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Mentoring a Movement
Empowering People

Preventing Harm

About the Center for Health, Environment & Justice

CHEJ mentors a movement building healthier
communities by empowering people to prevent
harm caused by chemical and toxexatisiNVe
accomplish our work through programs focusing
on dierent types of environmental health threats.
CHEJ also works with communities to empower
groups by providing the tools, direction, and
encouragement they need to advocate for
human health, to prevent harm and to work
towards environmental integrit

Following her successfubg!to prevent further

harm for families living in contaminated Love

Canal, Lois Gibbs founded CHEJ in "#$" to

continue the journeyo date, CHEJ has assisted over
,%%% groups nationwide. Details on CHEJOs efforts

to help families and communities prevent harm can be

found on www.chej.org.
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ASPHALT
PLANT

Asphalt plants mix gravel and sand with crude oil derivatives to make the asphalt used to pave roads, highways, ar

parking lots across the U.S. These plants release millions of pounds of chemicals to the air during productior

each

including many cancer-causing toxic air pollutants such as arsenic, benzene, formaldehyde, and cadmium. Other t
chemicals are released into the air as the asphalt is loaded into trucks and hauled from the plant site, including volat

organic compounds, polycyclic arontatdrocarbons (PAHs9nd very fine condsed péiculates.[EPA]

' Asphalt Fumes are Known Toxins . The federal Environmentald®ction Agency (EPA) states
OAsphalt processing and asphalt roofing manufadaailitgs are majaources of hazardous air pollutants such
as formaldehyde, hexane, phenol, ypdigmrganic niger, and tluene. Exposure to these air toxics may cause
cancer, central nervous system problems, liver daespir@tory problems and skirtation.O [EPA]Accoding

to one health agency, asphalt fumes contain substances known to cause cancer, can cause coughing, wheezi

ng ol

shortness of breath, severe irritation of the skin, headaches, dizziness, and nausea. [NJDHSS] Animal studigs sh

PAHSs afect repoduction,cause birth defects and arentfal to the immune system. [NJDHSS] The US
Department of Health and Humam#ees has determined that PAHs may be carcinogenic to humans. [DHHS]

I Health Impacts & Loss of Property Value . The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

(BREDL), a regional environmental organization, has done two studies on the adverse impacts on property yalues

174

and health for residents living near asphalt plantopArpy alue study documented losses of up to 56% becaus¢
of the presence of a nearby asphalt plant. In another stughhaléaf the residents reported negative impacts
on their health from a new asphalt plant. The door-tohéadth survey found 45% of residents living within a
half mile of the plant reported a deterioration of their health, which began after the plant opened. The most
frequent health problems cited were high blood prgd8%teof people sueyed), sinugroblems (18%),
headaches (14%), and shortness of breath (9%). [BREDL]

! Flawed Tests Underestimate Health Risks. In addition to smokestack emissions, large amounts gf
harmful Ofugitive emissionsO are released as the aspheli sround in trucks and conveyor belts, and is stored

in stockpiles. Amall asphalt plant producing 100 thousand tons of asphalt a year may release up to 50 tons [of

toxic fugitive emissions into the air. [Dr. R. Nadkarni] Stagnant air and local witathsofgen incease the level

of exposure to local communities. In fact, most agpaats are not even tested for toxic emissions. The amounits

of these pollutants that are released fronilayface estimatdoly computer and mdtemaical formulas taer

than by actual stack testing, estimates that experts agree do not accurately predict the amount of toxic fugitive

emissions released and the riskspbseg. Accordingto Dr. Luanne Wiams, a North Calina stée toxicologist,
40% of the toxins from asphalt plant smokestacks even meet air quality standardsNand for the other 60% of
emissions, the state lacks sufficient data to determine safe levels.

BE SAFE: Take Precautionary Action to Protect
Our Communities from Asphalt Plant Air Pollution

these
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BE SAFEOs FOUR PRINCIPLES

1. HEED EARLY WARNING SIGNS

There is documented evidence from health experts and federal and state regulators of the seri
health effects of asphalt plant emissions. We must heed these early warning signs and take
to prevent communities from further exposure to cancer-causing substances released by asph
plants. The following actions are needed:

Moratoriums on asphalt plant construction and operaitibcomnunities where people live
and go to school;

Stricter testing  and enforcement of air quality standards at asphalt plants; and
Improved air standards that address allxtiz contaminantsNirlading fugitiveemissions.

@----

us
tion

2. PUT SAFETY FIRST

Even if an asphalt plant meets all state and federal air pollution standards, people living near

are still exposed tancer-causirgyubstances that can cause long-term damage. These standard

are based on the principle of Oacceptable riskO, and assume each state will enforce the standards,
the plants will operate perfectly, and the owners can be trusted to operate on an honor system
where they are expected to follow all the laws and regulations that apply to their facility withou

any government oversight. In the majority of cases, it is unknown whether the OtheoreticalO
emissions predlcted by computer models and used by plant owners accurately reflect air emlss'ons

e 7.

from a plan®s daibperations. We muptit safety first and shutwno or overhaul the current 1
system that fails to protect communities from the daily health hazards of asphalt plant pollutiorg
|
|
3. EXERCISE DEMOCRACY :
|

Federal rguldions based on the OaccelptaiskO model and selfutding honor systems are

inadequate to protect public health. Many states rely on inadequate federal standards that do hot
take into account local factors such as how close an industrial facility is to homes and schools
local weather patterns, and additional OnuisanceO factors such as the effect acrid and nauseilting
smells have on the qualityldé inthese commmities. I

Organizations are working to improve federal and state standards and add asphalt plant fumes: to
the hazardous air pollutant (HAP) list under the federal Clean Air Act. Communities can take |
advantage of any state laws aim@doétcting local values thalow counties to determine |
where new industrial facilities will be located. These communities can band together to work With
their county governments to prevent new asphalt plants from being located in their neighborhootls
and preventxasting plants from renewitigeir permits untifurther evaluaion of public health |
risks are conducted.

BE SAFE is coordinated by the Center for Health, Environment & Justice. To sign the platform or for more infor %tion,
contact us at CHEJ, P.O. Box 6806, Falls Church, VA 22040, 703-237-2249, or 518-732-4538yarbasifenet.com

----------------------------------------L-
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4. CHOOSE THE SAFEST Clean Air :
SOLUTIONS Campaign Halts Asphalt I
Communities faced with an asphalt plant Pollution & :
proposal should push for setbacks from residenceg ; P~
and community buildings, site specific health-based Improves Air Policies :
air pollution modeling and monitoring, enclosures I
for loading zones, and preferably a zero emissions . , I
asphalt plant, with total containment of air ONothing could have prepared us for the horrors I
of that plant; we cannot be outside when it
pollutants. operates, we are prisoners.O I
Jerry Starr, Macon County, NC |
I Investigate Pollution in Your |
Area. |
To find out more about asphalt plant pollution Blue Ridge Environmental Defense Leagusg I
in your area, go vawvw.scorecard.org (BREDL) has been leading a Clean Air Campaigl1
to reduce toxic pollution from asphalt plants in
I Join the Clean Air Campaign. North Carolina. In partnership with many :
Support the campaign on asphalt plant community groups, BREDL defeated numeroug
pollution. To find out more, contact the Blue asphalt plant proposals, spearheaded a trend pfj
Ridge Environmental Defense League at countywide moratoriums on asphalt plant I
www.bredl.org. construction and operation, and mounted plan{ |
permit challergs. The campaigns included radjol
I BE SAFE. . . I
. . ads, posted yard signs, newspaper display ads$, land
Take precautionary action to prevent asphalt stories in local newspapers I
plant pollution. Sign on to the BE SAFE ' I
Platform on the next page. Be counted when : .
we deliver this nationgl Iglatform to the White BREDL gnd the Qlean Alr Campa!gn have :
House in 2005. Endorse the BE SAFE §ucce§ded in redl.Jcmg gsphalt pollution qnd
Platform today atww.besafenet.com. improving alr.quallty policies. North Carqllna ancl
Tennessee signed aneggment to protect air I
I Your Vote Counts. quality in the Great Smoky Mountain National | |
The next election will set the countryOs course Park and other wilderness areas. North Carolihg
on asphalt plant regulations. For information has improved methods to analyze fugitive toxi¢ air
on environmental voting records, contact emissions and expanded Tiogic Air Pollutant I
www.sierraclub.organdwww.lcv.org.To program to include all operating and proposed | |
register to vote, contaatvw.earthday.net asphalt plants. :
|
|
e
References: I
US EPA Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I, Chapter 11: Mineral Products Industry, [EPA] I

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch11/final/c11s01.pdf. Final Rule to Reduce Toxic Air Emissions From Asphalt Processing &

Asphalt Roofing Manufacturing Facilities, Environmental Protection Agency, June 2000 [EPB§izardous Substance Fact Sheet, |
Asphalt Fumes. New Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services, January 2001 [NJDHSS]. Agency for Toxic Substandes a
Disease Registry (ATSDR). 199xicological Profile for Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs). Atlanta, GA: U.S. Departmerit

of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service[DHHS]. Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League Asphalt Health Sgrvey
[BREDL]. Dr. R. Nadkarni developed mass balance equation to estimate total fugitive emissions and his comments to Virginilt De|

Environmental Quality are atww.bredl.org/pdf/DEQ072503.pdf. [Dr. R. Nadkarni]. I
Primary Contributor: Lou Zeller, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League. :
------------------------------------------L
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BE SAFE Platform

In the 21st century, we envision a world in which our food, water and air are clean, and our children grow up healthy and
thrive. Everyone needs a protected, safe community and workplace, and natural environment to enjoy. We can make this
world vision a reality. The tools we bring to this work are prevention, safety, responsibility and democracy.

Our goal is to prevent pollution and environmental destruction before it happens. We support this precautionary approach
because it is preventive medicine for our environment and health. It makes sense to:

I Prevent pollution and make polluters, not taxpayers, pay and assume responsibility for the damage they cause;
I Protect our children from chemical and radioactive exposures to avoid illness and suffering;
I Promote use of safe, renewable, non-toxic technologies;

I Provide a natural environment we can all enjoy with clean air, swimmable, fishable water and stewardship for
our national forests.

We choose a Obetter safe than sorryO approach motivated by caution and prevention.
We endorse the common-sense approach outlined in the BE SAFEOs four principles listed below.

Platform Principles

HEED EARLY WARNINGS

Government and industry have a duty to prevent érem there is credible evidence that harm is occurring o
likely to occurNeven when the exact nature and full magnitude of harm is not yet proven.

PUT SAFETY FIRST

Industry and government have a responsibility to thoroughly study the potential for harm from a new che
technology Were it is usedNrather than assume it is harmless until mitvewise. We need to ensure it is safe now, or
will be sorry later. Research on impacts to wankdrthe public needs to be confirmed by independent third parties.

EXERCISE DEMOCRACY

Precautionary decisions place the highest priority on protecting health and the environment, and help devel
technologies and industries with effective safeguards and enforcement. Government and industry decisions shou
on meaningful citizen input and mutual respect (the golden rule), with the highest regard for those whose heal
affected and for our irreplaceable natural ressiinot for those with financial interests. Uncompromised science sh
inform public policy.

CHOOSE THE SAFEST SOLUTION

choice of the saét, technically feasible solutions.sWgport innovation and promotion ofheclogiesand solutions that
create a healthy environment and economy, and protect our natural resources.

Take precautionary action to prevent asphalt plant pollution.

Sign onto the BE SAFE Platform.

Be counted when we deliver this natiplaform to the White House in 2005.
Endorse the platform today vatvw.besafenet.com

518-732-4538, or visivww.besafenet.com
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Decision-making by government, industry and individuals must include an evaluation of alternatives, and the
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ASPARAGINE. See Amino acids.

ASPARTIC ACID. See Amino acids.

ASPHALT

Asphalt is a dark brown to black cementitious material in which the
predominating constituents are bitumens that occur in nature or are
obtained-in petroleum processing. Asphalts characteristically contain
very high molecular weight hydrocarbons called asphaltenes and are
essentially soluble in carbon disulfide, and aromatic and chlorinated
hydrocarbons. Bitumen is a generic term for a class of black or dark-col-
ored (solid, semisolid, or viscous) cementitious substances, natural or
manufactured, composed principally of high molecular weight hydro-
carbons, of which asphalts, tars, pitches, and asphaltites are typical

Prior to 1907, most of the asphalt used occurred naturally and in-
eluded native asphalts, rock asphalts, and lake asphalts. Since the early
1900s, however, most asphalts have heen produced from the refining of
petroleum and used primarily in paving and roofing applications. Unlike
native asphalts, petroleum asphalts are organie with only trace amounts
of inorganic materials.

At normal service temperatures, asphalt is viscoelastic; at higher
temperatures, it becomes viscous. The disperse phase is a micelle of
asphaltenes and the higher molecular weight aromatic compcenents of
the petrolenes, Determination of the components of asphalts has always
presented a challenge because of the complexity and high molecular
weights of the hydrocarbons present. The component of highest carbon
content is the fraction termed carboids, which is insoluble in carbon
disulfide. This fraction, although organic, is nonasphaltic. The so-calied
carbenes are insoluble in carbon tetrachloride and scluble in carbon
disuifide. Both carboids and carbenes, if present, oceur in small amounts.
Asphaltenes have a great influence on the viscosity of asphalt. They
seem to be relatively constant in composition in residuzl asphalts,
despite the source, as determined by carbon-hydrogen analysis. The
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nonasphaltene components of asphalt are calied maltenes or petrolenes.
FProperties of asphalts appear in Table 1.

Asphalts are used as protective films, adhesives, and binders because
of their waterprool and weather-resistant properties. Some movement
without fracture can occur because of their viscous (sol) nature. They
have long and continuous satisfactory service because of their slow rate
of hardening from heat, oxidation, fatigue, and weathering. Exposed
asphalt films harden partially from a loss of volatile oils and to a greater
extent from the formation of additional asphaltene fractions and loss of
maltenes through oxidation. Such chemical change undoubtedly is cata-
Iyzed by uv irradiation. Recent studies have indicated that asphalt
stiffness can be used in optimizing performance, although fundamental
measures of mechanical properties are preferable. A stiffer asphalt, under
uniform loading conditions, could reduce pavemnent deflection, extend
fatigue life, and allow less flow deformation. A softer material would
normally allow a longer weathering life before the maltene—asphaltene
composition becomes critical in service. Usually, the softest material
atlowed by initial service needs is selected.

The water reststance of asphalt films is also a manifestaiion of
durability. Asphalts that have a low content of soluble salts show a low
water absorption. The pickup of water is primarily a surface manifesta-
tion; it softens the film and can cause blistering. Even with a high rate of
absorption, asphalt films show little loss of bond to surfaces on con-
tinued immersion in water and continue to protect metals from corrosion
for long periods of time. Bacteria and fungi can attack the very low
molecular weight portion of bituminous materials.

Mineral fillers often are added to asphalts to influence their flow .
properties and reduce costs. They are used commonly as stabilizers in
roofing coatings at concentrations up to 60 wt%. Mineral-filled films
show improved resistance to flow at elevated temperatures, improved
impact resistance, and better flame-spread resistance. Fillers may in-
crease the water absorption of asphalts. Mineral fillers commonly used
are ground limestone, slate flours, finely divided silicas, trap rocks, and
mica; they often are produced as by-products in rock-crushing opera-
tions. Opaque fillers offer protection from weathering. Ashestos filler has
special properties because of its fibrous structure, high resistance to flow,
and toughness. It has been used in asphalt paving mixes to increase the
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Table 1. Properties of Asphalts
Straight-
reduced, Air-blown

Property residual Thermal residual
softening point (ring and bally, °C 46 113 93
penetration of 100 g at 25°C for 5 s, mm /10 90 0 20
ductility at 25°C, 5 ¢em/min, em > 150 too hard 3.2
specific gravity, 15.6/15.6°C 1.03 1.12 1.05
mean coefficient of cubical expansion /“C

15.6-65.6°C 0.00063 0.00058 0.00063

15.6-232°C 0.00068 0.00063 0.00068
specific heat, J /(kg- K)®

4.4°C 1675 1549 1633

93.3°C 1968 1842 1926

204.4°C 2345 2177 2303
thermal conductivity at 26.7°C, W /(m-K) 0.16 0.16 016
permesnbility constant at 25°C, kg-m/(m?-s- Pa)?

water vapor 062-193 x 10°1® 1.1 x 107 1.25-2.4 x 10718

oxygen 0.08 x 10718
water absorption of 10-mil films on aluminum

panels, wt%

50 weeks 1.5-10

100 weeks 2.5-18.5
surface tension, mN /m {= dyn /cm)

25°C 34 a2

100°C 27 28
dielectric strength, spherical electrodes, V,/m 11-45 x 10° 36 x L0 30-35 x 108
dielectric constant, 50t Hz at 20°C 2.7 3.0 27

*To convert J to cal, divide by 4.184.
$To convert Pa to mm Hg, multiply by 0.0075.
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resistance to movement under traffic and in roofing materials for fire-
retardant purposes (see Fillers}).

Petroleum-derived asphalt, which represents > 99% of total asphalt
and asphalt products sold in the United States, is manufactured by the
following methods:

Straight reduction. Crude oil at 340-400°C is injected into a frac-
tionating column. The lighter fractions are separated as overhead prod-
ucts, and the residuum is straightreduced asphalt. Crude oil containing
ca 30% or more of asphalt can be refined completely in an atmospheric
unit to an asphalt cement product. However, most crude oil cannot be
distilled at atmospheric pressure because of high percentages of high
boiling fractions. As a supplement to the atmospheric process, a second
fractionating tower {a vacuum tower} is added. This two-stage process is
particularly applicable to crude vcils containing 18-30% asphalt.
Straight-reduced asphalts are used mainly in pavements, where they
serve primarily as binders in paving mixes. The most important recent
technical innovation in agphalt paving has been to use asphalt throughout
the entire pavement structure (termed total asphalt) to provide more
efficient and economical distribution of traffic stresses to the subgrade
and provide better protection of the base from intrusion of outside
materials, eg, water, soil, etc.

Air-blowing. Asphalt stock (flux) is converted te a harder product by
air contact at 200-275°C. Air-blown asphalts are generally more re-
sistant to weather and changes in tempecature than straight-reduced
asphalts and are produced by batch and continuous methods. Air-blown
asphalts of diverse viscosities and flow properties with added fillers,
polymers, solvents, and in water emulsions provide products for many
applications in roofing and other industries. Air-hlowing is also used to
produce the harder paving-asphait grades when the crudes available
have a low asphalt content and cannot be reduced directly to grade.

Propane deasphalting involves the precipitation of asphalt from a
residuum stock by treatment with propane under controlled conditions.
The petroleum stock is usually atmospheric-reduced residue from a
primary distillation tower. Propane usually is used in this process
although propane—butane mixtures and pentane have been used with
some variation in process conditions and hardness of the product,
Propane deasphalting is used primarily for crude oils of relatively low
asphalt content, generally < 12%. Asphalt produced from this process is
blended with other asphaltic residua for making paving asphalt.

Thermal asphalts differ from other asphalts in that they are products
of a cracking process. They have relatively high specific gravity, low
vigcosity, and high temperature susceptibility, and they contain cokelike
bodies (carbenes) as indicated by the spot test. Thermal asphalts are
used principally as saturants for cellulosic building products such as
insulation hoards, brick-finish siding, and fiber soil pipes. Currently,
their use in road asphalts is rare. Thermal asphalt actually is in very
short supply because of changes in cracking methods, and there is little
likelihood that it will ever become commonly available.

Blended asphalts may be produced when a refinery stocks two grades
of asphalt, one at each end of the viscosity spectrum of the entire
product grade requirements. Intermediate grades are prepared by blend-
ing (proportioning) the extremes.

Emulsions are immiscible liquids dispersed in one another in the form
of very fine droplets from ca 1-25 pm and an average of 5 pm dia. In the
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most commen asphalt emulsion, ie, the oil-in-water type, the asphalt is
the dispersed (internal) phase, and water is the continuous (external)
phase (see Emulsions). Colloid mills are most commonly used for the
manufacture of road emulsions in the United States. A colloid mill
usually consists of a rapidly revolving conical disk (rotor), The asphalt,
water, and emulsifying agent are forced through the narrow clearance
between the rotor and the stator (stationary section).

Industrial emulsions have applications outside the road-building in-
dustry. They are made with harder grades of asphalt and contain clays,
casein, gelatin, or hlood albumin as peptizing agents. Certain clays, such
as bentonite, are good emulsion dispersants and impart a buttery con-
sistency to the emulsion, These emulsions have a wide variety of applica-
tions, such as in surface coating of asphalt pavements, for built-up roofs,
and for other weather coverings.

The large demands for asphalt as a buiiding material were created
primarily by mass production of the automobile and the development of
asphalt roofing materials (qv) for home construction. The usc of asphalt
in pavement base-course construction (instead of untreated aggregates),
hydraulics, rapid growth in home construction, and the interstate road
system have greatly increased its use.

In recent years, the paving market has consumed ca 80% of the
product. Asphalt has been used to surface 94% of the United States’
highways. The roofing industry typically has accounted for ca 15% of the
asphalt market, and miscellanecus industrial asphalts make up the
remaining 5%. These products usually are classified only by types (Bureau
of Mines), eg, liquid, sclid, emulsion; or by use, eg, laminates, pipe
coating, automotive asphalts, ete.

The petroleum industry can produce larger quantities of asphalt by
adjusting the use of the residual product from refining pracesses. The
integrated refineries have alternative uses for crude-oil residua, ie, coke
and regidual fuel oil. Very recently, technology improvements have
allowed the use of crude residua in existing catalytic cracking units
which, in the absence of sufficitent distillates normally used for this
purpose, places a high altermative value on residua without the atten-
dant need for capital to expand coking facilities. The value of residua for
coking and residual fuel establishes a basis for asphalt prices. Asphalt is
the preferred product from high sulfur erude stocks because it is a
construction material and does not require desuifurization for use as a
fuel. Asphalt yields from three crudes are shown in Figure 1.

No significant air-pollution problems are associated with emissions
from hot paving operations using several asphalt cements. Concentra-
tions of gaseous substances and emissions from paving-asphalt cement
have been found to be very low and within existing EPA and OSHA
standards, even when the ambient air sampling was done under confined
conditions. Asphalt’s very minor content of high molecular weight poly-
nuclear aromatic constituents, however, has been studied as a possible
health hazard. The conclusion from these studies suggests that unlike
tars, asphalt can be classified in the same manner as particulate dust,
but surveillance should be continued although asphalt has not been
shown to be a material of significant hazard.

Steps to minimize potential safety hazards in the handling of asphalt
are set forth by the American Petroleurn Institute and the Asphalt
Institute. Hazards include sudden pressure increases from hot asphalt in
contact with moisture in enclosed tanks or transports, exposure to air at
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> 150°C, local overheating above heating coils, flashing of asphalt
volatiles in the presence of an ignition source or possible auto-ignition,
and hydrogen sulfide from high temperature operations.

JAMEs V. Evans
Ameoco Qil Co.

H. Abraham, Asphalts and Allied Substances, 6th ed., Vol. 1, I). Van Nostrand
Co., Inc., Princeton, N.J., 1960, Chapt. 2.

R.N. Traxler, Asphalt, Reinhcld Publishing Corp., New York, 1961.

A Brief Introduction to Asphalt and Some of Its Uses, Manual Series No. b,
The Asphalt Institute, College Park, Md., 1975.

A_J. Hoiberg, Bituminous Materials: Asphalts, Tars, and Pitches, Vols. 1, 2,
and 3, Interscience Publishers, a division of John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New
York, 1964-1966.
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2 wide v:.ncry of hght md hcavy hyd:oc:rbons dmved from t.hc

~ort :hc ph.n: propcrty, :ithough it ong1mted on the plant -
propcn}f Akhough mh:x]mg hrgc imounts of such dust leads to v
flico: phnt wotkcrs and nc:ghbm's are g:ncrzlly not exposcd to:

fugmvc cmnssmns “of hydrocnrbons. y Then: 1re rwo ma;(':n-
l:tcgoncs- Thc mvlszble crmssxons ‘are m:m}y nbn_-condcnsibic

Ernissions to Water? thlc hot-rmx Jsphal: is produc:d bv a2l )
"'toul}y d.errocns,. c:ch tradcis fictmally coated wich a “release . o
agcnr o prmh:nt the’ :Ls'phalr. f-rom suckmg to the truck body. - <
W}ufc dx:shr.xﬂatc fucis sur:h a3 k:mscnc hzv: bccn uscd as rclwc :

¥ rmfc from sphalt pb.nts md.lcatmg the distance that tfu:sc'_".". '




v
ot
ST et

.

gmcroush’ t0 the truck body by the truck driver.and the excess -

dnps 10 the grot.md as is camcd into ground water by rain or
runotf ' v

Polyshp conuains 2 .mixwure of svnthctlc c!r.-u:rgcms such as
sod.mm mcus:hu:c and sodium mpo[vphosph:tc. The other
componcnr.s are butoxyeth:nol and dodecy! benzene sulfonz:c._,:
These' chemicals are _poisons. " The toxic dose based on. aral

ingestion by mice, racs and rabbits, is abous 1 gram per kxlogram

of body wcxght. For humans, this acute toxic dose wanslates to .

about 1 ounce for an adult, Generally, acute toxiciry will not be
an issue. However, at much lower concentrations and chronic
exposures, . bucoxyechanol isa teratogen (causes birth defects)
anda mucagen in its ester form. We hzve seen such facilities sited

near supplies of drinking water or neara cranberry bog, in one |
instance. The asphalc plants gcncraﬁv call these materials, “a soap -

salution approved by DEP" and dismiss the issue of healch effects

because these chemicals are supposedly biodegradable. Boards of -
Health need to pay more attention o this area, especially when

there is p-otcnuzl for contamination of dnnking water supp.xcs.

Solid Wastes: A hot mix plant does not produce solid wastes bur

it often can consume solid and hazardous wastes such as Recycled *
Asphalt Pavernent (RAP) and soil contaminaced wich oil. RAP s

generally much higher in volatile components chan is the case
with new hot mix asphalt so the air emissions are higher when
RAP is being used A real concern is hiow these materials are
stored on site and whether the toxie chemicals in these solids can
be leached inte grouad water by rainfall.

Noisc and other nuisance issues: Asphale planes are anoisy
because of the truck traffic,

because of associzted quarry
operations and because the hurner on the dryer is also noisy. In

addition, if che plant has a contract with Mass Department of

Highways, it is required to0 operate around the clock, regardless of -

local ardinances. Complaints from neighbors during such pcriods
indicate chat the ncnse from backup alzrms on trucks and o:hcr
mobile cqulumcnc 1s particularly znncnng at night,

Overall, the concerns about asphale plants are a resule of their
emissions to the air and water and cheir propensicy to be sited
near residencial areas with minimal buffer zones and in areas such
as gravel pics which are also aquifers and sources of drinking
water. Some states like South Dakota only allow mobile asphalt

plants so chac a particular neighborhood does not have to breathe

asphalt fumes for scores of years. Even in 1 petroleun-friendly

stace ke Texas, 2 half mile buffer zone is requiced so that an

asphale planc can’t be sited closer char half mile from anv

residence without special stace environmental review.

P t"l'ﬁ.i:-'.
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

ASTM American Society of Testing and Materials

Btu British thermal unit

CHy methane

(6{0) carbon monoxide (as measured by EPA Method 10)

CO, carbon dioxide (as measured by EPA Method 3)

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

HAP hazardous air pollutant (listed in or pursuant to section 112(b) of the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments)

HMA hot mix asphalt

NO, nitrogen oxides (as measured by EPA Method 7)

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (a class of HAPS)

PM particulate matter (as measured by EPA Methods 5 or 17)

PM-10 particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter

PM-2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

RAP reclaimed asphalt pavement

RTFOT rolling thin film oven test (ASTM Method D2872-88)

SCC source classification code

SG, sulfur dioxide (as measured by EPA Methods 6 or 8)

SO sulfur oxides

TOC total organic compounds (as measured by EPA Method 25A)

VOC volatile organic compound (refer to 40 CFR 51.100); VOC is TOC plus formaldehyde, less

methane, ethane, acetone, and other chemicals listed as negligibly photochemically reactive.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1 INTRODUCTION

This report presents an assessment of emissions from hot mix asphalt (HMA) manufacturing
facilities. Included in the report is a description of the manufacturing process and the emissions associated
with HMA production; the procedures for developing emission factors and emission inventories for the
HMA industry; and estimated annual emissions for typical HMA facilities.

1.2 OVERVIEW OF HMA INDUSTRY

Hot mix asphalt is used primarily as paving material and consists of a mixture of aggregate and
liquid asphalt cement, which are heated and mixed in measured quantities. Hot mix asphalt facilities can be
broadly classified as either drum mix plants or batch mix plants, according to the process by which the raw
materials are mixed. In a batch mix plant, the aggregate is dried first, then transferred to a mixer where it
is mixed with the liquid asphalt. In a drum mix plant, a rotary dryer serves to dry the aggregate and mix it
with the liquid asphalt cement. After mixing, the HMA generally is transferred to a storage bin or silo,
where it is stored temporarily. From the silo, the HMA is emptied into haul trucks, which transport the
material to the job site. Figure 1 presents a diagram of a typical batch mix HMA plant; a typical drum mix
HMA plant is depicted in Figure 2.

In 1996, approximately 500 million tons of HMA were produced at the 3,600 (estimated) active
asphalt plants in the United States. Of these 3,600 plants, approximately 2,300 are batch plants, and
1,300 are drum mix plants. The total 1996 HMA production from batch and drum mix plants is estimated
at about 240 million tons and 260 million tons, respectively. Based on these figures, an average batch mix
plant produces approximately 100,000 tons of HMA annually, and an average drum mix plant produces
about 200,000 tons of HMA per year. Natural gas fuel is used to produce 70 to 90 percent of the HMA.
The remainder of the HMA is produced using oil, propane, waste oil, or other fuels.

