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September 9, 2003

Mr. George Keck

Libby Area Technical Assigance Group
PO Box 53

Libby, MT 59923

RE: August 8, 2003 “Action Item” Letter
Dear George:

As| committed, | have provided aresponseto each of the action items you presented
subsequent to our July 15, 2003 meeting. Answers corresponding to each question are given
below:

1. Strictly speaking, thereis no amount of any cancer causing materid that is“safe” Thisisno
different for Libby asbestos. Any single fiber of Libby asbestos, or molecule of benzene, or
particle of saccharin, hes the potential to Sart the reaction which leads to cancer. However, if
every single fiber of Libby asbestos actually caused cancer, every person in Libby, and every
person who has ever contacted Libby vermiculite, would contract some asbestos-related disease.
Thisis cearly not the case, especially consdering that peoplein Libby have probably bresthed in
thousands of fibers over the course of their lives. Not to downplay the magnitude of the problem
in Libby, but the fact isthat many, if not most, people in Libby are not sick and will never show
effects fromasbegos exposures despite being exposed at some level duringtheir lives.

What isimportant in cancer causing materias are the odds that any particular particle of the
materia will be the onein question. The more toxic the materid, the higher the odds. L ibby
ashestosiscertany more toxic than chrysotile adbedos. Similarly, the more material you contact,
the highe the odds. Exposuresin Libby in the past were very high and occurred regularly over
time. EPA regulates cancer causing materialsconsdering that no matter wha you do, unless you
remove every molecule, if enough peopleare exposed someone will get cancer. Removing every
particle is impossible, and in many cases we, individually and as a society, make decisions that
some risk is acceptable if the materials in question have offsetting berefits - fossil fuels, pesticides,
and food additives and cigarettes, to name afew. EPA Superfund risk assessment and risk
management methods reflect the philosophy that EPA, and our society, find it acceptable - safe -
that as many in 1in 10,000 people will get cancer, evenif there are no benefits. EPA takesthe
best possble estimates of toxicity, concentration, and exposure, and tries to predict how much is
too much. Thisinformation providesthe bassfor EPA to take action. This approach reflectsthe
reality that no cleanup will be perfect, and that there must always be trade-offs between
practicality and protection. Paul Peronard cautioned that the time would soon come whenwe
would have to make these difficult decisions in Libby.

EPA has publicdly discussed the emerging science of asbestos in Libby,
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and tried to be completely honest and forthright about what is known and unknown. Many
people have formed the impression that thereis no level of Libby asbestosthat is“safe.” Many
aso believe that, because of the unknowns, the most conservative action possible must be taken,
without regard to feasibility or resources. EPA is partly responsible for this impression and, as
discussed aove, it is grounded in reality. However, Paul has never stated, nor have I, that we
would ever be able to remove al sources of Libby asbestos in Libby or across the country. EPA’s
goal isto remove as much as can practically be removed and to bring long-termrisk downto
levels generaly considered acceptable (e.g. 1in 10,000 if achievable). The uniqueness of the
situation in Libby calls for aggressive measures but EPA must ensure that avallable resourcesare
focused on the situations that present the greatest risk. If there are other waysto makethe
Stuation in Libby “safe” without removing materia, such as containment, these must be
congdered, especially given the tremendous Sze of the deanup. On any single house or property,
removing every detectable particleof Libby asbestos or vermcuite may increase the cost of
cleanup by hundreds of thousands of dollars and extend the duration by severd weeks or mornths.
When the cleanup is expanded to more than 1000 homes, that means hundreds of millions of
dollars and decades

EPA’s emergency response program has been focused on addressing the situations that present
the greatest risk first. The screening and export plants, ball fields, schools, and other situations
were addressed quickly and thoroughly. The amount and concentrations of asbestos found at
these locationswere often extremely high and the risks they presented were the highest that were
still remaining in Libby. EPA spert more than 50 million dollars cleaning up these areas and it has
takenthe better part of three full years. Conversely, the amount and concentrations of asbestos
remaining in homes and businesses today is generdly much smaller, and therisk it presentsis
smaller, but now the scope of the cleanup is not a handful of properties, but well over 1000. As
EPA has investigated the problem and began actudly implementing deanup (atype and level of
cleanup never atempted before), EPA hashad to continudly evauate and reevaluate what is
possble, what is necessary, what works, and what doesn't. Thereisno “revised science,” nor is
there any fundamental shift in our goals, only the emerging reality of a program that bdances
protectiveness, implementability, and resources. In the pag, because EPA conducted cleanup
only in select locations where the risks wer e the highest, the most conservative, protective
decisions were made nearly every time. Because of the scale of the problem we face, EPA must
now engage in discussions and decigons about wha approaches arefeasible and wha level of
exposurewill be “acceptable’ inLibby. Thisis apainful discusson and onein which EPA will
never be ableto meet all expectations Libby residents rightfully should question and evaluate
these decisions as they evolve.

