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] My name 18 K. W. Nelson. I am Dirsctor of the Daepartment of

’ Environmental Sciences of the American Smelting and Refining Cecmpany.

t I nave been in environmental health work for X0 years, 26 of them with

American Smelting. DBecause wa have &n intersst in asdestos production

and in all the trace metals asscciated with ocur prinaipal products -
copper, lead, and 2inc - I wish to comment on the proposed nationel

emisaion standards for asbestos and mercury.
During World War II, ae a member of & Navy team apsigned to

develop industrial hygiene programs in shipyards building ships for

'<:l the Navy and Maritime Commission, I had occasion to observe olesely

all Soba done in ship construction, One of them was the 1nltallation

of asbestos insulation, particularly in the boiler rocms of “ships,
Amosite, chrysotile, and crocidolite forms of asbéa:b: were used, '
¥We knevw very wall then that inhalation of oxc3981Ve lubcstoa dust

over a peariod of time oould cause asbastosis, We uerﬁ appalled to mee

thst agbestos handling, cutting snd application warv done almost always

without raegard to dust BXpoOsuras., Workmen would literally be coversd

with dust and viaidility in engine and boiier rbomq would often be

dinintched by fleating dust. My memories of those scenes are vivid.

we urged dust oontrol whergver practicabdle - which was not often
G§ the case then -~ and at least we urged the wearing of recpirators
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We knew very welL then that Inhalation of oxces8LVc &obrrtos duut
over 8 period OS t i m e oould cause Psbestosis. Ye WeFd k p p a l l e d to see
t h a t asbesto.8 handling, cutting srd appllcatton w& dona 8 b O l t alwaye
without regard t o duet expoaurss. Workmen would l t t s r a l l y be aovsmd
n l t h dust and v i a i b l l l t y ln engine and boiler rboq Would often be
d?r?.in!shcd by floating dust.
.r
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approved by the U.S. Bureau of Mines for protec:ion against prieunoco-

nicsis-producing dust, But I must say our frccmmandationa vere often
not followed masiduocusly, \

Also during the war I had oceasion to iﬂapaot an aibcaCOa taxtile’
plant providing Navy gecdns, Again I saw workrouna with visidle dust.
Every light fixture or other hanging appurt‘nancc was fsstocned with
fiber massas liks trees adorned with 8penish moss. Dust acntrol con-
aisted of Bprays of water mint 1n the roc? to keep the ashbestos dnnp
and to allay duast. The hanging fiver accumulaticna wers evidence that

the centrol was not very succsasful,
There 45 neo doubt in ny mind that %he cavalier practices of 4insula-

s 2 A

tion installers of 30 ysars ago and perraps in ensuing years were respon-

sidle for the asbestosiy discovered in recent years and for the marxtdly
(:; increased incidence of lung cancer which i1s apparently the rsgult of

cigarette amok@ng plus massive occupaticnal exposures to asbestos d;at.
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My spscial interest in mercury began in 1541 when Dr. E. P. Laug

' and I, worklng for the Foocd and Drug Administration in Washington, !

} devalopsd an improved method for determining méroury in biblogical

' ateTials - a method which i BG11l the official one of the Associattion

of Official Azricuitural Crenmiptas, though there have since bean davelopad
7 assisted mlso in toxicological

*

& number of better and faster methods.

studies of mercury's effeots on animals,
S8inoce those early experisnces I have follewed with care the expand-

ng scientific literature on asbestos and mercury &nd their relation-

ships to envirormental health.
[}
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! @ 'The first specific comment I have on the proposed naticnal -
emismsion ctandards for ashesios and mercury iz that naither pudbztance,
in my opinien, decer;cs Leing net auide as an onpec:aliy’bgzardoua alr
pollutant, Health effacts from excessive exposurs to airbornes asdantos
and mercury have been related almost exclusively to occupational situ-
ationa which 4nvolve exposures for greater than Rny which the publie
csuld expaerience. An axception may be the “neighborhood" 1llrese cases
ascribed to asbestos, but almost certainly such cases resulied from
lagk of dust ccllection which would bde routige‘:oday in order to main-
tain in-plant nirborne.riber levels within occupational health standards,
My point is that almpat any substance capable of being mirborne
and causing "irreversible, or incapaciting reversidle, {llness” could
be classified ap & hazardous air pollutant. -<Larbdbon nonoxldE is an
(:: obvious example and of oourse the total natiocnal man-hours annuslly of
public exposure to oarboen monoxide in alsniricant quantities would far
exceed the total man-hours of public exposure to asbastos or mercury.
By "signigicant exposure"” I mean one which would bas likely to provoke? ]
aiznifiéant physiological change,
My furthasr point 4s that distinguishing ashestos &and mercury as