The primary emission sources associated with HMA production are the dryers, hot bins, and
mixers, which emit particulate matter (PM) and a variety of gaseous pollutants. Other emission sources
found at HMA plants include storage silos, which temporarily hold the HMA, truck load-out operations, in
which the HMA is loaded into trucks for hauling to the job site; liquid asphalt storage tanks; hot oil
heaters, which are used to heat the asphalt storage tanks; and yard emissions, which consist of fugitive
emissions from the HMA in truck beds. Emissions also result from vehicular traffic on paved and unpaved
roads, aggregate storage and handling operations, and vehicle exhaust.

The PM emissions associated with HMA production include the criteria pollutants PM-10 (PM
less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter) and PM-2.5, hazardous air pollutant (HAP) metals, and
HAP organic compounds. The gaseous emissions associated with HMA production include the criteria
pollutants sulfur dioxide (S§), nitrogen oxides (N(), carbon monoxide (CO), and volatile organic
compounds (VOC), as well as volatile HAP organic compounds.

1.3 DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF EMISSION FACTORS FOR HMA FACILITIES
An emission factor relates the quantity (weight) of pollutants emitted to a unit of activity of the

source. Emission factors for the HMA industry are generally determined in units of pounds of pollutant
emitted per ton of HMA produced. These emission factors typically are used to estimate area-wide
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emissions for a large number of facilities and emissions for specific facilities where source-specific
emissions data are not available or where source testing is cost prohibitive.

To develop emission factors for the HMA industry, data from more than 390 emission test reports
and other documents on the industry were compiled and reviewed. Through a careful screening process,
the documents that were determined to be unusable for emission factor development were excluded from
further evaluation. Theemaining reports were compiled by plant type, emission source, pollutant, and
emission control. For each emission test, emission factors were calculated by dividing the measured
emission rates by the HMA production rate measured at the time of the emission test. These emission
factors were then grouped by source, pollutant, and control device, and an average emission factor was
calculated for each group.

Emission factors can be used to estimate emissions from one or more HMA facilities by
multiplying the emission factor by the HMA production rate. For example, the emission factor for CO
emissions from a natural gas-fired drum mix dryer is 0.13 pounds per ton (Ib/ton). If the dryer produces
200,000 tons per year (ton/yr), the estimated CO emissions during that period would be: 200,000 ton/yr !
0.13 Ib/ton = 26,000 Ib/yr or 13 tonsl/yr.

1.4 ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FROM TYPICAL HMA FACILITIES

Annual emissions for a facility can be estimated by summing up the emissions from each emission
source over the course of a year. Annual emissions for a specific source can be estimated by multiplying
the annual throughput or production rate for that source by its corresponding emission factors. For an
HMA facility, annual emissions can be estimated by multiplying the annual HMA production rate by the
emission factors for each type of source at the facility. Table 1 summarizes annual emissions for a typical
HMA batch mix plant, and Table 2 summarizes annual emissions for a typical drum mix HMA plant. The
estimates presented in these tables account for all of the identified emission sources at each type of facility.
For both batch mix plants (Table 1) and drum mix plants (Table 2), the estimate includes emissions from
the dryer/mixer, load-out operations, asphalt storage, yard (fugitive emissions from loaded trucks), diesel
exhaust, paved and unpaved road dust, and aggregate processing (screening, conveyor transfer, and
reclaimed asphalt pavement [RAP] crushing). Additionally, for the drum mix plant (Table 2), the estimate
includes emissions from silo filling operations. Estimates are presented for criteria pollutants (pollutants
for which national ambient air quality standards have been developed) and hazardous air pollutants (HAPS,
as defined in section 112(b) of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments). Criteria pollutants include PM-10,
VOC, CO, S(%, and NQ(. Emissions for three classes of HAPs are presented in Tables 1 and 2:
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS), volatile organic HAPs, and metal HAPs. The emissions were
estimated using the emission factors developed for the HMA industry and the following assumptions:

¥ Dryers are fueled with natural gas or No. 2 fuel oil (estimates are presented for both types). It
is estimated that between 70 and 90 percent of HMA plants use natural gas, although some
HMA plants use fuel oil as an alternative to natural gas.

Dryer emissions are controlled with fabric filters.

PM emissions from load-out and silo filling are entirely PM-10.

Annual HMA production rate for a typical batch mix plant is 100,000 ton/yr.

Annual HMA production rate for a typical drum mix plant is 200,000 ton/yr.

The typical HMA plant has two 18,000-gallon asphalt storage tanks.

KK KK K

As indicated in Table 1, a typical batch mix plant using a No. 2 fuel oil-fired dryer emits over
74,000 Ib/yr of criteria pollutants, and a typical batch mix plant using a natural gas-fired dryer emits over
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56,000 Ib/yr of criteria pollutants, of which approximately 41,000 Ib/yr are CO and approximately

10,700 Ib/yr are PM-10; emissions of other criteria pollutants range from about 500 to about 12,000 Ib/yr.
The same plant would emit about 770 Ib/yr of HAPs. A typical drum mix plant using a No. 2 fuel oil-fired
dryer emits about 83,000 Ib/yr of criteria pollutants, and a typical drum mix plant using a natural gas-fired
dryer emits around 75,000 Ib/yr of criteria pollutants, of which approximately 28,000 Ib/yr are CO, about
10,000 Ib/yr are VOC, and around 31,000 Ib/yr are PM-10. A typical drum mix plant emits from 1,300 to
2,000 Ib/yr of HAPs, depending on the fuel used in the dryer.
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TABLE 1. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR A TYPICAL BATCH MIX HMA FACILITY2

Annual emissions by source, pounds per year

Mobile Material | No. 2 fuel oil- | Natural gas-
sources | handling fired dryer, fired dryer, TotaP TotaP
(diesel and road | hot screens, | hot screens,| Load- | Asphalt (oil- (gas-
Pollutant exhaust) dust and mixe? and mixef out Storagé | Yard fired) fired)
Criteria air pollutants
Particulate matter less than 46 7,900 2,700 2,700 52 10,700| 10,700
10 micrometers (PM-10)
Volatile organic compounds (VOC) 100 820 820 391 32 11¢f 1,500 1,500
Carbon monoxide (CO) 700 40,000 40,000 135 3 35|| 41,000 41,009
Sulfur dioxide (SQ 22 8,800 460 8,800 480
Nitrogen oxides (NQ 380 12,000 2,500 12,400 2,900
Hazardous air pollutants (HAPS)
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 0.035 11 11 2.0 0.12 13 13
(PAHSs)
Phenol 0.40 0.40 0.40
Volatile HAPs 1.9 751 751 6.2 140 1.6 760 760
Metal HAPs 14 14 14 14
Total HAPS 1.9 760 760 8.6 140 1.6 770 770

2 Based on an annual HMA production rate of 100,000 tons per year.

® Between 10 and 30 percent of the HMA is produced using fuel oil.

¢ Between 70 and 90 percent of the HMA is produced using natural gas.

4 Loading of HMA into haul trucks.

¢ Includes emissions from oil-fired hot oil heaters.
f Fugitive emissions from loaded trucks prior to departure to the job site.
9 Total expressed using two significant figures.
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TABLE 2. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR A TYPICAL DRUM MIX HMA FACILITY2

Annual emissions by source, pounds per year
Mobile Material No. 2
sources | handling | fuel oil- | Natural Total Total
(diesel and road| fired gas-fired | Load- Silo Asphalt (oil- (gas-
Pollutant exhaust) dust dryef dryef out filling® | storagé | Yard® fired) fired)
Criteria air pollutants
Particulate matter less than 220 26,000 4,600 4,600 104 117 31,000 31,000
10 micrometers (PM-10)
Volatile organic compounds (VOC 190 6,400 6,400 782 2,440 64 220 10,000 10,000
Carbon monoxide (CO) 1,200 26,000 26,000 270 236 6 72)f 28,000 28,000
Sulfur dioxide (SQ 26 2,200 680 2,200 710
Nitrogen oxides (NQ 560 11,000 5,200 12,000 5,800
Hazardous air pollutants (HAPS)
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 0.13 176 37 4.0 5.8 0.12 190 50
(PAHSs)
Phenol 0.80 0.80 0.80
Volatile HAPs 6.6 1,560 1,020 12.4 31 140 3.3 [1,800 1,200
Metal HAPs 19 16 19 16
Total HAPS 6.7 1,800 1,100 17 37 140 3.3 [2,000 1,300

2Based on an annual HMA production rate of 200,000 tons per year.

® Between 10 and 30 percent of the HMA is produced using fuel oil.
“Between 70 and 90 percent of the HMA is produced using natural gas.
4 Loading of HMA into haul trucks

¢ Filling of temporary storage silo prior to load-out.

"Includes emissions from oil-fired hot oil heaters.

9 Fugitive emissions from loaded trucks prior to departure to the job site.
h Total expressed using two significant figures.
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The emissions estimates presented in Tables 5 through 12 are based on the emission factors developed
for the HMA industry and the following assumptions:

¥ Batch mix plant and drum mix plant dryers are fueled with either natural gas or fuel oil. It is
estimated that between 70 and 90 percent of HMA plants use natural gas, although some HMA
plants use fuel oil as an alternative to natural gas. As shown in Tables 5 and 8, fuel oil-fired
mixers and dryers have higher emissions oﬁS(IDX and some HAPs.

¥ Batch mix plant dryer, hot screens, and mixer and drum mix plant dryer emissions are
controlled with fabric filters.

¥ PM emissions from load-out and silo filling are entirely PM-10. (However, the organic portion

of these emissions also can be assumed to be PM-2.5. Information is available in AP-42

Appendix B.1, Particle Size Distribution Data and Sized Emission Factors for Selected

Sources, for categorizing the inorganic or filterable PM into PM-10 and PM-2.5 fractions.)

Average asphalt loss on heating is -0.5 percent (asphalt volatility).

Average HMA load-out temperature is 325jF.

The typical HMA plant has two asphalt storage tanks that are 50 feet long and 8 feet in

diameter. It is estimated that these storage tanks require a total heating capacity of about

200,000 Btu/hr, based on a heat loss of 60 Ié‘)m/lﬁtank surface area. The asphalt storage

tanks are kept at 325jF continuously for the five months the HMA plant operates. As a result,

720 million Btu are used to maintain the temperature of the asphalt in the storage tank. For a

gas-fired hot oil heater, 720,00§ fof gas is combusted. For an oil-fired hot oil heater,

5,100 gallons of fuel oil are combusted. It should be noted that this fuel usage is about

3 percent of the fuel used in a typical batch mix plant and 1.6 percent of the fuel used in a

typical drum mix plant.

K K K

TABLE 3. MATRIX OF EMISSION FACTORS DEVELOPED FOR HMA SOURCES

Plant type Source Criteria pollutants HAPs Other pollutants
Batch mix Dryer, hot PM-10, Nq(, CO, 24 organic HAPs 002
screens, and SOZ, vVOC 9 metal HAPs 4 other organics
mixer 3 other metals
Hot oil heaters 22 organic HAPs
Load-out PM, CO, VOC, 41 organic HAPs 3 other organics
Yard emissions | VOC 19 organic HAPs
Drum mix Dryer PM-10, Nq(, CO, 58 organic HAPs 002
SOZ, vVOC 11 metal HAPs 15 other organics,
6 other metals
Hot oil heaters 22 organic HAPs
Load-out PM, CO, VOC 41 organic HAPs 3 other organics
Silo filling PM, CO, VOC 28 organic HAPs 3 other organics
Yard emissions | VOC 19 organic HAPs

17
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TABLE 5. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR A TYPICAL
BATCH MIX PLANT DRYER, HOT SCREENS, AND MIXER

Oil-fired dryer | Natural gas-fired dryer
Pollutant Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 2,700 2,700
VOC 820 820
CO 40,000 40,000
SO, 8,800 460
NO, 12,000 2,500
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS)
Naphthalene 3.6 3.6
2-Methylnaphthalene 7.1 7.1
Acenaphthene 0.090 0.090
Acenaphthylene 0.058 0.058
Anthracene 0.021 0.021
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.00046 0.00046
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.000031 0.000031
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.00094 0.00094
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.00005 0.00005
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.0013 0.0013
Chrysene 0.00038 0.00038
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.0000095 0.0000095
Fluoranthene 0.016 0.016
Fluorene 0.16 0.16
Indendo(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.00003 0.00003
Phenanthrene 0.26 0.26
Pyrene 0.0062 0.0062
Total PAHS 11 11
Volatile HAPs
Acetaldehyde 32 32
Benzene 28 28
Ethylbenzene 220 220
Formaldehyde 74 74
Quinone 27 27
Toluene 100 100
Xylene 270 270
Total Volatile HAPs 751 751
Metal HAPs
Arsenic 0.046 0.046
Beryllium 0.015 0.015
Cadmium 0.061 0.061
Chromium 0.057 0.057
Lead 0.089 0.089
Manganese 0.69 0.69
Mercury 0.041 0.041
Nickel 0.3 0.3
Selenium 0.049 0.049
Total metal HAPs 1.35 1.35

& Dryer, hot screens, and mixer controlled by fabric filter producing 100,000 tons of hot
mix asphalt per year. Between 70 and 90 percent of HMA is produced using natural

gas; most of the remaining HMA is produced using fuel oil.

19
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TABLE 6. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR TYPICAL
BATCH MIX PLANT LOAD-OUT OPERATIONS

Pollutant | Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 52
VOC 391
CO 135
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS)
Acenaphthene 0.089
Acenaphthylene 0.0095
Anthracene 0.0239
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.0065
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.0026
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.00075
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.00065
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.00078
Benzo(e)pyrene 0.0027
Chrysene 0.035
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.00013
Fluoranthene 0.017
Fluorene 0.26
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.00016
2-Methylnaphthalene 0.81
Naphthalene 0.43
Perylene 0.0075
Phenanthrene 0.28
Pyrene 0.051
Total PAHs 2.02
Other semi-volatile HAPs
Phenol | 0.40
Volatile HAPs
Benzene 0.22
Bromomethane 0.040
2-Butanone 0.20
Carbon disulfide 0.054
Chloroethane 0.00087
Chloromethane 0.062
Cumene 0.46
Ethylbenzene 1.16
Formaldehyde 0.37
n-Hexane 0.62
Isooctane 0.0075
Methylene chloride 0.00
Methyl tert-butyl ether 0.00
Styrene 0.030
Tetrachloroethene 0.032
Toluene 0.87
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.00
Trichloroethene 0.00
Trichlorofluoromethane 0.0054
m-/p-Xylene 1.70
o-Xylene 0.33
Total volatile HAPs 6.18

@ Uncontrolled emissions from 100,000 tons of hot mix asphalt per year.

20
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TABLE 7. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR TYPICAL
BATCH MIX PLANT ASPHALT STORAGE TANK

Pollutant Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 ND
VOC 32
(6{0) 3
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS)
Acenaphthene 0.0027
Acenaphthylene 0.0010
Anthracene 0.00092
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.00051
Fluoranthene 0.00022
Fluorene 0.00016
Naphthalene 0.087
Phenanthrene 0.025
Pyrene 0.00016
Total PAHs 0.12
Volatile HAPs
Benzene 0.010
Bromomethane 0.0016
2-Butanone 0.012
Carbon disulfide 0.0051
Chloroethane 0.0012
Chloromethane 0.0074
Ethylbenzene 0.012
Formaldehyde 140
n-Hexane 0.032
Isooctane 0.000099
Methylene chloride 0.000086
Phenol 0.00
Styrene 0.0017
Toluene 0.020
m-/p-Xylene 0.061
0-Xylene 0.018
Total volatile HAPs 140

& Uncontrolled emissions from plant producing 100,000 tons of hot mix
asphalt per year. Includes emissions from oil-fired hot oil heaters. All
calculated PAH emissions and almost all of the formaldehyde emissions

are from the oil-fired hot oil heater.
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TABLE 8. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR
A TYPICAL DRUM MIX DRYER?Z

No. 2 fuel oil-fired dryer | Natural gas-fired dryer
Pollutant Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 4,600 4,600
VOC 6,400 6,400
CO 26,000 26,000
SO, 2,200 680
NO, 11,000 5,200
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS)
2-Methylnaphthalene 34 15
Acenaphthene 0.28 0.28
Acenaphthylene 4.4 1.7
Anthracene 0.62 0.044
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.042 0.042
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.0020 0.0020
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.020 0.020
Benzo(e)pyrene 0.022 0.022
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.0080 0.0080
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.0082 0.0082
Chrysene 0.036 0.036
Fluoranthene 0.12 0.12
Fluorene 2.2 0.76
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.0014 0.0014
Naphthalene 130 18
Perylene 0.0018 0.0018
Phenanthrene 4.6 15
Pyrene 0.60 0.11
Total PAHs 180 37
Volatile HAPs
Isooctane 8.0 8.0
Hexane 184 180
Benzene 78 78
Ethylbenzene 48 48
Formaldehyde 620 620
Methyl chloroform 9.6 9.6
Toluene 580 30
Xylene 40 40
Total volatile HAPs 1,568 1,020
Metal HAPs
Lead 3 0.12
Mercury 0.52 0.048
Antimony 0.036 0.036
Arsenic 0.11 0.11
Beryllium 0.000 0.000
Cadmium 0.082 0.082
Chromium 11 11
Manganese 15 15
Nickel 12.6 12.6
Selenium 0.070 0.070
Total metal HAPs 19 16

2 Dryer controlled by fabric filter producing 200,000 tons of hot mix asphalt per year. Between 70 and 90 percent
of HMA is produced using natural gas; most of the remaining HMA is produced using fuel oil.
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TABLE 9. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR TYPICAL
DRUM MIX PLANT LOAD-OUT OPERATIONS}

Pollutant | Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 104
VOC 780
CO 270
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS)
Acenaphthene 0.177
Acenaphthylene 0.0191
Anthracene 0.0477
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.013
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.0052
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.0015
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.0013
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.00157
Benzo(e)pyrene 0.0053
Chrysene 0.070
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.00025
Fluoranthene 0.034
Fluorene 0.53
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.00032
2-Methylnaphthalene 1.62
Naphthalene 0.85
Perylene 0.015
Phenanthrene 0.55
Pyrene 0.10
Total PAHs 4.05
Other semi-volatile HAPs
Phenol | 0.80
Volatile HAPs
Benzene 0.43
Bromomethane 0.080
2-Butanone 0.41
Carbon disulfide 0.11
Chloroethane 0.0017
Chloromethane 0.12
Cumene 0.91
Ethylbenzene 2.3
Formaldehyde 0.73
n-Hexane 1.25
Isooctane 0.015
Methylene chloride 0.00
Methyl tert-butyl ether 0.00
Styrene 0.06
Tetrachloroethene 0.064
Toluene 1.74
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.00
Trichloroethene 0.00
Trichlorofluoromethane 0.011
m-/p-Xylene 3.40
o-Xylene 0.66
Total volatile HAPs 12.35

@ Uncontrolled emissions from 200,000 tons of hot mix asphalt per year.
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TABLE 10. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR TYPICAL
DRUM MIX PLANT SILO FILLING OPERATIONS?

Pollutant Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 120
VOC 2,400
CO 240
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS)
Acenaphthene 0.24
Acenaphthylene 0.0071
Anthracene 0.066
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.028
Benzo(e)pyrene 0.0048
Chrysene 0.11
Fluoranthene 0.076
Fluorene 0.51
2-Methylnaphthalene 2.7
Naphthalene 0.92
Perylene 0.015
Phenanthrene 0.91
Pyrene 0.22
Total PAHs 5.8
Other semi-volatile HAPs
Phenol | 0.00
Volatile HAPs
Benzene 0.78
Bromomethane 0.12
2-Butanone 0.95
Carbon disulfide 0.39
Chloroethane 0.095
Chloromethane 0.56
Ethylbenzene 0.93
Formaldehyde 17
n-Hexane 2.4
Isooctane 0.0076
Methylene chloride 0.0066
Styrene 0.13
Toluene 1.5
m-/p-Xylene 4.6
0-Xylene 1.4
Total volatile HAPs 31

4 Uncontrolled emissions from 200,000 tons of hot mix asphalt per year.

24



CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 26

TABLE 11. ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR TYPICAL
DRUM MIX PLANT ASPHALT STORAGE TANK2

Pollutant Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 ND
VOC 64
CO 6
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS)
Acenaphthene 0.0027
Acenaphthylene 0.0010
Anthracene 0.00092
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.00051
Fluoranthene 0.00022
Fluorene 0.00016
Naphthalene 0.087
Phenanthrene 0.025
Pyrene 0.00016
Total PAHs 0.12
Volatile HAPs
Benzene 0.020
Bromomethane 0.0031
2-Butanone 0.025
Carbon disulfide 0.010
Chloroethane 0.0025
Chloromethane 0.015
Ethylbenzene 0.024
Formaldehyde 140
n-Hexane 0.064
Isooctane 0.00020
Methylene chloride 0.00017
Phenol 0.00
Styrene 0.0035
Toluene 0.040
m-/p-Xylene 0.12
0-Xylene 0.036
Total volatile HAPs 140

4 Uncontrolled emissions from plant producing 200,000 tons of hot mix
asphalt per year. Includes emissions from an oil-fired hot oil heater. All
of the calculated PAH emissions and almost all of the formaldehyde
emissions are from the oil-fired hot oil heater.
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TABLE 12. ESTIMATED ANNUAL YARD VOC EMISSIONS FOR TYPICAL
BATCH MIX AND DRUM MIX HMA PLANTS @
Batch mix Drum mix&
Pollutant Emissions, Ib/yr
Criteria Pollutants
PM-10 ND ND
VOC 110 220
CO 36 72
PAHSs (semi-volatile HAPS) ND ND
Other semi-volatile HAPs
Phenol 0.00 0.00
Volatile HAPs
Benzene 0.057 0.11
Bromomethane 0.011 0.021
2-Butanone 0.054 0.11
Carbon disulfide 0.014 0.029
Chloroethane 0.00023 0.0046
Chloromethane 0.017 0.033
Cumene 0.12 0.24
Ethylbenzene 0.31 0.62
Formaldehyde 0.10 0.19
n-Hexane 0.17 0.33
Isooctane 0.0020 0.0040
Methylene chloride 0.00 0.00
Styrene 0.0080 0.016
Tetrachloroethene 0.0085 0.017
Toluene 0.23 0.46
Trichlorofluoromethane 0.0014 0.0029
m-/p-Xylene 0.45 0.90
0-Xylene 0.088 0.18
Total volatile HAPs 1.6 3.3

Fugitive VOC emissions from loaded haul truck for eight minutes after completion of load-out.
Uncontrolled emissions from plant producing 100,000 tons of hot mix asphalt per year.
€ Uncontrolled emissions from plant producing 200,000 tons of hot mix asphalt per year.
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11.1 Hot Mix Asphalt Plants
11.1.1 General3?3 392-394

Hot mix asphalt (HMA) paving materials are a mixture of size-graded, high quality aggregate
(which can include reclaimed asphalt pavement [RAP]), and liquid asphalt cement, which is heated and
mixed in measured quantities to produce HMA. Aggregate and RAP (if used) constitute over 92 percent
by weight of the total mixture. Aside from the amount and grade of asphalt cement used, mix
characteristics are determined by the relative amounts and types of aggregate and RAP used. A certain
percentage of fine aggregate (less than 74 micrometers [¢m] in physical diameter) is required for the
production of good quality HMA.

Hot mix asphalt paving materials can be manufactured by: (1) batch mix plants, (2) continuous
mix (mix outside dryer drum) plants, (3) parallel flow drum mix plants, and (4) counterflow drum mix
plants. This order of listing generally reflects the chronological order of development and use within the
HMA industry.

In 1996, approximately 500 million tons of HMA were produced at the 3,600 (estimated) active
asphalt plants in the United States. Of these 3,600 plants, approximately 2,300 are batch plants, 1,000 are
parallel flow drum mix plants, and 300 are counterflow drum mix plants. The total 1996 HMA
production from batch and drum mix plants is estimated at about 240 million tons and 260 million tons,
respectively. About 85 percent of plants being manufactured today are of the counterflow drum mix
design, while batch plants and parallel flow drum mix plants account for 10 percent and 5 percent
respectively. Continuous mix plants represent a very small fraction of the plants in use ( 0.5 percent)
and, therefore, are not discussed further.

An HMA plant can be constructed as a permanent plant, a skid-mounted (easily relocated) plant,
or a portable plant. All plants can have RAP processing capabilities. Virtually all plants being
manufactured today have RAP processing capability. Most plants have the capability to use either
gaseous fuels (natural gas) or fuel oil. However, based upon Department of Energy and limited State
inventory information, between 70 and 90 percent of the HMA is produced using natural gas as the fuel to
dry and heat the aggregate.

11.1.1.1 Batch Mix Plants

Figure 11.1-1 shows the batch mix HMA production process. Raw aggregate normally is
stockpiled near the production unit. The bulk aggregate moisture content typically stabilizes between 3 to
5 percent by weight.

Processing begins as the aggregate is hauled from the storage piles and is placed in the
appropriate hoppers of the cold feed unit. The material is metered from the hoppers onto a conveyer belt
and is transported into a rotary dryer (typically gas- or oil-fired). Dryers are equipped with flights
designed to shower the aggregate inside the drum to promote drying efficiency.

As the hot aggregate leaves the dryer, it drops into a bucket elevator and is transferred to a set of
vibrating screens, where it is classified into as many as four different grades (sizes) and is dropped into
individual “hot” bins according to size. At newer facilities, RAP also may be transferred to a separate
heated storage bin. To control aggregate size distribution in the final batch mix, the operator opens
various hot bins over a weigh hopper until the desired mix and weight are obtained. Concurrent with the
aggregate being weighed, liquid asphalt cement is pumped from a heated storage tank to an asphalt
bucket, where it is weighed to achieve the desired aggregate-to-asphalt cement ratio in the final mix.

3/04 Mineral Products Industry 11.1-1
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The aggregate from the weigh hopper is dropped into the mixer (pug mill) and dry-mixed for
6 to 10 seconds. The liquid asphalt is then dropped into the pug mill where it is mixed for an additional
period of time. At older plants, RAP typically is conveyed directly to the pug mill from storage hoppers
and combined with the hot aggregate. Total mixing time usually is less than 60 seconds. Then the hot
mix is conveyed to a hot storage silo or is dropped directly into a truck and hauled to the job site.

11.1.1.2 Parallel Flow Drum Mix Plants

Figure 11.1-2 shows the parallel flow drum mix process. This process is a continuous mixing
type process, using proportioning cold feed controls for the process materials. The major difference
between this process and the batch process is that the dryer is used not only to dry the material but also to
mix the heated and dried aggregates with the liquid asphalt cement. Aggregate, which has been
proportioned by size gradations, is introduced to the drum at the burner end. As the drum rotates, the
aggregates, as well as the combustion products, move toward the other end of the drum in parallel.
Liquid asphalt cement flow is controlled by a variable flow pump electronically linked to the new (virgin)
aggregate and RAP weigh scales. The asphalt cement is introduced in the mixing zone midway down the
drum in a lower temperature zone, along with any RAP and particulate matter (PM) from collectors.

The mixture is discharged at the end of the drum and is conveyed to either a surge bin or HMA
storage silos, where it is loaded into transport trucks. The exhaust gases also exit the end of the drum and
pass on to the collection system.

Parallel flow drum mixers have an advantage, in that mixing in the discharge end of the drum
captures a substantial portion of the aggregate dust, therefore lowering the load on the downstream PM
collection equipment. For this reason, most parallel flow drum mixers are followed only by primary
collection equipment (usually a baghouse or venturi scrubber). However, because the mixing of
aggregate and liquid asphalt cement occurs in the hot combustion product flow, organic emissions
(gaseous and liquid aerosol) may be greater than in other asphalt mixing processes. Because data are not
available to distinguish significant emissions differences between the two process designs, this effect on
emissions cannot be verified.

11.1.1.3 Counterflow Drum Mix Plants

Figure 11.1-3 shows a counterflow drum mix plant. In this type of plant, the material flow in the
drum is opposite or counterflow to the direction of exhaust gases. In addition, the liquid asphalt cement
mixing zone is located behind the burner flame zone so as to remove the materials from direct contact
with hot exhaust gases.

Liquid asphalt cement flow is controlled by a variable flow pump which is electronically linked
to the virgin aggregate and RAP weigh scales. It is injected into the mixing zone along with any RAP and
particulate matter from primary and secondary collectors.

Because the liquid asphalt cement, virgin aggregate, and RAP are mixed in a zone removed from
the exhaust gas stream, counterflow drum mix plants will likely have organic emissions (gaseous and
liquid aerosol) that are lower than parallel flow drum mix plants. However, the available data are
insufficient to discern any differences in emissions that result from differences in the two processes. A
counterflow drum mix plant can normally process RAP at ratios up to 50 percent with little or no
observed effect upon emissions.

3/04 Mineral Products Industry 11.1-3
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11.1.1.4 Recycle Processes™”
In recent years, the use of RAP has been initiated in the HMA industry. Reclaimed asphalt
pavement significantly reduces the amount of virgin rock and asphalt cement needed to produce HMA.

In the reclamation process, old asphalt pavement is removed from the road base. This material is
then transported to the plant, and is crushed and screened to the appropriate size for further processing.
The paving material is then heated and mixed with new aggregate (if applicable), and the proper amount
of new asphalt cement is added to produce HMA that meets the required quality specifications.