As | have mentioned several times, EPA is currently in the process of finalizing documents that
detall several aspectsof the cleanup program- how we sample, how we determine what needsto
be cleaned up (action levels), how we perform cleanup, and what determines when we are done
(clearance criteria). The program is not smple, and therationaeis not something that can be
conveyed in afew sentences or even ashort fact sheet. EPA will provide these documents to the
TAG and othersfor review assoon aspossble. Itisimportant that the documents are well
thought out and thoroughly reviewed before they are released. Poorly worded sentences or
unintended inconsistencies can cause lasting concerns, and there ismuch at stake in cost recovery
with W.R. Grace and in other EPA actions across the country regarding asbestos. These



documents will answer many of the questions regarding our cur rent approach to cleanup and
expand upon what | have written here. Additionally, EPA is currently working on education and
outreach materias for residents and workers who may encounter vermiculite. Wendy Thomi and
| will continue to work with TAG on the need for and development of such materials.

2. Each property EPA addresses isunique and the conditions we face at each property change
throughout the progress of cleanup. Using the same approach at every property, or even a the
same property from start to finish, is unnecessary and inefficient. People observing these
changing and differing approaches fromthe roadside may get theimpression of inconsistency. In
fact, EPA’s goal is consistently medting cleanup requirements in the most efficient way possible.
With the complexity of the cleanup work and the number of individuals doing the work, mistakes
may be made. EPA is always looking for ways to improve the effediveness and the eficiency of
the cleanup.

| have provided Gordon Sullivan with copies of our existing Health and Safety Plans and other
documentation that helps explain vehicular, equipmert, and personal decontaminaion procedures.
| have invited Gordon to soeak directly with our Construction Manager and Health and Safety
Coordinator regarding the specifics of these programs and this has aready occurred. Through a
review of the documents and direct discusson, I am confident that members of the TAG will
realize theefficacy of our approaches and tha EPA will learn ways to improvehedth & sdety
and decontamination procedures

3. EPA doesnot believe that personal vehides present cross-contamination issues. Private
vehiclesare parkedin areas that are not within exclusion zones and workers decontaminate before
using their vehicles. While the presence of several vehicles may be an eyesore or an
inconvenience, it is not something EPA will seek to change significantly. Having vehicles present
alowsworkersto reach and leave the job site quickly, thereby eliminating down time and
providing wor kers flexibility in how they spend their persond time. Given that most of the
workers work at least 60 hours of week, thisisimportant. If a specific incident occurs where a
worker’s vehicle presents a problem for aresident near a cleanup site, please contact CDM’s
Community Involvement Coordinator, Karen Berry.

4. The rationale and approach for perimeter and interior air sampling is contained in the
documents being prepared that will be available for public review soon, though the procedures
they et forth have not changed significantly since we began residential cleanup last year. We are
also working on a summary of two kinds of air data: (1) ambient air samples - collected in various
placesin Libby when cleanup work is not occurring in the immediate area, and (2) perimeter air
samples - collected at work sitesin Libby during cleanups. These documents will show atrend
that ambient air inLibby isclean, is not affected by the ongoing cleanup actions, and that
engineering controlsin place for cleanups are successfully eliminating fugitive emissons. | have
adso invited Gordon Sullivan to discuss these issues with our technica team.

5. EPA’ssampling approach and procedures for the many types of sampling conducted before,
during, and after cleanup are found in several Sampling and Analysis Plans devel oped by EPA.
Each type of sanpling (invedigation, design, work place monitoring, clearance) has its own
Sampling and Analysis Plan. Many of these are available & the Information Center now. Some



are currently being finalized along with the other documents | have mentioned and will be
publically available soon.

