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Nearly 30 years ago the EPA learnt that individuals recreating on the CCMA were exposed to levels of naturally occurring asbestos [NOA] “comparable to those in the workplace” [Cooper et al, 1979 also cited in EPA 2008]. Now the EPA has suddenly expressed “extreme concern” over the fact that nearly 40,000 people continue to recreate each year on the CCMA, and thus incur the same levels of allegedly toxic exposure, as they have, in fact, not just as Cooper et al [1979] described 30 years ago but for at least the last 50 years since such activities began [Amador pers com, 2008]. Indeed, the asbestos levels to which recreationists were exposed 30 years ago were at least ten times higher than those reported by the EPA [2008] today
. If, as the workers [Cooper et al, 1979] who originally alerted the EPA to the CCMA situation suggest, the Agency’s “guiding principle is that there is no threshold level of carcinogenic effect for asbestos so that exposure must be reduced as low as possible”, the EPA must surely be totally remiss in failing to make sure that the millions of people who recreated on the CCMA did not incur a significant cancer risk. Stated differently, how could an Agency that has always held and continues to hold such beliefs i.e. of no safe fiber level, type, or size, have allowed such a situation to continue or more specifically, and permitted vast numbers of people to incur occupational type exposures to such an allegedly toxic, carcinogenic and fibrogenic, material? Indeed, Dr. Arnold Den of the EPA IX told the public at a community meeting in Santa Barbara on 10 May 08 that the CCMA closure was justified due to the high toxicity of Coalinga chrysotile. The EPA’s May 2008 report provides no data over and above that provided in their base risk document from EPA 1986 to suggest Coalinga chrysotile is highly toxic nor anything beyond that presented by Cooper et al [1979] 30 years ago, or any other source for that matter, to suggest the CCMA should be closed. 


In 1990, EPA IX put a small part of the CCMA namely the former JM mine site, the former Atlas mine site, and the “City of Coalinga”, onto the NPL
 for Superfund remediation on the grounds that Coalinga chrysotile exposure put ‘proximate human receptors’ at risk largely on the grounds of fluvial transport and secondary aerosolization. Six years later, at least one if not two of the Sites were said to have been ‘cleaned-up’. This clearly implies the clean up measures reduced the alleged exposures sufficiently to significantly lower the implied health risks to an ‘acceptable’ level. The major problem was: no pre- and post-cleanup benchmarks were ever provided. No robust airborne asbestos data set was ever issued following the cleanup to demonstrate the risks had been lowered to an acceptable risk level. This may have something to do with the fact that, as the World Trade Centre [WTC] debacle amply pointed out [Ilgren, 2001], the EPA has never issued an ‘environmental’ compliance standard. Indeed, as the WTC matter showed [Ilgren, 2001], the EPA’s 2001 – 2002 NYC pronouncements on asbestos related risk were more a matter of expedience and convenience than a sincere effort to protect human health and the same continues today. This was clearly demonstrated by EPA II and OSHA II statements following 911 that said the public was only at risk of asbestos related disease following high dose, long term exposure [Ilgren 2001]. 

The aforementioned discussion clearly brings us to the major flaw of the EPA’s entire argument: the absolute, complete and total failure to find attributable disease in relation to the CCMA or, where are the dead bodies? Where is the flotilla of attributable lung cancers, asbestotics, and mesotheliomas? And in particular, where are the cancers most clearly associated with asbestos exposure namely the attributable mesotheliomas? The answer is: none appear to exist [Ilgren 2008d]. This holds true not just for the 2.4 million people who have recreated on the CCMA for the last 50 years [Amador pers com] but for the tens of thousands of individuals who have incurred over the same time period and longer, occupational
, paraoccupational, and ‘environmental’
 exposure to Coalinga chrysotile [data and evidence summarized in Ilgren, 2008d]. Indeed, there is no evidence of an attributable excess of mesotheliomas in relation to any of the many NOA deposits found throughout the United States and in fact, in virtually every State of the Union [Kuryveil et al, 1974; Chidester & Shride, 1969; Van Gosen et al, 2006]. And the failure to find a mesothelioma excess has not been due to insufficient latency and insufficient numbers of allegedly exposed individuals for many of the NOA sites. Indeed, the Soapstone ridge anthophyllite deposit, for example, runs through Atlanta and serpentine deposits and former mining sites are found in Staten Island. 