11.1.2 Emissions And Controls***

Emissions from HMA plants may be divided into ducted production emissions, pre-production
fugitive dust emissions, and other production-related fugitive emissions. Pre-production fugitive dust
sources associated with HMA plants include vehicular traffic generating fugitive dust on paved and
unpaved roads, aggregate material handling, and other aggregate processing operations. Fugitive dust
may range from 0.1 ym to more than 300 x#m in aerodynamic diameter. On average, 5 percent of cold
aggregate feed is less than 74 ym (minus 200 mesh). Fugitive dust that may escape collection before
primary control generally consists of PM with 50 to 70 percent of the total mass less than 74 pym.
Uncontrolled PM emission factors for various types of fugitive sources in HMA plants are addressed in
Sections 11.19.2, “Crushed Stone Processing”, 13.2.1, “Paved Roads”, 13.2.2, “Unpaved Roads”, 13.2.3,
“Heavy Construction Operations”, and 13.2.4, “Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles.” Production-
related fugitive emissions and emissions from ducted production operations are discussed below.
Emission points discussed below refer to Figure 11.1-1 for batch mix asphalt plants and to Figures 11.1-2
and 11.1-3 for drum mix plants.

11.1.2.1 Batch Mix Plants

As with most facilities in the mineral products industry, batch mix HMA plants have two major
categories of emissions: ducted sources (those vented to the atmosphere through some type of stack, vent,
or pipe), and fugitive sources (those not confined to ducts and vents but emitted directly from the source
to the ambient air). Ducted emissions are usually collected and transported by an industrial ventilation
system having one or more fans or air movers, eventually to be emitted to the atmosphere through some
type of stack. Fugitive emissions result from process and open sources and consist of a combination of
gaseous pollutants and PM.

The most significant ducted source of emissions of most pollutants from batch mix HMA plants is
the rotary drum dryer. The dryer emissions consist of water (as steam evaporated from the aggregate);
PM; products of combustion (carbon dioxide [CO,], nitrogen oxides [NO, ], and sulfur oxides [SO,]);
carbon monoxide (CO); and small amounts of organic compounds of various species (including volatile
organic compounds [VOC], methane [CH,], and hazardous air pollutants [HAP]). The CO and organic
compound emissions result from incomplete combustion of the fuel. It is estimated that between 70 and
90 percent of the energy used at HMA plants is from the combustion of natural gas.

Other potential process sources include the hot-side conveying, classifying, and mixing
equipment, which are vented either to the primary dust collector (along with the dryer gas) or to a
separate dust collection system. The vents and enclosures that collect emissions from these sources are
commonly called “fugitive air” or “scavenger” systems. The scavenger system may or may not have its
own separate air mover device, depending on the particular facility. The emissions captured and
transported by the scavenger system are mostly aggregate dust, but they may also contain gaseous organic
compounds and a fine aerosol of condensed organic particles. This organic aerosol is created by the
condensation of vapor into particles during cooling of organic vapors volatilized from the asphalt cement
in the mixer (pug mill). The amount of organic aerosol produced depends to a large extent on the
temperature of the asphalt cement and aggregate entering the pug mill. Organic vapor and its associated
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aerosol also are emitted directly to the atmosphere as process fugitives during truck load-out, from the
bed of the truck itself during transport to the job site, and from the asphalt storage tank. Both the low
molecular weight organic compounds and the higher weight organic aerosol contain small amounts of
HAP. The ducted emissions from the heated asphalt storage tanks include gaseous and aerosol organic
compounds and combustion products from the tank heater.

The choice of applicable emission controls for PM emissions from the dryer and vent line
includes dry mechanical collectors, scrubbers, and fabric filters. Attempts to apply electrostatic
precipitators have met with little success. Practically all plants use primary dust collection equipment
such as large diameter cyclones, skimmers, or settling chambers. These chambers often are used as
classifiers to return collected material to the hot elevator and to combine it with the drier aggregate. To
capture remaining PM, the primary collector effluent is ducted to a secondary collection device. Most
plants use either a fabric filter or a venturi scrubber for secondary emissions control. As with any
combustion process, the design, operation, and maintenance of the burner provides opportunities to
minimize emissions of NO,, CO, and organic compounds.

11.1.2.2 Parallel Flow Drum Mix Plants

The most significant ducted source of emissions from parallel-flow drum mix plants is the rotary
drum dryer. Emissions from the drum consist of water (as steam evaporated from the aggregate); PM;
products of combustion; CO; and small amounts of organic compounds of various species (including
VOC, CH,, and HAP). The organic compound and CO emissions result from incomplete combustion of
the fuel and from heating and mixing of the liquid asphalt cement inside the drum. Although it has been
suggested that the processing of RAP materials at these type plants may increase organic compound
emissions because of an increase in mixing zone temperature during processing, the data supporting this
hypothesis are very weak. Specifically, although the data show a relationship only between RAP content
and condensible organic particulate emissions, 89 percent of the variations in the data were the result of
other unknown process variables.

Once the organic compounds cool after discharge from the process stack, some condense to form
a fine organic aerosol or “blue smoke” plume. A number of process modifications or restrictions have
been introduced to reduce blue smoke, including installation of flame shields, rearrangement of flights
inside the drum, adjustments of the asphalt injection point, and other design changes.

11.1.2.3 Counterflow Drum Mix Plants

The most significant ducted source of emissions from counterflow drum mix plants is the rotary
drum dryer. Emissions from the drum consist of water (as steam evaporated from the aggregate); PM;
products of combustion; CO; and small amounts of organic compounds of various species (including
VOC, CH,, and HAP). The CO and organic compound emissions result primarily from incomplete
combustion of the fuel, and can also be released from the heated asphalt. Liquid asphalt cement,
aggregate, and sometimes RAP, are mixed in a zone not in contact with the hot exhaust gas stream. As a
result, kiln stack emissions of organic compounds from counterflow drum mix plants may be lower than
parallel flow drum mix plants. However, variations in the emissions due to other unknown process
variables are more significant. As a result, the emission factors for parallel flow and counterflow drum
mix plants are the same.

11.1.2.4 Parallel and Counterflow Drum Mix Plants

Process fugitive emissions associated with batch plant hot screens, elevators, and the mixer (pug
mill) are not present in the drum mix processes. However, there are fugitive PM and VOC emissions
from transport and handling of the HMA from the drum mixer to the storage silo and also from the
load-out operations to the delivery trucks. Since the drum process is continuous, these plants have surge
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bins or storage silos. The fugitive dust sources associated with drum mix plants are similar to those of
batch mix plants with regard to truck traffic and to aggregate material feed and handling operations.

Table 11.1-1 presents emission factors for filterable PM and PM-10, condensable PM, and total
PM for batch mix HMA plants. Particle size data for batch mix HMA plants, based on the control
technology used, are shown in Table 11.1-2. Table 11.1-3 presents filterable PM and PM-10,
condensable PM, and total PM emission factors for drum mix HMA plants. Particle size data for drum
mix HMA plants, based on the control technology used, are shown in Table 11.1-4. Tables 11.1-5 and -6
present emission factors for CO, CO,, NO,, sulfur dioxide (SO,), total organic compounds (TOC),
formaldehyde, CH,, and VOC from batch mix plants. Tables 11.1-7 and -8 present emission factors for
CO, C0,,NO,, SO,, TOC, CH,, VOC, and hydrochloric acid (HCI) from drum mix plants. The emission
factors for CO, NO,, and organic compounds represent normal plant operations without scrutiny of the
burner design, operation, and maintenance. Information provided in Reference 390 indicates that
attention to burner design, periodic evaluation of burner operation, and appropriate maintenance can
reduce these emissions. Table 11.1-9 presents organic pollutant emission factors for batch mix plants.
Table 11.1-10 presents organic pollutant emission factors for drum mix plants. Tables 11.1-11 and -12
present metals emission factors for batch and drum mix plants, respectively. Table 11.1-13 presents
organic pollutant emission factors for hot (asphalt) oil systems.

11.1.2.5 Fugitive Emissions from Production Operations

Emission factors for HMA load-out and silo filling operations can be estimated using the data in
Tables 11.1-14,-15, and -16. Table 11.1-14 presents predictive emission factor equations for HMA load-
out and silo filling operations. Separate equations are presented for total PM, extractable organic PM (as
measured by EPA Method 315), TOC, and CO. For example, to estimate total PM emissions from drum
mix or batch mix plant load-out operations using an asphalt loss-on-heating of 0.41 percent and
temperature of 290°F, the following calculation is made:

EF =0.000181 + 0.00141(-V)e(© 02190 +460)-2043)
=0.000181 + 0.00141(-(-0.41))e(©0251D(@0+460)-2043)
=0.000181 +0.00141(0.41)e""*
=0.000181 + 0.00141(0.41)(0.2009)
=0.000181 + 0.000116
=0.00030 Ib total PM/ton of asphalt loaded

Tables 11.1-15 and -16 present speciation profiles for organic particulate-based and volatile
particulate-based compounds, respectively. The speciation profile shown in Table 11.1-15 can be applied
to the extractable organic PM emission factors estimated by the equations in Table 11.1-14 to estimate
emission factors for specific organic PM compounds. The speciation profile presented in Table 11.1-16
can be applied to the TOC emission factors estimated by the equations in Table 11.1-14 to estimate
emission factors for specific volatile organic compounds. The derivations of the predictive emission
factor equations and the speciation profiles can be found in Reference 1.

For example, to estimate TOC emissions from drum mix plant load-out operations using an
asphalt loss-on-heating of 0.41 percent and temperature of 290°F, the following calculation is made:

EF — 0 0 1 72(_V)e((0.0251)(290 +460) - 20.43)
— 00 1 72(_(_0 .41))6((0'0251)(290 +460) - 20.43)
=0.0172(0.41)e %9
=0.0172(0.41)(0.2009)
=0.0014 Ib TOC/ton of asphalt loaded
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To estimate the benzene emissions from the same operation, use the TOC emission factor calculated
above and apply the benzene fraction for load-out emissions from Table 11.1-16:

EF =0.0014 (0.00052)
=7.3 x 107 Ib benzene/ton of asphalt loaded

Emissions from asphalt storage tanks can be estimated using the procedures described in AP-42
Section 7.1, Organic Liquid Storage Tanks, and the TANKS software. Site-specific data should be used
for storage tank specifications and operating parameters, such as temperature. If site-specific data for
Antoine’s constants for an average asphalt binder used by the facility are unavailable, the following
values for an average liquid asphalt binder can be used:

A =75,350.06
B =9.00346

These values should be inserted into the Antoine’s equation in the following form:

~0.05223A
log, P=—————+B

where:
P = vapor pressure, mm Hg
T = absolute temperature, Kelvin

The assumed average liquid molecular weight associated with these Antoine’s constants is 1,000
atomic mass units and the average vapor molecular weight is 105. Emission factors estimated using these
default values should be assigned a rating of E. Carbon monoxide emissions can be estimated by
multiplying the THC emissions calculated by the TANKS program by 0.097 (the ratio of silo filling CO
emissions to silo filling TOC emissions).

Vapors from the HMA loaded into transport trucks continue following load-out operations. The
TOC emissions for the 8-minute period immediately following load-out (yard emissions) can be estimated
using an emission factor of 0.00055 kg/Mg (0.0011 Ib/ton) of asphalt loaded. This factor is assigned a
rating of E. The derivation of this emission factor is described in Reference 1. Carbon monoxide
emissions can be estimated by multiplying the TOC emissions by 0.32 (the ratio of truck load-out CO
emissions to truck load-out THC emissions).

11.2.3 Updates Since the Fifth Edition

The Fifth Edition was released in January 1995. Revisions to this section since that date are
summarized below. For further detail, consult the background report for this section. This and other
documents can be found on the CHIEF Web Site at http://www .epa.gov/ttn/chief/, or by calling the Info
CHIEF Help Desk at (919)541-1000.

December 2000

I All emission factors were revised and new factors were added. For selected pollutant emissions,
separate factors were developed for distilate oil, No. 6 oil and waste oil fired dryers. Dioxin and
Furan emission factors were developed for oil fired drum mix plants. Particulate, VOC and CO
factors were developed for silo filling, truck load out and post truck load out operations at batch
plants and drum mix plants. Organic species profiles were developed for silo filling, truck load
out and post truck load out operations.
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March 2004
I The emission factor for formaldehyde for oil firbot oil heaters was revised. An emission factor

for formaldehyde for gas fired hot oil heaters and emission factors for CO gnidiGfas and oil
fired hot oil heaters were developed. (Table 11.1-13)
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Table 11.1-9. EMISSION FACTORS FOR ORGANIC POLLUTANT
EMISSIONS FROM BATCH MIX HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANTS*

Pollutant Emission
Emission Factor,| Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton Rating Ref. Nos.
Natural gas- or No. 2 Non-PAH Hazardous Air Pollutants®
ngég‘sf;fg ri:){::whﬁi 75070 |Acetaldehyde 0.00032 E 2434
fabric fi’l ter 71-43-2 Benzene 0.00028 D 24,3446, 382
(SCC 3-05-002-45 -46) 100-41-4 Ethylbenzene 0.0022 D 24 .46 47,49
50-00-0 Formaldehyde 0.00074 D 24,3446 ,47,49,226,382
106-51-4 Quinone 0.00027 E 24
108-88-3 Toluene 0.0010 D 24.34.46 47
1330-20-7 |Xylene 0.0027 D 24,46 47,49
Total non-PAH HAPs 0.0075
PAH HAPs
91-57-6 2-Methylnaphthalene® 7.1x10° D 24 .47 49
83-32-9 Acenaphthene® 9.0x107 D 34,46,226
208-96-8 Acenaphthylene® 5.8x107 D 34,46,226
120-12-7 Anthracene® 2.1x107 D 34,46,226
56-55-3 Benzo(a)anthracene® 4.6x10° E 46,226
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene® 3.1x10" E 226
205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene® 9.4x10”° D 34,46,226
191-24-2 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene’ 5.0x10"° E 226
207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene® 1.3x10% E 34,226
218-01-9 Chrysene® 3.8x10° E 46,226
53-70-3 Dibenz(a,h)anthracene* 9.5x10™" E 226
206-44-0 Fluoranthene® 1.6x107 D 344647226
86-73-7 Fluorene® 1.6x10° D 34,46.47,226
193-39-5 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene® 3.0x10" E 226
91-20-3 Naphthalene 3.6x107 D 34464749226
85-01-8 Phenanthrene® 2.6x10° D 344647226
129-00-0 Pyrene® 6.2x10* D 34,46,226
Total PAH HAPs 0.00011
Total HAPs 0.0076
Non-HAP organic compounds
100-52-7 Benzaldehyde 0.00013 E 24
78-84-2 Butyraldehyde/ 3.0x107 E 24
isobutyraldehyde
4170-30-3 |Crotonaldehyde 2.9x10° E 24
66-25-1 Hexanal 2.4x107 E 24
Total non-HAPs 0.00019
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Pollutant Emission
Emission Factor,| Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton Rating Ref. Nos.
Waste oil-, drain oil-, or Non-PAH Hazardous Air Pollutants®
No. 6 fuel oil-fired
dryer, hot screens, and mixer |753-07-0 Acetaldehyde 0.00032 E 24,34
with fabric filter
(SCC 3-05-002-47) 71-43-2 Benzene 0.00028 D 24,3446, 382
100-41-4 Ethylbenzene 0.0022 D 24,46 47,49
50-00-0 Formaldehyde 0.00074 D 24.34.46,47,49,226, 382
106-51-4 Quinone 0.00027 E 24
108-88-3 Toluene 0.0010 D 24,3446 47
1330-20-7 |Xylene 0.0027 D 24,46 47,49
Total non-PAH HAPs 0.0075
PAH HAPs®
91-57-6 2-Methylnaphthalene® 7.1x10° D 24 4749
83-32-9 Acenaphthene® 9.0x107 D 34,46,226
208-96-8 Acenaphthylene® 5.8x107 D 34,46,226
120-12-7 Anthracene® 2.1x107 D 34,46,226
56-55-3 Benzo(a)anthracene® 4.6x10° E 46,226
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene® 3.1x10"° E 226
205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene® 9.4x10”° D 34,46,226
191-24-2 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene’ 5.0x10"° E 226
207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene® 1.3x10% E 34,226
218-01-9 Chrysene® 3.8x10° E 46,226
53-70-3 Dibenz(a,h)anthracene® 9.5x10™" E 226
206-44-0 Fluoranthene® 2.4x107 E 49
86-73-7 Fluorene® 1.6x10°° D 34,46.47,226
193-39-5 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene® 3.0x10" E 226
91-20-3 Naphthalene 3.6x107 D 34,46,47,49,226
85-01-8 Phenanthrene® 3.7x10° E 49
129-00-0 Pyrene® 5.5x10° E 49
Total PAH HAPs 0.00023
Total HAPs 0.0077
Non-HAP organic compounds
100-52-7 Benzaldehyde 0.00013 E 24
78-84-2 Butyraldehyde/ 3.0x107 E 24
isobutyraldehyde
4170-30-3 |Crotonaldehyde 2.9x10° E 24
66-25-1 Hexanal 2.4x107 E 24
Total non-HAPs 0.00019

Emission factor units are Ib/ton of hot mix asphalt produced. Factors represent uncontrolled emissions, unless noted. CASRN

= Chemical Abstracts Service Registry Number. SCC = Source Classification Code. To convert from lb/ton to kg/Mg,

multiply by 0.5.
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Hazardous air pollutants (HAP) as defined in the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA).
Compound is classified as polycyclic organic matter, as defined in the 1990 CAAA.
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Table 11.1-10. EMISSION FACTORS FOR ORGANIC POLLUTANT
EMISSIONS FROM DRUM MIX HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANTS*

Pollutant Emission [Emission
Factor, | Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton | Rating Ref. No.
Natural gas-fired Non-PAH hazardous air pollutants®
dryer with fabric 71-43-2  [Benzene! 0.00039 | A 25,44.45,50, 341,
filter” 342, 344-351, 373,
(SCC 3-05-002-55, 376,377,383, 384
-36,-57) 100-41-4 |Ethylbenzene 0.00024 D 25,44 45
50-00-0 [Formaldehyde® 0.0031 A 25,35,44,45,50, 339-
344,347-349, 371-
373,384,388
110-54-3 |Hexane 0.00092 E 339-340
540-84-1 |Isooctane (2,2 4-trimethylpentane) | 4.0x10” E 339-340
71-55-6 |Methyl chloroform’ 4.8x10° E 35
108-88-3 |Toluene 0.00015 D 3544 45
1330-20-7 [Xylene 0.00020 D 25,44 45
Total non-PAH HAPs 0.0051
PAH HAPs
91-57-6 |2-Methylnaphthalene® 7.4x107 D 444548
83-32-9 [Acenaphthene® 1.4x10°¢ E 48
208-96-8 |Acenaphthylene® 8.6x10°° D 35,4548
120-12-7 |Anthracene® 2.2x107 E 3548
56-55-3 |Benzo(a)anthracenet 2.1x107 E 48
50-32-8 |[Benzo(a)pyrene® 9.8x10° E 48
205-99-2 |Benzo(b)fluoranthene® 1.0x107 E 3548
192-97-2 |Benzo(e)pyrene® 1.1x107 E 48
191-24-2 |Benzo(g,h,i)perylene® 4.0x10* E 48
207-08-9 |Benzo(k)fluoranthene® 4.1x10°® E 3548
218-01-9 |Chrysene® 1.8x107 E 3548
206-44-0 |Fluoranthene® 6.1x107 D 35,4548
86-73-7 |Fluorene® 3.8x10° D 35,4548,163
193-39-5 [Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene® 7.0x10° E 48
91-20-3 [Naphthalene® 9.0x10° D 35,44.4548,163
198-55-0 |Perylene® 8.8x10? E 48
85-01-8 [Phenanthrene® 7.6x10°¢ D 35,44.4548,163
129-00-0 |Pyrene® 5.4x107 D 4548
Total PAH HAPs 0.00019
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Pollutant Emission |Emission
Factor, | Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton | Rating Ref. No.
Natural gas-fired Total HAPs 0.0053
ith fabri
(fjlrli,eerrb with fabric Non-HAP organic compounds
(SCC 3-05-002-55, 106-97-8 |Butane 0.00067 E 339
-56,-57) (cont.)
74-85-1 |Ethylene 0.0070 E 339-340
142-82-5 |Heptane 0.0094 E 339-340
763-29-1 |2-Methyl-1-pentene 0.0040 E 339,340
513-35-9 |2-Methyl-2-butene 0.00058 E 339,340
96-14-0 [3-Methylpentane 0.00019 D 339,340
109-67-1 |1-Pentene 0.0022 E 339-340
109-66-0 |n-Pentane 0.00021 E 339-340
Total non-HAP organics 0.024
No. 2 fuel oil-fired Non-PAH HAPs®
dryer with fabric 71-43-2  |Benzene! 000039 | A 25444550, 341,
filter 342,344-351, 373,
(SCC 3-05-002-58, 376,377,383, 384
-39-60) 100-41-4 |Ethylbenzene 0.00024 D 2544 45
50-00-0 [Formaldehyde® 0.0031 A 25,35,44,45,50, 339-
344, 347-349,371-
373,384,388
110-54-3 |Hexane 0.00092 E 339-340
540-84-1 |Isooctane (2,2 4-trimethylpentane) | 4.0x107 E 339-340
71-55-6 |Methyl chloroform’ 4.8x10° E 35
108-88-3 [Toluene 0.0029 E 25, 50, 339-340
1330-20-7 [Xylene 0.00020 D 2544 45
Total non-PAH HAPs 0.0078
PAH HAPs
91-57-6  |2-Methylnaphthalene® 0.00017 E 50
83-32-9 | Acenaphthene® 1.4x10° E 48
208-96-8 |Acenaphthylene® 2.2x107 E 50
120-12-7 |Anthracene® 3.1x10° E 50,162
56-55-3 |Benzo(a)anthracene® 2.1x107 E 48
50-32-8 |Benzo(a)pyrene® 9.8x10° E 48
205-99-2 |Benzo(b)fluoranthene® 1.0x107 E 3548
192-97-2 |Benzo(e)pyrene® 1.1x107 E 48
11.1-22 EMISSION FACTORS 3/04



Table 11.1-10 (cont.)

CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 43

Pollutant Emission |[Emission
Factor, | Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton | Rating Ref. No.
No. 2 fuel oil-fired 191-24-2 |Benzo(g,h,i)perylene® 4.0x10* E 48
Erg:rr with fabric 207-08-9 |Benzo(k)fluoranthene® 41x10°% | E 3548
(SCC 3-05-002-58, 218-01-9 [Chrysene® 1.8x107 E 3548
39,,60) (cont) 206-44-0 |Fluoranthene® 6.1x107 | D 35,4548
86-73-7 |Fluorene® 1.1x10” E 50,164
193-39-5 |Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene® 7.0x10° E 48
91-20-3 [Naphthalene® 0.00065 D 25,50,162,164
198-55-0 |Perylene® 8.8x10? E 48
85-01-8 |Phenanthrene® 2.3x107 D 50,162,164
129-00-0 |Pyrene® 3.0x10° E 50
Total PAH HAPs 0.00088
Total HAPs 0.0087
Non-HAP organic compounds
106-97-8 |Butane 0.00067 E 339
74-85-1 |Ethylene 0.0070 E 339-340
142-82-5 |Heptane 0.0094 E 339-340
763-29-1 |2-Methyl-1-pentene 0.0040 E 339,340
513-35-9 |2-Methyl-2-butene 0.00058 E 339,340
96-14-0 [3-Methylpentane 0.00019 D 339,340
109-67-1 |1-Pentene 0.0022 E 339-340
109-66-0 |n-Pentane 0.00021 E 339-340
Total non-HAP organics 0.024
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Pollutant Emission |Emission
Factor, | Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton | Rating Ref. No.
Fuel oil- or waste Dioxins
il-fi ith
;’;brgefcilhderryer VI 171746-01-6 |2.3,7.8-TCDD® 21x10%| B 339
(SCC 3-05-002-58, Total TCDD# 9.3x10" E 339
-59,-60,-61,-62,
-63) 40321-76-4 |1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD? 3.1x10" E 339
Total PeCDD# 2.2x10™"! E 339-340
39227-28-6 (1,2,3.4,7,8-HxCDD# 42x10"° E 339
57653-85-711,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDD# 1.3x10"? E 339
19408-24-3 11,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDD?# 9.8x10" E 339
Total HxCDD# 1.2x10™"! E 339-340
35822-46-9 11,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD# 4.8x10"? E 339
Total HpCDD# 1.9x10™"! E 339-340
3268-87-9 |Octa CDD# 2.5x10™"! E 339
Total PCDD# 79x10"! E 339-340
Furans
51207-31-9 12,3,7,8-TCDF® 9.7x10"3 E 339
Total TCDF® 3.7x10"2 E 339-340
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF*® 4.3x10"? E 339-340
2.3.4,7.8-PeCDF® 8.4x107" E 339
Total PeCDF® 8.4x10™M E 339-340
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDF® 4.0x10"? E 339
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDF® 1.2x10"? E 339
2.3.4,6,7,8-HXxCDF® 1.9x10"? E 339
1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDF® 8.4x1071" E 340
Total HxCDF® 1.3x10"! E 339-340
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF® 6.5x10"? E 339
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HpCDF® 2.7x10"? E 339
Total HpCDF*® 1.0x10™"! E 339-340
39001-02-0 |Octa CDF® 4.8x10"? E 339
Total PCDF® 40x10™" E 339-340
Total PCDD/PCDF* 1.2x10"° E 339-340
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Pollutant Emission |Emission
Factor, | Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton | Rating Ref. No.
Fuel oil- or waste Hazardous air pollutants®
oil-fired dryer Dioxi
(uncontrolled) 10X1ns
(SCC 3-05-002-58, Total HxCDD# 5.4x10™" E 340
-59,-60,-61,-62, 1
-63) 35822-46-9 11,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD# 3.4x10° E 340
Total HpCDD# 7.1x10™" E 340
3268-87-9 [Octa CDD# 2.7x107 E 340
Total PCDD# 2.8x107 E 340
Furans
Total TCDF® 3.3x10™" E 340
Total PeCDF® 7.4x10™" E 340
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDF® 5.4x10" E 340
2,3.4,6,7,8-HxCDF® 1.6x107" E 340
Total HxCDF® 8.1x10™"* E 340
Fuel oil- or waste 1,2,34,6,7,8-HpCDF® 1.1x10™" E 340
oil-fired dryer i ) " 4
(uncontrolled) Total HpCDF 3.8x10 E 340
(SCC 3-05-002-58, Total PCDF® 1.5x10" | E 340
-59,-60,-61,-62,
-63) (cont.) Total PCDD/PCDF* 3.0x10° E 340
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Table 11.1-10 (cont.)

Pollutant Emission |[Emission
Factor, | Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton | Rating Ref. No.
Waste oil-fired dryer Non-PAH HAPs®
W‘(tshcfgb;‘f)gﬂé%rz o1 | 75070 [Acetidehyde 00013 | E 25
-62-63) 107-02-8 |Acrolein 2.6x107 E 25
71-43-2  |Benzene’ 0.00039 A 25,44.45,50,341,342,
344-351, 373, 376,
377,383,384
100-41-4 |Ethylbenzene 0.00024 D 2544 45
50-00-0 |Formaldehyde® 0.0031 A 25,35,44,45,50,339-
344,347-349,371-373,
384,388
110-54-3 |Hexane 0.00092 E 339-340
540-84-1 |Isooctane (2,2 4-trimethylpentane) | 4.0x107 E 339-340
78-93-3 [Methyl Ethyl Ketone 2.0x107 E 25
123-38-6 |Propionaldehyde 0.00013 E 25
106-51-4 |Quinone 0.00016 E 25
71-55-6  |Methyl chloroform’ 4.8x107 E 35
108-88-3 [Toluene 0.0029 E 25, 50, 339-340
1330-20-7 [Xylene 0.00020 D 2544 45
Total non-PAH HAPs 0.0095
PAH HAPs
91-57-6  |2-Methylnaphthalene® 0.00017 E 50
83-32-9 | Acenaphthene® 1.4x10° E 48
208-96-8 |Acenaphthylene® 2.2x10° E 50
120-12-7 |Anthracene® 3.1x10° E 50,162
56-55-3 |Benzo(a)anthracene? 2.1x107 E 48
50-32-8 |[Benzo(a)pyrene® 9.8x10” E 48
205-99-2 |Benzo(b)fluoranthene® 1.0x107 E 3548
192-97-2 |Benzo(e)pyrene® 1.1x107 E 48
191-24-2 |Benzo(g,h,i)perylene® 4.0x10°® E 48
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Pollutant Emission |[Emission
Factor, | Factor
Process CASRN Name Ib/ton | Rating Ref. No.
Waste oil-fired dryer | 207-08-9 |Benzo(k)fluoranthene® 4.1x10°® 35,48
Wi(télcféb;i_%?_l(t)%rz_a’ 218-01-9 |Chrysene? 18x107 | E 3548
-62,-63) (cont.) 206-44-0 |Fluoranthene® 6.1x107 [ D 354548
86-73-7 |Fluorene® 1.1x10” E 50,164
193-39-5 |Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene® 7.0x10° E 48
91-20-3 [Naphthalene® 0.00065 D 25,50,162,164
198-55-0 |Perylene® 8.8x10? E 48
85-01-8 |Phenanthrene® 2.3x107 D 50,162,164
129-00-0 |Pyrene® 3.0x10° E 50
Total PAH HAPs 0.00088
Total HAPs 0.010
Non-HAP organic compounds
67-64-1 |Acetone’ 0.00083 E 25
100-52-7 |Benzaldehyde 0.00011 E 25
106-97-8 |Butane 0.00067 E 339
78-84-2 |Butyraldehyde 0.00016 E 25
4170-30-3 |Crotonaldehyde 8.6x107 E 25
74-85-1 |Ethylene 0.0070 E 339,340
142-82-5 |Heptane 0.0094 E 339,340
66-25-1 |[Hexanal 0.00011 E 25
590-86-3 |Isovaleraldehyde 3.2x107 E 25
763-29-1 |2-Methyl-1-pentene 0.0040 E 339,340
513-35-9 |2-Methyl-2-butene 0.00058 E 339,340
96-14-0 [3-Methylpentane 0.00019 D 339,340
109-67-1 |1-Pentene 0.0022 E 339,340
109-66-0 |n-Pentane 0.00021 E 339,340
110-62-3 |Valeraldehyde 6.7x10° E 25
Total non-HAP organics 0.026

a

Emission factor units are 1b/ton of hot mix asphalt produced. Table includes data from both parallel

flow and counterflow drum mix dryers. Organic compound emissions from counterflow systems are
expected to be less than from parallel flow systems, but the available data are insufficient to quantify
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Table 11.1-10 (cont.)

accurately the difference in these emissions. CASRN = Chemical Abstracts Service Registry Number.
SCC = Source Classification Code. To convert from lb/ton to kg/Mg, multiply by 0.5.

