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PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

Thank you for participating in tonight’s public meeting for the Draft Clear Creek Management
Area (CCMA) Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement are encouraged.

Please note that only written comments will be incorporated into the Proposed CCMA RMP
and provided a formal response by BLM in the associated Final EIS.

Written public comments may be submitted by any of the following methods:

Hand: Place in drop-box during public meetings.

Mail: BLM Hollister Field Office
Attn: CCMA RMP/EIS
20 Hamilton Court
Hollister, CA 95023

Email: cahormp@ca.blm.gov

Fax: (831) 630-5055 Attn: CCMA RMP/EIS

Comments must be postmarked or received by BLM no later than March 5, 2010.

If you wish to withhold your name or street address from public review or from disclosure under
the Freedom of Information Act, you must state this prominently at the beginning of your written
comment. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by law. All submissions from
organizations and businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or
officials of organizations or businesses, will be available for public inspection in their entirety.

Name (Please print): Gvy V ‘ek (,est’e’ w1o)

Affiliation (if applicable): S4 liii €.-i 1/? //y J?’c k 6’ C I
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Current Opinion in Pulmonary Medicine:

July 2007 - Volume 13 - Issue 4
- p 334-338

doi: l0.1097/MCP.0b013e328121446c

Diseases of the pleura

The risk of mesothelioma from exposure to chrysotile asbestos

Yarborough, Charles M

Abstract

Purpose of review: This review assesses the risk of developing diffuse malignant mesothelioma of the pleura
from exposures to chrysotile fibers and contrasts it with the known risk of amphibole asbestos.

Recent findings: Although a rare cancer, the mortality rates of pleural mesothelioma continue to be significantly
elevated because of past occupational exposures to airborne asbestos fibers. New analyses of occupational
epidemiologic studies for highly exposed workers show a substantially lower potency and suggest an empiric
threshold for chrysotile compared with amphibole asbestos. Important kinetic and pathological differences
between chrysotile and amphiboles have been substantiated that support chrysotile’s impotency in causing
pleural mesothelioma.

Summary: Excess risk of pleural mesothelioma from past exposures to asbestos, as evidenced by a trend of high
incidence rates during the last half century, appears to be the result of nonchrysotile asbestiform fibers.
Although scientific efforts and legal arguments continue, the risk of pleural mesothelioma in human populations
is probably negligible for exposures to airborne chrysotile asbestos that is not known to be contaminated by
amphibole. This distinction for asbestos fiber types is pivotal for understanding hazards and characterizing risks
of continued use of natural chrysotile asbestos today and also new nanofibers.

© 2007 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins, Inc.
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Chrysotile containing
Scientific data RegulationHome Health effect of chrysotile products in Thailand

Health Effect Of Chrysotile Asbestos Related Diseases True Md False

Asest% reiated’ disa%e. : true.; and fake

It was declared by anti-asbestos activists that asbestos is the most important single factor causing

100 000 deaths worldwide per year.

The figure about 100 000 deaths is far from truth. The aforementioned authors used a simple

estimation of asbestos-related diseases. This is not correct approach because it was based on

data collected from some of European countries and extrapolated to the rest world. This approach

is not taking into account differences in use of fiber type, structure of consumption by industry,

past uncontrolled heavy exposure of mixing type of asbestos. Hence direct extrapolation is not

correct and it could lead to considerable overestimation.

The data about 100 000 deaths was derived from papers Driscoll Tat al, “The global burden of

disease due to occupational carcinogens, 2005 and reference Preliminary estimate calculated

from table 21.16, p.1682-i 683 in Concha-Barrientos et al., 2004 (3). We would like to mention that

these authors also admit huge differences between chrysotile and amphiboles.

When the two mineral types serpentine (chrysolile) and amphibole are considered separately in

the WHO report by Concha-Barrientos et al., 2004 (3) the authors state in the section on asbestos

on page 1687 that:

hltp:ilwww.whc.int/pubuicaiionslcraiciiaptersivolume2!1 651 1602.pctt

In six cohort studies of nearly 6000 asbestosis patients, the standardized mortality rate ranged

from 3.5 to 9.1, with a combined relative risk of 5.9. In 20 studies of over 100000 asbestos

workers, the standardized mortality rate ranged from 1.04 for ch,ysotile workers to 4.97 for

amosite workers, with a combined relative risk of 2.00. It is difficult to determine the exposures

involved because few of the studies reported measurements, and because it is a problem to

convert historical asbestos measurements in millions of dust particles per cubic foot to

gravimetric units.Nevertheiess, little excess lung cancer is expected from low exposure

levels.

The WHO SMR estimate of 1.04 for chrysotile alone is based upon exposures as they occurred

30 to 50 years ago. As the WHO report states, at the controlled low level exposure conditions

such as exist today “little excess lung cancer is expected from low exposure levels”. It should be

noted as well that this is the only time in the text of WHO’s Concha-Barrientos et al., 2004 report

that the SMR for chrysotile is mentioned. This is very important today, as only chrysotile is used

commercially.

“Risks were calculated for malignant mesothelioma on the assumption that exposure

commenced some time between the ages of 20 and 45 years arid ceased at age 65 years.