Your question seemsto focus mostly on why EPA seals off areas of the home during cleanup and
during clearance sampling and whet her this practice under mines the representativeness of the
clearance sampling (whethe the clearance sampling accurately reflects future exposures). EPA
seals off areas such as vents, duas, and windows during cleanup because it is industry standard
andisrequired by OSHA and EPA for conducting asbestos aatement. The purposeisto iolae
the area being addressed during cleanup, provide for establishment of negative pressurein the
work space, and prevent contaminant migration away from the area of cleanup (e.g. from the
upstairs to downstairs, or from the attic into the interior, or from inside to outside). Critical
barriers set up during cleanup are not removed until sampling shows clearance criteria have been
met.

As to the representativeness of clearance sampling, it is certainly true that sealing off certain areas
eliminates them as a factor during sampling. Thisis not limited to sealing but also affects EPA’s
approach to persona possessions (discussed in Number 12 below). However, when considering
this, it is critical to discuss the approach to interior clearance sampling and aiteria. While such
sampling and thecriteria EPA applies are comnonly referred to as the “safe” level or the level at
which residents are*“ allowed” to return to their homes, clearance sampling is not that simple.
There are two primary objectiveswith clearance sampling. First, such sanpling allows EPA to
determine that cleanup ectivities for the structure itself - the attic and living space - were
successful. The intention is not to evaluate whether every materid, space, or object inthe homeis
free of asbestos - that is simply beyond our ability to implement or sample for. Second, it allows
EPA to evaluate levels of asbestos present in the home under highly disturbed, though controlled,
conditions. EPA generdly doesnot allow resdentsto return to their homes until clearance levels
are attained. The clearance levels are very low - based upon values that might be “ safe” for a
lifetime of continuous exposure and they are collected under conditions that approach the worst
case scenario. They do not represent alevel that might be “safe’ for short-term exposure; such a
level would be considerably higher. Because of this conservative and protective goproach, in
isolated cases we may allow resdents back when dearance standards have not been achieved.
Clearance sampling is not intended to provide a definitive measurement of future asbestos levels
in the home, and not sealing off any areas would not change this. Such measurements can be
affected by many, many variables (in addition to sealed areas and personal possessions) and can
only ke gleaned from conducting sampling of actual exposure levels after cleanup has occurred
and the resdent resumes norma activities. Asdiscussed in Number 8 below, such sampling is
planned thisfal.

6. The question of carpet removal is a difficult one. Carpet can act as both a source and a trap
for asbestos fibers that are inroduced into aliving space. Textiles such as drapes and dothesare
smilar. Asasource, this can be bad, as disturbing the carpet or textiles can release fibersinto the
breahing zone. As atrap, this canbe good, as fibers thet are trapped incarpe are renoved from
the living space rather than being continually re-suspended. There are many studies available,
several conducted by EPA, that discuss thefeasibility and successof cleaning asbestos
contaminaed carpets with dry HEPA vacuuming and with wet vacuuming. Most of these studies
consgently show that neither wet or dry vacuuming removes all asbestos from the bulk materids
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of the carpet and that wet methods are mor e successful than dry ones. However, EPA’s
assumption in Libby was that dry vacuuming will remove asbest os fibers that are most likely to be
released with disturbance. |f fibers don’t come out with aggressive disturbance and vacuuming,
they are urlikely to come out during normal activities. What is important is what isinthe ar, not
wha isinthe carpd.

As we began residential/lcommercial cleanup in Libby, it became clear that the effort and cost
required to remove and replace dl carpets (not to mention textiles such as furniture and fabrics) in
residenceswould be extremdy large. Similarly, introducing water irto the living spaces of homes
would also certainly generate many, many resdent complaints and damage clams. Thisoptionis
also more expersive. While we considered and continue to consider these approaches, we
ultimately opted to use dry HEPA vacuuming as aninitial approach. EPA has consistently been
able to pass aggressive air clearance tesing by cleaning carpds, textiles, and surfaces with dry
HEPA vacuuming, so results are promigng. Additionally, depending on the situation, EPA may
offer to remove carpet for aresidert if the home requires cleaning and if the resident agrees to pay
the cost of carpet replacement. After cleanup EPA will provide residents with HEPA vacuums
so that they will be addressing any low-level contamination that may be reintroduced into living
spaces on an ongoing basis. Fnally, thisfall, EPA intends to revisit many homes that have been
cleaned to determine whether carpets and ot her textiles that were not removed are releasing
asbedos into theliving space. If they are, we may reevaluate our approach.

