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February 21, 13884

TO: ORC A&hestos Task Force

From: D&zrell K. Mattheis
Subject: Reﬁort of February 9, 1984 Task Force Meeting and

Announcment of the next Task Force Meeting

i

Next Task Force Meeting

The next meeting of.fhe Asbestos Task ngce mixiihhibn{ﬁnheh526~
1984 at ORC Offices in Washington D.C. The meeting will begin at
1:00 pm and last to approximately 5:00 p.m.-

Purpose of the February 9, 1984 ’ueeti'ng

The Task Force met to decide what kind of a response should be
made to the OSHA Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Draft) that had
previously been distributed.

Defining OSHA's Intent. ' , D

The draft NPR is so vaguely worded that it 1s difficult to determine
just what OSHA has in mind. The NPR rather than outlining what
OSHA intends to do, asks for comments at every eriticidl juncture,
and says that final action will depend on the comments that it
receives! This format.gives the agency almost complete. freedom of
action to do what ever it wishes, since in addittion to. the comments
that they already have, they will receive additional arguments on
both sides of every question asked. This will enable OSHA ‘to

shape its response to meet the demands of the moment, rather than

be locked into a clearly outlined position.,
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Given the fact that OSHA's risk assessment was developed with the
assistance of Dr, 83} kotf's group at Mount Sinai, and that bQ£b1
NIOSH aifdidombieniit¥onmental groups have pushed” Véry Hisrd for./

PEL of 0.1 fibers/cc, it seems possible that with approppviate ! &[”’

pressure, OSHA could be persuaded to lower the PEL to 0.1 fibers/cc.

NPR At OMB (EARLY MARCH PUBLICATION POSSIBLE)

At the moment, OSHA seems to be committed to a PEL 6f 0.5 fibers/ce
with reasonable flexibility allowed for the use of respirators.

OSHA sent an asbestos NPR to OMB on February 10, 1984, and it is
said to be very similar to the early draft released to the Construc-
tion Advisory Committee. The draft ‘sent to OMY dtscusseéd 0.5, 0.2
and . 0.1 fibers per/cc as a possible PEL. It is possible that

the NPR will be published by the beginming of 'March ‘1U8¥, as OMB

has seen it already, and it is be;ng handled on an fexpeditedf basis.

£

what Should Qur Strategy Be?

To be most effective, we must be positive in our comments. 1If we
wish OSHA to continue to support & PEL of 0.5..fibers /ec, it is

important that we give the agency positive comments designed to
strengthen the 0.5 PEL.

This does not mean that we cannot be critical o6f the risk assessment
or other assumptions made in the document. Indeed, it is imperative
that we take care to point out (in a positive way) that because of
the very conservative assumptions:-made in the risk estimate, the
number of actual cases of disease that may result from exposure to
asbestos fibers in the-modern working environment is likely to be
significantly smaller than:- those in OSHA's risk estimate.

The Task Force should concentrate on those elements of the NPR
where we have good data, or where we know that OSHA is weak. This
means that we need to respond to individual eléménts of the rfisk

estimate as well as many of the specific questions that OSHA is
asking.

Responding To The Risk Estimate

The first thing wve need to do here is to carefully read the OSHA
ETS, because it contains a much more detailed discussion of their
risk estimate than the NPR. Additionally, I will obtain a copy of
the risk estimate that OSHA entered into the record and make this
available to those who request it. .
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analysis: “The sééﬂmﬁfioh 0f 457 yédsE of 'é
assumed expodtfe td3K FiVda* 1dvel” of’ié&éstos tiners, °8 ’,fs;e o
day, 5 days a weeR: THE 45 yédr asstmptiss, ﬁhiéh’is , dan“Bat
attacked on a number of basis, including the known turn-over-rmt

in a number ‘gf major‘indistiiesi “(3) ?&g§§§gq3ér £ v8PRérs expoded”