If Coalinga chrysotile was ‘highly toxic’ and, as EPA policy dictates, as potent as any other form of asbestos, at least 10 to 15% of the exposed populations would develop mesotheliomas [e.g. Berry et al, 2004] and many thousands of cases would have been seen to date. EPA’s previous [ATSDR 1988] and the current [EPA May 2008] cancer risk estimates concerning the CCMA are obviously highly flawed causing gross overestimations in attributable risk. But this is not surprising. In 1985, the EPA reached out to Sir Richard Doll and Prof. Julian Peto for comments on the Mt Sinai based draft that would become a centerpiece of their 1986 regulatory document. At the time, Doll and Peto had just published a major risk assessment document for the Health & Safety Executive [HSE] for asbestos [Doll & Peto, 1985]. More specifically, Dennis Kotchmar of the EPA received the Doll and Peto commentary on the draft document which said, amongst other things, that “brief intense exposure to chrysotile has never been shown to cause either lung cancer or mesothelioma in contrast to crocidolite”. Obviously, the EPA blatantly ignored such critical commentary. Similarly, the EPA risk models predicted hundreds of mesotheliomas in those residing for many decades adjacent to chrysotile tailing piles hundreds of feet high behind their homes in the Thetford Canada mining district. However, no residential cases
 were seen leading Camus et al [2002] to say the EPA risk model contained serious flaws. Indeed, on the basis of the EPA’s IRIS and OEHHA based toxicity values the cancer risk estimates for those recreating on the CCMA with ‘typical usage’ parameters should have caused the appeareance of many thousands of attributable mesotheliomas to date. This is particularly so since EPA 2008 notes a minimal latency of ten years and regard children to be ‘of special concern’ on the grounds that ‘early life exposures could be three times greater than the same exposures started later in life. Since many families recreate on the CCMA, even more mesotheliomas might be expected.

The EPA CCMA report admitted that the risk estimates could be much lower if the exposures were too infrequent or the total retained fiber burden too low ‘to initiate the asbestos disease process’. Both are true. The EPA overestimated the actually frequency with which cyclists ride on the CCMA and more importantly, fail to recognize that Coalinga chrysotile is almost completely cleared (vi). 


The animal data fully support the human observations and underscore the lack of toxicity of Coalinga chrysotile [Ilgren & Chatfield, 1997, 1998a,b, 2002, 2004 and citations provided therein]. Indeed, the largest asbestos animal inhalation study ever performed included Coalinga chrysotile on test. The study, done by the NIEHS at the NTP with support from the EPA, failed to demonstrate any attributable disease in the Coalinga treated animals despite massive long term exposures and life time follow up. Studies of Coalinga chrysotile done contemporaneously with though totally independently of the NIEHS NTP investigations also failed to find evidence of a carcinogenic risk in the Coalinga treated animals [Ilgren, vs]. The basis for Coalinga chrysotile’s lack of toxicity has been shown to be due to its reduced respirability because of its enhanced width in air [Ilgren 2008b] and due to its failure to biopersist because of its enhanced clearance due to its short length and increased solubility in aqueous fluids [Ilgren 2008a,c]. 
Coalinga chrysotile has been recognized historically by the US Government (NIEHS Short fiber standard, see Ilgren 2008a for discussion) and recently in the EPA CCMA [2008] report as ‘short’
.
 Moreover, the EPA CCMA [2008] report says long fibers are the ‘only fiber size which has been most closely linked to asbestos disease’. 
Large long term animal inhalation studies of short fiber chrysotile conducted by NIOSH in the rat [Platek et al, 1985] and the monkey [Stettler et al, 2008] confirm the lack of toxicity of other forms of short fiber chrysotile aside from Coalinga. Equally, humans exposed to predominantly short fiber chrysotile based products (e.g. friction materials, Wong 2001) also failed to display a mesothelioma excess. Moreover, no attributable mesothelioma risk was found in ca 220,000 workers from 72 cohorts with varying levels of occupational chrysotile exposure [Yarborough, 2006]. 
The EPA [2008] alleged finding of Amphibole Asbestos