7. Similar to Number 2 above, | have provided Gordon Sullivan with copies of our contractor’s
Hedth and Safety Plansand invited himto discuss theseissues with our CDM Hed th and Safety
Coordinaor. Many of the documents under development aso addressissues of worker safety in
various contexts. Health and safety is extremely important to EPA and a primary concern during
our work. We conduct extensive monitoring and precautions to ensure the workers safety.
However, much of the responghility for worker safety fdls to the cortractors EPA enploysto
perform the work. While EPA reviews, commentsand provides guidance on hedth and safety
plans and procedures, we gererally will not put ourselves in an*“approvd” role for contractor
health and safety. EPA will not assume this liability and responsitility. Of note, the Occupational
Safety and Heath Administration (OSHA) has conducted severd fidd inspections of our field
operations and has issued no negative findings.

While it is known that smoking isa health hazard and more so in conjunctionwith asbestos
exposure, EPA may not have alegal basis for forbidding smoking by workers. Smoking isnot
illegd. Theworkers labor hard and are making the individual choiceto do this duringtheir break.
EPA is open to discussing this issue further.

8. Plansfor follow up air and dust testing at homes are currently being developed. EPA intends
to perform initial post-deanup sampling in fall 2003 and will provide the TAG with draft copies of
sampling plans when they are devel oped.

9. We have based our containment approach for interior and exterior cleanup on many factors,
including existing OSHA and EPA regulations regar ding asbest os cleanup, efficiency, and the
resutsof ongoing monitoring performed at cleanup stes. As more cleanupsoccurred and results
showed the effectiveness of containment, EPA reduced the amount of sampling. T his makesthe



work more efficient without sacrificing protectiveness. While one may argue with the placement
of samplers or readings on particular samples, the results obtained over several years show aclear
trend that fugitive emissions are not aproblem. Asstated previoudy, EPA is currently preparing
a summary of thisdata, and themod current proceduresfor sampling arefound in the documents
being devd oped. | also wd come Gordonor othe's to discuss our sampling approaches for both
interior and exterior cleanup with representatives from CDM.

10. Exactly how much exposureis “safe” isnot a question with aclear cut answer. EPA and
others continue to investigate and improve understanding work on improving our understanding
of these issues. However, there are many distindions that can be made right now about what
exposures are most important and which are least impor tant, even considering the many
uncertantiesinvolved in asbestos analysis and risk assessment. For ingtance, dl of the risk modds
avdlable, even the most current ones sugged that certain concentrations of asbestos are likely to
cause significant problemsonly if exposure occurs frequently and over long periods of time, such
as thirty or moreyears These are generally the concentrations that resderts in Libby face today.
As | discussed in Number 1 above, exposure to somelevel of Libby asbestoswill continueto
occur indefinitely both in Libby and across the country. By all measures we have to assess the
rsks thesetypes of exposuresdo not increase one’srisk of health effects sgnificantly. In Libby,
EPA is acting to prevent these exposures from continuing for long periods of time.

Heating vents are a separate discussion and gmilar to the issues affecting carpet removd.
Cleaning heating vents and ducts, simlar to carpets, is not atrivial undertaking. The general
concernis that heating ducts oollect contamination and recycle it throughout the home. However,
based upon the data collected to date, it does not appear that thisisthe case. If thiswasthe case,
our dust sanmpling data throughout Libby would have shown a pattern of dust levels that were
consistent around the home as contamination was spread through forced air system. Instead, we
gererally see apattern of one level of the home bang impacted (e.g. the ground floor or thefloor
below the atic), which indicates some aparticular source, usually outdoor soils or perhaps attic
insulation. Similar to carpets, it is not asimportant what isin the duct, but what gets into the
living space. Based onthese factors, our approach isnot to sample or clean ducts, but we will
evaluate this approach in our post-cleanup sampling. If ducts are a problem, we should see
significant re-contamination of propertieswe cleaned dter heatingis activated for the winter.

11. To claify, | did not say that any studies or reports that Dr. ChrisWeis produced were
“flawed and outdated.” When | made this statement, | was referring to the current EPA model
for assessing asbestos risk, the “IRIS” model, which is generally acknowledged as being flawed
and outdated. Paul Peronard, Dr. Chris Weis, Dr. Aubrey Miller, and | have discussed this issue
publicly many times. Dr. Welis referenced this model in several documents he authored, and we
will continueto reference thismodel inour reports while continuing to acknowledgeits
limitations. The IRISmodd is still the only EPA gpproved model for assessing risk from asbestos
exposure and we cannot ignoreit. While flawed, it can al s still provide valuable information
regarding relative risk at differing exposure concertrations and durations, as discussed in Number
10 above. EPA is currently conducting areview of an alternative risk model, known as the
Berman-Crump model, which we are also considering as we devel op cleanup plans and standards
in Libby. | canprovide acopy of this model to the TAG’ stechnical advisor.
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As part of the documents I’ ve discussed, EPA is currently preparing additional screening level risk
estimates for Libby. These estimates consider both the IRIS and Berman/Crump model. They
expand upon, not replace, earlier risk esimates put forth by EPA in Dr. Weis risk memo. This
will be available for public review soon.