Seversal eletgf ts 61 the risk" estimxte 184 a t&égge
X%

to asbestos: fihers &t Bonteéntrdt i8ns  aBSvi inbgié &8 {5 dfd1r°-
(found mafniy“in-bisikesdd r%gxgmgﬁaéﬁgfs;gés%ﬁto&ge ¢ }j&'ﬁg LT 0 8
declining. “(4) ‘THe ¥rddt Wajgrityib? ¥ csé""gé%itﬁ&tidﬁ&lly-“‘e posed’™
to asbestos f{Bers’‘hayé’q Siee’xoiifz§€§r§§ttéﬁ"ézﬁq dEd7 ° (53 FRa"’
number of indust?taijpl t8 eith stgnifichat an8ints 0¥ tndtatleqd: "
asbestos i€ stdadfliy*deéPinTng  #i{€h £¥MaTI AP TT TIVAngrA TINRETL o
We need to cofiest didtd ont e tufnévér fte” {d: Endividd®1 “jobis "5r "
industries, ‘Gn" tﬁé'&néﬁn:&* 88yres; ' tna°dmalit Qf,&i§§§éafVé§g“*“:’
actually has‘resultédgﬂggd crPti ugﬂ;bgh%ﬁ .gtg(ﬁgafzfjﬂ‘g'fé“g &a’
as the basis for OSHA'S ‘FisK~dstfidts, End” VN8 Hunhet 2 VWaaleriat’
plants remaining WitH si&'fff@iﬁf%gﬁbﬁﬁﬁgégtffﬁgtggfgﬂg‘gﬁgl~ jasen
as well as thelf ‘rate '§f redigval]™ "7 “777 77 ;f’ijwif;;,” ilm‘”i
A useful tool for our comménfs on thé OSHA risk éstimdte i ag ™- 7"

affidavit of Dr. Kenny Sherman Crump concerning the OSH&A
ETS. I am including that document with this .report. .

PN

Another area of concern is that of friction prﬁhubtsL éince one of
the major remaining uses ~* -zbestds ‘{§ {n the''prodictidn,’ tnstaf—"
lation, repair and replacement of brake linings and clutch facings.

We need to collect as much as possible of the pertinent data aniished
in this area, and where it is available, unpublisﬂed data that
would assist us in making our case. g

-

o

Preparing Qur’ RGSQOHSG

B . T M R [T R o wd

We should re-submit td OSHA,; and whérever possibfe in commenfigi

answer by referéence ¥o, the oac Rgcohmmded' R’e\ﬁsion‘ q;t‘ mf. 00T,
M . « 1A *

In our comments to OSHA we need to present data showing, .that the aril
actual, as opposed to calculated, hazard at 0.5 fHbers/dd is ‘smafls--

and that with appropriate measures, personal exgosure levels should
be much lower tham 0.5,

Ny

ey 1 e . PEETEN]

The comments shoulﬂ emphasize that in general indastny, vhere mosx
of the potential exposure to asbestos fibérs exists, expggpres &re
low, intermittent, often not feasible to engineer out. .and that in
any case the individual is protected through the use of personal
protective equipment.

\'r
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We need to make the point that in a practical sense, the
quality of the ptofectioq béCeiVed by the émployee dépends
moré on the .quality of the safety and healtﬁ program and
its enforcefient, than it does on setting a. ‘1ow ﬁEL.,

we nee¢ to find data td backlup the point. tﬁat for g high
percent;gg of generaI industri exnosure, the nature of the .
work . being aéne m&kes the gse of engineering cqntroIs élmost,
impdgsible. - Thus, most lof’ the employees doing. otk viere -
there i§ a pofentiai for the release of asbestoé fi&ens,
will use a cOmbinstIon 61 work brqcﬁfces and respi:&ﬁors

to prévent éxposure to’ dungerous levgis of asbestoa tibgrs,

We need to make it clear that. gite ve would like to_ keep
the ambient’ 1eve1§ of asbest 0§ ers. as low .as_posgsible,
it is oftén df:ficult 1) ﬁeepyﬁﬁem beIov while 4 jab
is’ béing déne,: Thqs the use ot fit-tested eftici&nt
respirafors can . and does reduce emponee,exposu:e !arm ,
below 0.5 fibers/cé. We need to emphasize that it _ddes
not make sense to equate ambient airf concentrations with
employee exposure, and present data to back up that
contention. ,

We need to comment on fiber type and industrial process
as important determinents in the kind and amount of
disease found among those exposed.

Qur Time Is Limited!

We need to carefully read OSHA's ETS and NPR; Dr. Kenny
Crump's affidavit, and we should look over the OTA paper.
Then, as individuals, determine which of OSHA's guestions
we can hest answer. We should begin this reading amd
selection process as early 28 possible, since once the
NPR is. publLéhgd,'we ‘aAre. onIy,going to have 45 days to.
prepare and submit our writfen response.