The EPA CCMA 2008 report said that “While chrysotile asbestos was the predominant asbestos mineral type found in the air samples EPA collected at CCMA, amphibole asbestos structures were also detected. Almost 8% of the PCME fibers measured by EPA were tremolite asbestos, actinolite, or another amphibole asbestos mineral.” Amphibole has been found in the CCMA before in isolated areas but never as ‘asbestos’ or in an ‘asbestiform’ state. Even the earlier EPA – BLM CCMA reports [e.g. see Ilgren 2004 for summary] regarded the New Idria Serpentinite as containing pure chrysotile so it is exceptionally odd to find the EPA saying that 8% of all of the air samples contained such material without even commenting on the anomalous result in the light of their previous commentary. 

The EPA CCMA 2008 report alludes to the real explanation but apparently fails to grasp the correct answer. Thus, the EPA CCMA report says “The Clear Creek Management Area is a highly mineralized district which has been mined for mercury, asbestos, and gems. Over 300 mining claims have been recorded for the area, and the CCMA is crossed by numerous roads built to extract metals and timber. From the 1850’s to the 1970’s the area was mined for cinnabar, which was processed to extract liquid mercury.” The findings of a recent recon survey done by Iddings and Fowkes [2008 attached] along the EPA sampling routes clarifies the EPA’s findings since it identifies potential sources of naturally occurring and commercial amphibole in many of the EPA’s sampling staging areas. The presence of isolated areas of naturally occurring nonasbestiform amphibole (including tremolite, actinolite and ‘other’
 amphiboles) in this very area was clearly documented more than 60 years ago by the California Division of Mines [Eckles and Myers, 1946] and later in more detail by Stanford University [Coleman, 1957] and the USGS. The presence of potential amphibole containing commercial asbestos by Iddings and Fowkes [2008] is not surprising given the industrialization that area underwent from 1858 onwards. Indeed, the use of asbestos cement and other potential amphibole containing products in the non asbestos mining industry most notably dealing with mercury but also possibly involving chrome, coal, magnesite, brick production and oil is not surprising. Linn and Dietrick 1961] actually demonstrate its use at the large New Idria mercury mine and mill in their giant rotary furnaces whilst discussions with former New Idria mercury managers [Ward pers com, 2008] describe many bags of asbestos being brought into the plant. The location of the mercury mines largely in the areas of naturally occurring amphibole speaks to the co-development of mercury mineralization in the contact zones found at the boundaries of the New Idria Serpentinite within which such naturally occurring amphiboles form. Stated differently, most of the EPA sampling routes (e.g. R1 and R2) are on the boundary of the chrysotile ore body in an area where the underlying geology is focally conducive to the formation of isolated areas of naturally occurring amphibole. Similarly, the EPA sampling routes largely track along the very routes on which more than 150 years of industrialized mining dust has collected. Such rock contact zones and industrialized areas are not representative of the main chrysotile ore body and do not represent the main routes used by the motorcyclists. This serves as an important explanation as to why the EPA found amphiboles when none had been reported before and leads one to conclude that the EPA’s statement on the representative nature of their findings is totally incorrect. Thus, the EPA said that “Because the air samples were collected during activities that covered large geographic areas, the mineral compositions in the air samples are probably more representative of the CCMA mineral mix than soil samples collected from discrete locations or from CCMA mines”. Just the reverse is true. Their air samples are also absolutely NOT representative of the “CCMA mine mix”. They provide absolutely no evidence whatsoever that the vast numbers of samples and the large numbers of studies of Coalinga chrysotile are contaminated with amphibole on any level [Ilgren 2004]. 

Whilst nonasbestiform amphibole has been found in very discrete areas of the CCMA before (vs), asbestiform amphibole has not been noted. The EPA’s claims of “asbestiform” amphibole clearly require further investigation. It is particularly odd that the EPA failed to put anywhere in its report the data they allegedly collected on the question of fiber habit since ‘cleavage fragments’ were listed as being studied in their appended tables under ‘structure type’ and photos and sketches of such structures were also taken [Jere Johnson, per com 2008 and EPA 2008 report]. 

Therefore, one of the major explanations for the finding of amphibole by the EPA leading them to conclude that this was ‘representative’ was due to sampling area confounding. Another explanation may have been misidentification. Thus, the failure of the EPA to provide any of the TEM-XRD data underlying their report makes it impossible to exclude the possibility that their identification data were incorrect. 


