiomal safety and health standaxds.
However, I seriously doubt that much relazatiocn if anv is to be
exreszed 1o vegard no the Asbestos Resulatioms. I think the
induszry is going to have to mount a very determinad effort to
prevent these regulations from being tightened in the future.

.The EPA regulatiomns concerning ambient air control of asbestos are
another matter. Although it vas responsible for initlally tagging
asbestos as a hazardous pollutant, since daing so EPA has beem much
less diligent in pursuing its amounced intenticms toward regulatiom
of the materials it declared hazardous. EPA first declared asbestos
a hazardous air pellutant om March 31, 1971, and published propesed
regulations December 7 of the same year. Hearings vere held and much
industry input wvas accepted and very deliberately reviewed by EPA
before they finally issuad the Mational Exissions Standard om April 6
of this year. 7This regulation was promulgated nearly a year later
than called for under the requirements of the Federal Clesm Adr Act.
for this ZPA has been undar considerable-criticism ever since.

In addition to-being late, the EPA standard is a lot less stxringent
than I or aoy other industry people, who have follcwed its develcp-
ment, expectad., WHearly all the ocbjections voiced by industy concers-
ing the originally propcsed standard were removed before they issued
the final regulations. In additiom, they modified some requirecents
to the extent that ago one in induscry expected, or even would have
had the temerity to raquest, in ceetiags where these subjects were
discussed between industry representatives and EPA.

.In essence, the standard boils dcwm to the following statement as far
as emissions are concerzed: There shall be no visible emissions to

- cutside air from any asbestos mill oz manufaccur*ng cperation except

when a specified method of air cleaning, alsoc parz of the standards,

is used Sefore the emission escapes. In general, the 2ir cleaning

systems specified, filrer asbestos emissions to the poinc that visidle
exissicns, other thaa possible coadensed water vapor, would not de
produced anyway.
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Other requirervants concerning use of tallings for surfacing roads,

the regulatior of demeoliticm activities, and contrelled application
of spray-om materials are of little concern to friction materials
processors. Our biggest conderm lies with the amission standard,
vhich will require the tightening up of dusz collection facilities and

waste disposal practices wherever fugitive dust problems occur.

The piggest problem with EPA regulation I have found thus far has
been non~wuniform imterpretation of what constitutes a visible emisziom.
1 know the EPA people who drafted the regulation intended this to
rean just what it 'says. I£ it's visible under any conditioen whatgo=
ever, and EPA approved air cleaning systems are not in use, the
emission 4s in viclaticn. Since most friction materials manufacturers
already are ezploying baghouses that meet EPA standards for cleaning
their exhaust 3ir streams, it is unlikely that aoy severe impact

will occur to the industry as a vhole om accoumt of the EPA regula~-
tions as they ncw stand. Those few manufacturers vho ars relying on
wet dust collactors that do not wmeet the EPA standard may have
preblams. The best way to be sure of meating EPA requicsemints <3

to sharpen up cu maintemance and operaticm of existing baghouse
filters and replace existing wet collectors with baghouse filzers

to eliminate visibl: exmissiocus.

In summary, the OSEA and ETA Ashestcs Regulations arz alot more
lenient than many interasted and concerned parties wish, We can
expect pressure to have them zightemed, Fricrion materials manu-
facturers should support Asbestos Industry efforts to have them
=itigated in hopes they at least aren’'t made more severe. In the
meantime, we should conform to the regulations to protact gur employees
and our customers and to avold criticism and enforcement actioms,

Your Asbestos Srudy Committee will continue to follew the imterpre-
taticn of existing regulations, the trend of proposed changes, and
the develcpment of cew medical and scientific study material that
zay affect future regulation of asbestos products. We welcome
Four questions and any {mput you may be able to wake comcerming
cur astivities,