What I Am Requésting

I vould like to request that as you read over the questions
that OSHA has asked, or as you contemplate the larger
questions involved, you select a question or questions

that you would feel comfortable answering, and write up
your thoughts and bring them to the March 26 meeting of the
task force. Once you have chosen a topic or question if
you would give me a call to let me know what you have
selected I would appreciate it., That way I can coordinate

‘things so we have the most complete coverage of the
questions. ‘
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OSHA' S Questions

Beginifig on page 7 in the draft copy of their ﬂ?& 0SHA lists

i9 questions thht cover, itn a general way, the wreus where tbey
want some answers. Theése questfodd ‘do not neceéesssrfly mstch
those thhkt OSHA asks in the cdurseé of ‘the discussion. - Thus it.
is tmpdrtant to carefully examine Both - -gets ot qwe§tidns to
determive what the &géncy reﬁily wants, -

I have reproduced the initial 19 questions, (attached) and in
the following, I list the quescions OSHA asks in the course of
the NPR discussion and the page :theéy afe on. [ urge all to read
the whole discussion however, because the intent of the questions
'becomes ciearer in coutext.v e :

Definitions

Page 28: "OSHA requests comments on how the nonasbestiforms or
varieties of the mineral should beé regulated. A change in defini-
tion would mean that the mineral fibers that are now regulated

as asbestos under the OSHA stdndard would no longer Be- speciftcwlly
regulated, but would rther fall intd the nuisance ‘dust category.
OSHA requests and encourages public comeénts on whethén the miner-
alogic definition of asbestos fibers should be 'ised: if :0SHA's
definition for protecting worker health. OSHA requests comments

on how mineral fibers that are not asbestos in the mineralogic
sense should be regulated.

page 28: "Another issue concerning the definition of asbestos:is
wvhether asbestos which has been‘chmtcally treated or a&ltered
should be regulated the same as untreated or unaltered 'asbestos."”

Page 29: "Public comment is requested regarding whethér agbestos :-

that has been chemically treated and/or &lfered®should be-regu~
lated to the same extent as other fqrms of asbestos.”

PERIISSIBLE EXPOSCRE LEVBLS

Page 32: "OSHA belives however, tliat a 'PEL lower than 0.5
fibers/cc maybe desirible to reduce risk for any fiber type if
measurable, and OSHA is ‘encouraged that the British appear to
have had success with the 0.2 f/cc limits for certain ffber
types. OSHA requests comments on whether the scientific evidence
is sutficient to support differences in the asbestos standard

for some fiber types and whether such differences are feasible."
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ACTION LEVEL

Page 37: "Also, although OSHA recognizes the potential unde: Jgi
of asbestog MmeaSUTEMeN g Mt &gr{ggncentn&tinns~bekmm ~the pr sed, . .
PEL, OSHA -seeks. ;cOmmusmydy oxh&r& qupstion of whether. mp}h\.}p :g—;w ar
unreliabhb&&w Limictis ASHA' s -abLLi by tQ 4d0pPY - “Tacnig& ev <2
and if 50, YOW . ; GUeatEl pngertalnty may De talerg_,ted' P?é‘“u t.nef L iy
action levelrthakeib e ;BEL. » ;0SHA seeks comments,, onptnis issue.
"OSHA requests commesrts or whethsxn qn;gz&dqn-lgvel,shouxd be -

adopted, and tf so, whet requirements it should trigger." ST i
“ % :aﬁ«*?‘a' JEholfasup M Tart oD et Laoubh, T e
oo 9dl Gl zAas FHEQ BRuiiav o it caif 1 R TIE R
ia 531~§§gg§ﬁ55““g§ ﬁﬂﬁ»&@,, RS ) :nsaeﬁﬂr:v s
s 8dy ta ldaedrl wdy saussed vavewod ro:

Page'és "OSHA requeﬁts data, iuformation-anq comments qoncerning,gny
changes that should Ye‘fiade in the monitoring provisions of the
current asbestos staandatd. "

O g Ran oo arn WO . g T R R VE+1- A S A . wary
. -%V;jy F REGEL&EEBg&REAS ‘aﬁﬁ ﬁjgm v e TG
'-1“( 43‘," »—’,.4;” Ao ’t