Other potential methodological problems exist and a few of these will be summarized below: 

The EPA report describes equipment malfunction during the course of the study but does not provide any description of what happened or if this could have influenced their results. 

The precise soil sampling protocols followed are not given and the qualifications of those who did the soil sampling are not provided. One of the motorcyclists that accompanied the EPA [Mr Ed Tobin] noted that one of the EPA bikers crashed and damaged his sampling equipment. The other motorcyclist, former BLM ranger Schwarz, who accompanied the EPA bikers questioned the correctness of their sampling methods. 

The qualifications of the EPA BLM or other Agency Scientists who produced this report were not given. 

It is not clear if the report was sent for External Review and if it was what the reviewers’ backgrounds and potential conflicts of interests were. 

The qualification of the individual analysts who did the work is not known and what work they had done regarding ‘naturally occurring asbestos’ matters arising in California in the past is not described. 
The evidence that the lab(s) did in fact successfully analyze such samples and what samples they were given for test analysis was not given. 
The fiber length and width of each asbestos or non asbestos structure found was not given nor were the identities of the nonasbestos structures found. 
The details of the methods used to identify these minerals as “chrysotile, asbestiform amphibole, and other “regulated” asbestiform minerals, unregulated fibers, cleavage fragments, and transition fibers; the definitions used to identify these minerals as such were not given.
The underlying spectra and data that support the identification of these minerals particularly all amphiboles as asbestiform and nonasbestiform / cleavage fragments / transitional structures / non asbestos fibrous materials of any kind such as antigorite, lizardite, etc were not provided. 

The counts and complete descriptions of all of the matrices, bundles and clusters found and the  ‘subcomponents’ that were subjected to counting and study with their sizes, types, habits, sketches and photos to the extent the counts conducted did not conform to the standard counting rules according to ISO were not given. 
The tables that presented data on the approximate number of samples, volume of air collected and level of analytical sensitivity required were not given. 

The information related to overloaded filters and samples particularly but not limited to those that were discarded including their sample numbers were not given. 
Further clarification was not provided as to the criteria used for saying a filter was ‘overloaded’ and the validity of varying air volume for different samples was justified per e.g. “Overloading of samples is a concern so typically a high and a low volume sample was collected for each activity. The highest volume sample that is readable will be analyzed and the remaining sample, if any, will be archived for a period of 6 months by the laboratory. Values in bold are the anticipated high volumes, which should be analyzed if not overloaded.” 
It is not clear if it is valid to consider filters to be overloaded when loading exceeded an additional 25% of prescribed levels, instead of 10%. 
Unexpected variation between air fiber counts and higher moisture levels were not explained i.e. an explanation needs to be provided as to why the air sample concentrations were actually higher in November when this would be the ‘wet’ season. 
The trailing distance between bikers was not representative since riders generally do not ride in the dust of the riders. 
The riders were said to average 18 mph for 5 hours but they only appear to have covered a 20 mile long loop.  
The professional ORV rider (Mr Ed Tobin) who accompanied the EPA bikers said that their riding skills were poor and not representative of many of those that ride on the CCMA.  

Some labs were said to have reported differences in Quality control sample types and it is not clear how this may have influenced the findings. 

Multiple analysts were said to have determined ‘the best definitions for fibers’ and the latest revision was said to be ‘their consensus’ opinion. This seems to be very arbitrary and further information is needed to clarify this point. 
Recounted sample results were averaged on the premise that ‘they are independent samples and there was no reason to expect one count to be more reliable than another’. There is no proof that this was so and the data supporting their assumption should be provided. The same applied to the “interlab (IL)” and the Repreparation (RP) samples. 

In conclusion, the EPA 2008 is clearly critically flawed in many ways and does not provide a scientific basis for closing the CCMA. 





E B Ilgren / 19 June 08 
� The EPA [May 2008] report is based on air sampling data taken in 2004 and 2005. 


� National Priority List 


� Including not just the miners and millers working in the three Coalinga chrysotile workforce but also those who worked in nonasbestos industries in and near to the CCMA exposed to Coalinga chrysotile whilst mining and processing mercury, chrome, graphite, magnesite, coal, and oil, some of these industries being in operation for 150 years. 


