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Highlights ... 

Asbestos demolition operations arc tops on 
federal and state enforcement agendas ... p. | 

EPA seeks guinea pigs for dry sorbent injec- 
tion tests... p.2 

Perchloroethylene rules may not be necessary 
after all... p.3 

Sludge management techniques are highlight- 
ed in ASME report... p. 4 

tf Asbestos Flies, So Will Money —_ 
Careless handling of asbestos fines will lead to even 

igger civil fines as states and EPA demonstrate that 
hey take the asbestos demolition rules very seriously. 
Records show that ducing the first fiscal quarter of 

1985, EPA and state enforcement personnel inspected 
608 asbestos removal operations amd issued 42 no- 
tices of violation. The U.S. Department of Justice 
presently is working on 22 active asbestos enforce- 
ment Cases. 
The agency says it will seck the maximum fine of 

$25,000 per violation for serious infractions of the 
asbestos rules. Moreover, the agency will act against 
the owner of the building if the asbestos demolition 
firm cannot afford to pay. Penalties may be reduced 
under certain circumstances, EPA says. Repeat viola- 
tors, on the other hand, will be watched like hawks, ” 
the agency says, and will be more likely to be caught” 
if they persist-in their nonconforming ways. 
The message is clear to those who-contract for 

asbestos removal. They first should be fully cognizant 
of the asbestos removal rules, which are more compre- 
hensive and demanding than they may suspect. Next, 
they should check into the backgrounds of competing 
removal firms before they award contracts. Finally, 
they should expect to spend some time on the siée 
themselves, as they will be the losers should an inspec- 
tor spot a serious violation and slap on a hefty fine. 

For a detailed description of the asbestus removal 
rules, consult the binder at p. 125:301. 

Countdown For Review 

If there must be a race, at least it should be fair, 
EPA says in issuing a rule that sets an explicit time of 
dav by which requests for review of its regulations 
must be made. 

KEW 

sfosV6s~ 

Qe 

March 13, 1985 

Under the Clean Air Act, races to the courthouse 
have been infrequent, EPA explains, largely because 
the Act is quite specific as to when and where appeals 
may be made. If rulings are nationwide in c¢tfect, 
appeals must be made to the United States Court of 
Appeals. Decisions of more local impact, such as state 

implementation plan approvals, innovative technology 
waivers, new source waivers, delayed compliance or- 
ders, smelter orders, and PSD applicability determi- 
nations, should be reviewed by the court of appeals 
for “the most appropriate circuit.” 

In both cases appeals must be made within 60 days 
of the time the disputed action is published in the 
Federal Register. Appeals of actions that are not 
recorded in the Register must be made within 14 days 
of the date on which they are signed. In all cases, the 
new EPA rule sets 1:00 p.m. as the time of day when 
the review period ends. 

Setting an exact cutoff time for review is not a 
totally new idea, the agency explains. The 1:00 p.m. 
review deadline was added to language in the Clean 
Water Act back in April 1980 as a means of stem- 
ming the use of walkie-talkies, human signalling 
chains and similar means to achieve a favorable 
forum. The change did not eliminate forum shopping 
and courthouse races, the agency says, but it did 
make them fairer. 
The favorable results achieved from the change in 

the Water Act led to the rule discussed here, which is 
designed to assure fairness in the review procedures 

for all of the environmental laws. 

Toxics Information On The Rise 

The explosion of interest in the nature and effects 
of toxic air emissions that has occurred over the past 
year has generated a corresponding explosion of 
information. 
The EPA/STAPPA/ALAPCO Air Toxics Infor- 

mation Clearinghouse now has ready several contri- 
butions that should help satisfy the widespread hun- 
ger for a greater understanding of the complex world 
of toxic pollutants. 

fa the binder . . . Information on how to 
interpret process weight tables, control guide- 
lines for SOCMI air oxidation processes, and a 
revised index are among materials in binder 
supplement No. 61, with this issue. 

Copynght © 1985 by THE BUREAU OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS, INC., Washington, 0.C. 20037 
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2-A The Galveston Daily News Thursday Morning, January 31, 1985 

Suit voted if rules 
on asbestos violated 

By MAX RIZLEY, JR. 
News Staff Writer 

LA MARQUE - County health 
district directors voted Wednes- 
day to sue Union Carbide Corp., 
and its demolition contractor, 
Kimmons Inc., if federal rules on 
the handling of asbestos are vio- 

: lated again. , 
Dr. Edward Ibert, district pollu- 

tion control director, said inspec- 
tions of a demolition project at 
Union Carbide have repeatedly 
shown “‘at feast lax handling of 

“They are not protecting people 
in the plant or off the premises” 
from asbestos dust during demoli- 
thon of a powerhouse and a buta- 
diene unit, Ibert sald. Both sites 
are within 150 feet of public roads, 
he added. 

Specifically, Ibert ‘said, some of 
the asbestos has not been soaked 
thoroughly enough to Keep dust 
from being produced,, con- 
tainers~ of the carcinogenic 
mineral fibers have at times not 
been sealed to the specifications 

“set out by thr federal En- 
- vironmental Protection Agency. 

Ibert emphasized that not all the 
300000 pounds of asbestos being 
removed has been handled incor- 

rectly. “It's not hundreds of 
pounds,’ he said, “just here and 
there and here and there — but it 
has no business being anywhere." 
The violations were found dur- © 

ing routine health district inspec- 
tions of the work sites, and Ibert 
sald official notices of -violation 
were issued after the first two in- 
spections. 

The sites have been inspected a 
total nine or 10 times since the 
demolition began last June, said 
Ibert, and the asbestos dust con- . 
trol measures were “adequate”’ on 
two of the last three inspections. 
In fact, the most recent survey 
showed “excellent” control, sald 
Ibert, which ts why the district did 
not vote to go to court right away. 

What the unanimous vote means 
is that if the EPA rules are vio- 
lated again, the district is 
authorized to file sult without 
again asking board permission. 

“tthe: violations” recur; said 
Ibert, the district will sue on that 
and ail past violations. ; : 

In other business, the board ap- 
proved its 1965 contract with the 
Texas Department of Health for 
more than $600,000 in state support 
for various district activities. 
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