Interoffice Communication

To Safety Directors

From Tam Grumb 1es

Date JUIY 20, 1982

Subject OSHA ANPR RESPONSE ON RESPIRATOR PRCTECTION

b

Enclosed is a copy of the OSHA ANPR concerning revision of the Respiratory
Protection Standards. As you can see this is a data gathering exercise on
OSHA's part to aid in their revision. We have been asked by DuPont to

supply data where possible on particular questions listed in the enclosed
letter to use in their response to OSHA.

Please review these questions and return your comments to me by July 30.

"'l‘ :
.‘HH ! M
.
-3

Thomas G. Grumbles
ajo

Enclosure
|

cc Michele Malloy
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appeared in the Foderal Rogister for -
Tuesday, February 9, 1932 {47 FR 5902).

The rules of § 601.601{a)(3} of the
“Statement of Procedural Rules™ (26
'CFR Part 601) shall apply with respect to

the public hearing. Persons who have
submitted written comments within the
time prescribed in the notice of
proposed rulemaking and also desire to
present oral comments at the hearing on
the proposed regulations should submit
an outline of the comment3 to be
presented at the hearing and the time:
they wish to devote to each subject by
June 8, 1982. Each speaker will be
limited to 10 minutes for oral
presentation exclusive of time consumed
by questions from the panel for the
government and answers to these
questions. '

Because of controlled access
restrictions, attendees cannot be
admitted beyond the lobby of the
Internal Revenue Building until 9:45 a.m.

An agenda showing the scheduling of

the speakers will be made after outlines

are received from the gpeakers. Copies
of the agenda will be available free of
charge at the hearing. |

This document does not meet the
criteria for gignificant regulations set
forth in paragraph 8 of the Treasury
Directive for improving government
regulaticns appearing in the Federal
Register for Wednesday, November B
1973.

By direction of the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue.,

David E. Dickines

Director, Legislation and’ Regulations
Division.

[FR Doc. 82-13217 Flled 5-13-82: 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODI 4023-01~1.)

DEPARTVISNIT OF LACOT

Cccupaticnal 2oty and Haalth
Adminictrotion

29 C Rl Post 1910
[Dacket N H-022 l

Haz:—d c......:t*--r!cat.on- Public
arinns -

Note.—This document originally appeared
in the Fedeorzl Rogister for Wednesday, May
12, 1€32. It i3 roprinted in this issue to meet
requircmonts for publication on the Tuesday/
Friday schedule ussigned to the Department
of Labor.

ac=2v: Occupational Safety and
Health Administration {OSHA), Labor.

acTicori: Motice of proposed rulemaking;
modiiication of hearing notice.

suremaany: On March 19, 1982, OSHA
Published a notice of proposed

- participa te

, '-rulemaking (NPRM) on hazsrd

communication in the Federal Register
(47 FR 12092). A natice announcing

~ dates and locations for public hearings

on the NPRM was published on April 16,
1982 (47 FR 16348).

The locations announced for the
hearings were Waushington, D.C,,
Houston, San Diego and Detroit. The
selection of these sites was based
primarily on gzogrephical
considerutions. Interested parties have
since sugacsted that participaticn cn the
West Coast could be significantly
increased by moving the hearing site
there from San Diego to Los Angeles.
OSHA has agreed to this suggesticn and
is hereby announcing that the hearing
originally scheduled for San Diego on
July 20, 1882, will take place instead in
Los Angeles at thz address indicated
below. The other hearings will take
place on the dutes and at the lecations
announced in the April 1Cth notice at 47
FR 16348. The hearings will be
conducted in accordance ‘t.rit"l the
procedures specified in the March 18th
NPIRIM at 47 I'X 12129. |

In order to allow interested parties
more oppertunity to decide to
in the regional hearings,
OSHA is alco hereby eﬂonc’mg the time
for submission of notices of intention to
appear and statements for t!*esc regicnal
hearings. Notices and statements for
participants in the Washington, D.C.
hearing are still due May 18, 1982, and
June 1, 1232, respoctively.

DATES: Notices of intention to appear at
the regional hearings must be received
on or before June 15, 1292. Statements
and any documentary cvidence to be
presented at thesz hearings must be

. submitted by July 1, 1832.

The date each hearing will begin and
the cities in which they will be held are
as follows: -

Date hearing begins

1. June 15, 1882 ......... r—
2. July 13, 1982, .............. Houston, Texas.

3. July 20, 18B2.................| Las Angelas, Calilorna,
4. July 27, 1882.................] Detioit, Aichigan,

el — AE—— il uliinrrel— - B = winliiv-uni=- ~uilinkinir

Washington, D.C.

ADDRNESSES: Notices of intention to
appear at the hearings, statements and
documentary evidence should be
submitted to Mr. Tom Hal), Division of
Consumer Affairs, Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, 200
Constitutuiaon Avenue, N.\W., Room
N3635, Washinzton, D.C. 20210, {202)

523-8024.

The address for the hnarmg on July 20,

1982 is:
Santa Barbara {A) Rcom, Western
Bonaventure Lcs Angeles Hotel. Fifth

o oes e O e A T R A N A 50 et~ 1 . = s AN vl Wi T T e

and Figueroa Streets, Los Angeles,
California. :

Notices of intention to appear at the
public hearings, as well as any other
information gathered by the Agency
during this rulemaking, will be available
for inspection and copying in tha Docket
Office. Docket H-022, Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, 260
Constitution Avenue NW., Room 83212,
Washiagton, D.C. 20210; (202) 523--7C94.

FOM FUnRTRG l!..FCE':i‘ IS CI VAL,

Hearings: Mr. Tom Hall, Division of
Consumer Affairs, Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, 200
Constitution Avenue, NW., Reom N3635,
Washington, D.C. 2021C; (202) 523-C024.

Proposal: Ms. Jennifer Silk, Cffice of

Special Standards, Ozcupaticnal Safety
and Health Administraticn, 260
Constitution Avenucz, NW., Doom N3863,
Washington, D.C. 20210; (202) 823-7105.