> Tests included dryers that were processing reclaimed asphalt pavement. Because of limited data, the

effect of RAP processing on emissions could not be determined.

Hazardous air pollutants (HAP) as defined in the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA).

¢ Based on data from 19 tests. Range: 0.000063 to 0.0012 Ib/ton; median: 0.00030; Standard

deviation: 0.00031.

Based on data from 21 tests. Range: 0.0030 to 0.014 Ib/ton; median: 0.0020; Standard deviation:

0.0036.

Compound has negligible photochemical reactivity.

¢ Compound is classified as polycyclic organic matter, as defined in the 1990 CAAA. Total PCDD is the
sum of the total tetra through octa dioxins; total PCDF is sum of the total tetra through octa furans; and
total PCDD/PCDF is the sum of total PCDD and total PCDF.
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Table 11.1-11. EMISSION FACTORS FOR METAL EMISSIONS

FROM BATCH MIX HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANTS*

Emission Emission Reference
Process Pollutant Factor, Ib/ton | Factor Rating | Numbers
Dryer, hot screens, and Arsenic’® 4.6x107 D 34,40, 226
mixer® Barium 1.5x10° E 24
(SCC 3-05-002-45,-46,-47) | Beryllium® 1.5x107 E 34,226
Cadmium® 6.1x107 D 24,34,226
Chromium® 5.7x107 D 24,34,226
Hexavalent chromium® 4.8x10°8 E 34,226
Copper 2.8x10° D 24,34,226
Lead® 8.9x107 D 24,34,226
Manganese® 6.9x10° D 24,34,226
Mercury® 4.1x107 E 34,226
Nickel® 3.0x10° D 24,34,226
Selenium® 49x107 E 34,226
Zinc 6.8x10°¢ D 24,34,226

* Emission factor units are 1b/ton of HMA produced. Emissions controlled by a fabric filter.
SCC = Source Classification Code. To convert from Ib/ton to kg/Mg, multiply by 0.5.

® Natural gas-, propane-, No. 2 fuel oil-, or waste oil-/drain o0il-/No. 6 fuel oil-fired dryer. For waste
oil-/drain oil-/No. 6 fuel oil-fired dryer, use a lead emission factor of 1.0x10” 1b/ton (References 177

and 321, Emission factor rating: E) in lieu of the emission factor shown.

¢ Arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, hexavalent chromium, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, and
selenium are HAPs as defined in the 1990 CAAA.
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Table 11.1-12. EMISSION FACTORS FOR METAL EMISSIONS
FROM DRUM MIX HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANTS®

Emission Emission
Factor, Factor
Process Pollutant Ib/ton Rating Reference Numbers
Fuel oil-fired dryer, Arsenic® 1.3x10° E 340
uncontrolled Barium 0.00025 E 340
(SCC 3-05-002-58, Beryllium® 00 E 340
-59.-60) Cadmium® 4.2x10° E 340
Chromium® 2.4x107 E 340
Cobalt® 1.5x107 E 340
Copper 0.00017 E 340
Lead® 0.00054 E 340
Manganese® 0.00065 E 340
Nickel® 0.0013 E 340
Phosphorus® 0.0012 E 340
Selenium® 2.4x10° E 340
Thallium 2.2x10°¢ E 340
Zinc 0.00018 E 340
Natural gas- or Antimony 1.8x107 E 339
propane-fired dryer, Arsenic® 5.6x107 D 25, 35, 339-340
with fabric filter Barium 5.8x10° E 25,339-340
(SCC 3-05-002-55, | Beryllium® 0.0 E 339-340
-56,-57)) Cadmium® 4.1x107 D 25,35,162, 301, 339-340
Chromium® 5.5x10°¢ C 25,162-164,301, 339-340
Cobalt® 2.6x10% E 339-340
Copper 3.1x10°¢ D 25,162-164,339-340
Hexavalent chromium® | 4.5x107 E 163
Lead® 6.2x107 E 35
Manganese® 7.7x10°° D 25, 162-164, 339-340
Mercury® 2.4x107 E 35,163
Nickel® 6.3x107 D 25,163-164, 339-340
Phosphorus® 2.8x107 E 25, 339-340
Silver 4.8x107 E 25,339-340
Selenium® 3.5x107 E 339-340
Thallium 4.1x10° E 339-340
Zinc 6.1x10° C 25,35, 162-164,339-340
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CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 51

Emission Emission
Factor, Factor
Process Pollutant Ib/ton Rating Reference Numbers
No. 2 fuel oil-fired Antimony 1.8x107 E 339
dryer or waste oil/drain | Arsenic® 5.6x107 D 25,35,339-340
oil/No. 6 fuel oil-fired | Barium 5.8x10°¢ E 25, 339-340
dryer, with fabric filter | Beryllium® 0.0 E 339-340
(SCC 3-05-002-58, | Cadmium® 4.1x107 D 25, 35,162,301, 339-340
-59,-60,-61,-62,-63) | Chromium® 5.5x10° C 25,162-164,301, 339-340
Cobalt® 2.6x10% E 339-340
Copper 3.1x10°¢ D 25,162-164,339-340
Hexavalent chromium® | 4.5x107 E 163
Lead® 1.5x10° C 25,162,164, 178-179, 183, 301,
315, 339-340
Manganese® 7.7x10° D 25,162-164, 339-340
Mercury® 2.6x10° D 162, 164, 339-340
Nickel® 6.3x10° D 25,163-164, 339-340
Phosphorus® 2.8x107 E 25,339-340
Silver 4.8x107 E 25, 339-340
Selenium® 3.5x107 E 339-340
Thallium 4.1x10” E 339-340
Zinc 6.1x10° C 25, 35, 162-164, 339-340

* Emission factor units are 1b/ton of HMA produced. SCC = Source Classification Code. To convert
from 1b/ton to kg/Mg, multiply by 0.5. Emission factors apply to facilities processing virgin aggregate
or a combination of virgin aggregate and RAP.

> Arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, hexavalent chromium, cobalt, lead, manganese, mercury,
nickel, and selenium compounds are HAPs as defined in the 1990 CAAA. Elemental phosphorus also is
a listed HAP, but the phosphorus measured by Method 29 is not elemental phosphorus.
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Table 11.1-13.

CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 52

EMISSION FACTORS FOR HOT MIX ASPHALT HOT OIL SYSTEMS*

Pollutant o o EMISSION
Emission | Emission FACTOR
Process CASRN Name factor | factor units | RATING | Reference
Hot oil system fired | 630-08-0 | Carbon monoxide 8.9x10° Ib/ft® C 395
with natural gas 124-38-9 | Carbon dioxide 0.20 b/t C 395
(SCC 3-05-002-06) | 50.00-0 | Formaldehyde 2.6x10° Ib/fe C 395
Hot oil system fired 630-08-0 [ Carbon monoxide 0.0012 Ib/gal C 395
with No. 2 fuel 0il | 124-38-9 | Carbon dioxide 28 1b/gal C 395
(SCC 3-05-002-08) | 50.00-0 | Formaldehyde 35x10° | Ib/gal C 395
83-32-9 | Acenaphthene® 5.3x107 Ib/gal E 35
208-96-8 | Acenaphthylene® 2.0x107 1b/gal E 35
120-12-7 | Anthracene” 1.8x107 Ib/gal E 35
205-99-2 | Benzo(b)fluoranthene® | 1.0x107 1b/gal E 35
206-44-0 | Fluoranthene® 4.4x10® 1b/gal E 35
86-73-7 | Fluorene® 3.2x10*® 1b/gal E 35
91-20-3 | Naphthalene® 1.7x10° 1b/gal E 35
85-01-8 | Phenanthrene® 4.9x10° Ib/gal E 35
129-00-0 | Pyrene® 3.2x10*® Ib/gal E 35
Dioxins
19408-74-3 | 1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDD"® 7.6x107" Ib/gal E 35
39227-28-6 | 1,2,3,4,7,8-HXCDD® 6.9x10" Ib/gal E 35
HxCDD" 62x10" | 1b/gal E 35
35822-46-9 | 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD" | 1.5x10™" Ib/gal E 35
HpCDD" 2.0x10™" Ib/gal E 35
3268-87-9 | OCDD® 1.6x1071° Ib/gal E 35
Total PCDD 2.0x10° 1b/gal E 35
Furans
TCDP® 3.3x10"? Ib/gal E 35
PeCDF° 4.8x107"° Ib/gal E 35
HxCDF® 20x102 | 1b/gal E 35
HpCDF® 9.7x10"2 | Ib/gal E 35
67562-39-4 [ 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF* | 3.5x10™" Ib/gal E 35
39001-02-0 [ OCDPF® 1.2x10M Ib/gal E 35
Total PCDF 3.1x10™" 1b/gal E 35
Total PCDD/PCDF 2.3x107° 1b/gal E 35

* Emission factor units are 1b/gal of fuel consumed. To convert from pounds per standard cubic foot
(Ib/ft” to kilograms per standard cubic meter (kg/m”, multiply by 16. To convert from Ib/gal to
kilograms per liter (kg/l), multiply by 0.12. CASRN = Chemical Abstracts Service Registry Number.
SCC = Source Classification Code.

® Compound is classified as polycyclic organic matter, as defined in the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments
(CAAA). Total PCDD is the sum of the total tetra through octa dioxins; total PCDF is sum of the total

tetra through octa furans; and total PCDD/PCDF is the sum of total PCDD and total PCDF.
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Table 11.1-14. PREDICTIVE EMISSION FACTOR EQUATIONS
FOR LOAD-OUT AND SILO FILLING OPERATIONS*

EMISSION FACTOR RATING: C

Source Pollutant Equation
Drum mix or batch mix Total PM" EF = 0.000181 + 0.00141(-V)e©023D(T +460) - 2043
I()ézglélg?gs_?géz_ 14) Organic PM¢ | EF = 0.00141(-V)e!®02D(T +460)- 2049

TOC! EF = 0.0172(-V)e(©02D(T +460)-2043)

CO EF = 0.00558(-V)e(©02D(T +460)-2043)
Silo filling Total PM" EF = 0.000332 + 0.00105(-V e ©-023D(T +460) - 2043
(SCC 30500219 Organic PM® | EF = 0.00105(-V)e(© 0231 +460 204

TOC! EF = 0.0504(-V)e 002 D(T +460)- 20439

CO EF = 0.00488(-V)e 0023 1(T +460)- 2043

Emission factor units are 1b/ton of HMA produced. SCC = Source Classification Code. To convert

from Ib/ton to kg/Mg, multiply by 0.5. EF = emission factor; V = asphalt volatility, as determined by

ASTM Method D2872-88 “Effects of Heat and Air on a Moving Film of Asphalt (Rolling Thin Film

Oven Test - RTFOT),” where a 0.5 percent loss-on-heating is expressed as “-0.5.” Regional- or site-

specific data for asphalt volatility should be used, whenever possible; otherwise, a default value of -0.5

should be used for V in these equations. T = HMA mix temperature in °F. Site-specific temperature

data should be used, whenever possible; otherwise a default temperature of 325°F can be used.

Reference 1, Tables 4-27 through 4-31, 4-34 through 4-36, and 4-38 through 4-41.

® Total PM, as measured by EPA Method 315 (EPA Method 5 plus the extractable organic particulate
from the impingers). Total PM is assumed to be predominantly PM-2.5 since emissions consist of
condensed vapors.

¢ Extractable organic PM, as measured by EPA Method 315 (methylene chloride extract of EPA

Method 5 particulate plus methylene chloride extract of impinger particulate).

TOC as propane, as measured with an EPA Method 25A sampling train or equivalent sampling train.
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Table 11.1-15. SPECIATION PROFILES FOR LOAD-OUT, SILO FILLING, AND ASPHALT
STORAGE EMISSIONS-ORGANIC PARTICULATE-BASED COMPOUNDS

EMISSION FACTOR RATING: C

Speciation Profile for Speciation Profile for Silo
Load-out and Yard Filling and Asphalt
Emissions® Storage Tank Emissions
Pollutant CASRN? Compound/Organic PM* Compound/Organic PM*
PAH HAPs
Acenaphthene 83-32-9 0.26% 0.47%
Acenaphthylene 208-96-8 0.028% 0.014%
Anthracene 120-1207 0.070% 0.13%
Benzo(a)anthracene 56-55-3 0.019% 0.056%
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 205-99-2 0.0076% ND*
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 207-08-9 0.0022% ND*
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 191-24-2 0.0019% ND¢
Benzo(a)pyrene 50-32-8 0.0023% ND*
Benzo(e)pyrene 192-97-2 0.0078% 0.0095%
Chrysene 218-01-9 0.103% 0.21%
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 53-70-3 0.00037% ND¢
Fluoranthene 206-44-0 0.050% 0.15%
Fluorene 86-73-7 0.77% 1.01%
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 193-39-5 0.00047% ND¢
2-Methylnaphthalene 91-57-6 2.38% 5.27%
Naphthalene 91-20-3 1.25% 1.82%
Perylene 198-55-0 0.022% 0.030%
Phenanthrene 85-01-8 0.81% 1.80%
Pyrene 129-00-0 0.15% 0.44%
Total PAH HAPs 5.93% 11.40%
Other semi-volatile HAPs
Phenol 1.18% ND¢

* Chemical Abstract Service Registry Number.

® Emissions from loaded trucks during the period between load-out and the time the truck departs the

plant.

¢ Emission factor for compound is determined by multiplying the percentage presented for the compound
by the emission factor for extractable organic particulate (organic PM) as determined from

Table 11.1-14.

4 ND = Measured data below detection limits.
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Table 11.1-16. SPECIATION PROFILES FOR LOAD-OUT, SILO FILLING, AND ASPHALT
STORAGE EMISSIONS-ORGANIC VOLATILE-BASED COMPOUNDS

EMISSION FACTOR RATING: C

Speciation Profile for
Load-Out and Yard

Speciation Profile for Silo
Filling and Asphalt Storage

HAPs

Emissions Tank Emissions
Pollutant CASRN Compound/TOC* Compound/TOC (%)*
voc® 949" 100%
Non-VOC/non-HAPs
Methane 74-82-8 6.5% 0.26%
Acetone 67-64-1 0.046% 0.055%
Ethylene 74-85-1 0.71% 1.1%
Total non-VOC/non-HAPS 7.3% 1.4%
Volatile organic HAPS
Benzene 71-43-2 0.052% 0.032%
Bromomethane 74-83-9 0.0096% 0.0049%
2-Butanone 78-93-3 0.049% 0.039%
Carbon Disulfide 75-15-0 0.013% 0.016%
Chloroethane 75-00-3 0.00021% 0.0040%
Chloromethane 74-87-3 0.015% 0.023%
Cumene 92-82-8 0.11% ND¢
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 0.28% 0.038%
Formaldehyde 50-00-0 0.088% 0.69%
n-Hexane 100-54-3 0.15% 0.10%
Isooctane 540-84-1 0.0018% 0.00031%
Methylene Chloride 75-09-2 0.0%* 0.00027%
MTBE 596899 0.0%* ND¢
Styrene 100-42-5 0.0073% 0.0054%
Tetrachloroethene 127-18-4 0.0077% NDe¢
Toluene 100-88-3 021% 0.062%
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 71-55-6 0.0%" ND*
Trichloroethene 79-01-6 0.0%* ND*¢
Trichlorofluoromethane 75-69-4 0.0013% ND*¢
m-/p-Xylene 1330-20-7 041% 0.2%
o0-Xylene 95-47-6 0.08% 0.057%
Total volatile organic 1.5% 1.3%
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Table 11.1-16 (cont.)

Emission factor for compound is determined by multiplying the percentage presented for the
compound by the emission factor for total organic compounds (TOC) as determined from Table 11.1-
14.

The VOC percentages are equal to 100 percent of TOC minus the methane, acetone, methylene
chloride, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane percentages.

ND = Measured data below detection limits. Additional compounds that were not detected are:
acrylonitrile, allyl chloride, bromodichloromethane, bromoform, 1,3-butadiene, carbon tetrachloride,
chlorobenzene, chloroform, dibromochloromethane, 1,2-dibromoethane, 1,1-dichloroethane,
1,2-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, trans-1,2-dichloroethene,
1,2-dichloropropane, cis-1,3-dichloropropene, trans-1,3-dichloropropene, 1,2-epoxybutane, ethyl
acrylate, 2-hexanone, iodomethane, methyl methacrylate, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane,

d 1,1,2-trichloroethane, vinyl acetate, vinyl bromide, and vinyl chloride

Values presented as 0.0% had background concentrations higher than the capture efficiency-corrected
measured concentration.
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STUDIES DOCUMENT NEGATIVE IMPACTS FROM ASPHALT PLANTS
PROPERTY VALUES AND PUBLIC HEALTH SUFFER

The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League has released two studies showing the
adverse impacts on property values and public health for residents living near operating asphalt
plants in Avery and Macon counties. The property value study shows losses of up to 56%
around a plant in Pineola, and in Cullasaja nearly half of the residents report negative impacts on
their health since asphalt plant operations began in 1999.

In Avery County tax office officials used distance from Maymead Materials, Inc. asphalt
plant and noxious odor emissions as the bases for property devaluation in Pineola. The largest
percentage drop was recorded on property located directly across the road from the plant. The
largest dollar loss of $45,300 was at a church adjacent to the plant. The study documents
property value losses up to 3,200 feet from the plant.

Pineola resident Dale Thompson and many of his neighbors sought tax relief when the
asphalt plant effectively reduced their use and enjoyment of their homes and land. Mr.
Thompson cited smoke and vile odors as reasons why he and his family can no longer spend time
outdoors at either recreation or work.

In a second study, the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League conducted a survey in
response to health concerns of residents in the mountain community of Bethel in Macon County.
The door-to-door survey shows that 45% of the residents living within a half mile of the two year
old Rhodes Brothers asphalt plant report a deterioration of their health which began after the
plant opened. The most frequent problems include high blood pressure (18% of people
surveyed), sinus problems (18%), headaches (14%), and shortness of breath (9%).

PineolaOs experience with property devaluation gives us only a part of the picture. The
effect on the health of residents in these two communities is devastating. People who have only
a passing acquaintance with asphalt fumes know little about the true dangers of this pollution.
Good health is pricelessNItOs simply absurd to say that asphalt plants have no impact.

Louis Zeller
January 6, 2004

BLUE RIDGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE
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Asphalt Plant versus Wood Stove Pollution
Comparing Apples and Hedgehogs

Asphalt plants and household wood stoves burn fuel to produce heat. Although they burn
different types of fuel, both emit some of the same chemical compounds into the air as a result of
the combustion process. But a household wood stove emits but a tiny fraction of the pollution
emitted by an asphalt plant. This is why one expert said that this is like comparing apples to
hedgehogs, because apples-to-oranges simply does not convey the huge disparity in pollution
emitted by these two sources. The table below evaluates air pollution from a conventional
household wood heater stove and an average size asphalt plant. In every category, the asphalt
plant emits from hundreds to thousands or even millions of times more air pollution.

Air pollutant Wood stove Asphalt plant Comparison %
emissions Ib/y emissions Ib/y Wood to asphalt

Carbon monoxide 249.7 39,000 0.64 %
Nitrogen oxides 3.02 16,500 0.02 %
PM-10 33.05 6,900 0.48 %
Sulfur dioxide 0.43 3,300 0.01%
Total organic 89.6 13,200 0.68 %
compounds
Methane 324 3,600 0.9%
Benzene 2.09 117 1.79%
Toluene 0.79 70 1.13%
Polycyclic aromatic 0.79 264 0.30 %
hydrocarbons
Cadmium 0.00002 1.26 0.0016 %
Chromium <0.000001 7.2 0.000014 %
Nickel 0.000015 390 0.000004 %

Emission data from US Environmental Protection Agency Air Pollution Emission Factors
Hot Mix Asphalt Plants, AP-42, 11.1 3/04 at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch11/final/c11s01.pdf
Residential Wood Stoves, AP-42, 1.10 10/96 at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch01/final/c01s10.pdf

The US Environmental Protection AgencyOs most recently available air pollution

emission factors for both wood stoves and asphalt plants were used to compile the data in this

report.

The combustion of wood produces atmospheric emissions which are highly variable. For
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Page 2 Comparing Apples and Hedgehogs

example, when wood is added to a wood-burning heater stove, emissions increase for a short
period because of a high burn rate. Then a longer period at lower burn rate follows during which
time charcoal is burned, resulting in reduced emissions. Many wood stoves manufactured after
1986 have pollution reduction features.

The manufacture of asphalt paving produces high levels of atmospheric emissions. Some
of these pollutants are emitted through the smokestack after passing through a fabric filter, some
are released at ground level without any pollution controls. The ground-level emissions are
poorly estimated by state and federal air quality guidance.

To calculate the annual pollution totals for this report, we compared a drum-mix asphalt
plant burning number 2 fuel oil producing 300 thousand tons of asphalt per year with a
residential wood stove burning three cords of oak wood per year.

The Carolina Asphalt Paving Association claims that ten residential wood stoves emit as
much polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons as an asphalt plant. (http://www.carolinaasphalt.org/
about_research.asp). Plainly, this assertion is not supported by EPA data. In fact, an average
sized asphalt plant can emit more PAH than 300 wood stoves, more sulfur dioxide than 7,000
wood stoves, and more cadmium than 63,000 wood stoves.

Air pollutant Fireplace Asphalt plant Comparison %

emissions Ib/y Emissions Ib/y Wood to asphalt
Volatile organic 247.3 9,600 2.6 %
compounds (VOC)

Emission data from US Environmental Protection Agency Air Pollution Emission Factors
Residential Fireplaces, AP-42, 1.9, 10/96 at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch11/final/c01s09.pdf

Further, CAPA states that Oduring the course of a year, an asphalt plant gave off the
VOCs of two residential fireplaces.O Again, the EPA emission factors tell a different story; a
single medium sized asphalt plant produces as much VOC as 39 fireplaces burning three cords of
oak. Other categories of pollutants emitted by fireplaces are similar to those of wood-burning
stoves. Open fireplaces are inefficient sources of heat because combustion is poorly regulated.
Uncontrolled air and a lack of secondary combustion results in relatively high quantities of
unburnt compounds going up the chimney. Nevertheless, comparing the air pollution from a
modern type asphalt plant with an old-fashioned fireplace is like comparing apples to hedgehogs.

Louis Zeller
October 20, 2005

Printed on 100% recycled paper using a chlorine-free process
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

available data on the health effects of occupational exposure to asphalt and asphalt fumes.

NIOSH determined the principal adverse health effects to be irritation of the serous membranes
of the conjunctivae and mucous membranes of the respiratory tract. NIOSH also acknowledged that
evidence from animal studies indicated that asphalt left on the skin for long periods of time could
result in local carcinomas but that no comparable reports of these effects existed for humans. On the
basis of this evidence, NIOSH recommended an exposure limit (REL) for asphalt fumes of 5
milligrams per cubic meter of air (5 mg/m®) measured as total particulates during any 15-minute
period. In testimony to the Department of Labor in 1988, NIOSH recommended that asphalt fumes
also be considered a potential occupational carcinogen. Since then, additional data have become
available from studies of animals and humans exposed to asphalt, paving and roofing asphalt fume
condensates, and asphalt-based paints. This document evaluates the health effects data that have
become available since publication of the 1977 NIOSH criteria document; it also assesses exposures
associated with occupations that involve the use of roofing and paving asphalts and asphalt-based
paints.

In 1977, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) reviewed the

Asphalt is a dark brown to black, cementlike semisolid or solid produced by the nondestructive
distillation of crude oil during petroleum refining. The three major types of asphalt products are
paving asphalts, roofing asphalts, and asphalt-based paints. Performance specifications—not
chemical composition—direct the type of asphalt produced. Most of the asphalt produced in the
United States is used in paving and roofing operations. Only about 1% is used for waterproofing,
damp-proofing, insulation, paints, or other activities and products. Approximately 300,000 workers
are employed at hot-mix asphalt facilities and paving sites; an estimated 50,000 workers are
employed in asphalt roofing operations; and about 1,500 to 2,000 workers are exposed to asphalt
fumes in approximately 100 roofing manufacturing plants.

The exact chemical composition of asphalt depends on the chemical complexity of the original crude
petroleum and the manufacturing processes. The proportions of the chemicals that constitute asphalt
(mainly aliphatic compounds, cyclic alkanes, aromatic hydrocarbons, and heterocyclic compounds
containing nitrogen, oxygen, and sulfur atoms) can vary because of significant differences in crude
petroleum from various oil fields and even from various locations within the same oil field. Further
analysis of the chemical data indicates that paving and roofing asphalts are qualitatively and
quantitatively different; therefore, the vapors and fumes from these asphalt products may also be
different. Other factors that increase the variability of asphalt vapors and fumes include temperature
and mixing during the manufacturing process, and temperature and extent of mixing during
laboratory generation or field operations. Studies indicate that the composition of asphalt fumes
generated in the laboratory may differ qualitatively and quantitatively from asphalt fumes generated
during field operations. However, one study showed that it is possible to generate asphalt fumes in
the laboratory that are representative of field fumes.

Data are limited regarding the presence of carcinogens in asphalt fumes generated at U.S. worksites.
The occasional detection of benzo(a)pyrene, B(a)P, in asphalt fumes generated at worksites as well
as the more frequent detection of B(a)P and other carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic compounds in
laboratory-generated asphalt fumes indicate that under some conditions, known carcinogens are

vii
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likely to be present. Moreover, asphalt fumes generated at high temperatures are probably more
likely to generate carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) than fumes generated at
lower temperatures.

Studies of the acute toxic effects of asphalt fume exposures in workers have repeatedly reported
irritant symptoms of the serous membranes of the conjunctivae (eye irritation) and the mucous
membranes of the upper respiratory tract (nasal and throat irritation). These health effects are best
described in asphalt road pavers and typically appear to be mild in severity and transient in nature.
Similar symptoms were also reported in workers exposed to asphalt fumes during the manufacture
of asphalt roofing shingles and fluorescent lights, the insulation of cables, and exposure to a
malfunctioning light fixture in an office environment. Workers employed in five segments of the
asphalt industry (hot-mix plants, terminals, roofing, paving, and roofing manufacturing) experienced
mild transient symptoms of nasal and throat irritation, headache, and coughing. In addition to
mucosal irritation, workers with differing occupational exposures to asphalt fumes (e.g., paving
operations, insulation of cables, and manufacturing of fluorescent light fixtures) also reported skin
irritation, pruritus, rashes, nausea, stomach pain, decreased appetite, headaches, and fatigue. Such
nonspecific symptoms require further investigation to clarify and establish the nature of causal
relationships with asphalt fume exposure.

Results from recent studies indicated that some workers involved in asphalt paving operations
experienced lower respiratory tract symptoms (e.g., coughing, wheezing, and shortness of breath)
and pulmonary function changes. Irritant symptoms were noted in workers involved in open-air
paving operations whose average personal exposures were generally below 1.0 mg/m’ total
particulates and 0.3 mg/m’ benzene-soluble particulates calculated as a full-shift time-weighted
average (TWA). Although an exposure-response relationship has not yet been established in these
studies, the identification of health effects related to higher mean personal exposures during
underground asphalt paving” indicates that such a relationship may exist. Bronchitis that is possibly
related to lower respiratory tract irritation has also been reported among asphalt workers and
highway maintenance workers; however, the data are insufficient to conclude that the bronchitis was
caused by occupational exposure to asphalt fumes.

A recent meta-analysis of epidemiologic studies of roofers indicates an excess of lung cancer among
roofers, but it is uncertain whether this excess is related to asphalt and/or to carcinogens such as coal
tar or asbestos. Data from studies in animals and in vitro assays indicate that laboratory-generated
roofing asphalt fume condensates are genotoxic and produce skin tumors in mice. Known
carcinogenic PAHs have been identified in roofing asphalt fumes.

In contrast to the studies of roofers, epidemiologic studies of pavers exposed to asphalt fumes have
yielded contradictory results regarding lung cancer. Although some of the studies reported an
elevated risk for lung cancer among pavers exposed to asphalt, design limitations of these studies
precluded any strong conclusions. Confounders included smoking and coexposure to coal tar and
other potential lung carcinogens (e.g., diesel exhaust, silica, and asbestos). Furthermore, a recently

"Total particulate or benzene-soluble particulate measurements were up to 10 times higher than measurements taken
during open-air paving, but they were still below 2.2 mg/m’.

viii
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conducted meta-analysis of these studies failed to find overall evidence for a lung cancer risk among
pavers exposed to asphalt. However, carcinogenic PAHs have been detected in asphalt paving
fumes—although at lower concentrations than those found in fumes from roofing asphalt. No
published data examine the carcinogenic potential of paving asphalt fumes or fume condensates in
animals.

A few studies reported an association between cancer at sites other than the lungs (e.g., bladder,
kidneys, brain, and liver) with occupations having potential exposure to asphalt. Since the
interpretation of these findings is limited by the study designs and the lack of good exposure data
and consistent findings, no association can be made at this time. Further confirmation is needed by
studies with better control of confounding variables and better identification of asphalt exposures.

