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7 
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Dear Mr. Murray: 

Based on the-results of a
 very limited number of 

breathing 

zone air samples taken d
uring the addition of as

bestos to PRESTONE 

anti-freeze at the South
 Charleston and Whiting 

Plants, this operation 

does not represent 4 hea
lth hazard. The data in Table I attached to 

this letter give the re
sults of the samples. 

The health hazard was 

evaluated by two techniq
ue: impinger sampling with l

ightfield counting 

and membrane filter samp
ling with counting uSing

 phase contrast il- 

lumination at 430X magni
fication. In no instance was the p

roposed 

Threshold Limit Value(TLV) 
of 12 fibers/ml by phase co

ntrast micros= 

copy exceeded. Only one impinger sample,
 the first sample taken on

 

October 12, was above the 
proposed TLV of 2 mppef, u

sing Llightitield 

counting. The TLYs are for repeated
 eight-hour exposure; whereas 

the time of exposure to t
he airborne asbestos duri

ng its addition to 

PRESTONE is very brief, 
only thirty minutes at t

he maximum. At 

Whiting, for example, th
e whole operation was co

mpleted in 9 minutes 

and is dene only once a day. 
The one day on which the

 2 mppcf limit 

was exceeded slightly at
 South Charleston was ve

ry windy. In all 

probability, a good portion of dust s
een in this sample was 

windblown 

nuisance duat. This could no doubt be d
emonstrated by sampling 

the 

same iocation on a wi
ndy day when no asbes

tos ts being added t
o obtain 

an idea of the backgro
und count. 

Although the limited dat
a now available indicate

 the addi- 

tion of asbestos to PRE
STONE is not a4 hazard to health, ad

ditional 

atr samples should fe t
aken at each plant doin

g canning during the 

next season, to further substantia
te this conclusion. 

Based on the data nov av
ailable, it does not appear neces

= 

sary for the men handli
ng the asbestos to wear

 respiratory protection
. 
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Mr. B. L. Murray -2- January 7, 1970 

However, each plant should make this deci
sion in the light of its 

own practice and policy. 

Currently, the Department of Health, Education, and Welf
are 

recommends that exposure to asbestos be eval
uated hy phase cortrast 

counting of samples collected on membrane fi
lter paper. Lightfield 

counting of impinger samples is acceptable but considered to be a 

less desirable method. For this reason, we are writing a pro
cedure 

for Volume 38 of the Laboratory Manu
al for sampling with membrane 

filter paper and preparing the sampl
e for phase contrast counting. 

The prepared samples can be sent to 
the R/D Department Environmental 

Hygiene Laboratory for counting, if phase contrast microscope illumi- 

nation is not available at the plant. 
Procedures for impinger sampling 

and lightfield counting are already 
available in Volume 38. 

Very truly yours, 

E. Ne 

JEN/rrw 
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