This document vras prepared under
the direction of Thorne G. Auchter,
Assistant Sceretary of Labor {or
Occupational Salfcty and lealth, U.S.
Departinent of Labor, 200 Cosistitution
Avenue, NW., Wachington, D.C. 20210.
(Secs. £(b), &(c) and &(y), Pub. L. 1-503, 84
Stat. 1593, 15¢Y, 1€G0; 29 U.S.C. 655, §57; 29
CFR Part 1911; Secretary of Labo’s 0; der No.

8-706 {41 I'R 22049))
Sianced at Washington, D. C this 16th day
of lia v 1€52,
Therza G, Avchitdr,
Assistant Secretary for Occupational Safetly
and Health.
[FR Doc. 82-12975 Filed 5-10-82; 12:03 pm])
EILLILIG COTZ £510-20-10

29 CA Parts 1910, 1918-1940, and
1023 -

[Dozket Ho. [1-040)

Reeniralery Pr::..wtfcﬂ

acchiev: Occupational Safety and
Health Administration {OSHA), Labor.

ATTICHN: Advance notice of proposed
rulemaking.

summany: This notice requests data,
views, and arguments concerning
poss:ble revisions to OSHA standards
on respiratory protection in 29 CI'RR
1910.124, 29 C{'R 1€15.02, 29 CI'R 1916.82,
20 CIFR 1917.82, 29 CIR 1918.102, and 29
CI'R 1926.103 ir.cluding the need to

I gu'ato. relevant alternatives, and
cconormic impact.

oATCS: Data, views arnd arguments
should be cubmitted by Saptenibar 13,
1982.

ADDRZCSES: Written submissions in
responsc to this notice should be
submitted to {he Rocket Ofiicer, Docket
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. construction industry

No. H-049, Room 586212, Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20210;
telephone 202-523-7894. All written
submissions and documents mentioned
in this notice will be available for
inspection and copying at the above
address.

FO0A FURTHER INFORMATION CONT ACT.
Mr. James Foster, Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, Rm. N—3637
200 Constitution Avenue, NW., -
Washington. D.C. 20210; telephone 202-
923-8151.

SUPPL!:I‘.‘IEN‘I’ARY INFORMATION: Many
thousands of employees are exposed to
potentially hazardous concentrations of
toxic materials in the workplace and
must wear respirators to protect their
health. The current regulations -
governing the use.of respirators have
been in effect since 1971. The general
industry standard, 29 CFR 1910.134, was
adopted in May 1971 from a national
consensus standard (American National
Standard Z88.2-1989, Practices for
.Respiratory Protection). The .

standard, 29 CFR
1926.103, was promulgated in April 1971.
On February 9, 1979, 29 CFR 1910.134
~ was formally recognized as applicable
to the construction industry {44 FR 8577).
The maritime standards were originally

promulgated in the nineteen sixties |
under a different codification in the CFR

by agencies which preceded OSHA. The’

" present code designatmns and their
promulgation dates are, as follows: 29
CFR 1915.82, Feb. 20, 1960 (25 FR 1543);

29 CFR 1918.82, January 22, 1963 {28 FR -

547); 29 CFR 1917.82, March 27, 1964 (29
FR 4052); and 29 CFR 1918.102, Feb 20, -
1950 (25 FR 1585).

Section 1910.134, which most clearly .
sets forth the requirements of a
respiratory protection program, states
that the employer shall provide the
proper, approved respirator for the
circumstance and is responsible for
carrying out a resplratory protection
program. The program is to contain
-written procedures and provide for
proper cleaning, disinfection, storage,
inspection and maintenance of the
respirators. General provisions are set
forth on fitting and training. .
| Requu‘ements are included for qualiity
of breathing air, and practices to ensure
that it is not contaminated. Provisons for
emergencies and for communication and
rescue in atmospheres immediately
dangerous to life or health are specified.
A color code for gas mask canisters is
detailed and other provisions are
incleded. The regpiratory protection
provisions in the other affected
standards are more gencral.

LT ]
‘!
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Since the promulgation of these
regulations, the field of industrial
respiratory protection ha§ advanced
significantly. Newer, improved methods
of qualitative fit testing are now
available. Qualitative fit testing has
been used for many years and checks

~ the adequacy of fit of a respirator by
-~ relying on the subjective response of the

wearer in detecting an odor or irritation

 from an airborne chemical introduced
~ into the air near the respirator. Another

- method of respirator fit testing, called
~ quantitative fit testing [QNFT]. has been
- developed and made easily available.

Quantitiative testing measures the
efficacy of fit of a respirator by actually
measuring and comparing the
contaminant level inside and outside a
respiratcr facepiece. In addition, the -

- . concept of assigned protection factors, a
numerical indication of the effectiveness
- of a respirator, has become firmly

‘established. Finally, the consensus of

-

industry concerning what constitutes a
reasonable, cffective respirator program
has changed as demonstrated by the
recent issuance of a reviced edltmn of
ANSI Zes.2.

The ANSI Z88.2-1980 standard,
entitled “Practices [For Respiratory
Protection,” is a revision of the 1869
ANSI standard. It is available from the

- American National Standards Institute,

1430 Broadway. New York, Nevs York
10018, and is also available for |
inspecticn at the Docket Office. The
new edition is an extensive revision of
the previous edition, ineorporating the
follcwing changes:

* Oxygen deficiency is more thoroughly
discussed.
¢ Quantitative fit testlng is now
included and described.

e Qualitative testing is more fully
described.

¢ The concept of protection factors is
introduced.

e Higher protection factors are assigned
when quantitative fit testing is used.

* The section on respirator selection is
expanded and now includes fit
testing.

¢ The special problems section now
includes a discussion of usein
confined spaces.