Conflicting results were obtained when raw roofing asphalts were applied dermally to mice. In one
study, the raw roofing asphalt was weakly carcinogenic and caused malignant skin tumors in mice.
In the other study, the raw roofing asphalt was not carcinogenic. Available data also indicate that
several formulations of asphalt-based paints cause benign and malignant skin tumors in mice.
However, these paints were not mutagenic in the Ames Sa/monella mutagenicity assay, either with
or without metabolic activation. Several other asphalt-based paints caused the formation of DNA
adducts in the skin and lungs of treated mice and in fetal and adult human skin cultures.

Conclusions

In this hazard review, NIOSH has evaluated the scientific evidence concerning the potential health
effects of occupational exposure to asphalt. On the basis of available data from studies in animals
and humans, as well as in in vitro studies, NIOSH concludes the following about the acute health
effects of asphalt exposure:

. The findings of this hazard review continue to support the assessment of the 1977 NIOSH
criteria document on asphalt fumes, which associated exposure to asphalt fumes from
roofing, paving, and other uses of asphalt with irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat.
Furthermore, in studies conducted since the publication of the 1977 criteria document, these
symptoms have also been noted among workers exposed to asphalt fumes at geometric mean
concentrations generally below 1 mg/m’ total particulates and 0.3 mg/m’ benzene-soluble or
carbon disulfide-soluble particulates, calculated as a full-shift TWA. Recent studies also
report evidence of acute lower respiratory tract symptoms among workers exposed to asphalt
fumes. These data are currently being further analyzed to assess the relationship between
lower respiratory tract symptoms and asphalt fume exposure. The available data on chronic
pulmonary effects (such as bronchitis) are insufficient to support an association with asphalt
fume exposures.

In 1988, NIOSH recommended to OSHA that asphalt fumes be considered a potential occupational
carcinogen based on the results of an animal study in which laboratory-generated roofing asphalt
fume condensates induced malignant skin tumors in mice. Since then, investigators have described
differences in chemical composition, physical characteristics, and biological activity between asphalt
fumes collected in the field and those generated in the laboratory. The relevance of these differences
in ascribing adverse health effects in humans is unknown. Data from studies in humans indicate that
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some workers exposed to asphalt fumes are at an elevated risk of lung cancer; however, it is
uncertain whether this excess is related to asphalt and/or other carcinogens in the workplace.
Although carcinogenic PAHs have been identified in asphalt fumes at various worksites, the
measured concentrations and the frequency of their occurrence have been low.

Based on evaluation of these data, the following conclusions were drawn regarding the
carcinogenicity of asphalt under several conditions of use:

. Data regarding the potential carcinogenicity of paving asphalt fumes in humans are limited.
Only one study identified B(a)P in field fumes, but it was unclear whether paving asphalt
fumes were the source of the B(a)P. Chrysene has been identified only in laboratory-
generated paving asphalt fumes. The available data from studies in humans have not
provided consistent evidence of carcinogenic effects in workers exposed to asphalt fumes
during paving operations. No animal studies have examined the carcinogenic potential of
either field- or laboratory-generated samples of paving asphalt fume condensates. Although
genotoxicity assays (but no carcinogenicity assays) using laboratory-generated and field-
generated (storage tank paving asphalt) fumes have been conducted, only the laboratory-
generated fumes were genotoxic. Therefore, NIOSH concludes that the collective data
currently available from studies on paving asphalt provide insufficient evidence for an
association between lung cancer and exposure to asphalt fumes during paving. The available
data, however, do not preclude a carcinogenic risk from asphalt fumes generated during
paving operations.

. The results from epidemiologic studies indicate that roofers are at an increased risk of lung
cancer, but it is uncertain whether this increase can be attributed to asphalt and/or to other
exposures such as coal tar or asbestos. Data from experimental studies in animals and
cultured mammalian cells indicate that laboratory-generated roofing asphalt fume con-
densates are genotoxic and cause skin tumors in mice when applied dermally. Furthermore,
a known carcinogen, B(a)P, was detected in field-generated roofing fumes. The collective
health and exposure data provide sufficient evidence for NIOSH to conclude that roofing
asphalt fumes are a potential occupational carcinogen.

. The available data indicate that although not all asphalt-based paint formulations may exert
genotoxicity, some are genotoxic and carcinogenic in animals. No published data examine
the carcinogenic potential of asphalt-based paints in humans, but NIOSH concludes that
asphalt-based paints are potential occupational carcinogens.

Current data are considered insufficient for quantifying the acute and chronic health risks of
exposure to asphalt, asphalt-based paint, or asphalt fumes and vapors. However, data from at least
two studies of acute effects are currently being evaluated to determine their usefulness in deriving
an REL. Additional studies of workers exposed to asphalt fumes, vapors, and aerosols (e.g., during
paving, roofing, and painting operations) are needed to better characterize exposures and to evaluate
the risk of chronic disease, including lung cancer. Also required are experimental animal studies that
use laboratory generation methods to produce fumes and vapors representative of asphalt roofing and
paving operations. Until the results of these studies become available, NIOSH recommends
minimizing possible acute or chronic health effects from exposure to asphalt, asphalt fumes and
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vapors, and asphalt-based paints by adhering to the current NIOSH REL of 5 mg/m’ during any 15-
min period and by implementing the following practices:

¥
¥
¥

Prevent dermal exposure.

Keep the application temperature of heated asphalt as low as possible.

Use engineering controls and good work practices at all work sites to minimize worker
exposure to asphalt fumes and asphalt-based paint aerosols.

Use appropriate respiratory protection (see Appendix C).
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SELECTED ABBREVIATIONS

asphalt cement

Asphalt Institute

Asphalt Roofing Environmental
Council

Asphalt Roofing Manufacturers’
Association

American Society for Testing and
Materials

benzo(a)pyrene

Chemical Abstracts Service

confidence interval

deoxyribonucleic acid

Federal Highway Administration

gas chromatography with flame ion-
ization detector

gas chromatography/mass spec-
trometry

geometric mean

hot-mix asphalt

highway maintenance workers

high-performance liquid chro-
matography

International Agency for Research
on Cancer

liquid chromatography

National Asphalt Pavement Asso-
ciation

nuclear magnetic resonance

nonmalignant respiratory disease

odds ratio

polycyclic aromatic compound

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon

peak expiratory flow rate

proportional mortality ratio

recommended exposure limit

relative risk

RTECS Registry of Toxic Effects of Chem-

SCE
SEM
SIR
SMR
STEL
TLV®
TPA

TWA
VOC

cm
g
g/mL
hr

in/ft
L/min
mg
mg/m’
min
mL
mV
ng/cm?
nm

sec

°C

°F

%

wt %
g
ug/m’

ical Substances
sister chromatid exchange
standard error of mean
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12-O-tetradecanoylphorbol-13-
acetate
time-weighted average
volatile organic compound

centimeter

gram

grams per milliliter
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milligram

milligrams per cubic meter
minute

milliliter

millivolt

nanograms per square centimeter
nanometer

second

degrees Celsius

degrees Fahrenheit

percent

weight percent

microgram

micrograms per cubic meter
microliter
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

AggregateGraduated fragments of hard, inert
mineral material that are mixed with asphalt.
Aggregate includes sand, gravel, crushed
stone, and slag [Stein 1980].

Asphalt (CAS number 8052-42-4)The
product of the nondestructive distillation of
crude oil in petroleum refining; it is a dark
brown to black cement-like semisolid or solid.
Depending on the crude oil used as a
feedstock, the distillation residuum may be
further processed, typically by air blowing
(sometimes with a catalyst) or solvent precipi-
tation, to meet performance specifications for
individual applications [AI 1990b]. It is a
mixture of paraffinic and aromatic hydro-
carbons and heterocyclic compounds contain-
ing sulfur, nitrogen, and oxygen [Sax and
Lewis 1987].

Asphalt cement:Asphalt that is refined to
meet specifications for paving, roofing, in-
dustrial, and special purposes [Al 1990b].

Asphalt, cutback:An asphalt liquefied by the
addition of diluents (typically petroleum
solvents). Cutback asphalts are used in both
paving and roofing operations depending on
whether a paving or roofing asphalt is lique-
fied [AI 1990b; Roberts et al. 1996; Speight
1992a].

Asphalt, emulsified:A mixture of two nor-
mally immiscible components (asphalt and
water) and an emulsifying agent (usually soap,
but may be starch, glue, gum, colloidal clay,
or other materials with similar properties) that
allows the asphalt and water to mix. Emul-
sified asphalts are either cationic (electro-
positively charged micelles containing asphalt
molecules or anionic (electro-negatively
charged micelles containing asphalt mole-
cules) depending on the emulsifying agent.
Emulsified asphalts are used for seal coats on
asphalt pavements, built-up roofs, and for
other waterproof coverings.  Emulsified

asphalts are also called asphalt emulsions [AI
1990b; Roberts et al. 1996; Speight 1992a;
Stein 1980].

Asphalt fumes:The cloud of small particles
created by condensation from the gaseous
state after volatilization of asphalt [NIOSH
1977a].

Asphalt-based paintsA specialized cutback
asphalt product that can contain small
amounts of other materials such as lampblack,
aluminum flakes, or mineral pigments. They
are used as a protective coating in water-
proofing operations and other similar ap-
plications [AI 1990b].

Asphalt, hot mix (HMA): Paving material
that contains mineral aggregate coated and

cemented together with asphalt cement [Al
1990b].

Asphalts, liquids:These are asphalts that are
liquids at ambient temperatures. Liquid

asphalts include cutback and emulsified
asphalts [Roberts et al. 1996; Speight 1992a].

Asphalt, masticA mixture of asphalt and fine
mineral material in such proportions that it
may be poured hot into place and compacted
by hand-troweling to a smooth surface [Al
1990b]. It is similar to hot-mix asphalt, but it
is a finer aggregate.

Asphalt, oxidized (blown or air-refined)
[CAS number 64742-93-4]Asphalt treated
by blowing air through it at elevated temper-
atures to produce physical properties required
for the industrial use of the final product.
Oxidized asphalts are typically used in roofing
operations, pipe coating, undersealing for
Portland cement concrete pavements, hy-
draulic applications, membrane envelopes [Al
1990b], and the manufacture of paints
[Speight 1992a].



Asphalt, roofing: Asphalt that is refined or
processed to meet specifications for roofing.

Asphalt, paving: Asphalt that is refined to
meet specifications for paving.

Bitumen: The term more commonly used in
Europe to refer to asphalt.

Coal tar: A tar that contains polycyclic aromatic
compounds and is produced by the destructive
distillation of bituminous coal [Bingham et al.
1980]. Distillation of coal-tar produces a variety
of compounds such as coal tar pitch, creosote,
and other chemicals or oils [NIOSH 1977b]. Itis
used in roofing, roads, waterproofing, paints,
pipe coatings, sealants, insulation, and pesticides
[Sax and Lewis 1987].

Coal tar pitch (CTP):A black or dark brown
cementitious solid that is obtained as a residue
in the partial evaporation or fractional dis-
tillation of coal tar [Bingham et al. 1980].
CTP is used in coatings, paints, roads, roofing,
coal briquettes, and sealants [Sax and Lewis
1987].

Coal tar pitch volatiles (CTPV):Volatile
matter emitted into the air when coal tar, coal
tar pitch, or their products are heated [NIOSH
1977b].

Fog coat: Light application of slow-setting
asphalt emulsion diluted with water. Fog
coats are used to renew old asphalt surfaces
and seal small cracks and surface voids [Stein
1980].

International Agency for Research on
Cancer (IARC)categorization of agents as
to their carcinogenicity:

Group 1—The agent is carcinogenic to
humans.

Group 2A—The agent is probably
carcinogenic to humans.
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Group 2B—The agent is possibly
carcinogenic to humans.

Group 3—The agent is not classifiable as
to its carcinogenicity to humans.

Group 4—The agent is probably not
carcinogenic to humans.

Penetration macadamRoadway consisting
of a liquid asphalt sprayed onto a coarse ag-
gregate (usually crushed gravel, slag, or stone)
of uniform size [Stein 1980].

Polycyclic aromatic compound (PAC)A
class of chemical compounds that contains
two or more fused benzenoid rings. This
class of compounds includes polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and hete-
rocyclic derivatives where one or more of the
carbon atoms in the benzenoid rings have
been replaced by a heteroatom of nitrogen
(N-PAC), oxygen (O-PAC), or sulfur (S-
PAC) [Vo-Dinh 1989].

Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHX
class of chemical compounds that only contain
carbon and hydrogen in two or more fused
benzenoid rings [Vo-Dinh 1989].

Prime coat: Application of a viscous liquid
asphalt by spraying onto an absorbent surface.
It is used to prepare an untreated base for an
asphalt overlay. The prime penetrates the
base, filling voids, and hardens the top so that
the asphalt overlay will bond [Stein 1980].

Seal coat:A liquid asphalt treatment used to
waterproof and improve the texture of an
asphalt wearing surface. Many seal coats are
covered with an aggregate [Stein 1980].

Slurry seal:A mixture of a slow-setting emul-
sified asphalt, fine aggregate, and mineral fil-
ler with enough water added to form a slurry
[Stein 1980].



Surface treatments:The addition of an
asphaltic material to any road surface, with or
without a covering of aggregate, that increases
the thickness of the surface by less than 1 inch
[Stein 1980].
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Tack coat: A light application (usually by
spraying) of a liquid asphalt cement to an
existing pavement so that a bond can form
with the new asphalt pavement [FAA 1991].
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ASPHALT FUMES

Description: Asphalt fumes have been defined by NIQSH (1} as the nimbose
effusion of small, solid particles created by condensation from the vapor state
after volatilization of asphalt. In addition to particles, a cloud of fume may
contain materials still in the vapor state.

The major constituent groups of asphalt are asphaltenes, resins, and oils made
up of saturated and unsaturated hydrocarbons, The asphaltenes have molecular
weights in the range of 1,000 to 2,600, those of the resins fall in the range of
370 to 500, and those of the oils in the range of 290 to 630,

Asphalt has often been confused with tar because the two are similar in ap-
pearance and have sometimes been used interchangeably as construction ma-
terials. Tars are, however, produced by destructive distillation of coal, oil or
wood whereas asphalt is a residue from fractional distillation of crude oil.

The amounts of benzola}pyrene found in fumes collected from two dif-
ferent plants that prepared hot mix asphalt ranged from 3 to 22 ng/m?; this
is approximately 0.03% of the amount in coke oven emissions and 001% of
that emitted from coal-burning home furnaces,

Code Numbers: (Petroleum asphalt fumes) CA 8052-42-4
DOT Designation: —
Synonyms: None.

Potential Exposure: Occupational exposure to asphalt fumes can oceur dur-
ing the transport, storage, production, handling, or use of asphalt. The com-
position of the asphalt that is produced is dependent on the refining process
applied to the crude oil, the source of the crude oil, and the penetration grade
(viscosity) and other physical characteristics of the asphalt required by the
consumer.

The process for production of asphalt is essentially a closed-system distilla-
tion. Refinery workers are therefore potentially exposed to the fumes during
loading of the asphalt for transport from the refinery during routine main-
tenance, such as cleamng of the asphalt storage tanks, or during accudental
spills. Most asphalt is used out of doors, in paving and roofing, and the workers'
exposure to the fumes is dependent on environmental conditions, work prac-
tices, and other factors. These exposures are stated 1o be generally intermittent
and at low concentrations. Workers are potentially exposed also to skin and eye
contacts with hot, cut-back, or emulsified asphalts. Spray application of cut-
back, or emulsified asphalts may involve respiratory exposure also,

Because of the nature of the major uses of asphalt and asphalt products, it
is not possible to determine accurately the number of workers potentially
exposed to asphalt fumes in the United States, but an estimate of 500,000 can
be derived from estimates of the number of workers in various occupations in-
volved,

Permissible Exposure Limits in Air: Occupational exposure to asphalt fumes
shall be controlled so that employees are not exposed to the airborne particu-
lates at a concentration greater than 5 mg/m of air, determlned during any
15-minute period. ACGIH gives a tentative STEL of 10 mg/m? as of 1983/84.

Occupational exposure to asphalt fumes is defined as exposure in the work-
place at a concentration of one-half or more of the recommended oecupa-
tional exposure limit, If exposure to other chemicals also occurs, as is the case
when asphalt is mixed with a solvent, emulsified, or used concurrently with
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other materials such as tar or pitch, provisions of any applicable standard for
the other chemicals shall also be followed.

Determination in Air: A gravimetric method is recommended for estimation
of the air concentration of asphait fumes {(A-1). When large amounts of dust are
present in the same atmosphere in which the asphalt fume is present, which may
occur in road-building operations, the gravimetric method may lead to etrrone-
ously high estimates for asphait fumes, and to possibly undeserved sanctions
and citations for ostensibly exceeding the environmental limit for asphalt fumes
or nuisance particulates.

NIOSH recommends (1) that where the resolution of such problems becomes
necessary, a more specific procedure which invelves solvent extraction and
gravimetric analysis, be employed for the determination of asphalt fumes, The
best procedure now available seems to be ultrasonic agitation of the filter in
benzene and weighing of the dried residue from an aliquot on the clear ben-
zene extract. NIOSH is attempting to devise an even more specific method for
asphalt fumes for use under such conditions.

Permissible Concentration in Water: No criteria set.

Routes of Entry: Inhalation of dusts and fumes, Skin exposure can cause
thermal burns from hot asphalt,

Harmful Effects and Symptoms: The principal adverse effects on health
from exposure to asphalt fumes are irritation of the serous membranes of the
conjunctivae and the mucous membranes of the respiratory tract. Hot asphalt
can cause burns of the skin. In animals, there is evidence that asphalt left on the
skin for long periods of fime may result in local carcinomas, but there have
been no reports of such effects on human skin that can be attribuied to as-
phalt alene. No reliable reports of malignant tumors of parenchymatous organs
due to exposure to asphalt fumes have been found, but there has been no ex-
tensive study of this possible consequence of occupational exposure in the
asphalt industry.

Points of Attack: Skin, respiratory system.

Medical Surveillance: Details of recommended preplacement and periodic
physical examinations and record-keeping have been set forth by NIOSH (1),

Personal Protective Methods: Employees shall wear appropriate protective
clothing, including gloves, suits, boots, face shields (8-inch minimum), or other
clothing as needed, to prevent eye and skin contact with asphalt,

Respirator Selection: (1) Engineering controls shall be used when needed to
keep concentrations of asphalt fumes below the recommended exposure limit.
The only conditions under which compliance with the recommanded exposure
limit may be achieved by the use of respirators are:

{a} During the time required to install or test the necessary engineer-
ing controls.

(b} For operations such as nonroutine maintenance or repair activities
causing brief exposure at concentrations above the environmental
limit.

{c) During emergencies when concentrations of asphalt fumes may
exceed the environmendtal limit,

{2) When a respirator is permitted by (1)} above, it shall be selected
from a list of respirators approved by N{QSH. .

Disposal Method Suggested: incineration.
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Americart Journal of Industrial Medicine 25:279-289 (1994)

Toxic Health Effects Including Reversibie
Macrothrombocytosis in Workers Exposed to
Asphait Fumes

Robert M. Chase, MD, FRCP(c), Gary M. Liss, .MD, MS, FRCP(C),
Donaid C. Cole, Mp, FRCP(C), and Bonnie Heath, MHSc

We investigated an outbreak of irritative and neurotoxic symptoms associated with
exposure to asphait fumes in 4 commercial lighting Facrory, 27 symptomatic femnale
workers were clinically assessed including hematoioglc testing. When compared with a
laboratory reference group (n = {07), the workers' mean platelet voiume (MPV) was
significantly higher and mean platelet count was lower (p = 0.013 and p = 0.048,
respectively). Five months later, the factory’s ventilation system was substantially mad-
ified. Follow-up wssessments 6 months postmodification on 13 of the original workers
documenied a significant decline in acute symptoms and a lowering of the subjects’
mean MPY towards normal {p = 0.0007 by paired t-test). The findings suggest that
reversible macrothrombocytosis (enlarged platelets) can occur- among symptomauc
workers exposed to aspnait fumes. © 1994 W:.f:y-LLSS inc.

Key words: blood platelet disorders. hematological parameters, accupatmnal etposure, asphalt,
henzene, biological eﬂ’ect foilow-up studies

-

INTROBUCTICN

Lakeshore Area Multiservice Project (LAMP) Occupational Health Program
(LOHP) is a community-based occupational health semce in Toronto, Ontano Con-
ada funded by the provincial government.- :

In March [988, several employess from a local plant came w LOHP w1th'
complaints of nausea, headache, fatigue, skin rashes, and eye. nose and throat irri-
tation. The onset of these symptoms coincided with the introduction of a new asphalt
foomulation in the manufacturing process in November 1987. The plant employs
~ approximately 200 production empleyees, mostly female, manufacturing fluorescent
bailast boxes and coils for flucrescent and high intensity lighting. The production area - -
is open without partitions (approximately 250 X 200 ft with 20 ft ceilings). In 1987.
ceneral vennlanon (fan) was used to disperse fumes from the soldering stations and

Occupational Heaith Program. Lakeshore Area Mulfi-service Project (R.M.C., D.C.C.): Health and
Safety Studies Unit, Qatario Minisuy of Labour {G. M. L.): Community Health Branch, Omano Ministry
of Health (B.H.). Cneario. Canada.

Address reprint requasts o Robert M. Chase. MD, L.A.M.P. Occupational Health Program, 185 Fiﬁh
Streer. Eiobicoke. Ontario, Camada M3V 2235, '
Accepted for publication March £3. 1993,

© 1994 Wiley-Liss, Inc.



CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 78

http://ntp-server.niehs.nih.gov/index.cfm?objectid=0DA9C8CD-F1F6-975E-7631B117EEDF8C3D

I"HSYO8H Yo$(%6$)"$*(+,(-S&Y-($,,$.#/(.& ISO(12(+.. 3&H" + A&V ($53+/'V$ (H+(
&I3-&H(,'6$/

#789(":;<=8>(%<?8<@(3=ABCD<B(EF(4"+/-(8:(/CGGA=;(AH(4A>8:1:8A: ;A(;7<(41;8A: | J(#AKBDAJALF(3=AL=I>

MNOPNQR(

-$6".&!(&40(3-2/".&!(3%+3$%#"$/S

*Information obtained from Sax and Lewis [1987].

Chemical

.................... Asphalt
name
CASnumber .................... 8052-42-4

Asphaltum; asphalt cement; asphalt emulsion; bitumen; blown asphalt; cutback asphalt; oxidized
Synonyms

asphalt; petroleum asphalt; petroleum bitumen; road asphalt
Physical state at room temperature Black or dark-brown solid or viscous liquid

Solubility in water at 20°C Insoluble

Solubility in organ solvents Carbon disulfide
0<H8:8;8A:(AH(19G71J;(T(

Asphalt production is dictated by performance specifications rather than by a specific chemical composition. To
meet those specifications, the residual product of petroleum distillation may be further processed, usually by air-
blowing or solvent precipitation. The precise chemical composition and physical properties of the resulting products
are influenced by the composition of the original crude petroleum oil and the manufacturing processes. The basic
chemical components of crude petroleum oil include paraffinic, naphthenic, and aromatic hydrocarbons as well as
heterocyclic molecules containing sulfur, oxygen, and nitrogen [Al 1990a]. The proportions of these chemical
components may vary significantly because sources of crude petroleum oil occur in various locations throughout the
world involving different geologic formations. As a result of these variations, crude oils from different fields may
vary in their chemical composition and sometimes variations in chemical composition of crude oils can be found
among different locations in the same oil field [Puzinauskas and Corbett 1978]. Therefore, no two asphalts are
chemically identical, and chemical analysis defining the precise structure and size of the individual molecules found
in asphalt is almost impossible.

Asphalt fumes are defined as the cloud of small particles created by condensation from the gaseous state after
volatilization of asphalt. Fumes from some asphalts have been analyzed and their chemical compositions are
presented in Table 1 [AI 1975] and Table 2 [Reinke and Swanson 1993].
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Paving asphalts are manufactured principally by simple atmospheric distillation or by atmospheric distillation
followed by fractionation under vacuum. They may also be manufactured by solvent precipitation and mild partial
air-blowing. Roofing asphalts are generally produced by atmospheric or vacuum distillation followed by air-blowing
[NAPA 1994].

Most of the asphalt produced in the United States is used in paving and roofing. Only about 1% is used for
waterproofing, dampproofing, insulation, paints, and other activities [Al 1990a]. The National Occupational


http://ntp-server.niehs.nih.gov/index.cfm?objectid=0DA9C8CD-F1F6-975E-7631B117EEDF8C3D
http://ntp-server.niehs.nih.gov/index.cfm?objectid=0DB06905-F1F6-975E-76ECFF0F6DFEB830
http://ntp-server.niehs.nih.gov/index.cfm?objectid=0DB018A3-F1F6-975E-705CE134FC7CFC92

CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 79
Exposure Survey (NOES) [NIOSH 1983] estimates that during the period 1981-83, more than 473,000 U.S.
employees were potentially exposed to asphalt. Table 3 presents the 10 industries and the 10 occupations (excluding
janitors) with the most employees potentially exposed to asphalt.

31?8:L(&9G713;

Of the three types of asphalt products used in the construction of paved surfaces in the United States: asphalt paving
cements (hot-mix asphalt or HMA), cutback asphalts, and asphalt emulsions, HMA (asphalt mixed with mineral
aggregate) accounts for 85% of the total used. Cutback asphalts and asphalt emulsions are used for road sealing and
maintenance, and account for 4% and 11% respectively, of the total used. Currently, about 4,000 HMA facilities and
7,000 paving contractors employ nearly 300,000 employees in the United States [AI 1990a].

%AAHS:L(&IG7IJ;

Four types of asphalt (I through IV) are used in roofing products in the United States. The type of asphalt used is
determined by the grade or slope of the roof. For example, Type I roofing asphalt, often referred to as "dead level,"
has a low softening point and is used on surfaces with a grade of 0.5 inch per foot or less. Types II and III roofing
asphalt are typically used on roofs with slopes of 0.5 to 1.5 and 1 to 3 inches per foot, respectively. Type IV roofing
asphalt (a hard asphalt with a high softening point) is used on roofs with a grade of 2 to 6 inches per foot [ASTM
1992]. In 1990, an estimated 46,000 on-roof employees were exposed to asphalt fumes in the United States, and
about 6,000 to 12,000 employees were exposed in approximately 120 plants manufacturing asphalt roofing shingles

and rolls and modified bitumen? roofing products [AI 1990a].
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The major route of occupational exposure to asphalt fumes (e.g., paving, roofing, and asphalt-based paints) is by
inhalation; they may also be absorbed through the skin. A summary of representative information on the occurrence
of asphalt fumes in the workplace is presented in Table 3 and Table 4.

Dermal exposure to asphalt fumes has been examined using skin wipes (see Table 5). Skin wipe samples were
collected at various worksites (e.g., refineries, HMA facilities, paving and roofing sites, and roofing manufacturers)
and analyzed for PAHs [AI 1991]. The PAH concentrations determined from postshift samples ranged from 2.2 to

520 ng/cm? (see Appendix A).
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The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) currently has no permissible exposure limit (PEL) for
asphalt fumes. In 1989, OSHA announced that it would delay a final decision to establish a PEL for asphalt fumes
because of complex and conflicting issues submitted to the record [54 Fed. Reg. *2641]. The PEL originally

proposed to reduce the potential carcinogenic risk of occupational exposure to asphalt fumes was 5 mg/m? as an 8-hr
TWA. In 1992, OSHA published another proposed rule for asphalt fumes that included a PEL of 5 mg/m3 (total
particulates) for general industry and for the maritime, construction, and agricultural industry [57 Fed. Reg. 26182].
Comments are still being received by OSHA and a final decision is pending.

In a 1977 criteria document, NIOSH established a recommended exposure limit (REL) of 5 mg/rn3 as a 15 min
ceiling for up to a 10-hr work shift, during a 40-hr workweek, to protect against irritation of the serous membranes of
the conjunctivae and the mucous membranes of the respiratory tract [NIOSH 1977a]. In 1988, NIOSH testimony to
the Department of Labor and OSHA recommended that asphalt fumes be considered a potential occupational
carcinogen [NIOSH 1988]. This recommendation was based on information presented in the 1977 criteria document
[NIOSH 1977a] and a study by Niemeier et al. [1988] showing that exposure to condensates of asphalt fumes caused
skin tumors in two strains of mice.

The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) threshold limit value (TLV®) is 5 mg/m3
as an 8-hr TWA and was recommended to reduce the risk of possible carcinogenicity [ACGIH 1991]. Australia,

Belgium, Denmark, and the United Kingdom have also limited occupational exposures to asphalt fumes to 5 mg/m?
as an 8-hr TWA. Additionally, the United Kingdom has established a short-term exposure limit (STEL) of 10 mg/m?>.
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Germany currently rates asphalt fumes as "suspected of having a carcinogenic potential [ILO 1991].
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The five fractions of laboratory-generated roofing asphalt fume condensates and unfractionated asphalt fumes used
by Sivak et al [1989] (see description of Sivak study under Carcinogenic Effects) were examined for their mutagenic
potential in Salmonella. Fractions A through E combined, and fractions B and C were positive; fractions, A, D, and
neat asphalt fumes were weakly positive; and fraction E was negative [NTP 1990]. Positive responses required
exogenous metabolic activation. The same fractionated asphalt fume condensates from the Sivak et al.study [1989]
were also tested using a modified Ames assay [ Blackburn and Kriech 1990] and the results were comparable to
those of the NTP [1990] study.

Eight asphalt fume samples collected on teflon filters at HMA plants as part of an Interagency Agreement with the
Federal Highway Administration (FHA) were tested for mutagenic activity in a Salmonella mutagenicity assay.
Preliminary results indicate that there was no mutagenic activity in the whole fume fraction; however, results of 2 of
the 8 samples were inconclusive [Olsen, personal communication].

