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Dear Dr. Moore:

It has besn made known to se that wmy written remarks of October 11,
1984 concerning the Natural Resources Defense Council's Petition for

a "Prohidition on Continued Use of Asbestos in Automobile Brakes" will
enter, with other documentation, into the rule-making docket along
with the originsl petition. I am therefore requesting that this latter

be substituted as a formal critique.

My concerns regarding the petition are many, essentially focusing on
lack of insight and on an unscholarly approach to the problem:

= The NRDC claims that both epidemiological and pathological reports
“have shown only recently that asbestos is one of the largest
single causes of environmental human cancer in the United States."
This statement does not accurately reflect the literature. 1In
support of this statement the petition cites HEHS Secretary Califano
who reported that approximately 172 of American cancer deaths
over the next several decades will be “linked” to asbestos. There
are approximstely five hundred thousand cancer deaths per year
in the United States vhich would roughly translate into 85,000
cancer deaths per ysar "linked to asbestos.” Immediately following
this statement is an attribution to Nicholson and co-workers who
have estimated that cancer deaths in the United States fron asbestos
wvill nunber some 8,500 to 10,000 per year over the next 20 years.
The authors of this document fail to reconcile this order of magni-
tude difference in these figures; fail to resolve the proportion
of excess cancers attributable to workplace exposures; have not
considered that if 8,500 cancer deaths wfll occur smong 10-15
million "exposed” workers in different occupational settings,
85 thousand asbestos "linked™ deaths means that everyone in the
general population is at the same level of risk. It seems farfetched;

= Ia their discussion of mesothelioms and lung cancer, the NRDC
authors use data from studies of insulation workers in their descrip-
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tion of fncreased risk of asbestos diseasas in exposed populations.
The naturs of the fiber sxposure, fiber type, fiber dimensionality
and fiber concentration are significantly different when compared
to workers maintaining end repairing brake pads. Datrs for insula-
tion workers may have little bearing for brake workers. These
_dats are wncritically accepted as data applicable for all workers
““exposed to any variety of asbestos fiber;

« The assertion that all asdestos fider types are carcinogenic in

humans is correct. However, mot all fiber types produce human
mesothelioma (

exposed to anthophyllite fiber in the workplace) and mot all of

the asbestos fiber types produce the same attack rates for broncho- .
genic carcinoma. While it is true that the three major varieties '
of asbestos wsed in the United States induce both types of malignant
tumors in experimental animals, industrial manipulstion say alter

?utco-e:

= There is an attribution to & study conducted by my colleagues
here in the Environmental Scfences Laboratory which revealed excess
cancer mortality "in workers with short-term exposure--one month
or less of employment in an asbestos plant."™ This citstion appears
at the end of a paragraph which states that “People living in
the ares of asbestos mines, mills, factories and even shipyards
and family menbers of asbestos workers have bscome victims of
mesothelions despite vhat we would be considered light exposure
to _the dust.” The asbestos plant in Paterson, Mew Jersey is believed,
by many (including Seidusn of the Americam Cancer Society) to
have had workplsce exposures approaching 100f£/ml. Nicholson occa-
sionally uses a figure of 35, 1 have used & figure of 50 but it
is generally conceded the exposure levels were very high indeed.
One month's exposure during the second World War translates into
a-500-1,000£/al exposure day (10-hour shifts during the second
World War). Using a 20-day work month this computes to a 10,000-
20,000£/m1 exposure month. This would correspond to spproximately
& 2=5 year exposure in the ocrupational setting at the present
2f/ml level. No one would consider this a "trivial" exposure.
¥o one would consider this a "bystander” or "environmental™ exposure;

= In the very next parsgraph, on page 8 of the petition, the work
of Harries, carried out in the Devonport shipyards of Great Britain,
is used to support their argument that mesothelioma may occur
from "bystander" exposures. Narries and colleagues shoved that
the tearing out of asbestos fiber on shipboard results in serosols
which may approsch 1,000£/ml in the imnediate environment! Fiber
measurenents sade during tear-out operstions, aboard ship, have.
shovn tens of f/ml of air in areas removed from the actual site
of rip-out. Again, this is included to support the lrguucnt of
the petitioners that "indirect occupational exposure” was sufficient
to produce mesothelioma many years later. These indirect meassur-
sents are considerably greater than those encountered in most
workplaces todsy. Additionally, the fiber types encountered in
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the Paterson fnsulation plant was amosite and the fiber ancountered
by Narries in the Devonport shipyard was predominantly erocidolite.
The mesothelioma frequency for bhoth these fiber types exceeds )
those reported for chrysotile in every study the world over.