Assuming a mixed fibre type, the lifetime risk of death from malignant mesothelioma is

approximately 100 per 100 000/llbre.year per ml. (This combined estimate is based on best

estimates of risk of 400 per 100 000/flbre.year per ml for crocidolite, 65 per IOU 000/flbre.year

per ml for amosite and 2 per 100 000/flbre.year per ml for chrysofile. and the changing mixture of

amphiboles and chiysotile that has chars cterised exposure 20 and 50 years ago ji-lodgson and

Damton. 2000].). (Driscoll Yet al, “The global burden of disease due to occupational

carcinogens”, 2005, page 7)

i:it!’unI:fyinaeiirnpacls;gIcb,/

Asbestosis.

“Asbestotic changes are common following prolonged exposures of 5

to 20 f/mI. The risk at lower exposure levels is not known but the

Task Group found no reason to doubt that, although there may be

subclinical changes induced by chiysotile at levels of occupational

exposure under well-controlled conditions, even if fibrotic changes in

the lungs occur, they are unlikely to progress to the point of clinical

manifestation. “(iPCS, EHC 203, 1998)

The available data indicate that it is possible to substantially

decrease exposure level and keep it on the very low level by

implementing control measures.

“Based on data mainly from North America, Europe and Japan, in

most production sectors workplace exposures in the early 1930s

were very high. Levels dropped considerably to the late 1970s and

have declined substantially to present day values. In the mining and

milling industry in Quebec, the average fibre concentrations in air

often exceeded 20 fibres/mi (f/mi) in the 1970s, while they are now

generally well below I f/mi. In the production of asbestos-cement in

Japan, typical mean concentrations were 2.5-9.5 f/mi in 1970s, while

mean concentrations of 0.05-0.45 f/mi were reported in 1992. in

asbestos textile manufacture in Japan, mean concentrations were

between 2.6 and 12.8 f/mi in the period between 1970 and 1975, and

0.1-0.2 f/mi in the period between 1984 and 1986. Trends have been

similar in the production of fnction materials: based on data

available from the same country, mean concentrations of 10-35 f/mI

were measured in the period between 1970 and 1975, whiie levels

http://www.chrysotile.co.th/index.php?menu=healtheffectofchryso...
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Concerning mesothelioma it should be known that almost all
cases of mesothelioma are attributed to the amphibole
asbestos.

Amphibole is estimated as being about four times as potent as chtysotile for lung cancer

(although the difference is not significant) and about 800 times as potent as chiysotile for

mesothelioma (a highly significant difference). Moreover, the data are consistent with the

hypothesis that chiysotile has zero potency toward the induction of mesothelioma.. (FINAL

DRAFT: TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENT FOR A PROTOCOL TO ASSESS ASBESTOS-

RELATED RISK, EPA, 2003. page 7.50 http:I/wwwaeourinc.corrdProtocrtT8D2OO3.pdf)

‘There has been a longstanding debate about the potential contribution of chiysotile asbestos

f/bets to mesothelioma risk.” “Although epidemiological studies have confirmed amphibole

asbestos fibers as a cause of mesothelioma, the link with chtysotile remains unsettled. An

extensive review of the epidemiological cohort studies was undertaken to evaluate the extent of

the evidence related to free chrysotile fibers, with particular attention to confounding by other

fiber types, job exposure concentrations, and consistency of findings. The review of 71 asbestos

cohorts exposed to free asbestos fibers does not support the hypothesis that chrysotile,

uncontaminated by amphibolic substances, causes mesothelioma. Today, decisions about risk of

chiysotila for mesothelioma in most regulator,’ contexts reflect public policies, not the

application of the scientific method as applied to epidemiological cohort studies. “(Charles M.

Yarborough, “Chiysotile as a Cause of Mesothelioma: An Assessment Based on

Epidemiology’, 2006, page 1)

“Results: The US male mesothelioma incidence data indicate that after two decades of

increasing incidence, a likely decline has been observed since the early 1990s, when a highly

significant change in the upward course occurred.

Conclusions: Increasing male mesothelioma incidence for many years was undoubtedly the

result of exposure to asbestos. The high mesothelioma risk was prominently influenced by

exposure to amphibole asbestos (crocidolite and amosite), which reached its peak usage in

the 1960s and thereafter declined. A differing pattern in some other countries (continuing rise in

incidence) may be related to their greater and later amphibole use, particularly crocidolite. The

known latency period for the development of this tumour provides biological plausibility for the

recent decline in mesothelioma incidence in the USA. This favourable finding is confraty to a

widespread fear that asbestos related health effects will show an inevitable increase in coming

years, or even decades. “(H Weill, J M Hughes and A M Churg, “Changing trends in US

mesothelioma incidences’ Dccup Environ Med 2004;61:438:41. doi: 10.1136/oem. 2003.010165,

page 1)

0.2-5.5 f/mI were reported in the period between 1984 and 1986. In a

plant in the United Kingdom in which a large mortality study was

conducted, concentrations were generally above 20 f/mI in the period

before 1931 and generally below If/mi during 1970-1979”. (IPCS,

EHC 203, 1998, 1.3 Occupational and environmental exposure

levels)
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