Two Type III roofing asphalts representing different crude oil sources , one of which was similar to the asphalt air-
blown using a ferric chloride catalyst and used by Niemeier et al.[1988] and Sivak et al. [1989]; 18 paving asphalts
(representing 14 crude oil sources and various process conditions); and Type I coal tar pitch; and their fume
condensates were examined not only for mutagenic activity in a modified Ames assay, but also for PAH content
[Machado et al. 1993]. The fume generation temperature of all roofing materials was either 232 or 316°C and that of
all paving materials was 163°C (one sample was heated to 221°C). The results of the modified Ames assay are
presented in Table 6.

The data indicate that all samples tested exerted mutagenic activity; however, the mutagenic responses of the asphalt
fume condensates were approximately 100-fold less than the coal tar pitch samples and weak to moderate in potency
[Machado et al. 1993]. Responses for the positive control group were all within the expected ranges.

Results of analyses for PAH content, measured by HPLC fluorescence, of the roofing and paving asphalts, coal tar
pitch, and their fume condensates were as follows [Machado et al. 1993]. Concentrations of individual PAHs in
samples of asphalt and asphalt fume condensates were less than 50 parts per million by weight (ppm), while most
concentrations of individual PAHs in roofing (232°C or 316°C) and all concentrations in paving (163°C, except for
one sample at 221°C) asphalts, whole or fumes, were less than 10 ppm and 2 ppm, respectively. Concentrations of
individual PAHs in the coal tar pitch samples were 100- to 1000- fold higher than in the roofing and paving samples.
Benzo[a]pyrene (BP) was detected in all samples examined; the maximum concentrations of BP in whole asphalt,
whole coal tar pitch, asphalt and coal tar pitch fume condensates were approximately 6 ppm, 18,000 ppm, 0.1 - 2.8
ppm, and 250-480 ppm, respectively.

Although PAH content correlated with mutagenicity indices for some samples, for others it did not. The investigators
concluded that the data suggest that crude oil source along with processing conditions had some influence on the
PAH content of the various materials tested [Machado et al.1993].

Reinke and Swanson [unpublished data 1993] examined the relationship between field-, 146-157°C (295-314°F),
and laboratory-generated, 149°C (300°F) and 316°C (600°F), asphalt fume condensates by comparing their chemical
content (i.e., PAHs and sulfur heterocyclics) and mutagenic potential. The asphalt tested was a straight run, vacuum
distilled 85/100 penetration grade asphalt derived from a blend of Canadian heavy, sour crudes. The field asphalt
fume condensates were collected from the head space above an asphalt storage tank, stored between 146-157°C
(295-314°F), at a HMA production plant into a cold trap system for about 36 continuous hours. The results of the
chemical analyses (GC-MS) for PAHs and sulfur heterocyclics and the modified Ames assay are provided in Table 7
and summarized in Table 8.

The data indicate that field-generated asphalt fume condensates exerted a MI of >0 and < 1, while fumes generated
in the laboratory at 149°C (300°F) and 316°C (600°F), exerted MIs of 5.3 and 8.3, respectively.
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Condensates of Type I and Type III roofing asphalt fumes generated in the laboratory (same methodology as Sivak et
al. 1989) at temperatures (316 £ 10C) similar to actual roofing operations caused a dose-related increase in
micronucleus (MN) formation in exponentially growing Chinese hamster lung fibroblasts (V79 cells) [Qian et al.
1995]. The results of immunofluorescent antibody staining showed that both roofing asphalt fume condensates
induced mainly kinetochore-positive MN (68-70%). The authors suggested that Type I and Type III roofing asphalt
fume condensates are aneuploidogens and possess some clastogenic activities.

Reinke and Swanson [1993] also tested 3 asphalt fume condensates (field and lab-generated) in a chromosomal
aberration assay and the results were negative. The authors reported that the absence of positive findings may be
explained by the fact that this assay has not as yet been optimized for petroleum asphalt fumes.
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The five asphalt roofing fume fractions used by Sivak et al. [1989] were tested for inhibition of intercellular
communication, i.e., one of several proposed mechanisms of tumor promotion. The inhibition of intercellular
communication by a tumor promoter is believed to isolate an initiated or preneoplastic cell from the growth
regulatory signals of surrounding cells, leading to the development of neoplasia. All fractions inhibited intercellular
communication in chinese hamster lung fibroblasts (V79) cells in Toraason et al. [1991]. The greatest activity was in
fraction D and E and the least activity in fraction A.

Similarly, Wey et al. [1992] examined the effect of these fractions on intercellular communication in human
epidermal keratinocytes. All asphalt roofing fume fractions inhibited intercellular concentrations in a concentration
dependent fashion.

1=D8:AL<:8D($HH<D;9

Since publication of the NIOSH criteria document [NIOSH 1977a], there have been reports of carcinogenicity
following dermal applications of laboratory-generated asphalt roofing fume condensates [Niemeier et al. 1988; Sivak
et al. 1989] and raw roofing asphalt [Sivak et al. 1989]. Additional data from these studies are summarized in detail
in Appendix B.

Niemeier et al. [1988] investigated the tumorigenicity of fume condensates generated at 232°C (450°F) and 316°C
(601°F) from Types I and III roofing asphalt and Types I and III coal-tar pitch through topical applications to the skin
of male CD-1 and C3H/HeJ mice. A total of 48 groups of 50 mice each (1 strain) received applications of
cryogenically collected fume condensates singly and in combination (Type III asphalt and Type I coal-tar pitch, both
generated at 316°C [601°F]) biweekly for 78 weeks (18 months). Half of each group was exposed to simulated
sunlight to determine whether photochemical reactions might alter the carcinogenic activity. Analysis of the skin
painting solutions by GC/MS revealed that the solutions containing coal-tar pitch fume condensates had higher
concentrations of select PAHs than the solutions containing asphalt fume condensates. The authors report that
analysis by nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) indicated that the asphalt fume condensate was <1% aromatic and
>909% aliphatic, whereas the coal-tar pitch condensate was >90% aromatic. BaP was selected as a marker compound
based on correlations of BaP concentrations and carcinogenicity.

Tumors were produced by fume condensates of both types of asphalt (see Tables 9 and 10) and both types of coal-tar
pitch. The majority of benign tumors were papillomas; the majority of malignant tumors were squamous cell
carcinomas. The fume condensates from the coal-tar pitches had slightly greater carcinogenic activity than the fume
condensates from the asphalts, but the total amount of select PAHs or BaP needed to produce a 50% tumor incidence
was much smaller for the asphalt fume condensates (PAHs, 0.58 to 2.63 mg; BaP, less than or equal to 13.6 mg) than
for the coal-tar pitch fume condensates (PAHs, >24.5 to >57.4 mg; BaP, 354 to 405 mg). Tumor response to the coal-
tar pitch fume condensates was comparable with that of the BaP controls, based on the total dosage of BaP
administered. Both strains of mice exposed to asphalt fumes had significantly (! =0.01) more tumors than the control
groups, although the C3H/HelJ mice demonstrated a greater tumorigenic and carcinogenic response to both asphalt
and coal-tar pitch fume solutions than did the CD-1 mice. The C3H/HeJ mice showed a significant increase (! =0.01;
Fisher-Irwin exact test) in tumorigenic response for both types of condensed asphalt fumes generated at 316°C
(601°F) compared with those generated at 232°C (450°F); a similar increase was noted only for Type III coal-tar
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pitch fumes. Overall, simulated sunlight inhibited tumorigenic responses. The authors speculated that this inhibition
may have resulted from the photo-oxidation or photodestruction of the carcinogenic components of the test
materials. Niemeier et al. [1988] concluded that the enhanced carcinogenic activity of the asphalt fume condensates
may have been due to their high concentration of aliphatic hydrocarbons, which have cocarcinogenic eftects. They
also concluded that higher generation temperatures may have further increased that hazard. Finally, Niemeier et al.
[1988] concluded that the carcinogenic activity of the coal-tar pitch fume condensates (but not that of the asphalt
fume condensates) could be explained by their BaP (or PAH) contents.

Sivak et al. [1989] heated Type III roofing asphalt at 316°C, generated fume condensates, and separated them by
high-performance liquid chromatography [Belinky et al.]. The chemical composition of the fractions (A through E) is
provided in Table 11. Raw asphalt, neat asphalt (whole or unfractionated condensate) fume, the reconstituted asphalt
fume, and the asphalt fractions, individually and in various combinations, were then tested for their carcinogenic and
tumor-promoting activity. Fractions A through E were dissolved in a 1:1 solution of cyclohexane and acetone to yield
concentrations proportional to their presence in the neat asphalt fume condensate, i.e., 64.1%, 8.3%, 10.5%, 11.5%
and 5.6%, respectively, and were applied biweekly to 40 groups of male C,H/HeJ mice and 2 groups of Sencar mice

(30 male mice per group) for 104 weeks (2 years).

A single initial treatment of BaP followed by individual treatments with fractions A, D, and E was used to test the
tumor-promoting activity of the asphalt fume condensate. The cocarcinogenicity of fractions A, D, and E was tested
with three different doses of BaP. Fractions A, D, and E were used because they were the fractions Sivak et al. [1989]
deemed most likely to exhibit cocarcinogenic or tumor-promoting activity based on their chemical compositions, i.e.,
primarily long chain alkanes and phenol compounds. Two groups of male Sencar mice were included to allow for
possible genetic variation and sensitivity to tumor promotion. One of the two groups of Sencar mice was treated with
neat asphalt fume (whole condensate), and the other was used as an unexposed solvent control. The negative control
group was treated with cyclohexane and acetone, and the positive control groups were treated with three different
concentrations of BaP.

Table 12 presents only the treatment groups which induced histopathologically confirmed carcinomas (malignant
tumors), the number of carcinomas per group, the number of mice with histologically confirmed carcinomas, and the
average time (in weeks) to carcinoma development. The raw asphalt and neat asphalt fume induced carcinomas
(local skin cancers) in 3 of 30 and 20 of 30 C;H/HelJ mice, respectively. Fractions B and C induced carcinomas in 10

of 30 and 17 of 30 C;H/HeJ mice, respectively, while fractions A, D, and E failed to induce any carcinomas when

applied singly. All the combinations of the fractions induced tumors only if they included B or C; combinations A
and D; A and E; and A, D, and E failed to induce any tumors. Furthermore, fractions A, D, and E failed to act as
either tumor promoters or cocarcinogens. Fourteen of the 30 Sencar mice treated with the asphalt fume condensate
developed carcinomas.

As noted previously, only fractions B and C applied singly and in combinations elicited tumor responses. Fractions
containing B and C PACs including PAHs, S-PACs, and O-PACs such as alkylated aryl thiophenes, alkylated
phenanthrenes, alkylated acetophenones, and alkylated dihydrofuranones. Fraction B contained most of the S-PACs,
and only a few were carried over to fraction C. Fraction C contained a small amount of 4-ring PACs (refer to
previous Table). Sivak et al. [1989] stated the need for additional cocarcinogenesis and tumor-promotion
experiments using a wider range of experimental variables, further chemical separation of fractions B and C, more
short-term genotoxicity assays, and additional carcinogenicity assays to identify biologically active materials in the
roofing asphalt fume condensates.

Table 10 lists the positive tumor responses among the groups of mice studied. The raw asphalt (diluted with a 1:1
solution of cyclohexane and acetone to a final concentration of 0.5 g/ml) produced carcinomas in 3 of 30 C3H/HeJ
mice. The neat asphalt fume (diluted with a 1:1 solution of cyclohexane and acetone to a final concentration of 0.5
g/ml) produced carcinomas in 20 of 30 C3H/HeJ mice. Fraction B produced local skin cancers (carcinomas) in 10 of
30 male C3H/HeJ mice, and fraction C produced local skin cancers (carcinomas) in 17 of 30 male C3H/HeJ mice.
Fractions A, D, and E failed to produce any carcinomas when applied singly. Of the other combinations of fractions,
all produced tumors except the following: A and D; A and E; and A, D, and E. None of the groups of mice with the
initiating dose of 200 mg of BaP developed tumors, but 7 of the 9 groups tested for cocarcinogenicity developed
carcinomas (see Table 10). Fourteen of the 30 Sencar mice treated with neat asphalt fumes (whole condensate)
produced carcinomas, and 1 mouse in the Sencar solvent control group produced 1 tumor (sarcoma). Mice in the
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C3H/Hel solvent control group failed to develop tumors, whereas the C3H/HeJ mice in two BaP control groups
developed skin tumors (see 0.01% and 0.001% BaP groups in Table 10).

Sivak et al. [1989] observed no tumor responses with the three roofing asphalt fractions (A, D, and E) they
considered most likely to exhibit cocarcinogenic or tumor-promoting activities based on their aliphatic hydrocarbon,
alcohol, and phenol contents. Treatment with the combined fractions did not produce any synergistic effects.
However, tumor responses were elicited by other fractions (B and C) that contained PACs including PAHs, S-PACs,
N-PACs, and O-PACs such as alkylated aryl thiophenes, alkylated phenanthrenes, alkylated phenylethanones, and
alkylated dihydrofuranones. Fraction B contained most of the S-PACs, and only a few were carried over to fraction
C, which contained mainly O-PACs. Because the O-PACs may result from the air-blowing/oxidation refining process
common among roofing asphalts, they may be present only in roofing asphalt. If such is the case, the refining
process could be altered to eliminate the O-PACs and possibly the carcinogenicity of fraction C. Sivak et al. [1989]
stated the need for additional cocarcinogenesis and tumor-promotion experiments using a wider range of
experimental variables, further chemical separation of fractions B and C, more short-term genotoxicity assays, and
additional carcinogenicity assays to identify biologically active materials in the roofing asphalt fume condensates.
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Asphalt fumes are irritants to the mucous membranes of the eyes and respiratory tract; hot asphalt can also cause
burns of the skin [NIOSH 1977]. It has been reported that irritant effects on the respiratory tract can possibly
progress to such nonmalignant lung diseases as bronchitis, emphysema, and asthma [Hansen, 1991; Maizlish et al.
1988]. Workers engaged in road repair and construction reported symptoms of abnormal fatigue, reduced appetite,
eye irritation, and laryngeal/pharyngeal irritation [Norseth et al. 1991].

CHRONIC

Considerable data from epidemiological studies on workers exposed to asphalt fumes during paving and roofing
operations, and during the production of asphalt, have become available since the publication of the NIOSH criteria
document on asphalt [NIOSH 1977]. The mortality experience of Danish mastic asphalt workers [Hansen 1989a;
Hansen 1991] and Swedish asphalt road pavers [Engholm 1991] was investigated (see Table 13). Hansen [1989a]
reported that the mastic asphalt workers, when compared with the total male Danish population , experienced
significantly increased mortality from cancers of the digestive and respiratory systems, with standardized incidence
rates (SIR) of 227 (95% confidence interval of 142-344) and 195 ( 95% confidence interval of 236-493),
respectively. The SIR for all malignant neoplasms was 195 (95% confidence interval of 153-244). Overall, Hansen
[1989a] reported that she observed a three-fold increase in the expected number of lung cancers in the mastic asphalt
workers compared with the general Danish population. For an assessment of the induction of primary lung cancer
Hansen divided the cohort into subcohorts based on birth year because it was necessary to determine the number of
employees potentially exposed to coal tar pitch, which had been added to mastic asphalt during World War II. The
SIRs for primary lung cancer were then determined to range from 632 (for employees aged 40 to 54) to about
300(for employees aged 64 to 89). Although smoking histories of the cohort were unknown, an inquiry was made in
1976 into the smoking habits of mastic asphalt workers and a pattern emerged. Based on the approximate rates that
were calculated, Hansen suggested that smoking could not account for the three-fold increase she had observed.

When Hansen [1991] updated her cohort and adjusted for smoking and urbanization, she reported that the
statistically significant (P<0.01) increase in cancer mortality among mastic asphalt workers remained. The SIR for
lung cancer mortality was 224 (95% CI, 145-330). Criticisms by Wong et al. [1992] and Kreich et al.] 1991] of the
Hansen studies [1989a; 1991] are provided in the comments section of Table 13 and include the following: possible
exposure to coal tar pitch and inadequate adjustment for smoking and urbanization.

Engholm et al. reported [1991] the occurrence of lung (SIR of 207) and stomach cancers (SIR of 207) in Swedish
asphalt road pavers (see Appendix C). Data on previous and current smoking histories had been collected and were
used in determining the relative risk (RR) for lung cancer. The RR for lung cancer was on the order of 2 before
adjustment for smoking, and it was on the order of 3 after adjustment for smoking. Despite the short follow-up
period ( an average of 11.5 years) and the very young age (42 years) of the cohort, the authors concluded that this
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cohort exhibited a slight excess of lung cancer. However, in a later submission to NIOSH [Engholm and Englund
1993], the results of an update based on the inclusion of three additional years of follow-up were reported. Engholm
[1993] indicated that: 1) with the additional follow-up, all measures of any cancer risk were not statistically
signigicant; 2) the study results may reflect some selection bias; 3) exposure of the cohort is in doubt.

Results of a proportionate mortality study of California highway maintenance workers [Maizlish et al. 1988] and a
long-term mortality study of Minnesota highway maintenance workers [Bender et al. 1989] are also presented in
Table 13. Maizlish et al.[1988] determined that the increased mortality from all malignant neoplasms for their cohort
was not statistically significant. Additionally, exposure measurements and data on tobacco or alcohol consumption of
the cohort were unavailable.

Bender et al. [1989] reported that workers with 30 to 39 years of work experience had a statistically significant
(P<0.01) SMR 0f 425 (95% CI, 170-870) for leukemia deaths. The authors concluded, however, that they were
unable to relate these findings to asphalt exposure. After additional study of this cohort (case-control studies,
cytogenetic studies, updated chhort mortality, and personal air monitoring effort, the Minnesota Department of
Health [1993] concluded that it was unlikely that the excess leukemia mortality observed among the highway
maintenance workers was job-related.

Only one study is available regarding the mortality experience of roofers [Engholm et al. 1991].

During their investigation of asphalt road pavers in Sweden, these investigators also examined a cohort of roofers
(see Appendix C). After adjustment for smoking, the RR for lung cancer in roofers was on the order of 6. The data
indicated that though the number of cases was small, there was a lung cancer excess among roofers [Engholm et al.
1991]. Even though the authors acknowledged that the short follow-up period (11.5 years) and the young age (42
years) of the cohort were too short for the normal latency period of a potential carcinogen, they concluded that an
excess of lung cancer existed among roofers. In 1993 Engholm and Englund presented to NIOSH information based
on their three-year follow-up of Enghom et al. 1991. They concluded that results of the follow-up study " did not
permit any final conclusions" regarding health risks of the respective cohorts.

Partanen and Boffetta [1994] conducted a review and meta-analysis of the epidemiologic studies regarding cancer
risk in asphalt workers and roofers. They concluded that existing data are insufficient to make a judgment with
regard to asphalt. Most epidemiologic studies for lung carcinogenicity (as well as other cancer sites ) are either too
non-specific for exposure (e.g., highway maintenance workers , census occupational data), or confounded by coal tar
exposure.

In 1987, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) evaluated the available studies involving asphalt
fumes [IARC 1987] and concluded that the carcinogenicity of bitumens (shich include asphalt ) is unclassifiable in
humans.

NIOSH investigators (Kyle Steenland) agree with the review of Partanen and Bofetta [1994]. In addition to the
studies' deficiencies already enumerated, insufficient latency for workers exposed to asphalt is also noted.
Deficiencies of the Hansen [1989, 1991] studies include the unresolved controversy concerning possible exposure to
coal tar, possible selection biases, and the appropriate beginning of person-time at risk.
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Plaryngeal carcinoma is relatively uncommon, most often
present in men in the 6th or 7th decade of life.! Recently,
its incidence has increased in developing countries.? Tobacco
and alcohol are important risk factors, along with environ-
mental, genetic, and viral factors.>”” Occupational associa-
tions between exposure to well-defined carcinogens, such as
asbestos or polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and
cancer of the pharynx have been suggested by several stud-
ies.3!! We investigated a possible association of pharyngeal/
tonsillar carcinoma and mixed carcinogen exposures in a fac-
tory that produced asphalt rolls containing asbestos.

METHODS
Study Design

We conducted an occupational cohort study in which we
evaluated all the workers—including subcontracted warehouse
workers—involved in the 33-year production history of the
company (based in the Emilia-Romagna region of Italy) from
its first day of production on 7 January 1964 until the closure
of the plant on 7 February 1997. We ascertained the vital status
of the study population on 7 February 2001. Information on the
workplace and available exposure and health monitoring data is
summarized in the eAppendix, http://links.lww.com/EDE/A627
(part 1). In 1979, the original factory was closed because of a
fire, and the management agreed to eliminate asbestos from all
production processes. Production of asphalt roofing rolls resumed
in 1980 in a new factory constructed nearby and broadly in line
with modern occupational health and safety standards. These
changes allowed us to evaluate two subcohorts of workers based
on exposure status: (1) those who started work between January
1964 and June 1979, who were exposed to the old factory in
which asbestos was used; (2) those who worked only in the new
factory (ie, after June 1979). We assessed cause-specific mortality
experienced by these two subcohorts, calculating standardized
mortality ratios (SMRs) for carcinoma of the lip, oral cavity, and
pharynx (international classification of disease ICD-9, 140-149).

Data Collection and Statistical Analysis

We used company records to extract job history informa-
tion of all workers. For each cohort member, we sent survey
cards to local government offices to ascertain vital status and
current residence or, for those who had died, date, place, and
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cause of death. We requested copies of death certificates for the
deceased and embarkation details for workers who had left the
country. In each subcohort, subgroups of workers were catego-
rized by occupational exposure characteristics, based on job
descriptions contained in factory inspection reports: blue-collar
production sector workers (including subcontracted warehouse
workers); other blue-collar workers; white-collar workers. This
assessment was made without knowledge of case status.

We used Student’s t test to compare the mean age at
initial employment and the mean duration of employment
between the two subcohorts. We tabulated observed cause-
specific deaths alongside expected numbers specific for sex,
age, and calendar period (5-year classification); we then cal-
culated the SMR in the entire cohort, based on mortality rates
in the resident population of the Emilia-Romagna region.!! For
cause-specific categories of interest (death from all causes; all
cancers; cancer of the lip, oral cavity, and pharynx; gastric car-
cinoma; lung cancer; cardiovascular diseases), we also calcu-
lated SMR by subcohort (before or after 1979), occupational
exposure (production-line, other blue-collar, white-collar), and
latency. For all estimates, we used the Poisson distribution to
calculate 95% confidence intervals (CIs).!? All analyses were
conducted using Stata 11.0 (Stata Corporation, Texas, TX).

RESULTS

Study Cohort
The study cohort comprised 415 workers, including 52
subcontracted warehouse workers who were occupationally

exposed to the production sector. The majority of workers (71%,
n=295) were in the subcohort who worked in the old factory.

Table 1 shows the occupational characteristics of the
subcohorts. Mean age at initial employment was 29.3 years in
both subcohorts. Mean number of working years was greater
in the earlier subcohort (overall, 10.6 vs. 3.6 years; among
production-line workers, 11.6 vs. 4.5 years).

Outcome

Vital status at the end of follow-up is reported in
Table 2; loss to follow-up was 1.2% (5/415). Forty deaths
were recorded during a total of 9948 person-years of follow-
up. Cancer was the most common underlying cause of death
(63%, 25/40). Carcinoma of the pharynx/tonsils caused 5
(25%) of the cancer-related deaths (eTable 1, http://links.
Iww.com/EDE/A627); although health officials were aware of
three cases, an additional two cases were uncovered during
survival data collection. Cause-specific SMRs for the entire
cohort are presented in eTable 2 (http:/links.lww.com/EDE/
A627). Among the group of workers exposed to the produc-
tion sector where asbestos was used, the SMR for carcinoma
of the lip, oral cavity, and pharynx was 21 (95% CI = 8.8-51;
Table 3).

We also recorded an approximately threefold excess
mortality rate for gastric cancer, but no evidence of increased
mortality from lung cancer or cardiovascular diseases.
Mantel-Haenszel estimates of rate ratios adjusted for latency
and cause-specific SMRs according to latency are presented in
eTables 3 and 4 (http://links.lww.com/EDE/A627).

TABLE1. 0ODDVQBWIBCSBHMUFSATROWHEBRF BOBIEXPBIJAVCDPIPSUT
Entered Employment Employed Only
Before June 1979 After June 1979

Men Women Total Men Women Total
No. No. No. No. No. No.
Blue-collar workers exposed to the production line 104 0 104 41 0 41
Production-line workers 67 0 67 26 0 26
Smelters 17 0 17 5 0 5

Pasters 11 0 11 0
Rollers 37 0 37 21 0 21
Shredding machine operators 2 0 2 0 0 0
Subcontracted warehouse workers (handling raw materials) 37 0 37 15 0 15
Nonproduction-line blue-collar workers 60 3 63 17 1 18
End-product warehouse workers (not handling raw materials) 9 0 9 6 0 6
Machinery operators 11 0 11 0 0 0
Factory maintenance staff 21 0 21 0 1
Other® 19 3 22 10 1 11
White-collar workers 75 53 128 46 15 61
Office clerks 21 35 56 13 3 16
Representatives 54 18 72 33 12 45
Total 239 56 295 104 16 120

aSupervisors, technicians, maintenance workers, canteen workers, office cleaning staff, resident porter/night watchman.
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TABLE?2. 7JUBM POT'ECSVBSZBOEFESTPO 'F ngo'unds to believe that the associations observed are unlikely
PGPMMPX 6Q to be due to chance, even if it is not clear which of the various

occupational exposures could be implicated.

Men Women Overall The study had been initiated after specific concerns
(n = 343) (n=72) (n = 415) . T )

about widespread chronic inflammatory diseases of the upper
Alive 298 7 370 airways among the production-line workers and a cluster
Dead 40 — 40 of cases of cancer of the pharynx/tonsils. All five subjects
From known causes 39 — 39 affected by cancer of the pharynx/tonsils were among the
From unknown cause 1 — 1 well-defined production-line workers who experienced, in the
Lost to follow-up 5 — 5 old factory, heavy industrial coexposure to a mixture of chrys-
Person-years 8,156 1,792 9,948 otile asbestos fibers, bitumen fumes, solvents, PAH, and other

Up to 40 years of age 4,612 1,543 6,155 dusts, all of which can be carcinogenic.'3!
After 40 years of age 3,544 249 3,793 Multiple chemical factors found in bitumen fumes could
combine to influence the onset of neoplastic disease.!*2! As in
DISCUSSION most historical cohort studies, we were unable to distinguish

Cohort analysis of a small cluster of cases of a rare  the work-related etiologic contribution from individual fac-
cancer in a single factory can be hypothesis-generating. The tors"%22 such as smoking and low socioeconomic status. All
SMR was so likely increased (a 21-fold excess) that we have  five workers shared a relatively young age of onset, within 10

TABLE3. $BVTF 4Q&BIJNADIHFXPMVCDPIBRSSBUUAMBE YV QB UWWRPWBR-MBEFL FSEPQWVMBIFHIP OF
&NJMJIB 3PNBHOB

Entered Employment Before June 1979 Employed Only After June 1979
Observed Expected SMR (95% CI) Observed Expected SMR (95% CI)
All causes
Overall 34 40.8 0.8 (0.6-1.2) 6 5.5 1.1 (0.5-2.4)
Blue-collar workers on the production line 26 22.5 1.2 (0.8-1.7) 3 2.0 1.5 (0.5-4.6)
Nonproduction-line blue-collar workers 6 11.5 0.5(0.2-1.2) 1 0.6 1.7 (0.2-11.9)
White-collar workers 2 6.8 0.3 (0.1-1.2) 2 2.9 0.7 (0.2-2.8)
All cancers
Overall 23 15.7 1.5(1.0-2.2) 2 1.9 1.1(0.3-4.2)
Blue-collar workers on the production line 22 8.6 2.6 (1.7-3.9) 1 0.7 1.4 (0.2-9.9)
Nonproduction-line blue-collar workers 1 4.5 0.2 (0.03-1.57) 0 0.2 —
White-collar workers 0 2.6 — 1 1.0 1.0 (0.1-7.2)
Lip, oral cavity, and pharynx cancer
Overall 5 0.4 11.4 (4.8-27.4) 0 0.06 —
Blue-collar workers on the production line 5 0.2 21.1(8.8-50.7) 0 0.02 —
Nonproduction-line blue-collar workers 0 0.1 — 0 0.01 —
White-collar workers 0 0.1 — 0 0.03 —
Stomach cancer
Overall 5 1.6 3.0(1.3-7.3) 0 0.2 —
Blue-collar workers on the production line 5 0.9 5.3 (2.2-12.8) 0 0.06 —
Nonproduction-line blue-collar workers 0 0.5 — 0 0.01 —
White-collar workers 0 0.2 — 0 0.09 —
Trachea, bronchus, and lung cancer
Overall 5 5.0 1.0 (0.4-2.4) 0 0.6 —
Blue-collar workers on the production line 4 2.9 1.4 (0.5-3.7) 0 0.2 —
Nonproduction-line blue-collar workers 1 1.5 0.7 (0.1-4.8) 0 0.1 —
White-collar workers 0 0.7 — 0 0.3 —
Circulatory system diseases
Overall 7 13.0 0.5 (0.3-1.1) 0 1.3 —
Blue-collar workers on the production line 3 7.8 0.4 (0.1-1.2) 0 0.5 —
Nonproduction-line blue-collar workers 4 3.7 1.1 (0.4-2.9) 0 0.1 —
White-collar workers 0 1.5 — 0 0.7 —
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years of first being hired at the plant. By contrast, no further
case of cancer of the pharynx or oral cavity emerged among
the subcohort of workers exposed only to the new factory, in
which there was little or no use of asbestos and presumably
much lower levels to bitumen fumes, solvents, PAH, and dusts.

