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Mr. H. J. Belloway

Corporate Environmental Engineerx
GAF Corporation

P.O. Box 12

Linden, New Jersey 07036

Dear Mr. Holloway:

XB: GAF Corporation Plant
lowell, Vermont

Mr. Donald W, Mebater, Director of the Division of Protection, has asked
ne to comment on tha preliminary engineering proposal that you have submitted
to the Agency as a part of GAF W'l agsurance of discontinuance agreement.

Although the submitted matsrial--Klimination of Vigible Dust Fmission Programe-
seems to be a very nscessary first step in the identificatior of pollution scurces
at the plant site, it does not seem to be any nore than this. Although not spelled
out, a preliminary engineering plan for a process operation, to me, includes a
prelininary process flow disgram, a description of the types of equipwent associated
vith these process cperations, critical engineering paranmeters such as air flow,
air-to-bag ratios, stc., and the amount of control that is needed on each operation.

To come up with a program as you have proposed, I ar sure that this inforration
should be available in your files. The completed engineering plan would include
process engineering flow diagrams and a description, including drawings, of all
contrel equipment for the various operations within the mining and milling portions.
In genezal, the program also lacks any dates for interim tire schedules on which
portions of this program would be completed. Even within the context of a pre~
lirinary review of control ecuipment and engineering proposal. some dates should
be included to show progress that the company is making, or i=tends to make, in
completion of this comprehensive program.

There are a number of areas that deserve specific corments a* this time.
Response in writing to my comments would be necessary before we can complete a
review of the preliminary engineering proposal. Due to the fast zhat this reguest
will necessitate some additional work, I have recommended to the Secretary that the
hearing be reconvened in mid February, rather than within the 3C-day period stipulated
in the assurance of discontinuance. The Secretarv has concurced wita this reccomenda-
tion, and February 16th at 10 o'clock has been reserved far the reconvening aof this
informal hearing,
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These areas that sho\n.d.ho specifically discussed prior to the hearing include:

1. Primary drill opculion. Although the specific control equipment seems
reascnable, the collection discharge of the dust to the ground seems to be
self-defeating in terms of air pollution.

2. Secondary drill op'oénxou. what is meant by the phace out period of the
present machine. ot

3. Primary crusher operaticn. The Division is less than enthusiastic about the
use of water spray during the susmer operation as a proposed emission control
equipment on the primary crushing operation. The water spray systems in cther
mining operatians we have seen, does not satisfy the regulations in tems of
fugitive dust emissions. However, if you insist on the use of a water spray

on this primary crushar unit, we will approve installation subject to our
continuing jurisdiction in the future. It also may be well to wait for a
proposed national emission standard on asbestos to bDecome effective before a
£inal decision is made on this particular abatement process.

4. Ore drying opsrations. In the reparks on the program, it stated that the
amount of emissions was defined by stat: regulations as process dust. Although
the process weight curve may be applicable to many operations, in this case, the
visible emissions of 400 opacity, or section 5-46€5 Potentially Hazardous
Particulate Matter, may be more stringeat regulations. Under the latter, persons
‘zesponsible for source operations from which hazardous particulate matter may be
emitted such as, but not limited to lead, silica, or other such materials shall
give the utmost care and consideration to the potential harmful effects of emissions
resulting from such activities,-. Bvaluation of these facilities as to the adequacy,
efficiency, and emission potential will be made on an individual basis by the
Dizector, Division of Industrial Hygiane. Also, the proposed federal regulations
should be taken into account. These resgulations state the type of fabric filter
nesded on the kiln as a minimum requirement with a resultant of no visible
erission.

S. Roadway dust. Although the state has not forrulated an opinion on roadway
dust fro: roads rade of asbestos tailings, the proposed federal regulations <o
specifically mention this source. 2In this prelicinary engineering review, the
conpany should give seme consideration to this source of emission.

6. Dumping to the tallings pile. Wo mantion was made of possible control
equioment that could be used to suppress dust emissions as tailings are placed
in their final disposal site. This should be identified at least as a scurce
of enission. 1If there are no practical means to control this s;ecific source,
this should be elaborated on.

Any substantiating information on any of these abaterent systems would be greatly
apereciated so that we can make some evaluation to the efficiency of this proposed
abatement ecuioment. Hopefully, at the reconvened hearing, we can go into greater detail
into sore of these areas. .

Sincerely,
{\‘/4‘.:‘ G e 7 ,. <

Richard A. Yalentinetti

Air Pollution fontrol 0fficer
RAV:1p
c€c: Mr. Donald W, Webster -
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