.

*

VG goiogas

FEBRUARY 9, 1972

L

EPA HEARINGS ON PRCPOSED EMISSION CONTROL STANDARDS FOR

- ASBESTOS - LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA, FEBRUARY 16, 1972 -

3

STATEMENT OF P. H. ZIMMERMAN ON BEHALF OF THE ASBESTOS
INFORMATION ASSOCIATION/NORTH AMERICA '

.

* My name is Frank H. Zimmerman and I am Diroctor of Corporate '>*§-

Safety and Enviroamental Health for the National Gypsunm
Conmpany. ' I am herxe today representing tha Asbestos Informatioa
Association/North America, which conais:s of 13 of the nation's

latgcst miners, manufacturers and importors of albostos and

' asbestos-containing products. The mcmbor companios of the

Association are liqtedsbn a sheet which I have provided.

We support in general the po;ition’takog by the Johns-Manville
Corporation in its presentation at the January 18 hearing in
New York City, and alsc contained in the National Academy of -

Sciences document on asbestcs, that at piehent the general -

public is not in danger from the minute amounts of ashestos

fiber present in the ambient air. We also céﬁcn; with the
position that it is prudent and feasible to establish reasoh~

' able amission standards and controls that will protect the

public and ensure that hazardous levels of asbestos will not

- develop in the community air in the future. .

We therefere,. in principal, support the proposed Environmental

Protection Agency. Naticnal Emission Stundirdk on asbestos.
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Navertheless, there are certain soctipns cf the regulations
which we feel require alteration or rawo:dinq, and on behalf
of the Association, I would therefore like to recommend to

‘ the EPA the following changes. ‘

... With regard to Section 61.21 §§£inition-, we ;groc with the
intent of the EPA in trying to establish dafinitiona for
visinle emissions and pdrticulate mattcr that would oncompn:s
all types of particulate emisszions which might possibly
contain potantially hazardous amounts of asbestos. Neverthe~
- less, from a practical standpoint, thers are difficulties in

the definitions as written. -

For exdhple; in many dsbcltosnuéing manufacturing operations,
there are pasticulate cmislibns.to the atmosphere whic§ m;y

be visible but which do not contain any asbestos. As '
Mx. E. M. Fenner.of Johns-Manville pointed out in his teitir
mony in New York, an example of such emissions could be giom
the sand preparation and drying operations ;n an‘asbostos- '
cament pipe plant; ' : : = o .
Iﬁ another example, a visible particulate cmi:sion night

- conta;n,a ve:yviinutc percentage of asbestos fiber, and

would by visible only because of'the non-asbestos pa:ticulato"
matter in the amisiion, yet the standards as érit%cn'would '

not dif!erentiatc betwveen such an emilcion and one of 9u:c
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asbestos fiber from an uncontrolled plant oxr improperly

maintained bag houae.

To resolve this difficulty, I think it is essential to :eturn'
to the basic intent of the EPA in ostabliahing asbestos
standards in the first place, and that was, of coursse, to
protect the general public by reducing'cmissions of fiber
into the ambient air consistent with the best available
technology. .. ‘ .

- While it is always desirable when pgssible to restrict
enissions of any nature from any source, industrial or other-
wise, it is not noéqasary in order to be consistent with the
purpose of ghosp':egulations to.p:ovent the emission of n65~
asbestos containing particuiate'matte}. Free asbestos fiﬁe:

is the declared hazardous substance with yhich we aro‘eon-
cezn?d, and the primary job .of the EPA and the industry '.‘
"should be to ke;p ashastos cminaionsf not particulate nm%s:ions-

‘per se, at as low a level as is possible., As has been pointed
out, not all potential particulate emiksions from an asbaatos
manufactu:ing operation nccestarily contain asbestoa, and’

to requiro that the same strict controls be applied to them

_ as are applied to asbastos emissions goes beyond tho scopo

of the regulations.
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We are sure that it was not the intent of 'the EZPA to present
insurmountable obstacles tc concerned and dedicated companiaes
within the industry, but to enzure that uncontrolled asbcstos
amicsions would be prevented. With this philosophy in mind,
T would like to suggest the £ollowing solution to this

probzem.