Absence of excess rates of lung cancer, especially in
the “exposed” subcohort in which the follow-up was longer,
is in line with a large International Agency for Research on
Cancer study, which showed no evidence of bitumen causing
lung cancer.?® Similarly, the apparent excess in gastric cancer
among the production-line workers in the exposed subcohort
could either reflect the increased risks reported for asphalt
workers in general?*2% or be related to a particular coexposure.
A healthy worker effect was observable in both subcohorts.
However, the hypothesis that the particular conditions found
in the original factory constituted a risk factor for pharyngeal/
oral cancer (and probably also gastric cancer) is reinforced by
the observation that within the highly exposed production-line
workers of the earlier subcohort, cause-specific SMRs were
remarkably increased for these particular cancers, but not for
other causes of death such as cardiovascular disease.

Study Limitations

The limited exposure information did not allow dose-
response analysis and hampered formulation of more detailed
etiologic hypotheses. The small number of person-years and
the relatively short follow-up impeded assessment of tumors
with a long latency, such as mesothelioma.

In summary, we observed a cluster of pharyngeal/tonsillar
carcinoma among workers exposed to the production sector of a
factory producing asphalt rolls when asbestos was being used as
a binding agent. The magnitude of the SMR for this rare type of
cancer suggests that the events may not have been due to chance.
Although it is unclear which mixed carcinogen exposures were
implicated, these observations may be relevant to the etiology
of pharyngeal/tonsillar carcinoma. Industrial cohort studies in
settings in which asbestos was used in asphalt production could
provide further information regarding the cancer-related risks
associated with similar industrial mixed carcinogen exposures.
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ARTICLES

Cancer Risk In Asphalt Workers and Roofers:
Review and Meta-Analysls of Epldemlologic Studies

Timo Partanen, PhD, Mse, and Paslo Bofetta, uD, MeH

Twenly epldemiclogic swudics have described eancer risk in asphalt workers and roofcrs
In various counrics, A current concern for these workers is the potentixd carcinogenicity
posed by inhalation of bitumen fumes or dermal cxposure to bitumens. Bitumcns are
chemieally different from many ¢arcinogenic coal-tar based materiale. Bath have besn
.+ . cmployed in ropad paving and wilerproafing. We examined and combined the results of
-+ the epidemiologle studies eenducted on asphalt workers and roofars. We examined the

" gancer risk sepurmtely in thres broad job categarizs: 1) roofsrs {¢xposed to bitumen
fumnes and Drcviousf; oftens 10 conletar fumes) 2) highway maintenance workers

. (HMWs) and rosd pavers {exposed to bitumen fumes as well s possibly coal-tar fumes

> previously): and 3) miscellancous end unspecified bilumeniasphalt workers. In roafers,

-n increased risk was sugpested for cuncers of the lung (aggrepated relative risk 1.8,

J- 35% confidence Interval 1.5-2.1). stomesh (1.7, 1.1-2.5). nonmelgnoma skin (4.0,
. - 0.8-12Y, and leukemin (1.7, §.9-2.9). Some of the cxcesses may b2 auributable to
© polycyelic wromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) from coal-tar products. The aggregeted rela-
tive rigks th mad pavers and MWy were consistently lower than in roofers for cancers

of the lung (0.9, 0.R—].0}, stomach (1.1, 0.8-1.5), bladder (1.2, 0.7-1.8), skin (2.2,
1.2-3.7). and feukemias ([.3, 0.6-1.8). Their risk ¢f skin canzer was significantly
ircreased. bused on onc sudy. Miscellaneous ond unsperified workers had o significant
excess (1.5, 1.2~1.8) of lunp cancer. The dute were poorly focussd to address the
carcinogenicity of bitumien fumes. us comrasted with tar-derived cxposures, For the

- prospect of shedding more lizht an the bltuman-cancer controversy, the feasibility of o

Rawcrml multicenter cohort i3 currently baing studizd by the Inernaional Agency for
csearch on Cancer (JARC), £ 19K Wiley-Ldss, Iae,

-
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Risk of cancer/ illness from asphalt
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Link back to "Health"

Science says cancers and illness are linked to
asphalt and hot asphalt fumes:

K*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

A powerpoint presentation on health and asphalt is available as an attachment at the bottom
on this page.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

There is a growing list of scientific papers that conclude exposure to hot asphalt emissions
can significantly increase the incidence of many types of cancers above background.

There are no studies on children near asphalt plants, although there are various reasons
(age, metabolic rate, body proportions, activity levels, growth rates) why children can be
more susceptible to carcinogens than adults.

Like many long term studies on cancer, it may take a generation or so before we are aware
of the full consequences and dangers of exposure to certain chemicals from asphalt plants.
We expect the evidence for asphalt to lag several decades behind that for cigarette smoking
(only recently did "big tobacco" stop refuting the health risks from smoking). Many new
scientific papers now find a connection between cancer and asphalt, but some of the early

and some current studies do not detect associations or strong associations.

It is universally agreed that exposure to chemicals in asphalt causes cancer in

animals. Components of asphalt fumes, including benzene are highly carinogenic (we
even know how these chemicals biologically induce cancer). Overall, the fact that we are
now seeing evidence of increased cancer risk in humans from a number of studies

on asphalt is troubling and points to even stronger associations as populations age and we
get more data.

So if some papers say yes, and some no, about asphalt causing cancer in humans, which

do we go with? Some studies say several fold increase, some say 10-50% increase in cancer
rates. What do we do? Toss a coin, take a bet about our children's future? If we bet no effect,
and find out that these negative papers were funded by asphalt industries, then we've failed
to take a precautionary approach for our children. If we bet on low levels of cancer rates,
then how many collateral deaths are worth it for the sake of having an asphalt plant close by?

Overall, all agree that asphalt fumes contain strongly carcinogenic material (Polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons or PAHSs). The disagreements seem to be over the level of exposure that causes
a specific and public health risk. This is why the issue of still air over Kunda Park especially in
winter is such an important issue, as the still air and temperature inversions will greatly magnify
the concentration of carcinogens, and their risk.

-benzene-and-cancer (1 of 8) [8/4/2011 4:31:02 PM]
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Not safe at any level?

Agencies set "safe levels" such as 5 parts per billion in drinking water for benzene (benzene is a
carcenogen produced by asphalt plants). However, biological researches are starting to
understand there is no such thing as safe levels for some carcinogens like benzene because
some carcinogens at any level can damage cells.

Considering that the consequence could be very high (i.e. cancers and health), it is surprising
that our government authorities have not undertaken a comprehensive health assessment of
this proposal, including an up to date review of the literature, including epidemiological,
biochemical, pharmacological, and molecular biology data, and have not sought expert advice
from current leaders/scientists in the area (eg, the Boston Health Department and Boston
Researchers like Prof. Mike McClean). This sort of review probably should be required under
council's "duty of care".

Indeed, with this awareness of impact to health, some residents have asked Sunshine Coast
Regional Council to exercise their duty of care to the residents and children and protect them
from avoidable exposure to harmful carcinogens, in particular those emanating from the
proposed Kunda Park Asphalt Plant. They have asked that council undertake a site
specific health risk assessment for the community, for food shops, and
commercial workers, and include the issue of temperature inversions in the study.
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Asphalt plant, and its pollution potential, part
of quarry deal

Sunday, April 5, 2009

By Evan Brandt
ebrandt@pottsmerc.com

NEW HANOVER — Signing a proposed settlement with Gibraltar Rock to end litigation over the
guarry the company wants to build off Route 73 may obligate the township to support an
application for an asphalt plant likely to spew dangerous chemicals into the air.

According to the proposed agreement made public by the supervisors, if the settlement is
approved, "the township shall support Gibraltar Rock's applications for air quality permits for a
hot mix bituminous concrete plant," among other applications.

In the proposed settlement, the township would also "agree that it will not object to or oppose
any permit applications or permit modification applications by Gibraltar Rock related to the
activities contemplated by this agreement."

Robert Brant, the attorney who has been negotiating on behalf of the township with Gibraltar
Rock's lawyers for more than a year, said he is not sure that language would prevent the
supervisors from objecting to increased air pollution from an asphalt plant.

"l don't know if the agreement gives (Gibraltar Rock) carte blanche to any permits at all
times," he said.

Brant said in the past, when discussing pollution from the blasting and rock crushing operation
neces

sary to a quarry, the township used a consultant who specializes in air pollution.
But Christopher Mullaney, the lawyer representing the Ban the Quarry group, thinks differently.

What will govern what the township government can say and do is not what a consultant says
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about the air pollution that comes with an asphalt plant, but what thegttfémérit rarfguage
says the township must do, Mullaney suggested.

"The proposed settlement would mandate the township supervisors to support that
application,” Mullaney said. "It says 'shall' right there in the language. That doesn't give you a
lot of options. | think the township wouldn't be allowed to object."

The substances to which township officials might not be able to object include an alphabet
soup of chemicals classified by the federal government as hazardous air pollutants, or HAPs,
and volatile organic compounds, also known as VOCs.

Lynda Rebarchak, a spokeswoman for the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection's Southeast Regional Office in Norristown, said no application related to the asphalt
plant has been filed yet by Gibraltar, but one is expected.

The permit her office oversees is an air quality permit, one of two the company had to obtain
from the DEP for the mining portion of the project. A separate permit, complete with public
hearings, would be required for the asphalt plant.

Hot-mix asphalt plants come in several varieties, with several types of fuel to provide the heat
— some are even mobile — and as such their emission profiles differ.

Rebarchak was reluctant to characterize what sort of emissions might be regulated under a
permit for which no application has been made, but said generally, every asphalt plant emits
carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide — known as "NOX and SOX" — and volatile
organic compounds.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is a little more specific, issuing in 2000 a report
assessing the most common emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants.

The primary variables that dictate emissions are the type of mixer, "drum mix or batch mix,"
the type of fuel used for the dryer, oil or natural gas and the size of the plant or how much
material it processes, according to the EPA study.

About 70 to 90 percent of the plants surveyed in 1996 use natural gas as a dryer fuel, the EPA
found.

According to the EPA, "a typical batch mix plant using a No. 2 fuel oil-fired dryer emits over
74,000 pounds per year of criteria pollutants and a typical batch mix plant using a natural gas
fired dryer emits over 56,000 pounds per year od criteria pollutants of which approximately
41,000 pounds per year are (carbon monoxide) and approximately 10,700 pounds per year
are PM-10 emissions."

PM-10 emissions are particulate matter, or dust, of 10 micrometers or less.
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In addition to the larger volume pollutants mentioned above, the EPA @fdsfeird 6t a typical
batch mix plant emits 1,500 pounds per year of volatile organic compounds, whereas the
average drum mix plant emits 10,000 pounds of VOCs per year.

For example, in terms of sulfur dioxide, the average drum mix plant emits 2,200 pounds if its
dryer is oil fired and 710 pounds if it uses gas. The average batch mix plant emits 8,600
pounds of sulfur dioxide a year if its dryer is oil-fired and 480 pounds per year if it uses gas,
the EPA concluded.

As for volatile hazardous air pollutants, the typical drum plant emits 1,800 pounds into the air
per year if its dryer is oil-fired and 1,200 pounds per year if it uses gas.

The average batch mix plant emits 760 pounds of volatile hazardous air pollutants into the air,
no matter what fuel is used in its dryer, the EPA reported.

The effects of these pollutants on human health is not entirely explored or known, although
many of them are believed by the federal government to exacerbate breathing problems and
asthma, and some are even considered likely carcinogens.

For example, at high concentrations sulfur dioxide "is considered immediately dangerous to life
and health," according to the federal Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry.

According to data collected from the Occupancy Health and Safety Administration "long term
exposure to persistent levels of sulfur dioxide can also affect your health.”

Tests using low-level exposure on guinea pigs found changes in their ability to breath deeply
or as much air per breath, reports ATSDR, which also noted "children may be exposed to more
sulfur dioxide than adults because they breath more air for their body weight than adults do."

Also, "it is known that exercising asthmatics are sensitive to low concentrations of sulfur
dioxide," the agency reported.

Concerns about the effect of quarry operations on asthmatic children at New Hanover/Upper
Frederick Elementary School and the Perkiomen Academy, both of which are within a mile of
the site of the proposed quarry and asphalt plant, have been raised by residents at several
public meetings.

In addition to small amounts of lead, mercury and arsenic, the EPA study also found most hot
mix asphalt plants also emit a long list of other volatile hazardous air pollutants in varying
amounts.

Among the highest are ethylbenzene, xylene and formaldehyde.

According to ATSDR "health statements” on ethylbenzene, long-term exposure in the air
caused kidney damage in animals and "potentially irreversible damage to the inner ear in the
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More worrisome is the fact that the International Agency for Research on Cancer "has
determined long-term exposure to ethylbenzene may cause cancer in humans," according to
the ATSDR.

According to the same agency, the effects of long-term exposure to xylene at low levels is not
well-studied, but there is some information if can cause damage to the nervous system if
inhaled.

"Animal studies showed that xylene absorbed by the mother can cross the placenta and reach
the fetus” and some studies found the offspring of those mothers sometimes have reduced
body weight and trouble with motor coordination.

The ATSDR also reports that the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services "has
determined that formaldehyde may reasonably be anticipated to be a numan carcinogen."
Similarly, the International Agency for Research on Cancer "has determined that formaldehyde
Is probably carcinogenic to humans,"” a conclusion also reached by the EPA.

"Some studies of humans exposed to lower amounts of formaldehyde in workplace air found
more cases of the cancer of the nose and throat than expected,"” but other studies did not find
the same results, the ATSDR health statement says.

While all of the information provided here is in the public domain, some question whether the
New Hanover Township Supervisors would be permitted to raise objections based on these or
other factors if the proposed settlement is ultimately approved.

There are several asphalt plants in the region, including in Upper Frederick and in Bechtelsville.

Ron Comisky, executive director of the Pennsylvania Asphalt Pavement Association, said that
there are about 137 asphalt plants in the state and that there has been no significant increase
or decrease in their number in the past 10 years.

URL: http://www.pottsmerc.com/articles/2009/04/05/news/srv0000005039118.prt

© 2009 pottsmerc.com, a Journal Register Property
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‘BLUE RIDGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE

Ceniral office: PO Box 88 Glendale Springs, NC 28629 (010) 9822691 Fax: 010 9822958 |
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACTS: ) ﬁ}

APRIL 9, 1997 Louis Zeller (910) 982-2691
Janet M. Zeller (910) 982-2691
Michelle Kilborne (704) 262-3245
Dale Thompson (704) 73 33- 2478

GROUPS CHARGE MAYMEAD WITH INTENTIONAL VIOLATIONS

Aé a press conference today in Boone,
representatives of three citizens' groups charged that
Maymead Materials, Inc. has a history of nbncohpliance with
Tennessée and Virginia regulations. in their operation of
asphalt plantsh.Repfesentaﬁives of the Blue'Ridge

Environmental Defense League (BREDL), Pineola Concerned

e e hmake e o g e
s R oL

Citizens (PCC), and Citiz?ns Against Pollution (CAP)
réleased Notices Of Violations, citizens' complaint
records, and legal enfqrcemenb;actions from'state‘files'in
Johnson City,'Tennesseé and Abiﬁgdon, Virginia.
Récords-show violations of permits'inciuding_excess
hourly and tot#l annual asphalt production at plants ip :
Russelleaunty,'Virginia-andnﬂountain City, Teunsssee. ?
Other Notices Of Violations included burning #4 waste oil

1nstead of #2 Dlesel and visible em1331ons of 52%.

[ SO S

Complalnt flles 1nc1uded nearby re31dents report1ng
frequent odors and dust. _ ’ - f
' 0f particular concern to BREDL PCC, and CAP is _ f
Maymead's long history of what appears to be intentional
violations. "How can any operator burn or buy waste oil
without kﬁowing it?" said Lou'Zeilef, commﬁnity organizer
fof BREDL. "In Pineolé, NC and now in Mountain Citj, ™
-Maymead has been caught burning #4 oil which emits. many

-more- . ‘ . 8

© mems e
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more toxic air pollutants than their permltted fuel "

In a letter dated April 9 to Alan Kllmek head of
the NC Division of Air Quality, Zellet wrote, ?Maymead
cannot be trusted to operafe asphaltréiants in residential
communities in North Carolina; their history of violations
in Tennessee, Virginia, and North Carolina reveal a
dlsturblng pattern of willful noncompliance.”

Zeller's letter concluded: "On behalf of the Board

~of Directors of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

and on behalf of the Pineola Concerned Citizens and
Citizens Against Pollution, I request that the NC Division
of Rir Quality deny Maymead's permit application for the
Roby Green site and re-open the permit for thé Pineola
plant. thhing short of an on-site inspector is adequate ta
enforce compliance by a company of Maymead's chafaéter."
Representatives of Pineola Concerned Citizens are-
gathering data about the adverse héalth-impacts suffered by
neighbers of the Maymead plant. Today CAP launched a health

survey which their members will carry door-to~doot in the
residential communities near Roby Green Road the proposed

. site for a new Maymead plant. This survey is designed to

1dent1fy hlgh~rlsk citizens who have respiratory diseases,
pregnancy, ete. _

Dale Thompson of PCC reported that neighbors of the
recently re-started Pineocla plant have experlenced odors
and witnessed smoke ‘He also reported that he and his w1fe
Nancy have had a reduced property value because of the

asphalt plant. Other Pineola property owners havéfalso been

.assessed reduced property taxes,

- =] G-



Clean Air for Calgary
CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack

“Poor Air Quality affects human health,
the environment and the economy.” :
Environment Canada, &

“Asphalt plants release millions of pounds of
chemicals to the air during production each
year, including many cancar-causing toxic air
pollutants such as arsenic, benzene, formalde- i
hyde, and cadmium." EPA www.calgarycleanair.com

|
Home What to Do Health Issues FAQ's Contact Us

Significant Issues Pertaining to Poor Air Quality in the Calgary Area...

# 1 - NW Asphalt Plant

Prime Minister Harper has campaigned on the devotion to real, result oriented, environmental
policies and against race-biased policies. The question needs to be asked are we violating both of
those principles right? in his own riding, allowing this plant to behave in a way that is damaging
the environment and making people in the surrounding communities ill.

"l had noticed | was breathing a little better and had asked a neighbor if they had also noticed it and their
comment was yes Dsince the plant has closed for the seasonO

OHow much longer do we have to wait with this plant, when it would have been shut down if located in any
other location?0

What to do if you Smell a Petroleum/Diesel-like Odour?

Environment Alberta cannot keep up with volume of calls, and will only be taking down a count of the
number of calls. Please call their Hotline at:

1-800-222-6514.

Breaking News

3/30/2007 - Calgary Clean AirOs review of the Final Screening Report for Sarcee Asphalt Plant . " Ultimately, while
there is little debate among residents that the major contributing factor to offensive odour and other emissions from this
particular facility is its use of Oused/waste 0ilO as its fuel and that a switch to a cleaner fuel such as natural gas or
propane would virtually eliminate the odour problem at this facility, and while INAC does not compel the Sarcee
Asphalt Plant to switch to a cleaner burning fuel , we must view INACOs requirement that this plant not Ocause an
offensive odourO, with healthy skepticism that the sources of the toxic fumes in our neighbourhoods will actually be
mitigated. " Read it here
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3/16/2007 - CEAA Environmental Screening Report for Sarcee Asphalt Plant is completed  CHEl is@rvéticed dhrdcall
recommended mitigation measures be implemented." Including... "Install and properly operate necessary commercially
available pollution control technologies to successfully mitigate offensive odours and emissions. Odours from the plant
should not be offensive." read the entire report

3/1/2007 - Federal Clean Air Act - Interestingly enough, Jim Prentice's (Minister for Indian Affairs) official web site
mentions his interest on Canada's Clean Air Act (read more about the Act here).

1/08/2007 - Here is the letter we sent to Hon. John Baird, the new Minister of the Environment. download Word version
here

previous news below

Why Does this Smell Occur in the SW?

There is an unlicensed asphalt plant located on the Tsuu T'ina Nation, which is owned and operated by the Tsuu T'ina
Council and CARMACKS Enterprises. This plant has been operating without any required permits for over 2 1/2 years.

According to the Prime Ministers office "To remain competitive with other asphalt plants in Calgary, the Tsuu TOina
Nation (Council's & Carmacks) plant is using waste oil , whereas other producers now use only propane or natural
gas, which considerably diminishes the odour emanating from their plants.”

Are Asphalt Fumes Dangerous to our Health?

Asphalt Fumes are Known Toxins . "Asphalt processing and asphalt roofing manufacturing facilities are major sources of
hazardous air pollutants such as formaldehyde, hexane, phenol, polycyclic organic matter, and toluene. Exposure to these
air toxics may cause cancer, central nervous system problems, liver damage, respiratory problems and skin irritation." [EPA]

more on Health Issues

Previous News on the Asphalt Plant

10/23/06 - Sleepless in South Calgary - Calgary Herald - ....the plant burns dirty, used oil rather than cleaner natural
gas. The federal government is now keeping the plant open while it assesses emissions. Federal Indian Affairs Minister
Jim Prentice wants to wait for the results of stack tests. If | built an asphalt plant, without a permit that burned dirty fuel
upwind from a residential area and 500 Calgarians complained it was making their children sick, would | be granted that
leniency? Download

10/19/06 - CBC Radio 1 Eye Opener - "IOve been thinking about how societies encourage good behaviour. Most start
with the golden rule: treat others as you would like to be treated. The Sarcee Asphalt plant, started up in 2004, upwind of
Oakridge community, burns dirty bunker oil instead of cleaner natural gas or propane. The Tsuu TOina just never
bothered to get the required federal permits and have run the plant illegally for two and a half years. After over 500
Calgarians complained that the plant is making their kids ill, Indian and Northern Affairs Minister Jim Prentice said he
wouldn®t shut down the illegal facility, Concerned Calgarians should write to Stephen Harper, whose riding includes all
the communities affected by the Tsuu TOina actions, and Jim Prentice, whoOs responsible for Indian Affairs. Tell them
youOre mad as hell and youQOre not going to take it anymoreaéad the transcript
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10/14/06 - CTV News - Residents experiencing nauseating, burning sensation throughout severi SAspbainfa mdes.
Complaints received by residents both on and off reserve. Several hundred elementary and pre-school children are be
subjected to the Tsuu T'ina and Carmarcks un-permitted asphalt plant emissions. Over 600 health complaints received
regarding emission of the asphalt plant, however Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) says results so far are
normal and acceptable. Note: None of the tests completed so far deal with the odour and its affects, stack tests will be
done sometime in the next 2 weeks according to INAC.

10/05/06 - Calgary Clean presents the public input into the Permitting, EA and Screening process. Download
document here

9/26/06 Calgary Herald - Asphalt Plant owner and City of Calgary Supplier Carmacks Enterprises Summoned to

Court to Face 8 Charges for Failing to Ensure the Health and Safety of Workers - Two local companies could be
facing up to $500,000 in fines after a Calgary worker was seriously hurt by an electric shock two years ago. The province
has laid eight charges under the Occupational Health and Safety Act against Carmacks Enterprises Ltd. and D&D
Enterprises. The companies are accused of failing to ensure the health and safety of workers, along with other charges.
Both companies have been summoned to appear in Calgary Provincial Court on November 10. Carmacks is currently
providing to Alberta Transportation the highway maintenance services on the Deerfoot Trail in the City of Calgary

Indian and Northern Affairs Commitment - "The Department will encourage the Nation to operate within the terms and
conditions of the permit, but if it is determined that the plant poses a health risk to Nation members or the public, the
Department will do everything within its power and authority to have the plant shut down until remedial action is taken."
read the entire letter

9/21/06 Numerous Health Concerns have been Reported.  If you live in one of the SW Calgary neigbourhoods
affected by the Tsuu T'ina Council & CARMACKS asphalt plant (Oakridge, Palliser, Braeside, Lakview, Bayview,
CedarBrae, Woodbine) and have experienced unusual health concerns over the summer, you are not alone. Common
ailments associated with asphalt plant emissions include: asthma, coughing, wheezing or shortness of breath, severe
irritation of the skin, headaches, dizziness, and nausea. Please send an e-mail to info@calgarycleanair.com _ with your

health issues and contact information.

9/13/06 READ our Responses and Questions (including satellite photos of the site) . After careful review of the
Tsuu T'ina's Council submitted EA and Screening report, over 8 pages of inconsistencies where uncovered, including:
Incorrect distances (the plant is actually 2.5kms from the City, not 4kms as the Tsuu T'ina state in the report); the
Tsuu T'ina Assessment is silent on the description of the oil products that are being used at the asphalt plant;
Contamination of groundwater is a serious matter and has significant adverse environmental effects if not
properly mitigated; the Assessment states that trucks leaving the asphalt plant need to travel across a one-lane bridge
that crosses the Elbow River. The Elbow River crossing site is immediately upstream of the Glenmore Reservoir

and this is the water body used by the City of Calgary as its major source for drinking water for the cityOs
population. Should a malfunction or accident occur due to either spillage or an unfortunate accident with a truck carrying
asphalt leaving the bridge and entering the river, this could have significant impact on the water quality  ; A critical
concern lies with the volume and type of oil stored on the plant site and the significant adverse effect that could occur
should these tanks rupture or ignite. There is no mention of secondary containment or fire extinguishing equipment or
procedures in the Assessment. The resulting potential safety hazard as well as adverse environmental effects would
be experienced by both the residents of the Reserve and the City of Calgary (possibly similar to the experience relating
to the Hub QOil facility explosion and fire  in Calgary, AB). Download Document

9/11/06 Download the Tsuu T'ina's Environmental Assessment  and Screening Report

9/11/06 Calgary Herald article in City Section -  An environmental report completed by the plant operators (Tsuu T'ina
and Carmacks Enterprises ) were advised to use cleaner fuels and introduce odour neutralizers to mitigate fume

problems. However, the Tsuu T'inaand Carmacks Enterprises are clearly ignoring those recommendations by
continuing to operate the illegal asphalt plant . Due to jurisdiction issues, the province hasn't been testing on Tsuu
T'ina land, but has offered to do so. So far, the proposal hasn't been accepted.
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9/10/06 - Asphalt Plant is back in illegal Operation!! - After 8 days of clean air, Calgary andCHsLILA$pimet residents were
once again woken by the toxic smell of petroleum/diesel early Sunday morning. It appears not having a permit, or
following the Provincial standards outlined for the operation of an asphalt plant has not stopped the Tsuu T'ina Council
and Carmacks Enterprises from operating this plant.

9/8/06 Calgary Herald article in City Section - Alberta Environment admits due to jurisdiction issues they have not
been testing at the plant site. This is contrary to what Tsuu T'ina Nation 's Peter Mannywounds said on the Rutherford
show on August 31st, where he indicated that any approved testing agency can come on to the reserve. Read the
article

9/6/06 QR77 Radio RUTHERFORD SHOW Interview - Department of Indian and Northern Affairs Minister Jim Prentice
confirms that if plant doesn't meet rules it will be shut down. Minister also mentions the asphalt plant could be using
waste oil instead of properly scrubbed oil. Caller also says "if this plant was built on City property so close to the Elbow
River is would be shut down in a minute.”

8/31/06 CTV News 5pm - Headaches, fatigue, throat and eye irritation plague City residents from fumes coming from an
un-permitted asphalt plant on Tsuu T'ina. Department of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada spokesperson says funding
to the reserve could be affected if this plant does not meet the environmental regulations. Tsuu T'ina Nations comment
to CTV News: no comment, they are hoping the problem will just go away.

8/31/06 City of Calgary - City Director of Roads says "the City is not purchasing at this time and is awaiting the
Environmental report findings."

8/31/06 QR77 Radio RUTHERFORD SHOW Interview - Department of Indian and Northern Affairs clearly states a land
use permit and environment impact assessment were required from the band before an asphalt plant can be built, they
also confirmed this was not done until after the plant was operating. Carmacks Enterprises has partnered with the Tsuu

T'ina Council to run this un-permitted asphalt plant.

8/30/06 CBC News Canada - Paulson told CBC News that while he is concerned about the complaints, there isn't much
that can be done right now, adding that the plant is just one of the inconveniences that comes with industrial
development.read the entire story. Listen here

8/29/06 CBC News Canada - some people in southwest Calgary say an asphalt plant on the nearby Tsuu T'ina First
Nation has been harming their health, complaining that the aboriginal operators aren't operating under the usual
environmental regulations. Alberta Environment officials had been taking air samples but stopped after they were told
the reserve falls under federal jurisdiction. read the entire story. Listen here

(C) 2007 CalgaryCleanAir.com Terms of Use
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News Release
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Increased suicide rate is possibly linked to chemicals
released from nearby asphalt plants, study suggests

By LESLIE H. LANG
UNC School of Medicine

CHAPEL HILL -- Exposure to low levels of hydrogen sulfide and possibly other airborne chemicals from nearby asphalt
may have contributed to an increased suicide rate in a North Carolina community, a study suggests for the first time.

In 2003, the suicide rate in two Salisbury, N.C., neighborhoods was found to be 128 per 100,000 individuals a year, rou
10 times the statewide average, as stated in community reports confirmed by death certificates for that year by the Blue
Ridge Environmental Defense League (BREDL).

The study$ lead author is Dr. Richard H. Weisler, adjunct professor of psychiatry at the University of North Carolina at C
Hill School of Medicine, adjunct assistant professor of psychiatry at Duke University Medical Center and BREDL volunt

Other collaborators in this research were Dr. Jonathan R.T. Davidson, professor of psychiatry at Duke University
Medical Center; Dr. Lynn Crosby, a toxicologist with BREDL; Lou Zeller, BREDL director; Hope Taylor-Guevera, directc
Clean Water for North Carolina; Sheila Singleton, executive director of the N.C. Depression and Bipolar Support Allianc
Melissa Fiffer and Stacy Tsougas, undergraduates at Duke Univigisicholas School of the Environment and BREDL
summer interns.

The neighborhoods comprising two U.S. census tract block groups contained a total of 1,561 residents who were

living immediately downwind from a liquid asphalt terminal; an asphalt hot-mix plant, which also contained a former N.
C. Department of Transportation solvent-contaminated cleanup site where the DOT had previously dumped solvents us
for testing asphalt; and a contaminated former petroleum tank farm.