Besides these developments, the
demands on respiratory protection have
also increased substantially since 1971.
Levels of airborne contaminants

" allowed by recent OSHA health

standards, such as arsenig, lcad and
cotton du.,t are substanitally lower than
previous standards. Leve!ls of
contaminants considered acceptable by
non-regulalory authorme.,. such a3 the
American Conference of Governmental
Indusirial Hyvgienists (ACGI), have

been lowered significantly for a great

- R T T N o

4
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many substances. Providing respiratory

protection against known or suspected

carcinogens has become much more
difficult and complex as move
substances have been idautified as
carcinogens and as the dg¢; o2 of
protection expected has v.cvcased.
Recent OSHA hezlih et widerds have
imposed respivatory rclatcd i
requirements nct found in 79 CY¥R
1910.134. (See § 1910.1u.8(h), arsenic;
§ 1910. 1025[&] lead; § 1910.:862u{p), coke
oven cmissiong; and § 191¢.12:3(1),
cotton dust). Thcsﬂ requiranianiy

‘include:

o Quantitative fit tests have been

required both annually and
“semiannually. .

e Employees have teen given thz
privilege of vsing poiveivd air © .
puiifying respirators (PAPI{) vpon
request. -

¢ Employees have Leen allowed to

~ change the filter elcnients of a
respirator whenever an incsreace in

- breathing resistance is dutccted.
¢ Employees have been allovic:d to
- wash their faces and respicctor

. facepieces to prevent sldia i. ication

associated with usiie:y verLiirutors.

e Employcers have been e vicd to
provide respirators that 6.4.ikit -
minimum fuceplec'ﬂ leai.nna,

e Referral of an employes t5 a plysician
trained in pulmonary medicine kas
been required for an employee vito
exhibits difficuly breatl:ing either at
fit testing or during routiu2 respiratoer
use.

In addition, developments in
microprocessor and other nevs
technologics have made it posmb!e to
develop respirators with warnine
devices to indicate whether the

respirator is prowdmg appropnate
protection while in use, az.d

- communication equipmecnt o2 that

employees can warn each ctlcr of
safety hazards and coordinate theair
work activities in a safe r:anueo, -
Improvements in cartridg2 te:clinology

- may permit developmernst of recsliators

for protection fiom chainicals fus which
there are not aovws any enpcoved
respirators. Further develepinents in
poweied aiv punfymn courivatless may
permit thoir be cader usz to raducs
fatisue factors, skin ircitaticn pootlems,
ar.d breathing resistanca Jifiicaliics
sometimes created by nooative poossure
respirators. Thcse poosi Ja
imnro vaiT.ents whean talien topetner
would make it possible to have a more
eficctive respirator progran.

Linue curicnt respiriater standards
arc tased cn older techaolugics,

VAB.0001034026
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- respirator suppliers have claimed to be
~ahibited from developing improved

;piratars which do not fit into existing:
categories or which provide protection
from chemicals not included in present
approval criteria because of the time
- involved from respirator development to
ultimate approval. Suggestions on
regulatory or other changes to further
encourage the development of improved
respirators and to permit their approval
are requested. - -

It has become evident to OSHA that
there is a good deal . of confusion among
respirator users over the distinction.
between the “fit factor” as determined
by QNFT and the true, effective

“protection factor™ which.is the actual
protection afforded by a respirator when
in use. The manufacturers of )

- quantitative fit test equipment have -

. correctly emphasized that their
equipment does not take account of the
normal filter leakage and measures only
the leakage around the face/sealing area
of the mask plus any contribution from

exhalation valve leakage.
In addition, it has become apparent

that the laboratory type testing of QNFI‘; |

may tend to overestimate how well a
respirator fits when an employee
wearing it is working at his job.
Therefore there is uncertainty now
/ahput how high an apparent protection -
tor (actually fit factor) must be

uemonstrated by QNFT to insure that
etgployees are properly protected on the
job. -

OSHA has also been evaluating the
appropriateness of improved methods of

qualitative fit testing as an alternative to

~ thequantitative fit testing required by
the lead standard (29 CFR 1910.1025).
Although that issue is being dealt with
in a separate rulemaking proceeding
{see 46 FR 27358, May 19, 1981), the

arguments and information involved are

also relevant to this advance notice. ™
Therefore the record of that rulemaking

(docket no. H-049A) will also beplaced -

‘in the record of this pmceeding. One of
the major questions involvedin that
rulemaking is whether qualitative fit -

testing (QLFT) can be so arranged- and

conducted as tc properly determine
whether a respirator is in fact adequate
for a specific application.

Another inmiportant question is
whether di-2-ethylhexyl phthalate .
(DEHP), the most widely used challenge
agent for QNFT, should continue to be
used for QNFT in view of the recent
finding by the National Toxicology .
Program that DEHP caused cancer in
rats and mice in a two-year feeding

y. This study is reported in “NTP
hnical Report on the Carcinogenesis
b:oassay of Di-2-ethylhexyl phthalate—
CAS 117-81-7,” DHHS Pubin. No. NIH-

81-1773, which is available in draft form
(dated Oct. 15, 1980) in the OSHA
docket office (Docket file H-049A,

exhibit 12). There are several substitute

challenge agents that can be used to
conduct QNFT, thereby considerably
reducing the importance of DEHP. |
Examples include corn oil and d1 2—
ethylhexyl sebacate.

- All of these factors indicate to OSHA
that existing standards related to

~ respiratory protection should be

reexamined in light of current

- knowledge and accepted industrial

hygiene practice. If OSHA does not
respond to this situation, many

. employees may be needlessly
~overexposed to a variety of airborne

toxic materials because of inappropriate
respirator. programs. Such exposure
could result in severe illness and
disability. Alternatively, obsolete
regulation may unnecessarily limit an
employer's options in providing

" respiratory protection, or restrict

innovation in respiratory protection
devices. Inadequate regulations may
also impose unnecessary costs. .

- Consequently, OSHA is interested in
receiving data and views from all
interested parties on a wide variety of
issues related to the revision of OSHA's

respiratory protection standards. These

issues are presented in the form of
questions to assist interested persons in
developing their responses. These
queslions represent issues that have
already been brought to the Agency's
attention. Some are of general nature
and others address specialized technical
issues which may be principally of

interest only to the technical community.

Interested persons, of course, may wish

. to submit information.and views on

issues that are not addressed by the
questions or to respond only to some of

- the questions of special interest to

""" "themselves.

- Paragraph {a)(1) of § 1910.134 requires

‘that engineering controls be used to
--reduce excessive employees exposures
~~to airborne contaminants and permits

- ~the use of' respirators cnly while feasible

- - engineering controls are being installed
- or when stch controls are not feasible.