Ye auggest that the definition for vitiblo enission be re-
written as follows: *"Visible emission' means, fo: the purposa_
of this subpart, ahy viluglly ‘detectable emiasion of partice- .
ulate matter containing free asbestos fibers in excess of the
amount which would be emitted form a fabric filter device |
or other agitdble:éo}i;ction installation, as described in
section 81;23{

-
-

Such a definition would not be inconlistant with'the iﬁt;nt
of the regulations, and would in fact closciy parallel the
'approach taken by the EPA in section 61.22, subparts (a-ll
and (a-2); (b-2) (b-3) and (b~4); (¢-1) and (6-2): and in
{e=3). '

+

.
.

In conjunction with this defintion changa, we would a:so
. angost that the definition of particulate natta: in
gection 61.21, subpart (h) be reworded as tollows:
fa:ticulnto matter means any material containing free
asbestos fiber, other than uncombinod‘watoé,'which exists .
in a finely divided form as a liguid or ‘solid. ‘ -

. - . 43798
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The wording “free asbestos fiber containing particulate matter”
er 'pa:ticulatebmaéter containing £ree asbestos fiber" ghould
bs used throughout the Standard in place of the Iass 3peci£ic
terms *material® and "particulate matter."

Our next suggested change in the standards is'with ragard to.
sectign Sl.zi, subparts (e-l) and (e-2) rogaédinq the pro-
hibition Pf the spraying of any ﬁro@uet containing asbastos

on any portion of a bullding ox -t:ﬁéturo or in an areas _
directly open to the atmosphere. Wa realize that.thi. section .
of the regulations was de;igned p:imargly to deal with the
problem of the use of asbestos-containing spray firoproofénq

compounds in hiqh rise building construction.

.

Those of us in the induztry who have followod the coursc of
the spray firnp:oozinq controver:y over the past two yca:s 34%
can well understand tho EPA's decision to prohibit this °’
~particula: use of usbcstos and we cannot disagrde with Lt.'
However, the ragulation ag worded would also. ban the use oz
a number of ‘asphalt-asbestos. spray roofing and foundation .
. compounds and adhesives that we feel do hog )
fall into the same category as the ti:eproozlnq campounds.
. mhcsc asphalt spray compounds contain an average of around
5 pc: cont asbestos fiber locked. solidly in the usph:ié\bindiée

They are applied in a manner which could not aonc; ivably

. . \ -
create any emissions of free asbestos fiber to the atmospheras-

RN
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A member company of the Asbestos Information Association
which manufacturers these products contacted a number of
reputable testing laboratories in the Cincinnatti area to
run a series of fiber counts on the application of these

asphalt-asbestos compounds. " When the procoss was explained

I t0 the testing laborateries, they replied that they did

not see how any free fiber could be released during appli-
cation, and concluded that it would be eascﬁtially a waste

of time to run the tasts,

Accordingly, we recommend that Section 61.22, subparts (e-l)

-and (e-2) be reworded so as to eliminate products of this.

nature from the prdposed ban. This can be accomplished ln
two ways. Either the proposad ban in (e-1) and (e-2) can be
made specific to spray compcﬁndq in which water is the-liéuid
agent, or else gubparts {e-1) and (0-2) can ba totilly
eliminatcd, and subpart {@=3) sliqhtly rowbrded so as to

‘apply. to all asbestos-containing :pray compoundz.

N

Without qoinq into détail. the Accociation would clso like ;..