� In this context, the word ‘environmental’ will specifically refer to those living in the ‘neighborhoods’ of towns allegedly containing proximate human receptors not living with those who may have incurred ‘occupational’ exposure to Coalinga chrysotile. 


� Out of 11,000 women there were 11 mesothelioma cases. Ten lived with workers and probably incurred a significant paraoccupational exposure to chrysotile and tremolite and possibly amosite / crocidolite [Case et al 997]. Here ‘residential’ refers to those that did not live with a worker and the one such case incurred more than 150 fiber years exposure [Case et al, 2002; Case per com]. 


� i.e. that most of the fibers measured were short. 


� But certain comments made by EPA 2008 demonstrate contradiction and a lack of competency regarding their views on fiber length and Coalinga chrysotile. Thus, 	EPA [2008] said most of the Coalinga chrysotile fiber was ‘short’. However, the EPA wrote to the Director of the California BLM on 1 Dec 04 regarding their “Draft resources management plan amendment and DEIS for the CCMA (CEQ #040322)”: “The characterization of chrysotile asbestos should be revised. The DEIS describes chrysotile asbestos found at CCMA as short fiber asbestos which is not supported by the data. The 1992 risk assessment relied on PCM measurements which only detects long fibers. EPA’s current exposure evaluation is exming both long and short fibers and has found significant levels of long fibers (PCME or phase contrast microscopy equivalent). As noted above, EPA is committed to sharing our data and analysis with BLM as this information becomes available. Recommendation: The Revised or Suppplemental DEIS should eliminate any discussion of short fiber asbestos because this does not accurately reflect the data provided”. Therefore, on the basis of the same data set and the same methodology, the same Agency (the EPA) provided the BLM with two diametrically opposed views. In 2008, the chrysotile was short; in 2004, it was long. 


This raises a fundamental question: If virtually any study of airborne Coalinga chrysotile has found the majority of structures to be longer than 5u [Ilgren 2008a], how can the EPA [2008] report most of the fibers as ‘short’. One possibility could be the counting methods employed. Thus, EPA [2008] said that it counts fibers of dimensions: Length: >5 um; Width: >=0.25 to <=3 um Aspect Ratio: >=3:1 with “Included Structures: Fibers; Bundles; Fiber subcomponent of a matrix; Bundle subcomponent of a matrix; Fiber subcomponent of a cluster; Bundle subcomponent of a cluster”. Firstly, truncation of width at 3u could eliminate a significant proportion of long airborne Coalinga chrysotile fibers since many longer than 5u are non respirable or greater than 2.5u in width. Secondly, the ‘included structures’ counted by EPA [2008] suggests ‘clusters’ and ‘matrices’ per se are not being counted most of which will be ‘long’ whilst only the subcomponents of clusters and matrices are being counted the majority of which would be short [Ilgren, 2008a]. Other comments concerning fiber length in general raise questions about the competency of the scientists who wrote the EPA [2008] report. Thus, EPA [2008]  says “The PCM exposure metric is a surrogate for the mineral fibers present in each environment. Different mineral fibers will have different fiber length distributions, so a PCM metric for crocidolite, which tends to occur as very short fibers, will count a smaller proportion of fibers present than a PCM metric for amosite. The majority of the fibers detected in CCMA air samples are chrysotile and present with a fiber size distribution similar to that recently published for commercial chrysotile.” To support the last statement, EPA [2008] cites “Dement-JM; Kuempel-E; Zumwalde-R; Smith-R; Stayner-L; Loomis-D, Development of a fiber size-specific job-exposure matrix for airborne asbestos fibers, Occup Environ Med 2008 Jan”. There are numerous factual errors in this statement. Firstly crocidolite does not occur as very short fibers. Secondly, the fiber size distribution of Coalinga chrysotile is radically different than that of almost any commercial form of asbestos. This is well illustrated by Pinkerton et al [1983] that compares Coalinga chrysotile with commercial Jeffrey fiber and discussed in detail by Ilgren [2008a]. The notion that the airborne fiber size distribution of the chrysotile fibers found in the Charleston South Carolina textile plant resemble that of Coalinga chrysotile is totally incorrect. 





� Most likely glaucophane and crosstie and hornblende) 