This requirement is the subject of
continuing controversy in those
situations where respiratory protection

programs are thought to be more cost

effective than engineering controls. This

rulemaking on respiratory protection

standards is a necessary prerequisite in
addressing this policy. Although the
agency is inviting comment on this
subject (see question 30), OSHA regards
the evaluation of the technical aspects
of respirator adequacy and
effectiveness, as well as respirator
program requirements, to be an

20805

imporant and crucial first step in
reexamining the broad policy of the
priority of engineering controls over
respirators. Rational decisions -
concerning when it is appmpnate to use

- respirators must be based on prior
"knowledge of the effectiveness of

respirators and respiratory protection
programs. The factors that determine the
performance levels of respirator
programs are independent of decisions
to employ respiratory protection in some
particular situation. In a like manner, .
judgements as to cost effectiveness must
also be based on prior knowledge of the
costs associated with respiratory
protection programs. Thus, OSHA will
address the technical aspects of
respiratory protection in this rulemaking
before addressing the larger subject of
the relationship between engineering
controls and personal protective
equipment. General policy with respect
to engineering controls is a controversial
standards policy important enough to be
treated separately from the techmical
aspects of respirators and respiratory
protection programs. Therefore OSHA
will in the near future publish a separate
notice discussing in detail this subject of:
the hierarchy of controls and requesting
comment separately on 1asues relevant
to it

In order to assist the public and the
Agency.in evaluating these issues,

OSHA has compiled the following
background information and reports.

Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) of the University of California at
Los Alamos, New Mexico, has done
considerable work on respiratory
protection. Their report LA-6034-MS,
issued January 1976, entitled “Respirator
Protection Factors,” is the basic source
for the protection factors now commonly
applied to various respirators. This
report also discusses quantitative fit
testing. Other LANL reports that may be
of interest include LA~5488, issucd
March 1974, “Selection of Respirator

Test Panels Representative of U.S. Adult

Facial Sizes”; LA-8722-PR, issued
February 1977, “Respirator Studies for
the National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health: July, 1975—Dec. 31,
1976,” which discusses various aspacts
of quantitative fit testing and respirator

" evaluation; and LA-7317-PR, issued

June 1978, “Respirator Studiecs for the
National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health: Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 1977."
which discusses the testing of powered
air purifying respirators, interlaboratory
comparison of data for dust-fume-mist
filters, and fit testing for gas and vapor
respirators. The LANL work has also
resulted in reports in the Literature,
including “Effect of Facial Hair on
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Respirator Performance” by E. C. Hyatt,
- et. al,, that appeared on pp. 135-142 of
~ /~he American Industrial Hygiene
.sssociation Journal of April 1973, and
“The Physiologlcal Cansequences of
wearing Industrial Respirators; a
Review" by Peter B. Raven, et. al,, that
_appeared on pp. 517-534 in the June 1978
issue of the same journal.

As part of a joint OSHA-NIOSH ~—-
pro;ect called the standards completlon
project, the two agencies developed a
document called the Respirator Decision
Logic. This document is an attempt to
set forth in a clear, logical, concise form
the factors that must be considered and
the choices that must be made in
gelecting a suitable respirator for any
application. Although the document was
not published, the last revision, dated
February 1, 1978, is available from the
OSHA docket office at the address |
shown below (cite docket number H-049
and exhibit 9].

Several documents submitted to
OSHA for the standards completion
project, docket no. SCP-1, are also
relevant here. The "Industrial Safety
Equipment Association Analysis of
Supporting Test Data" submitted by Mr
Frank Wilcher of ISEA takes issue thh
the LANL determinations of protection

~ factors, {see exhibit 45-9). Two papers =

from that file address aspects of
/""esplrator comfort: “Respirator Comfort:
subjective Response to Force Applied to
* - the Face” by S. H. Snook, et. al., ALH.A.
- Journal, March—A ril 1968, p. 93-97,
[exhibit 18F); and “Performance and
Acceptance of Respirator Facial Seals”
by W. A. Burgess and W, C. Hinds,
Ergonomics, 1970, vol. 13, no. 4, p. 455-
- 464, (exhibit 18G). “Effectiveness of Dust
Respirators in Underground Coal
Mines" by H. E. Harris, et. al,, |
Transactions of the Society of Minin'g
Engineers, AIME, vol. 256, June 1974, p.
153-161 {exhibit 18D) discusses the
~ actual protection afforded by respirators
on the job and factors that account for
variations. -
~In addition, quantitative fit testing has
-~ been studied by Mr. William H. Revoir
 then with the Norton Co. for the ANSI
committee on respirator practices, and
. reported in two Norton technical
~ reports, no's R-115 and R-116, (docket

HO049A, exhibits 13 and 14, respectively].
Report R-115 deals with a comparison of

 test results between a qualitative test
using isoamyl acetate and a quantitative
test using DEHP. Report R-116 discusses

the impact on test resuits of performing
head and nneck movements during

testing.
All of these studies and reports

»~arovide further background information
elevant to the questions asked in this
advance notice. These studies and other

documents refeired to in this notice
have been placed in the docket and are
available for inspection and copying at
the docket cffice.

In addition to specific responses to the
questions pcsed in this notice and in
accordance with the provisions of the

Regulatory Flexibility Act {Pub. L. 96—

353, 94 Btat. 11€4 (5 U.S.C. €01 et seq.))

-~ ~and Executive Order No. 12291, OSHA

also requests information regarding the
economic iinpact which the
contemplated changes discussed below
might have on affected industries in
general and, in particular, on small
businesses angd cther small entities. (See

- question 32}. Information regarding

environmental impacts is also
requested. Since this notice is an

“advance notice of proposed rulemaking,

and no specific proposal or alternatives
are presented, firm, detailed cost and
impact data may not be available.
However, whatever data that are

- avaiiable or can be estimated should be

submitted to assist the Agency in the -

. development of a proposal and

alternatives.

Commentors responding to this notice
should note that § 1910.134 is applicable
to workplaces in general. It also applies
to the construction and maritime
industries to the extent that § 1910.134's
provisicns are not covered by the
provisions cn respirators in the

. constructicn and maritime standards.