Page 39., "os&s &qgﬁeﬁpq&es,th@t the regulamed areas may be a&gg.fﬁ
blished at.the:agtian.level... ~OSHA requests .comments on wbthen .
this is approprimtas &md,qugagdd§tional.&qtivities.should'be o
required:.or: prqb&b&ted ip;theg.regukated . ane&, S ey
o UPBT ALt siTlzad v ow Lmrrne. o~ : C e

-~y i

L e Bl s - PR

METHODS OF CoMPLIANGE . T e

Page 41: "OSHA:gsolieits copments,concerning..the methods of com-
pliance. The agency.is particulanly interdsted. in recelying .~ o
commentsSy ; 1nto§m§4£gn, Qﬁttnand*aﬁhe: ev;dence concerning ‘the . )
extent to which respirators ﬁay prov{de effective protection
against. asbesgagggﬁpggugqg nayybe Rekied ugon‘&s .2 :substitute. ..
for engineestns soRaveRkoHT s Ea“" iienias e eie TR
“.20270ed248 Yo swuol *szi -t el
page 42: As an ‘alteruktive to propos ng ‘a flexible compliance i
requirement for =zll asbestos workplaces, OSHA is considering a
limited exenmption from amps ux%gggggﬁsngcgontrqlnnequirement for
intermittent exposure wit 0SH#A -Tequests-comments
regarding,;the,applicationqf ,&n .exemptiqn from engineering coatrols
for intermitteny,expasures %9 ashestos &nd how_ it can pe appkted -
to the-types.@f ezpdsures in. the ‘affectéd indistries.” " In any
case OSHA .intends,tq. mtintgin the ex stfnz requirement for |
engineering-contrgls. tq,redqoe .exposures .to 2 f/cc. This will . ,
prevent massive. :eiegcc of . asbestos £1ber in the working environment "

B

PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT

Page 44-45: "OSHA believes that advances in work practices
since 1972 have reduced exposure levels in these operations
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,eem BHEOT  Lvwerae e teagdna prermpmr g om0 ,' “Lmivet 1"

and ﬁﬁ’ére"fdré ‘dfiays requi'rfng ﬁé 2iign is”u’ﬁpiiéd’ gt ré'sbi’ n'thh 1;{‘:
may no "YSrger 30‘ ddsdary in“ail‘ cases. 0 SR 7 ‘s‘ atso c‘orf“s £

53

whe fier "'otHET ‘tped ‘gf res;grfeeorsf s&au; & edgitrad thE thffm{ o
type o vorki ' For veXdnplie, “pover # piri %fgh r;{ ﬁ"hitoxg' ; G*‘f.
becon‘fb‘*’vide“l?‘*‘a:vairftﬁle §1nde 19 g&ﬂy B’n gt < i g@f" SeRY o
conditfors i ¥ERe wirkpiaces” osH A r 5}12 Thy "Ef; i’i o
duction in the PEL will ‘Wesult oo esp%‘% y
typeés at lower ambient air {gvels. OSHA requests informatioq~$ amem* P
and ‘Comiledt§ ‘réfa PMAD 1 DS dind ) 14 "y ‘lci e}-‘ E A
is prectich¥ P reqiiife tid s Ot supprs s

i O AN A 2 TR AT LA I T 'E:t«qa u,ﬁﬂi S v
MEDICAL SURVEILLANCE PROGRAN P TelEne
Page 47 7 TAThGUER e cu "é’a."rr“d?ﬁ*d %k%ajci‘ 1“?3 bylEd "“'93,8_'_&

istrative” 'ﬁnte%pr’e’t’ht‘ioh* an&’ﬁfdf'ﬁ?ﬁ e&:’f&'ﬁm ¢he’ medical *°°
surveill¥hte Provigions: iare ot Trighered ot rx{’g? L5 ‘r[c“c‘ 1ev“ér‘31 v

Included? To-r fd scussiorn are Wethgr*"' : f" g ez

- . . R s
LAY r*‘x“,‘..*'J .-,""'a}

(a) "The“&ctiom level concept 18 a.p;ircpri’ai_e" f’or*’ médical s&t@éil-
lance and what action level should apply;” '

(b) The ' fre~ieficy 0f*chestix -rayé‘eﬁvminatiéns’ shoonid Be de&réaé &
for young employees ot emp]_:byees wf‘ifh‘l s'hor%‘ d{r’t‘aition“ exposufes. )