. to oxpress its agzoemgnt with the position of Johns-Manville

with regard tc Section 61.22,  subpart (c-;) and Section

-

. 61.09 on source réporting, and we would also like to see

some clar;fication £rom the EPA on the Qefinition of a
“gource.” ) . ' '
. 43800 L
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We would like, however, tc suggest a wording change for

Section 61.22, subpart (c~1) that is somewhat different from

that recommended by Mr. Panner. We feel that this paragraph

Emissions, in direct forced
gas zt:camq, of particulate ﬁattez.containing fres asbestos

should e rtwo:dhd as follows:

i fibar resulting from manufacturing oxr £ah:ic;tionq operations
-hall not contain free asbastos fider in excess of the amount

which would be emitted if such forced exhausts were t:catod
in £a.bric filter wltallationc otc.
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our f;nai‘iuggcstod change in tha regulations is with regard

"to the é:ohibition oh visible eﬁissionc from ming tailings
dumps. As was sxpressed by Mr, rcnsex of Johns-Manville at
the New York hearing, the control of tailings dump emissions
is the one requirement in the regulations with regard to
2 miping operations that the industry at this time does not
know how to meet. As the EPA is well twaro,‘tﬁe indust:y
h&s.boeniworking on this problem for a number of yearsz with-
out findlﬁg.d suitablo.solntioﬂ, nor are we conf&deét of
being able to discover one within the two year waiver period
_-allowed und;: the law., We would therefore like to recommend
" to the EPA th'tollowing three point plan to deal with this
problen. ' ) ' ' . .
l. %he prohibitzon on tailings dump emissions

should be deleted from the regulations for the
present. i
2. An industry program should be set up with EPA
: gui&anco.and approval to discovor;a suitable
method for controling these emissions,
,3.-‘ﬁh¢n & method has been developed, the prohibi;
. . tion on visible tiilingé.hump"agia-ions should
" then be :3incéfted in the regulations.

.
. -

-

. I.realize that this approach to the problem is somewhat
unorthodox, however, there are several points which speak

" 4in its_:aybr.' of pximd importance is-the medical cvidcncc_
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qfth regard to the lack of asbestos health hazards in the
vicinit§ ‘of ‘chrysotila lbeBtOl‘ﬁin.85 Pr. Hans Weill of

' Tulane Univo:sity will speak di:ectly to this aspact of the
situation 1n.his presentation. Secondly, the agboctos mines

in this country are few in numbc:'and, for the most part,

L located 1n areas far from any large population contcr:.
whirdly, as. I stated before, the industry doos aot know how

to solve tho problem at this time and is skeptical about its C
chances o£ doing 80 1n the near future. .
_ ‘This 1ast'p§ine i:'ot consido:aélo importance to those companies
" that are :nced'with th. practical ptoblem of maotinq the . ‘
minipg ragulations. No matter how well controllad the ashestos
‘mines in this country are at p:occnt, it is.reasonable to
assum. that’ additional funds will bo roquired to comply with
the regulations. If a company tcols that it will end up
closinq down its mining operations in two years bscause of the
tailings dump é:oSiem, it may very well decids ébt to spend

the money needed to comply with the other requiraments of the

: :.gulations, and instead close down operations immediately,

. .This- 1: a aitua:ion which I nm pasitivo none of us would like

- to see occur. .

TR * . ’ .\
Ne feel that this proposal, though somewhat unusual, is not
unreasonable in light of the industry’s willing acceptance of

" the vast majority of ‘tha’ proposod requlationa, our‘inst
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cocperation with éhc EPA in hoalth'matiers; and ocur avowed
.. determination to do all th;£ is necessary within tha limits
of technical feasibility to control asbestos emissions ihto
the ambient air. .Wb hope that these things will be taken
into:conzide:acion By the EPA whaen evaluating our ﬁroposal.
: ‘ '
In concius;on, I would like to'onco aqain express our contine
" - uing recognition of the need for sffective emission controls,
. ';ndiout general support of the EPA National Emission Standards

- for Asbestos.

~ Thank you ‘ ' . . <

.
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