Also, where a mere specific standard,
such as a single-substance health |

- gtandard, contains respirator provisions,

those provisions take precedence over
the more ganeral provisions of

§ 1910.124. The provisions on respirators
in the construction standards and in the
maritime standards apply only to their

- respective industries,

Issues for comment: Data, views, and

arguments are solicited on all of the

issues descrited below and on other
relevant issues.

Since this notice addresses a wide
variety of industries, each commentor

should include the following information -

so that his (her) other remarks may be
usefully grouped and compared: What
conditicns or circumstances are you
using as a basis for your comments, in
terms Of,

a. Job{s), operation(s), process{es);

b. Toxic material{s);

c. Level of exposure without regard to
respirafors;

. d. Frzquency and duration of
exposure; -

e. Type and amount of work or
physical latcr, including frequency and
duration;

f. Medical screening or surveillance
already practiced;

g. Applicable environmental . .
condiuons high or low temperature, ' o
high humidity, skin irritants present if -
etc.;

h. Work schedule, including breaks
and rest periods;

1. Size of facility physically and in
terms of employment; and

j. Age and health of affected

employees?

1. Should current standards be
revised? What altematwes to regulatmn
are available? -

2.a. Should all or part of the new
ANSI Z88.2-1980 standard be adopted

"as an OSHA standard?

b. I so, which parts and why?
¢. Which, if any, advisory provisions
of the ANSI standard should be made

mandatory for OSHA purposes?
3.a. Should a protection factor of 100

- for full facepiece respirators be made

generally applicable in the regulations
or should 50, as recommended by Los
Alamos National Laboratories, be

‘- retained?

b. Should the protection factors [other
than for full facepiece respirators)
recommended by Los Alamos National
Laboratories be made generally
applicable in the regulations? - -
c. What other values, if any, should be S
specified for protection factors? o
d. In what manner, if any, should

OSHA allow QNFT to be used by an

" employer tp assign a higher protection
~ factorto a respu'ator for an individual or

a group?
e. In what way should a dlstinctlon be

made between fit factors determined by

QNFT and true protection factors, that
include filter leakage? o
f. What methods or protocols are

available to determine the true |
protectlon factor an employee achieves
whnle in the actual workplace?

ﬁ e e -

1ctors for the disposable respirators be
e same as ior other ali-mas T

LEspirators? ' 4
- 5.a. What protocol(s), if any, for

‘qualitative fit testing (QLFT]) should be

specified in any new OSHA standards

as acceptable testing method(s)? -

b. Are there different protocols
appropriate for different uses of QLFT
such as selection and fitting, periodic fit
checking, or checking the fit at each
donning?

c. How often should QLFT be
repeated?

d. What exercises should be
performed by the test subject during
QLFT? |
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- e. Should it be allowabletouse @ - . 7. Which respirator related provisions, ¢. Under what ci.rcumstanoes. if any,
/" abstances identified as potential - if any, of the more recent OSHA health =~ should OSHA allow the use of cTE
.rcinogens as fit test challenge agents?  standards {(e.g. § 1910. 1013[h]—arsemc, - respirators not approved by MSHA/ o
If so, what basis should be used to § 1910.1029(g)—coke oven emissions, NIOSH under 30 CFR Part 117 o .
determine that the probable dose is - § 1910.1043{f}—cotton dust, etc.) should d. Should OSHA automatically reject
acceptable or unacceptable? | be made generally applicable by ~ any modification to approved i
f. What basis should OSHA use to incorporation into § 1910.134, Parts respirators? _ L o
determine the acoeptability of auggeated 19151918, or § 1926.103?. | & 'Should OSHA allow the . - .

QLFT protocols? = N: at type anc
. 8. With the use ofnomrritating-test - and retraining should be
agents, does test subject bias =~ - - = T G[l : 0 1 4 L-
significantly affect the usefulnessof = ﬁmmﬁﬁml moro
qualitative testing, or affect the test = § S
results a significant amount of the time? ‘I mrrar["'m W  topics should
h. Should increased testing or more be covered and how 1 orou y?
frequent testing be required for . S mf.mmmn nOzs
respirators with faoepieoes that nead specialized or comprehensive training
adjustment other than atrap tension to be required!?
fitproperly? L g _, d.H ow should rec
. i. Under what circumstancaa and E aining be apnecifiec
using what testing protocol would QLI"l‘ ' 9 ‘What apocificationa should be made

& &
2O NINe ANdc

" be sufficient to ensure thatan concerning the content of standard
“employee's respirator fits sufﬁmently operating procedures presently required
welll - v ~-in § 1910.134(b)(1) and (e)(3)?
~ 8.a. What protocol[s] if any ,for -~~~ 10.a; What medical screening, if any,

quantitative fit testing (QNFT] should be -~ of potential users oi‘ respirntora ahould
specified as acceptable testing --- -~ -~ be required? . -
method(s) in any new OSHA standards? - b. For those employees who use

b. To be an adequate test, should reapirators. is it safe to require medical
QNFT be able to dlatmgulsh the -~ '  examinations only in those cases where
respirator efficiency foreachtest - -  there is some complaint by the employee |
exercise performed by the test aub;ect? -~~~ or a problem is noticed by the fit tegting

c. To be an adequate test, should --— -- tac]micxan?

“"™FT be able to demonstrate the ¢. Should the regulationa limit an -
 .uriation of contaminant concentration . employer s choice of type, class or
behind the respirator during the -~ specialty of bealth care provider in
_breathing cycle? . '. - obtaining these medical examinations?
- d. What exercises should be -: w= .. d. Could a questionnaire be used to
- performed by the test subject during - - . select those few individuals who should
QNFT, and for how long? - - <. be medically examined? |

e. What test agents are aultable for ..e. What medical conditions, if any, of
QNFT, and what are the essential . ... ..an employee should preclude the
characteristics of an appropriate aerosol wearing of a respirator? Explain.
for solid and liquid agents? . : f. What medical conditions, if any,

