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Johns Manville "Thermobestos"

Soblect

' On 21 March 1962, an Industrial Hygieoe chort, i.e., 62-1m-1-6-1,
identified the existence of & hazard to health in the Construction Insulation
Shop during such times as when insulation blocks manufactured by the Johpe
ihnville Company ere being fabricated with exhausted baud sawe, It was recommended
at that time that 18" x 36" x 4" "Thermobestos” insulation blocks* should not
be fabricated vith the existing equipment unleos --

{a) The atmospheric dust problem could be reduced to below 20 wppef
of air throush the use of ventilation, etc., or

(b) The producer of thie product begins mapufacturing an insulation
block which will not release upon fabrication with & band saw, dust
concentrations in excess of 20 mppel of air,

. In accordance with these recoumendationa, the Copatruction
Insulation Shop discontinued almost immediately the purchase of "Thermobegtos
insuwlation blocks.

0o 20 July 1962, a second Industrial Hygiene Report, i.e., -
62-IR-2-0-1, vas submitted subsequent to an evaluation of three nevw insulation
materinls supplied by the Johns Manville Company. Thie report concluded that

" these materials were improved over the original, Hovever, the dust concentrations

prgduced upon fabrication of these insulation blocks were substantially in excess
of the recomended safe concentrations of 20 mppcf of air. Therefore, the
recommendations contained in this report remained exectly as those stated in the

initial report of March, 1962,

YR

On 20 November 1962 the author was contacted by Mr. D. R. Matheny,
Geperal Forexan of the Insuletion Shop, who stated that three Johns Manville
representatives, i,e., Measera. F. E. Saxer, N. Gordon, and H. E. Koufman, vere
present and had requested a meeting with the Plant Industrial Mygieoist., This

. meeting vas held in the lobby of Building 2, at which time Mr. Saxer produced

the accoupanying copy of portions of & report submitted by the Johns Manville
Industrinl Hygiene Laboratory located at Manville, N.J. Mr, Saxer stated that,

* 1o accordance with this report, they were not able to produce results which agreed

with those contained 1n the reporte submitted by this department, Therefore,
the} vere concerned and interested in learning if their methods of reprodusing

#The Johns Manville trade pame for their 1nsulntion blocks
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" this conclusion vas protioted on the basie of their enalysis of the atmospheric 3
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our environmental conditions, sampling end evaluating the dust concentrations W
contained therein were subject to question. At this point he stated mlso that Y
dust conditions produced by their competitors product, (1.e., Keylo or Item —

# SAT in the report) which in no way agreed vith the data submitted in the

Industrisl lygiene Report =~ IB-62-I-G~I.

It vma explained at this point, that this depertment's interest
in this probdlem is slwvays confined golely to the enviroomental conditicns ps
they effect the health of our workers, end that no pert of the investigation
should be construed as an attempt to arbitrarily promote the use of one
coempany's product over that of enother.

: Upon completion of this statement, Mr. Saxer proposed that
Mr, D« R. Matheny and the Plant's Industrisl Hygieuist make & trip to Manville,
Hew Jersey, ot Johna Manville's expense and at a time celected by Union Carbide.
This visit would be for the specific purpose of observing, scrutinizing apd
comparing their method of atmospheric duast evaluation with-that as utilitized
by the Institute Plant's Industrial Huglene Department. It wes HMr. Saxer's
opinion thet such a visit would permit & more positive epproach to the problem
and remove the possibility of misunderstandings, etc., that results from written

‘correspondence, At this point, Mr, Saxer was essured that there vould be no

personal objection on my part to the performance of such & service. Hovever,
8 proposal of this neture would have to be submitted to the Plant Honsger,

Mr, L. H. Dickinson, through appropriate channels before & final decision could
bo made, ’ .

In conclusion, 1% should be steted that m phone csll vas received
from Mr. Fu G. Comerford of Design and Conptruction on the morping of -
21 November 1962, who requested that he be brought up to date on this specific
problem. This request was immediately sntisified both by verbal explanation
and by the promlse that copies of both reporis, {.e., 62-I0-I-G-I and 62-14-2-5-1,
would be majled to him {mmedintely. Mr. Comerford further stated that we should
nét back down on our requirements, but that it probably might be wise to coneider
their proposal in light of the wany ramifications of the problem ps it affects
the vhole compeny structure, i,e., purchasing, sales, manufacturing, ete,

Very truly yours,

R 2\,

Robert E, Peale
Industrial Hygienist
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