(¢c) 'rheme should: bé a c'la.ri*ﬂéa*tion‘ of’ the t‘im‘é'" withih whic‘h
the employer- rnust conduct prepla&ément examinu%ions atter hiring
employees‘ - . st

(d) 'rhere should be any additional tests or procedures (such'
as use of questionnaires) for the purposes of early diagnosis of

any disease, including asbestosis; and . e

R S SR
(e) There should be screening tests for colo-rectal cancer such &
as tests:for occdle’blaédiin” i:l’:e~ feces‘* a.nd—‘{f‘}‘- Oniy"’"B“reaciérs j
shoulrdvtncerpret x-rtys. e o T i ST g

~HETHODS OR “MEASUREMENT*: - T o l_':*:
Page 49-50: "One issue raised in the record to date is whether
phase contrast microscopy analysis. is capable o: reliable meusuring
airborne concentrations of 0.5 ribersﬁcc and. lestxf It mnysoe a
pnssible that phase contrast microscdopy €PTOFY ‘cdn be reducedﬁff
improved and standardized procedures are followed, perhaps by
adding requirements to the standard.”
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§ oAy

“In revisions to the permanent asbestos standard, OSHA may,
tnerefe,r m d&f.e t. c,h.nicul t\rui ng , la x,'g.t,m:y, ge tifi I, :
andaifﬁg‘ szg' %&%ﬁtion in, 1§§og§ b% ) ¢ % qrozgggza';:;
‘OSAA" mty, ,requ,ir;e_j E Lb’t gbor,:xﬁ}c‘)\r‘ies ,Le%eiger,:p{asgnz“ st e
mdi‘l’%nr *ioh s NE

xi ade ﬁ.%p
g Ve bk tim..or wit .
Q%j,' ré‘e,edure ? ¥ g Q;d.-é%}f #tégf,?i,c

v

'z

; T c ,‘y

proced es’ recommend Qﬂ pg: Jznocedixres,az Fhnen

the kl“ﬂ azeis,b::ib;:eﬁ!i) 24 1;?’! om‘tﬂeup% J.Lw'h .u: ) Wi T il nastoih

oy 3 ;"(}ll.l:"‘" & B -»-ﬁ 1 T}.’u’lﬂ ~awel o rs X 29T
Comment ‘{ ljntsu,«e, nq, on *5 rth gnage, gq,peuusemcm haa

theﬁ@'ﬁ;g ‘ %~ }ISQQ %ﬁ - 21

comments oh ‘in‘fﬁ an& ’t 'roee ite provides the best “results

and whether OSHA should specity the procedure in the revised
asbestos standard.” wAA00AT_ ADVAJSIIZVALE JaTi43Y

"OSHA, also, has o ie!;ﬂz;@},m‘..‘ott;,m(w;ytim‘, a4
h 0 : % ! ,,Pmlﬁt,fjg'}*u'
repltce phase, pontta.sl ic ethod, LOXt | ;a2
measuring airborne concentr&tious, spesnps«.-, ,A_t;rtms Limeyae,, o0
OSHA believes that it is not pr&ctict or necessury to modify
its.stapdard. to, reqplire electron mi;.ro&c9py, anmly,sis instead.of
phase contrast’ light microscopy.d . ;

2743

ppr}’tﬁx}‘&r ce‘,Lec t?"[ e

éi—v

%

(~.; A&

B
e L R al

"OSHA requests information. relating, to- the.relative merite of.- -
the electron mi croscapy» and.. pha.se con_pr&sd: microscope- methods:,c
a.nd to the feasibility and appropriateness of other methods of

-l

0.2 t/cc u.nd 0.1 f/cc levels &nd comments on whether OSKA shoulxdrq-
choose an action level which is more uncertain in terms of measure-
ment than the PEL." o

zz

A Y

CLOSING COMMEN. ;

ERAE TN E

These., are the mainpquestiops OSchisr..tckinggim the bod.y of* itszar z2s
DRAFT NPﬁ " These questions, plus those listedvinitigliy~pepresent: =
& lot of work if we try to answer all of them, but I do not

think we can answer them all in the time available. Again I

want to remind you that we may .see thevNPR publishied by the
beginning of March 1984.

DKM /dm
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