~ f. What algorithm should be used to . could be aggravated by weadring a
calculate the protaction factor from .. ..respirator? .
QNFI? - - g. Could the wearing ofa respirator

g. What situations require QNFI‘? medlcally endanger an employee? If so,

h. What is an acceptable aocuracy for with what respirator, and as a result of

a QNFT test? . - - what medical condition?
i. Should it be allowable to use- o .f : sting

substances 1dentiﬁed as suspect
carcinogens as test agents? If so, what i and E
basis should be used to determine that EICI:‘LJm- e lna Safe and
the probable dose is acceptable or - Hea -_E!.‘F mnnwzm L:i'r.\lﬂi[ﬂ:i:
unaooeptable? R . ) L1] have peen ACKnC vledeed by
j. Should increased testi (i.e. -+ “NIOSH in need af extensive
repetitions) be refjuired for respirators - - "
with facepieces that need adjustment - d OSHA mdependently
other than strap tension to fit properly? addreas the adequacy and application of
k. For each required protection factor, some or all types or models of

wivi®

how high a fit factor, detérmined by respirators? If yés, specify in detail.
QNFT, should be required to ensure - b. Should OSHA always accept the
proper employee protection? = adequacy of MSHA /NIOSH approved
1. How will the fit factor determined respirators without addifional

7 with different testing equipment,  “requirements (e.g. higher performance
cnallenge agents; procedurea, and teat -~ requirements for use agamst certain
conditions? . * substances)?

mmm ween‘dlfferent

orgamzations (other than NIOSH] N
testing and certification of respu'ators? L
'g. Are there changes in regulations or
procedures that would encourage more . -
rapid development and utilizationof .. .. ..
respirators to provide protection from
chemicals for which thereareno - = .. . .
cwrently approved respirators? .. . .. . ...
h. Are there changes in rcgu]atmns or - -
procedures whmh would encournge ---+ . .
more rapid development and utilization S
of respirators vhich would provide .- .- ...
immecdiate warning of over exposure;
improved communication capabilitias; -

reduced skin irritation, breathing

1
‘.-'

- resistance or heat otress; or other

improvements? . ~
i. In order for negative pressure air
purifying respirators to te permitted for
protection from a gascous chemical, -

' ahould that chemical always present
 adequata warning properticg?

j. How, if at all, should OSHA address

physical aspects of respirator
., performance dnd suitability such as

abrasion resistance, tear strength,

- withstanding temperature extremes,

corrosion resistance, and field of vision?
-12. Should OSHA continue to-accept

as adequate all manufacturers’

instructions for fit checluns [§ 1910.134

~{e)(B)i)? e

13. When, if at all, should OSHA hmit B
the amount of time in a single shift that
employers may require their employees
to wear respirdtors? (The lead standard
(29 CFR 1910.1025 (f)(1)(i) imposes a
limit of 4.4 hours in some cases.) =~

14. In determining compliance with-
exposure standards for those employees
wearing respirators, should OSHA
assume that an employee's exposure has
been reduced by a factor equal to the
assigned protection factor of the
respirator? Such an assumption is
already part of the énforcement policy
for the cotton dust standard. (Sce 468 FR
85736, Dec. 30, 1980.) It allows an
employee to wear a respirator for only
part of the work shift when respirators
are relied upon to achieve compliance
with permissible exposure levels.