Ve sre dealing vith sssothelioma risk for different fiber types.

cannot use the experience 0f workers exposed to crocidolite and
amosite as & “measure of risk for chrysotile exposure;”

I Although chrysotile asbastos does produce human sesothelioma one

= Although asbestos fiber released from automobile brakes may increase
the asbestos lavels encountered in urban air the report of a mssothe-
lioma 1n a toll collector is mot evidence of an etiological associa-
tion;

= I will support the contantion of the petitioners that there are
operations encountersd during brake maintenance and repair which
Telease “dangerous levels of asbestos during brake servicing;”

~ The general case for risk to non-occupstionally expossd persons
fs based on risk assessment models. For example, Nicholson (1983)
Bhas provided the Environmental Protection Agency with a document
entitled "Asbestos Heslth Xffects Update.™ Using this model a
general scenario is generated for both lung cancer and mesothelioma
and extrapclations are made concerning risk to populations for
which no exposure data exist. Xleven studies provide lung cancer
data whereas four studies provide the mesothelioms data base.
The lung cancer studies provide fractional fncresses of lung cancer
rvisk per unit of exposure but these fractional risks vary consider-
ably depending on fiber type and industry. $o it is with the
mesothelioma data set which £s based on & aumber of fiber types
integrated to yield a single xrisk model. The question to be raised
is vhether data for crocidolite, amosite and mixed fiber types
(the fnsulatiocn worker data) may be used for chrysotile. This,
coupled with the relatively poor workplace fiber seasurements,
yields a model which may be used only in its broadest context.
These shortcomings were ratsed in a recent NRC document (1984)
where ranges of risk were provided rather than a single value.
Again, the mesothelioma data €I stress mesothelioma because segnents
of the population will live long and this will be the important
direase on the basis of time) {s based on insulation workers (mixed
fiber), chrysotile textiles, amosite {nsulation, and asbestos
cement product manufacture. The lovest values exist for chrysotile
exposure in textile plants. Thersfore, all of the asbestos deaths
projected into the future are based on risk asseasment for mixed
fibers (n a range of circumstances. The variance associated with
these projections are large. The numbers of deaths attributable \

to asbestos brake pad maintenance amounts to some 500 per year
over the next several decades. This value may be lower or even
greater than given. We simply do not know;

- The only pleural mesothelioma described in a brake repair worker,
in which only chrysotile asbestos fiber was observed in the pulmon-
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ary tissues, was reported by wyself. I believe this working populs-
tion to be at risk but I also believe this risk to be less than
encountered with othar fiber types in other work environments;

= Where are the data to show that substitute friction product materials
are “safe"?! What h.ppcnl to e.g., aramid fiber when sheared from

8 brake surface?;

= Why {s “sintered petal” eompositions considered safe? Sintered
hard metal msterisls are now implicated in pulmonary disease (bard-
metal disesse).

I agree with the petitioners that there are many instances vhere brake
maintenance and repair subjects worksrs to asbestos fiber exposure
which increases their nmeoplastic risk. There is no question that this
occurs aud that the risk is mesasurable. I similarly believe that there
are no dats to support that such risk axists for the general population.
Exposure to the general population may occur and that the control of
asbestos emissions should be instituted. Hovever, we have no data

to support the contention that {t represents a “public health hazard."
I believe it would bs prudent to prevent such exposures from occurring
to the general population even though there are no data to support
that such exposures are hazardous. The federal courts have noted that
one may rely on "general data”™ fn making certain decisions. Therefore,
if this petition is to be considered as a “general approach™ to the
asbestos prodlem then, presumably, the Environmental Protection Agency
will base its decision on courtroom lav. As it nov stands, one can
only appeal for the decision to be based on the concept of "prudence”
rather than science. The decision should be made on the social basis
and not a pseudo~scientific one.

This {ssue {s a very important one and should not be approached in

an unscholarly fashion. My strongest objections focus on the misuse
of data and the uncritical use of these data in supporting certain
contentions. It i{s a form of quesi sclience which we, as environmental
scientists, cannot afford or allov fo go unchallcugcd as it reflects
upon all of us and our work.

ur M. Langer, Ph
Associate Professor of Minerslogy
Associate Director, Environmental
Sciences Laboratory

AML: §m
L83

UCC 004209