12. Similar to the discussion on ducts, carpet, and textiles, cleaning all personal possessionsis a
daunting prospect for marny reasons. Generally, EPA believes these items will not represent a
long-term exposure hazard, have little potentia for storing significant amounts of asbestos, and
are simply too numerous to try to clean or sample. Once the source that may have contaminated
such materialsisremoved, any resdud contamination on these materials will decline.  So, in
general, EPA does not intend to clean personal possessions but does intend to (1) provide HEPA
vacuums to residents so that they can address any low-level residua contamination that may be
reintroduced into the living Soace after cleanup, and (2) provide guidance for addressing other
potential sources/traps of asbestos that EPA will not address, such as persona possessions
(washing clothes or fabrics is very effective). Storing materials in plastic bags prevents damege
to the items and enaures that very small anounts of untraceable asbestos from personal
possessonsdo not affect clearance sampling.

Again, EPA’ srationae for our approach to cleanup and clearance islaid out in the draft
documents that will be available soon.

13. The roles and responghilities of the various government representativesand cortractors are
spedfiedinthe documents currently being produced. In general, EPA is ultimately responsible for
all decisions. However, we delegate the responsibility for many decisions to others, and we
standardize many decisions by setting clear standards for completion that do not need subjective
interpretation. Ingeneral, after each deanup, the property must:

» passinspedion by an AHERA accredited inspector. EPA employs MACTEC, an asbestos
speciaty firm, to conduct such asbestos abat ement inspections;

e passaggressive air sampling of the area in question (e.g. attic, a particular leve of living
space). MACTEC and CDM conduct this sampling and samples are analyzed at our on-site
asbestos lab, operated by EMSL;

* meet theterms of the cleanup agreement. CDM oversight persomnel ensurethat physicd work
by the cleanup contractor was done in accordance with any applicable contract or work plan
documents.

Once these procedures are complete, the property is“deregulated” by genera agreement of the
many people involved inthe cleanup - no one person makes most decisions. For most properties,
thisisvery consistent and there is clear agreement that the work is complete. In unique
stuations, mysdf, Courtney Zamora, or Scott Supernaugh may make decisions based upon the
information available but, again, thisisrare.

14. EPA iscurrently developing afact sheet including guidance on “Living with Vermiculite.”
The TAG is currently reviewing this document and EPA will finish and distribut e the document
once the TAG submits comments. The fact sheet includes contacts but these will change over
time. It isEPA’sintent to work with the community in establishing procedures for identifying and
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handling this material when necessary. Thisis one of several “operation and mantenance” issues
that EPA will incdludein the long-term, comprehensive cleanup plan for Libby.

15. Thisquestion isadifficult oneto answer in ashort letter, because it involves extensive
knowledge of multiple asbestos anaytica techniques and many site-specific studies and
procedures EPA has developed oecifically for Libby. 1n generd, the qudity of informationfrom
the on-sitelabis at leas equal, but generally better, than if the same analysis were performed off-
site. Thisis because the on-site lab uses the same equipment and methods as off-site lals and has
very experienced analyststhat remainin Libby. However, the on-dte lab generdly only performs
rapid turnaround analyses - there are some andyses that take longer to perform that we send off-
site.

16-18. Asmertioned éove in Number 14, there are many long-term issues including comfort
letters, how to address properties where residents refuse cleanup, how to deal with residual
contamination, etc. that will taketimeto address. EPA envisonsformation of awork groupin
the near future to begin tackling these issues. TAG and other local groups and representatives
must be part of this work group.

| hope these answers, as well as forthcoming documernts and discussions, help answer
TAG sooncans | look forward to working with the TAG to improveour approach, dleviate

community concerns, and ensure a successul cleanup. If you have any quegions, pleasedo not
hesitate to contact any of the local Volpe/CDM gaff, Wendy Thom or me.

Sincerely,

Jim Christiansen
Remedial Project Manager
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