li .a. What gﬁmg of gﬁlellance of
work area conditions an eEeaf
o o |

adequate to ensure safe use of
1910.134 (b)(8))7
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What costs are moniated wrth this  25.How and to what extent should substantial number of small busmasses
A~ gurveillance » respirator regulations for the maritime or other small entities? | _ ’
T G kor srtus Hons th t.ra the nse of. ° and/or cunstmction industries differ d. Would these s, taken |
2anirators for exten ;"r:mr': 18 from those for general industry? individually or as a whole, resultin
2 RIACRG 00 A - 26..8hould regulations be eutabhﬂhed significant adverse or beneficial effects
. for permissible shelf life for lilters, on domestic or foreign competition,
| @ pgeq! cartndgen and canisters? " investment, productivity, or innovation? .
_ﬁ' e e 27, Using either sanitary, ﬁul'ﬂblml’ of . 83. There have been claims that the
- d.egree o 9"9 ion ed bythe . service life considerations, how long uge of respirators results fn productivity - .
YL, m*lfh S -,Mshould “dispasable™ raspzratorsba . losses,
. ghihvaloog ity 1«-— 3““’ peiiudtind o bosedt. By a.whatfn;-.tommaywnu-ihmto
o Mo - g or work in atmospheres ... pro psses? -
: . ) " 1nn.mlm AL . ”JL# immediately aangerous itﬂ hfemilealﬂl. h bd’g:;:t:m{he mt' ﬂf-EBCh of ﬂ!ese
| e e A 'i—'*’ Rk V ' are thers respiratory devices atherthan _ foctors?
s . self-contained breathing apparatus that . an ot is the aggregate cost, ifeny,
—— L - are suitable Yoruse by standby pemons? of productivity loases induced by the -
joo _w PO . (Seo § 1010.184[)(3)iii)). _useof respirators?
.h!:.!h : Bawyen ' i-uuau ¥ ¥ .. | | B 29 Rﬂﬂplrﬂ.tor ﬁlterﬂ and Bﬂ T d .What im of nt _
- 2A0U1L | U .aip;q R bL# Hn BIATIY ‘ IB‘“‘S Clﬂle
m ;1}: MR TS :”;; w10t A0 rennuire s havaﬁin:iite.ditﬂﬂz}dﬂﬂ hfehﬂ].ﬂd bB l'espirﬂtﬂr ﬂtanda.rds EEGCt pmﬂuctivity’f
vy un mnnoxide a n #,n allofl- - : Ep‘!:wd-l::l gﬁ;ﬂ&ﬁﬁl‘;fﬂ? L -~ o -YWhat effective: a]temaﬁVEHm
et g it von n“ g . ” 19 | h 10 Or0 ae b lnwhi h u.ldﬂ.n ot avaﬂﬂbhfhﬁt Mﬂﬂfadumﬁm
- bregthim “ | L mannarsho owance productnngy*lossaa? 5
¥ Bhoul? mgeptam,m lra"tur . ?f mattiie far the dieé;lragauan ofaama o .
brmﬂxingaair continue to be«apecified as ::er]?Vht:: ;omhnm ﬂ: ould be used o
'‘Grade D from Compressed-Gas .
* Associetion G odi Bpecification ' specify service lives or organic vapor .
. G7.1-1968 (3 mm'md[g]ﬁj)-nmhould | ga";;fg':f “L‘;“‘ag,’ﬁffsfm:;@ " shili are respic Chiz T
some alternate specification, audh as irstbjs op of nublished breakthro lease be a3 a_padiﬁc as osalblﬁ nbout .
grade E,'be used? . - n this regard of pub ugh tyupe of industry and ciaantﬁcaﬁon-of
- ‘IB Jthas been c1ﬁ1med{hﬂt some times far various organic vapors? {See, pl a.. o
- for example, Nelson and Correia, . ©Iployee ganceme e e
s powered girpurifyingrespirators - “American Industrial Hvaiene T - e x N
. . [PAPR's)have' beenahowntohduca A o | Co ,
s sociation Journdal, Septemhar 9.976. !
L~ haward leakage. 4 a 514; and others.) . Tres “‘“t 8)
| ‘8, Inwiew of fliis, what protection P ‘
| ‘factor is appropriate and ‘imw ahoulﬂ . " d. Should sorbent “‘"ndE“ be
proper fit be ascertained? ~ restricted to a singleday’suseon = - ==l
b. Should PAFR's have: ala:rms to ~  account of the-desorption that may sreSPe
indicatelow sirflow?.~ - . occurgduring-overnight storaga and =
| nﬂndarwhmmcnmtanmwouid ~ exposurs to humidity? ' -
PAP.IR'nha ;naﬂamaﬂab?la to 30.a. Should ﬂtr};:mg:mtlor standardn mp—p p—
employees ’ continue 20 address the relative priority - m m —pye -'ﬂ'?' o
as. p. Whatie k] CRINE SROWIG DS of engineering contrdls and respirators? ;.n!'.,:.t? ntal. consalts ,' x |
pquire an effe N (See § 1910.124{a)(1)3 = um yy I
| 7m--“ oy S : .. BIGL. b.Dofeasible engineering contmls Tambe
-_ '1""-? ;ﬁ'ﬁ' ARCUCR rEaLTE BT alwaysprovide better protection or* - - “emnlovee.
v u&ﬁ- S ;.’,.b: o ,_.5. ;'._: v - greater assurance of protection of o. What are the total costs andper
i What coste 2% a4 r;"wmr*fmmn. - employee health than the use of employee costs for a guantitative fit
. thw rﬂg”;‘r"’g ther | - . testingpfosram?ﬂ?ham kn?wn '
What £ tr imns . e there any other 33“33 or = geparately state the costs of program
and mmnmﬁ? bl;dn:nalgered the problems relevant to respiratory staff training, equipment purchase,
minimam: mqntred 40 Perm_it a PETaon {o prﬂtECﬁon programsg in Beneral induﬂtry equlﬁment.l‘ﬂmal.»comultﬂnt fB.BB . .
train others in respiratory protection? maritime, or construction which OSHA ' ° empladjee time, program staff time, and
o Uﬂﬂﬂr what ﬂimlﬂtams, if any‘ | should.address inr EVismg current . the number of. tests perfomed per -
should menwithbeards be permitted to standards? “employes, -
wear each type.or style of rospirator? - 32-8:What would bé the economic | " "All comments submttedin response to
 22.7To whatexteni, if any, ehould the - impact on affected industriesandon’ " " these questions and this notice -generally
" OSHA /NIOBH Respirator Dmﬁmon small business and other small entities ™  will become part of the record.of any
. g incor_pumtedanm revised of the possible changes to-OSHA resultiig rulemaking and willbe
OS?M standards? . regulations described above or carefully considered in the development
23. What level(s) of .nx;rgen deﬁciency suggested by you or other commentors?  of. annmposed regulation on.thm
.gshould impose a.reatriction.on thetypes - b. Which, if any, of thesechanges =  matters. All comments inresponse to
of respirators that may be worn? would result in major increases or this notice should bs submittad by
24. How should "1mmedmtel degreases in«costs or prices for September 13, 1982 0 the onkat
dangerous to dife or health” (IDLH] be. individual industries, small business, Officer, Docket No. H-048, Room. M
#7  defined wifh res jpect to limiting . other small entities, or consumers? - - .~ Occupational Safety. andHaElth S
respiratoruse .for oxygen deficiency or c. Would these changes have a ' Administration, U.8. Department of -
for the presence.of toxic materials? signifitant economic impact.on a Labor, 200 Constitution Avenuse, N. W.,
. VAB.0001034030




Washington, D C. 20210' telephone 202-

*”"wa-

~ This document was prep ared under
the direction of Thorne Auchter,

Assistant Secretary of Labor for

Occupational Safety and Health, U.S.

_ ent of Labor, 200 Constitution
Ave., NW., Washington, D.C. 20210.

" List of Subjects in 29 CFR Parts 1910,

1015-1010, 1028 '

~ .Occupational safety and health
Respiratory protection. =

 (Sec. 6. Pub. L. 91-598. 84 Stat: 1593 (20 U.S.C.

T Uacm.41uacas.aa;sﬂcremryof
. Labor’s Order No. 8-70 (41 FR 25069)) .

 Signed at Washington. D.C., this 10th day | '
of May 1882, )

Thorna Auchtor,
Assistant Secretary of Labor.
[FR Doc. $3-15103 Filed 5-13-82; 8:45 am]
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DEPARTRIENT OF EBUCATION

Ofiica of tha Eacrotary
34 CFR Eubtitio Acnd Che. HV, VI

and Vil
Dopartment ef Educotion Semiannual
Reguiations Agenda end Reviaw List

acseiey: Office of the Secretary, Ed.

410 Publication of the semiannug.l
Jenda of repulations. o

gurraAny: The Secretary of Education
publishes a eemiannual agenda of
regulations as required bythe =
Regulatory Flexibility Act and Executive
Order 12291 ("Federeal Regulations”).
This apenda provides.a brief description
of regulations being developed or
reviewed by the Departmentof
Education. The purpose of the agenda is
to encourage more effective public -

parﬁcipatmn in the regulatory process

- 19, 1980, require the De

" being drafted and pending

L _Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 94 / Friday, May 14, 1982 / Proposed Rules

by giving the public early information

. about pending regulatory activities.