"hazardous” means to the public "extremely hazardous” and arouses un-

neceseary anxietids., Our envircmmental anxieties these days may indeed

be overshadowing those more deserving of sericus public attention.
President Nixon's recent message to Congress on environmental pollutien
effvcts on health raised questions about our clsssifications of hazar-
He said, in diacuﬁaing the identifiocation and diatri-

dous subatances.
i%g’ bution of adverse agants, "In same cases the grounds for alarn are
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Oven-f‘ounded; in otk . . . _oss veyond the evidence. The reazcna

for inclusion are varisd "né n2% alvays vell-{ounded. There has been

systematically, or ¢o adent a senmiizuant dasis for Judaiﬁg &n envirens
mental agent as & hazasd," '

I .would urgs tha Inviromaenial ?ratcot;gn Agen‘cy to re-sonaider
the nsed for natiqnal emiszyim 4.in23nds for mercury and asbestos on

iromda that fears go baycnc e avidence, /

Paragraph 61,21,74), &:luinv: asdSestos tailinge as &ny solid waste
préduc: of asbestos min‘.::f-,'::r mL.uing operations which contain asbostos.
This defin'tt.ion 13 too trran,  Ta che mining industry the word Fradilings”
applies to the finely div.2:! produst of mining er, less commonly, to
the oversize materinl paszsi-; cvsr icreens. A2 defined now, the term

“tailings" would mean viriuill) any material from &Rn asbestos mine.

v

The definition should be mocilied,

paragraph 61.22,(a), 2., psohibits visidle emissions frem any nine
road surfaced with asbestos tailings. Under the existing tailings ’
definition any road 4n an ¢pan 2it nine surfaced with wasts otk from
the pit, or not especially surfaced at all, would be surfaoced uth~
asbestos unmg:.; And the rock would in gll likelihood contain scme |
asbestos, ' |
Both because of this situvation and bdecauss we believe it impossidla
not to have, at any ti'me, gome visible emigsiecn from truecking en read-

ways, ws belisve the visidble emission prohibition should be dropped.

It 1s routine practice to pr.evem: dusting of roadways and u.\nwld be
% neceseary to meet the OSHA airdorne asbestos standard for truck drivers




Oand miners in the area. These facts would preclude, in our opinion,
any possidility of significant neighborhood asbestos contamination

from &8 mining operation,

The ocaplete prohidition of enissions seems to us &n 4impossidle
requirement in paragraph 61.22,(®),(1), referring to visidle emissiens
from ore dumps, storage aran,- conveyors, and tailings dumps, in (<),
referring to bullding demoliticn, and in (e),(1) end (2), referring to
asdbestos spraying. Again it seems to us that good dust prevention
practices should be applied, but that adsolute prevention of a visible
smission ia impossidble. .

Paragraph 61.22,(f), 48 objected to besauss of the use of the word
":ai'l‘.:as" in its overly hroad sense, The restriction as 4%t stande
would mean hauling in materials froo outaide a mine aret when an sabun-
aanf:e of roek, overbdurden or other waste rock, was immediately available
for rosd construction, . . '

The vaz:ious categories of fadriec permeablility specified in para-
graph 61.23,(r),(¢), and (d) are unnecessary. Tha high efficiency of
fadric filter bags for collecting dust l..nd fivers is principally @

funotion of the filter cake which Quickly builds up on the bags when
in use., It is 8 supsrfluous refinement, in our opinion, to have tha
various grades. A.'ainzle spesifiostion of 35 or 40 CFM/ft® 1s recem-
mended, ' ' '

No risk to the publie from airborne mesrcury in particle or vapor

form has ever come to our attention. U.8. Geological Survey profession-

Al paper 713 reports atmospheric mercury conoentrations at ground level
@ netr mercury ore deposits of 20 pg/m?®, diminishing to 9.1 ug/m?® 400 feet
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above ground.. Air at ground level over preciocus wetal oréa has

reached 1.5 pug/m3. Ajain we raice the question of why mercury should

be set aside as a hazardous pollutant. Itl!s xklativa r&rity, relativel;
high cost, and the lack of any observed ccmnunity &ir problems argue
againat its hazardous classification. We may be creating @ prodlem in
trying to solve & non.existent one.

The five-pound per 2&-hour egiaaion limitation specified in pans-
graph 61.53 appears to dbe purely arbibrary/’ No allowancca are made for
the concentration of mercury in & given efrluenf or roé stack height
and subsequent dilution. At the very least, an option ahculﬁ be per-
mitted to meet an appropriate ambient a13 standard, as in the case of
barylliua. What the ambient air ltundard ahculd be is unknown at prtzent
but 1 yg seems very conaservative, In any case, there is surely time to
dovelop and agrse upon an ambient air scandard. Thare is no emergency.

The stack testing and record keeping would be eliminated i an
ambient air option were evailable and chosen, Ambient air.monitaoring ,
should be permitted on a 26-day & year schedule 14ka that followed by
the naticnal adr sampling network, After two years of such monitomring,
permiegsion to dipocntinua it should be'grantad, provided eattat&dtory

evidense is sudmittod to the administration that amdient air lavels

have been satisfactory. - Changes in plant practices that would inorease

mercury smission would autcmatically mean a resumption of ambient air

monitering,
We appreciste this opportunity to exprees our v}ews on this

proposed legislation.
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