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ROGERS CORPORATION
Rogers. Conneciiuil 06263 
(203) 774-9606 TWX 710-448-0047

J a n u a ry  25, 1979

M r .  L eonard  B ra c k m a n ,  D i r e c to r  
A i r  C om pliance Unit 
S tate of C onnecticu t
D e p a r tm en t  of E n v iro n m en ta l  P ro tec t io n  
S ta te  Office Building 
H a r t fo rd ,  CT 06115

D e a r  M r.  B ru ck m an :

R o g e rs  C o rp o ra t io n ,  h ea d q u a r te red  in R o g e r s ,  C onnecticu t,  w ish es  to 
subm it i ts  co m m en ts  re le v an t  to the proposed  a s b e s to s  am b ien t  and em is s io n s  
s ta n d a rd s ,  dated  D ecem b er  11, 1978. A ttached  i s  a d o c u m e n t  deta il ing  our 
co n ce rn s  o v e r  th is  p ro p o sa l .

We axe opposed to these  p roposed  s ta n d a rd s  on the b a s is  that:

A) The base  line data used to ju s t ify  th is  p ro p o sa l ,  n am ely ,  the "h igh '1 
r a te  of m eso th e l io m a  incidence in C onnecticut and the re la t io n sh ip  
to in c re a s e d  a sb e s to s  consum ption  is  no t c o r r e la te a b le .

B) The assu m p tio n  that  a s b e s to s  is the so le  cause of m e so th e l io m a  
is  i n c o r r e c t .

C) T h ese  p ro p o sa ls  ignore  the s ig n if ican t  con tribu tion  to am b ien t  a i r  
a s b e s to s  lev e ls  f ro m  n a tu ra l  s o u rc e s .

D)
i

The p ro p o sa l  of an am b ien t  s tan d a rd  based  on w e ig h t /u n i t  volume 
a s s u m e s  a d i r e c t  re la t io n sh ip  between f ib e r  count and w eight.  
T h is  is  no t the co n sen su s  of the sc ien t i f ic  com m unity .

•>> E) The w e ig h t /u n i t  volum e s tandard  to ta lly  ignores  the m ed ica l ly  
p ro v en  concep t  of a f i b e r - s i z e  r e la t io n s h ip  to r e s p i r a t o r y  c a rc in -

w o g en is is .
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F) These p ro p o sa ls  a r e  fa r  m o re  s t r in g e n t  than e i t h e r  the ex is t ing  
o r  p roposed  ERA and OSHA s ta n d a rd s .

G) The D E P  conducted s tu d y  of am b ien t  a i r  a s b e s to s  lev e ls  within 
C onnecticu t ex h ib i ts  a n u m b er  of " e r r o r s  of o m is s io n "  which cloud 
the conc lus ions  d raw n .

H) The e m is s io n  s tan d a rd  of 24 g r a m s / d a y / p r e m is e  is no t  b ased  on 
technologica l c ap ab il i ty .  In fa c t ,  in o u r  opinion, i t  i s  not a c h ie v ­
ab le  with c u r r e n t  s t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  technology.

I) These p ro p o s a ls  lack  any  co n s id e ra t io n  of ac tua l  benefi t  v e r s u s  
economic im p ac t .

T hese  a r e  the m o re  im p o r ta n t  points we e la b o ra te  upon in o u r  co m m ents .

We  would hope that o u r  co n c e rn s  a re  ob jec t ive ly  rev iew ed  and that our 
opinions a r e  evaluated  s e r io u s ly .  We s trong ly  u rg e  r e c o n s id e ra t io n  of the 
o rig ina l  p ro p o sa ls  in l igh t of ou r  com m ents .

R e sp ec tfu l ly  subm itted ,

M a n a g e r  of E n v iro n m e n ta l  E ng inee ring  
R o g ers  C o rp o ra t io n

m b
E n c lo s u re s

i
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