FOR FURTHER INFORISATION CONTACT:
Questions or comments related to
specific regulations listed in this agenda
should be directed to the contact person

listed for that set of regulations.

Questions or comments on the overall
agenda should be directad to A. Neal
Shedd, Director, Division of Regulations
Management, Qffice of the L:enerul |
Counsel, Department of Education,

Room 2129 FOB-8, 400 Maryland - .
Avenue, SW., Wnshin,gton. D.C. 20202.
" Telephone [202) 245-7091.

. SUPPLELICLTARY IIFCaMATION:

Executive Order 12291, dated February
17, 1981, and the Regulatory Flembility
Act, Pub. L, £6-354, enacted September
pariment of
Educaticn to publish, in October and
April of each year, an agendaof -
regulations that the Dapartment expects
to issue and currently effective

- regulations that are under review. Tho

agenda includes both notices of

proposed rulemaking (NPRRMs}) currently
final

regulantions (FR) for which NPRMS have

| 'been publichod.

For each sct of proposed or final
regulntions listed, the agenda provides
a: (1) Title, {2) summary, {3) contact
- pergon, and (4} decision date (expected
month of publication of the {inal

gulationa (FR') or (MPRN]). '

The summary of éach cot of
regulations includes: (1) A brief

deacriptmn of tha proposed or final

regulations; (2) notice whethera
regulatory impact analysis is required
by Executive order 12291; (9) notice = .
whather a regulatory flexibility analysis
is required by the Regulatory Flambllity
Act; {4) a brief statement of the

Departmcnt’a objectives in issuing or: .

 ‘regulations under the Re

20200

R et
- - - .
- '

- m‘*

- reviewing the regulations; (5) the legal

basis for the regulations; and (6) the
Code of Federal Regulations part /
number assigned to the regulations.

The Department is requivc2 by

- Executive Order 12291 to prepme a

regulutory finpact analysis for any set of
regulativus that is a “major nda” as
daﬁnad by tha osder, and that is uot

. exempted froin tha requircni.ents in the
. order. This aemlanuuul agcu'ln speuities
. whether or not a repulatory hapact
. analysis will ba pyapaed forcach satof
. regulations listed.

. The atory Flexibility Act

‘ requires that Federal agercies tnke into
account the impact of theh regulations

on “small ent:tioa. including gmall
businesses, small governmenteol

~ juriedictions, and other cmall

organizations. The Department raust I
prepare an initial regulatory f{lexikility

-analysia for any proposaed repulations

for which a notice of propcacd
rulemaking is issued on o after Ienuary
1, 1001 if Eha propoged regulations viill
hava a significant cconomic impacton a
substantial number of small catitios. The
DPapartment’s plan for raviow of

gulutory -
Flaxdbility Act was published on Avaust
5. 1221 at 40 IR 3e252. A reference las

been included In this agenda to Indicate

whether a repulatory ﬂaxibi]it?y analycls
is required. 2
Thio pub!lcution in the Fedazol

 Regictor does not impose any binding

cbligation on the Dupartment svith

. repard to any apem.ﬁc item on the |
- agenda. Regulatory action in addition to

the itoms listed is not precluded.

Dated: May 7, 1082,
T. I1. Dal},
Secretary of Education.

' DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SEMIANNUAL REGULATIONS AGENDA AND FIEVIEW LIST

anm—mmm.

- Eﬁmwmmm _
| C. Roguisioty Rexibiily analysis: Not required ............. )
. _ ommmmmmmmmmommto .
| | sccuire informnation pertinent ic the complianca status of recipionts and to achieve
compliance by volunttry means.

E Legal

basis: Saction 3 of the Privacy Act of 1974(508.& 852a{k))

F. Citation: 34 CFR Part 6.

Awmmmmummmmumm

that doos ot have program-specific regulations.

a program
awmmmm

C. Reguldtory Roxibilly enalysis: NOt RDPECADIS...ccme crenearsiness

receiving fellowship3 for study in six specified fleida.

reguiations under raview kmplement those previcions of the
indian Education Act of 1972 that apply to indian studoms eppiyng for and

_— et

AMJ.Caﬂh.m NPRM May 1£32,
245-21C4.

Chester Giod, (202) | NPRM Mey 1902,
245-7810.

E. Logaf basis: Saection 414, olthanmtmaﬂoiEducutiono:gmMmmm
LUL.B.C. 3474),
F. Cliption: 34 CFR Parts 75 and 73,

(1L A W Tha

Aloe Ford, (202) 245~ NPRIM May 1002,
7525, ,
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Thomas G. Grumbles

To SAFETY DIRECTORS Date  7/21/82

ATTACHED IS THE LETTER FROM DUPONT, REFERRED TO IN MY

MEMO OF 7/20, AND INADVERTENTLY LEFT OUT.

I APOLOGIZE FOR THIS MISTAKE.
544*( '

er v

%
VAB.0001034032




E£R-80272 REV. 9-64

MG ug any gTH T

ESTABLISHED 1902

“™ E. . pu PoNT bE NEMOURs & COMPANY
WILMINGTON, DELAWARE 19898 y
EMPLOYEE RELATIONS DEPARTMENT : o’ i
SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION DIVISION _ f \
1982 July 8
Mr. Everett L. De Whitt, Jr.
Conoco Inc.
1000 South Pine
) P. O. Box 1267
Ponca City, OK 74603
Dear Everett:
OSHA - ANPR RE: RESPIRATORS
Enclosed is a copy of the ORC draft mentioned in
the scope. ORC is an industrial consultant supported by an
industrial group. The draft is subject to some change. We
may not endorse it but it does contain much Du Pont input.
~ Questions for which we could use additional data
from you are:
4 a & b
8 a
ll e
15 a, b, c
16
19 a & b - What records does Conoco keep and why?
21 - You didn't indicate this question as one you
could comment on, but if you have experience
or policies in regard to beards, 1t would be
helpful.
34
Sincerely yours,
‘<g:@‘“/‘“‘2/
Henry L. Ada
Staff Consultant
HLA:cmj
Enclosure

JUL 1 2 190
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