Between 1994 and 2003, death certificate evaluations for the two Salisbury neighborhoods showed a three-fold
statistically significant increase in the suicide rate, the study found. Four deaths by suicide in adults were reported from
687 residents in the census tract block group 1. Two deaths by suicide in adults were reported among the 874 resident:
of census tract block group 2. Only two deaths by suicide would be expected for this population over a 10-year period, |
six suicides were observed.
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"For example, here in the block group 1 neighborhood in the mid-90s, we found one deathstaseticielefor about every
230 people during the worst 12-month period, versus an average of one death by suicide for every 8,621 people in the
of North Carolina,” Weisler said. "When we saw this data it gave us pause.”

Weisler said of hydrogen sulfide, "The odor was frequently apparent when | lived there as a child and later when | visite
my mother, who lived in the neighborhood from 1962 until her death in 2001."

That year (2001), the N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) estimated the average
maximum hydrogen sulfide level in a large part of the affected area at 215 parts per billion (pbb), while some sections ¢
the neighborhoods were reported as low as 30 ppb. Moreover, based on their own air modeling study, the NCDENR
estimated that historical releases of hydrogen sulfide reached average maximum levels of 860 ppb in a few residences
near the asphalt facilities.

By comparison, the World Health Organization has a 10-minute exposure standard of five ppb. The California one-
hour standard is 30 ppb. The newly revised, but not yet implemented, North Carolina 24-hour hydrogen sulfide standar
86.2 ppb.

These exposures accompanied 574 formal complaints to the City of Salisbury from March 11, 1999, to Oct. 15, 2004,
for noxious odors and associated respiratory problems, which are still occtithioggh at a reduced ratesaid Weisler.

In addition to suggestions of an increased suicide rate, the incidence rate of primary brain cancers in these neighborho
from 1995 to 2000 showed an increase about 6.4 times greater than expected for the population, possibly due to benze
other solvent exposures, Weisler said.

Several studies have shown increased rates of lung and brain cancer among workers with long-term exposure to
asphalt emissions, the researchers said.

Weisler and his study team made a hypothetical link between hydrogen sulfide and suicides due to biological plausibilit
They noted that hydrogen sulfide affects brain neurochemistry as a direct gaseous neuromodulator that potentially affec
mood states and the psychological stress response. In animal studies, it has been shown to alter the neurotransmitters
serotonin, norepinephrine, dopamine, aspartate and glutamate levels.

Hydrogen sulfide also affects the hypothalamic pituitary adrenal axis and corticotropin releasing factor in animal studies
report said.

"This is the part of the brain involved in the stress response, and we thialsd involved in psychological resiliency, how
people deal with stressors," Weisler said$§'ftequently associated with mood disorders, and there are suggestions
that resiliency is impaired when people are suicidal.”

The study team reported that additional neurotoxic compounds such as benzene, chlorinated solvents and carbon
disulfide, among others, were released in unknown quantities by the asphalt terminal and hot-mix asphalt plant.
Carbon disulfide, also a neurotoxin, has been linked to personality changes, mood disorders and suicides in
occupational settings, the researchers said.

In addition, "Some research suggests that highway workers exposed to asphalt-solvent fumes show an increase of sulic
and brain cancers."

A full characterization of the types of chemicals and the levels of releases at the liquid asphalt terminal is neededesaid

Also needed, he added, is the retrospective ground water contamination modeling study called for in 2002 by the N.
C. Department of Health and Human
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Services to more completely understand the possible causes of health problems in the affected neighborhoods.

"l do not know if ground water modeling would help us understand the suicides, but since there were exposures it woul
be quite useful to have that modeling information. The same modeling would certainly help with interpreting the cancer
as people with brain, lung, blood, pancreatic, breast, and colon cancers had been or may have been using solvent
contaminated well water for extended periods," Weisler said.

Davidson said the most important point for people to remember is that effective treatments exist for suicidal depression
"Given that suicide can be a tragic consequence to depression, people who are experiencing persistent symptoms of d
should contact their health-care provider for a professional evaluation,” he said. "The findings of this study may
suggest another potential risk factor for suicide, but this needs to be confirmed in future studies."”

The most common symptoms of depression include loss of interest in activities once considered pleasurable, social
withdrawal, changes in appetite, low mood, inability to function effectively in work or family situations and, often, a feelir

of hopelessness and despair. "It is the hopelessness that can lead to suicidal thoughts or actions," Davidson added.

A person with a family history of suicide attempts or substance abuse may be at greater risk than others, he said, addir
the study findings may eventually suggest yet another risk factor for sutnid&ing further study all the more important.

Weisler and Davidson both emphasized the need to educate residents of the affected areas about mood and anxiety di
well as substance use disorders and their treatments.

Formal health studies of the two neighborhoods and other potential sites with chemical exposures are being planned at
UNC $ School of Public Health.

The health status of residents who died by suicide will be investigated further in a study involving Dr. Steven B.
Wing, associate professor of epidemiology, and others at § 8€hool of Public Health.

Significant steps have already been taken, said Weisler, but reducing potentially toxic exposures from the industrial pla
and safe cleanup of the solvent and petroleum contaminated area sites will be crucial.

"We do not know with scientific certainty that the area suicides are linked to hazardous chemical exposures, but we knc
enough to recommend that it is not worth taking any more chances on the potential association."

Weisler presented the findings Nov. 19 to the 17th Annual U.S. Psychiatric and Mental Health Congress in San Diego.
-30 -
Note: For media inquiries about this story and to speak with Weisler, contact Crystal Hinson Miller at (919) 966-9115.

UNC School of Medicine contactles Lang, (919) 843-9687 bang@med.unc.edu

Duke University Medical Center contact:Tracey Koepke, (919) 660-1301 kwepk002@mc.duke.edu
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Asphalt Pollution Probe Extends

By
7/6/2004
URL: http://www.recyclingtoday.com/news/news.asp?ID=6040

A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency pollution investigation of asphalt companies, which mix crude oil and gravel
to make road-building materials, has expanded from Ohio to Indiana and other states.

The agency has ordered pollution tests and company records from two asphalt plants in lllinois and one each in
Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota and in Fairborn, Ohio, near Dayton, The Columbus Dispatch reported. Two Columbus,
Ohio, asphalt companies got similar orders earlier in the year.

While the agency hasn't discussed the investigation publicly, the EPA said earlier that demands for internal records are
the first official steps taken when it suspects Clean Air Act violations.

Ohio has more than 300 asphalt plants. There are more than 1,100 asphalt companies nationwide, many with
several operating plants.

Plant owners and the industry's trade association said they didn't know the reason for the EPA directives and
guestioned the cost.

"I'm one of 200 or so plants in Illinois," said Stephen Kennedy, vice president of Rock Road Cos., which runs a plant
in Rockford. "I'm wondering why I'm doing this and my competitors are not."

Bill Omohundro, a U.S. EPA spokesman, would not comment about the expanded investigation, the newspaper
said. Omohundro could not be reached for comment July 5th.

The letters sought new air-emission tests for soot, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide and volatile
organic compounds. Companies must provide information about modifiers put into liquid asphalt and about the fuel
burned to keep asphalt from hardening.

Alvin Evans, chief operating officer for J.H. Rudolph & Company Inc. in Evansville, Ind., said he was asked to test for
things the state doesn't require. He said Indiana requires estimates of volatile organic chemicals, nitrogen oxides and
sulfur emissions.

"We've asked for an extension of the time period we've been given,” Evans said.

The other companies facing directives from the EPA were Central Specialties Inc. of Alexandria, Minn., Ajax
Materials Corp. of Warren, Mich., Barrett Paving Materials Inc. of Fairborn and Chester Bross Construction of Loraine,
Ill., the newspaper said. None could be reached for comment July 5th.

Gary Fore, vice president of environment and safety for the National Asphalt Pavement Association, called the
letters unprecedented and said his group would discuss them with the EPA. Fore said the industry has worked for 10
years with the EPA on studies that show asphalt plants are not major sources of pollution.

Theresa Mills, director of the Buckeye Environmental Network, and Simona Vaclavikova, a program director for
Ohio Citizen Action, say the tests might not cover all the hazardous substances asphalt plants emit into the air.

Both said neighbors began to complain about asphalt plants in Ohio around 2000. Mills suspects complaints might
be linked to the used oil some plants burn as fuel or new modifiers put in the asphalt.

The industry-supported Asphalt Institute said asphalt is the environmental choice of highway builders because, in
part, LW FDQ EH FRORUHG WR PDWFK WKH VXUURXQGLQJ HQYLU P®RBQW DW\G
WUXFN WUDIILF $VVRFLDWHG 3UHVYV

ZLWKR?
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- BLUE RIDGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE

Central office: PO Box 8 Giendak Springs, NG 28629 (910) 9822691 tax: (910) 9821954

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACTS:
JULY 24, 1997 Dr. Richard Maas (704) 251-6441
Lou and Janet Zeller (910) 982-2691
Dale and Nancy Thompson (704) 733-2478
Donna Autrey (704) 733-5653
Ron Chivers (704) 262-0070

' CARCINOGENS DISCOVERED NEAR MAYMEAD PLANT

Today at a press conference 1n Pineola in Avery County, ciéizens’ organizations
released laboratory test results showing both drmkmg water well contamination and
surface water pollution. The Blue Ridge Envicoomental Defense League, Pineola |
Concerned Citizens, and Citizens Against Pollution pointed to the large Maymead asphalt
" plant as a likely source of the contamination.

Test results of water samples ta}éc;n from the well of Dale and Nancy Thompson
and from area streams show high levels of formaldehyde. The Thompsons live next to the |
325 ton per hour Mavmead plant. Asphalt plants are a major scurce of formaldehyde,
which is highly soluble in water. Thg }aboratory test results were reviewed by Dr. Richard
Maas, a leading water quality exﬁert and head of the Environmental Quality Iastitute at
UNC-Asheville. Dr. Maas concluded, "The analysis shows a severe level of contamination
by formaldehyde which is a known carcinogen.”

The Thompsons’ well water test results revealed .22 mg/L of formaldehyde.
Water samples gathered from a p;ond a.nd streams which drain the asphalt plant area were
also higﬁly contaminated with .23 mg/L of formaldehyde.

-more-
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The citizens’ groups called for an immediate shut down of the Maymead plant,
for the installation of groundwater test wells around the facility, and for testing of all
drinking water wells within one-half mile of the plant. Lou Zeller, community orgamizer for
BREDL, said, "The state of North Ciroﬁna has permitted this plant and thé state must
take action now to assess the damage to the people of Pineola." Zeller continued, "State
air and water permits must mean that the environment and public hez;lth are protected.”

In the next two weeks, the groups expect the North Carolina Division of Air
Quality to releass its decision about a proposed Maymead asphait plant cast of Boone.
According to the draft permit, that 150 ton per hour plant could release over 3,000 pounds
of formaldehyde annually.

Ron Chivers of the Watauga-based Citizens Against Pollution, called on the
. state to deny the new Maymead permit. Chivers said, "We implore you to remember your
owWn mission goals, to preserve first and foremost the health and welfare of the people you
serve." The Avery County Board of Commissioners has requested a full toxic inventory of
pollutants coming from the Pineola plant. The NC Division of Air Quality has not yet
issued that report. State officials are also conducting a health risk assessment for the
Pineola community.

-end-
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Childhood Brain Cancers Near Asphalt Industry in Salisbury, North Carolina

Adapted from a presentation by
Dr. Richard Weisler
Blue Ridge Environmeal Defense League
January 2003

Health Problems
e Increased Cancer Rate

o Over the last five years, very rardldhood brain cancers have been occurring at
rates 11 times thaxpected in threeensus tracts near asphalt plants and
untreated groundwater contaminatedssitethe Milford Hlls community of
Salisbury.

0 The four cases were idiired by a lone physicianral may underestimate the
actual cancer rate.

o0 The ages of the children diagnoseith brain cancers were 3, 9, 11, and 16.

o0 The rate of morbidity mabe increasingl4 of the 19 brain cancers in this survey
were diagnosed between 1995 and 2002. SJaéthe cancers were diagnosed in
the previous seven years, between 1988 and 1995.

e Other Health Problems

0 Rates of cancers of the lung, pancread,l@dood system appear to be increased.
0 Because of the types of contaminatiother health problems including heart
disease, stroke, asthma, diabetes,tAyibid disease aref great concern.

o CitizensO Plan of Action

o The State of North Carolina failed to pedtthe health of reidents of Milford
Hills. Citizens do not believe that the NO2partment of Environment and Natural
Resources will haestly assess the true risks from the chemical poisons that have
contaminated this community.

0 The asphalt industry and the NC Depamitngf Transportation have failed to
clean up this environmental disaster amake the area safe for residents.

o Ultimately, public health officials will neetthe help of residents past and present
to do a proper health study.

o Our plan is to assish the identificatbn of residents and workers who have been
exposed.
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The Polluters
e Chevron Asphalt

o Poisoned the air, water, and soil ftwoat 45 years with benzene, solvents,
asbestos, lead, cadmm, dangerous fingarticles, hydrogen sulfide, and other
cancer-causing chemicals by the manufacture of Ocutback asphalt.O

o lllegally delayed reporting dangerous camination nine years after finding it,
never reported friable asbestos, and neatified workers oneighbors who were
exposed.

o0 Never controlled or treated toxic plant emissions.

¢ Exxon Mobile

o Poisoned the underground water supply smitwith acres of oil products for
many decades.

o Contaminated the air with dangerous cleats fromold storage tanks, spills, and
leaks.

o Emitted benzene at levels 1,233 times about maximum acceptable levels next to a
Little League park.

o Never informed residents or elected aitlis abat the expsure and associated
health risks.

e NC Department of Transportation

o Contaminated shallow drdeep groundwatesupply for decades. For example,
trichloroethylene levels in well water reached 7,600 ppb (the acceptable
maximum is 2.8 ppb).

o Failed to properly lirt or advise monitang for dangerous solvent exposure of
workers or residents.

o Never told residents or city officials of the risks.

o Delayed cleanup, which remains inadequate.

e Associated Asphalt

0 Released immediately éfthreatening hydrogen Hide into the air measured at
2,400 ppm on-site, triggering asthmagaat distances from the plant.

o Emitted sickening odors that permeated bBsrand drove people indoors.

o Poisoned the air with dozens of toxic chemicals.

o Unlawfully removed asbestos-insulatgdrage tanks and pipes in 1998 without
permits.

0 Scrapped carbon air filters and replacethuneffective Ecosorb system to save
money.

0 Grossly under-reportedxic releases.
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ABSTRACT:Recent (200910) studies documented digantly - Reasonable maximum exposure
higher concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PA#s)in |
settled house dust in living spaces and soil adjacent to parkiﬁg lots
sealed with coal-tar-based products. To date, no studies have eXaming
the potential human healtteets of PAHs from these products in dgst
and soil. Here we present the results of an analysis of potentialcaffce
risk associated with incidental ingestion exposures to PAHs in getfing:
near coal-tar-sealed pavement. Exposures tcalpgrertg equiv-=
alents were characterized adressscenarios. The central tendergyroes |- 1x10°
estimate of excess cancer risk resulting from lifetime exposureg to sail - u H

and dust from nondietary ingestion in these settings exdeddkt] 1 ° T 3 s . .
as determined using deterministic and probabilistic methods. Soil was
the primary driver of risk, but according to probabilistic calculations,
reasonable maximum exposurégcted house dust in thrst 6 years

of life was stcient to generate an estimated excess lifetime cancer IrislkdSf ®ur results indicate that the presence of
coal-tar-based pavement sealants is associated gHntsignreases in estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for nearby
residents. Much of this calculated excess risk arises from exposures to PAHSs in early chiléhgeat<iaf. age).

19%
o

=

]

Exposure Scenario

! INTRODUCTION impaired swimming behaviors in salamdfiders,impaired
The presence of coal-tar-based sealants on asphalt parkin f&’é’th and development of frﬂg_QAHs fror_n coal-tar-baseo_l
vement sealants also contaminate environmental media that

is associated with elevated concentrations of polyc ;
POyCy re relevant to human exposures. In a study of 23 apartments in

aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) in the surrounding enviror%él in T th d tratibR A i ttled
ment © Sealcoat is a black, shiny substance sprayed or paiq In, 'exas, the median concentral Fhe in settle
use dust (SHD) in residences adjacent to coal-tar-sealed

on the asphalt pavement of parking lots, driveways, and . . ) . .
playgrounds to improve appearance and protect the underlyfgnalt (CSA) parking lots was 31 times higher than in SHD in
rtments adjacent to unsealed asphalt (UA} Ts.

asphalt. An estimated 85 million gallons (320 million liters) &

coal-tar-based sealant are applied to pavement edch y@AFSence or absence of coal-tar-based sealants on the adjacent
primarily east of the Continental Divide in the U.S. and parts 9t €xplained 48% of the variance in PAH concentrations
Canad4® Coal-tar-based pavement sealants!a36%5coal- measured in SHIS.Elevated PAH concentrations also have

tar pitch, which has been dassias a human carcinogen begn reported fofrs430|l a_djacent to CSA lots relative to soll

(IARC Group 1. PAHSs are the major constituents of coal-tai2diacent to UA lofs. Hereinafter, soil and SHD near CSA or

pitch’® and commercially available coal-tar-based sealaHfd parking lots are described @SA-aecte® or WA-

contain on the order of 50 0AMO 000 mg/kg PAHs [sum & €cted) respectively. _ _ _

of the 16 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Exposure to _PAHs_ is linked to_lncreased risk fqr multiple

Priority Pollutant PAHS PA|‘|16)]-7’11 Over time, the dried cancer types;s, including _Iung, skin, bladder, _respl_ratory,_and

sealant is abraded from pavement surfaces, and the resutHi"Y tract” These studies have mostly examined inhalation

mobile particles can be transported into nearby environmerfRgPosure at sintering plants, foundries, and similar industrial

compartments!? set’qngs. The carcinogenic properties of toba_cco smoke are
Coal-tar-based pavement sealants are the predomin@iibuted, in part, to the presence of PAHside from

source of PAHSs in the sediment of many urban and suburban

lakes, especially areas where population is rapidly *growingreceived: August 27, 2012

Coal-tar-based sealants are associated with delétecisus eRevised: November 20, 2012

on local ecosystems, including decreases in species richnesaaadted: November 23, 2012

abundance among benthic invertedfatesdpwer growth and  Published: November 23, 2012

A -4 ACS Publications  © 2012 American Chemical Society 1101 dx.doi.org/10.1021/es303371Environ. Sci. Techn@013, 47, 11011109
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smoking, nonoccupational exposures to PAHs are believedntedian and maximum of 0.04 and!3/@, respectively;
occur primarily through dietary ingegfidn.the interest of ~ Arizona: median and maximum of 0.06 and !Cg[gd
understanding aggregate doses, several studies have chaspectively). We computed BaPEQ for data present&d in:
terized the presence of PAHs in a wide array of fsomstu concentrations of BaPEQ in SHD in apartments adjacent to
di* erent countries, including the U.S., as reviewed in RamesiC8IA parking lots (8! /g, geometric mean) were digaitly
al. (2004¥' Seven PAHsbenzplanthracene, benid| higher than those in apartments adjacent to UA lotsdh61
$uoranthene, bentbpuoranthene, benzlpyrene (BaP), geometric mean)p(= 0.002, Marnwhitney Wilcoxon).
chrysene, dibemgjlanthracene (diBahA), and indeno[123- Risk-assessment guidance recommends the use of the 95%
cdpyrené have been cldssil by the USEPA as probable upper cohdence limit of the arithmetic méamut high
human carcinogens (B2 PAHS). standard deviations in the data sets, normality testing in log-
Nondietary ingestion (incidental ingestion of soil and SHD{ransformed data, and an emphasis on conservatism in dose and
is a pathway for exposure to numerous chemicals, includif¥ estimates dictated the decision to use geometric means of
lead, pesticides, polychlorinated dioxins and furans, polybraimése data to represent the BaPEQ exposure concentration in
nated diphenyl ethers, and PAHSs, especially in clifdren. deterministic calculations.
Many sources and activities are hypothesized to contribut®ust loading was computed for each location sampled in ref.
PAHs to SHD, including cooking, smoking, vehicle exhaus8 (Supporting Information Table S1). Loading of BaPEQ in
and indoor heatiri§:*® These exposures have been charaahe dust is sigrdantly higher in residences adjacent to CSA
terized as_minor relative to those associated with dietggsivement (medians of 15g7m? CSA vs 0.6Bg/m? UA;p =
ingestiorf®’however, recent research indicates that in CSA.01, MannWhitney Wilcoxon). Total dust loading is higher
d'ected residences, nondietary ingestion of PAHs likely exceigdie CSA group relative to the UA group (medians of 346 and
dietary ingestict. 72.3 I glcn?, respectively), but the"dience was not
To date (November 2012), the authors are not aware of agjgnicant p = 0.365, Marinwhitney Wilcoxon). However,
published studies that have assessed the potential risk$rie data point in the UA SHD data set is an outliet (884
human health associated with the elevated concentrationg@f) more than 4 times larger than all other data points and
PAHs measured in CS#eted environments. The objective after removal of this data point, CSA settings haveasitpi
of the current study was to examine and compare exposuréyigher dust loadings than UA settipgs 0.043, Stude@t
and risk arising from ingestion of B2 PAHs in SHD and soil ist; data passed normality testing after elimination of the
settings adjacent to CSA and UA parking lots. Standagdtlier). One issue that could not be resolved in this analysis is
deterministic risk-assessment techniques were used to estifpi®elative importance$uforing type, because some samples
B2 PAH doses and associated excess lifetime cancer jgke collected in combinations of bare and cagpetat.
(ELCR) for !ve exposure scenarios spanning childhood, pata for PAHs in CSA- and U#eeted soils are available for
adolescence, and adulthood, and probabilistic risk calculatigfigiples from New Hampshire (WA 1, CSAn = 5 and
were conducted for three of these scefiarios. suburban Chicago (U= 2, CSAn = 2)* Concentrations of
I BaP in UA-zcted soils ranged from below detection limit to
. METHODS 0.7! g/g. These are consistent with background concentrations
This risk assessment focuses on the B2 PAHs. Each of theperted for U.S. soils of up to 1g8g;® and somewhat
compounds has been assigned a potency factor (RPF) relatiigher than those reported for soil samples collected in remote
to the potency of BaP, ranging from 0.001 for chrysene to 1 fmeas around the world (range <0.0001 to 0@g§>*
diBahA and BalIngestion dose estimates are presented fa€oncentrations of BaP in CSAeted soils were substantially
BaP equivalents (BaPEQ), computed as the sum of the prodhigher, ranging from 2.98 to 29g2g2“ Concentrations of
of the concentration of each B2 PAH and its RPFBaP in dust on pavement with coal-tar-based sealant are
Bioavailability is assumed to be 100%. typically in the 100s bi/gZ>*®Concentrations of BaP in the
As noted in ref 18, analytic#ldlilties with diBahA resulted 100s of g/g in soil are typical of those in soils at manufactured
in nondetections in all but one SHD sample collected for thghs sites and wood preservativesitesyme of which have
study. Thus, diBahA is not included here in any computationeen cladstid as Superfund sites (http://www.epa.gov/
of BaPEQ in SHD or soil. Estimates of dose including diBahégion5/cleanup/mgp.htm). Geometric mean BaPEQ soil
at the limit of detection divided by two (not shown) indicateconcentrations for CSAeated settings were 12.4
that it likely accounted for no more tha7% of the total BaPEQ/g soil, and for UAeated settings were 0.1§
dose of BaPEQ. By comparison, BaP accounted#8uraf BaPEQ/g soil.
BaPEQ in SHD samples, and 778% in soil samples. Deterministic and Probabilistic Estimates of Dose and
Concentrations of BaPEQ in Dust and SoilData on Excess Lifetime Cancer RiskDoses of BaPEQ were
PAHs in SHD used for this analysis were publishegstimated using the standard equation (eq 1) included in the
previously? In that study, SHD and parking lot dust wereRisk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, ‘Pdk@asure
sampled for 23 groufider apartments in Austin, Texas. The assumptions for both deterministic and probabilistic risk
parking lot surface adjacent to the apartment complexes waRulations are given in Supporting Information Table S2.
CSA o= 11), UA o =T7), asphalt-based sealant over asphalt
pavementr( = 3), or unsealed concrete £ 2). For this 0se= Cm! CBE IR EF ED
analysis, doses and risk associated with residences adjacentdto BW! AT 1)
UA parking lots were considered relative to those adjacent to
CSA parking lots. BaP concentrations in G®fed SHD  where Cm is the concentration of BaPEQ in the dust, soil, or
were high (median and maximum of 4.5 and !24q both, CF is the conversion factor, IR is ingestion rate, EF is
respectively) relative to those reported in most parts of the UeSposure frequency, ED is exposure duration, BW is body
where coal-tar-based sealcoat is not used (e.g., Califorwigight, and AT is averaging time.

1102 dx.doi.org/10.1021/es303371Environ. Sci. Techn@013, 47, 11011109
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Table 1. Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk (ELCR) Estimates for Central Tendency (CTE) and Reasonable Maximum (RME)
Exposures in Five Scenarios for Carcinogenic Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons by Ingestion of Settled House Dust, Soil, And
Both Medi&

age of exposure (years of age) settled house dust only soil only dust and soil
scenario UA CSA CTE RME CTE RME CTE RME
1 070 N/A 1.5 10° 4.41 10° 1.4! 10°6 6.7! 10° 2.91 10° 1.1! 10°
2 N/A o' 70 2.0 10° 58! 10° 8.9! 10° 43! 104 1.1! 104 49! 10%
3 8 70 a <6 1.1 105 3.8! 10° 2.9! 10° 2.31 104 4.0! 10° 27! 104
4 18 70 Q <18 1.4 10d°% 441 10° 47! 10° 3.41 104 6.1! 10° 3.9! 104
5 0 <18 18 70 8.2l 106 1.8! 10° 43! 10° 9.0! 10° 5.11 10° 1.1! 104

AUA, unsealed asphalt pavement; CSA, coal-tar-sealed asphalt pavement; N/A, not applicable.

The geometric mean BaPEQ for SHD and soil were usedalk published tracer studies on soil ingestion by children, in
point estimates for deterministic dose and risk calculatiomgich the arithmetic mean was estimated at 63 mg/day, with a
Lognormal distributions based on data from refs 2,4,18 wenedian of 27 mg/day and a 95th percentile of 195 mig/day.
developed for probabilistic calculations [UA soil: mean 0.42Be SHEDS model result was used as the basis for probabilistic
I'g/g (standard deviation (sd) = 0.523), CSA soil: mean 15&lculations of dose and risk in children. For children and adults
'g/g (sd =11.9); UA SHD: mean 1!1g (sd =1.08), CSA 13 70 years of age, the arithmetic mean of all available soil
SHD: mean 11.4g/g (sd = 9.41)]. Lognormal distributions ingestion rates from tracer studies was 46 mg/day (rounded to
and corresponding geometric means were chostettdhe 50 mg/day in deterministic calculatidhs) distribution
frequent observation of distributions of this type in envirorsimilar to that for soil ingestion in children was postulated, and
mental contaminant concentrations. an appropriate standard deviation was calculated for use in a

For deterministic calculations of SHD ingestion, we useionte Carlo analysis (http://www.epa.gov/oswer/
recently published SHD intake rates for children determingdkassessment/rags3adt/index.htm). Adult IRs have been
using the Stochastic Human Exposure and Dose Simulatigfjated in the most recent (2011) version of the Exposure
(SHEDS) model for multimedia pollutdfitShe SHEDS  Factors Handbook to indicate a central tendency for adults of
_model_ addresses two pathways of exposure to du§t: _dlrggtmg/day for the soil IR and 30 mg/day for the dutt IR.
ingestion of SHD from hand-to-mouth contact, and indireGthese values rely on relative proportions of soil and dust
ingestion resulting from mouth contact with inanimate objecisyestion for children, and thus we have chosen to retain the
such as toys (especially relevant for preschool children). Tj%ue of 50 mg/day (i.e., 46 mg/day, rounded to orleaigni
model takes into account the importance of SHD loading, it) from the previous Handbook, which also is the value
strong predictor of blood Ie_ad levels related to dust—mediatﬁ,] icated in the current Handbook .i:or aduktL18ears of
exposure. The model relies on the Consolidated Humap 4o pacaicylation of risk estimates using soil and dust

ﬁ%ﬁ%'&;g%sgsfﬂg'? d Tﬁz r?](;tg/:ysﬂgnf; (:(s)trin?;?er f%gn?' estion rates in the 2011 version of the Handbook do not
ref. 34 of '27 mg/dgy >(lrounded to two $iganit! gures to change the overall conclusions of this assessment.

account for the inherent uncertainty of the model) for childre Bg%/ ;vr%?hstisdlf)t; Il)tl;]téonl\slari\/:rzzl ogéa;rlﬁd ;L%m N?Jtrrﬁi((;)ennt
3! <6 years of age as a central tendency estimate (CTE) famination ySurve (NHANES) data*s@xposure fre-
exposure for childreh ® years of age, and the 95th percentile y : P e
values froni* as a reasonable maximum estimate (RME) gfuency was set at 365 days/year in both deterministic and
exposure. For individuals older than 6 years of age, who By babilistic cglculatl_onsl.:_ i0s that d i
expected to be away from the home for much of the day, we=XPOSUré >cenarios.-ive scenarios that describe ex-

used one-half of the early childhood CTE dust IR (13 mg/da@&g.Sures to combination.s of UA- anq Cﬁm SHD and
and 27 mg/day as the RME dust IR. Few data are available g} Were used (Table 1): exposures in UA-adjacent spaces (UA

SHD IRs for adults, but previous risk assessments h&jgosures) during a 70-year lifetime (scenario 1); exposure in
employed adult SHD IRs of 20 and 50 mgf&¥igher than A—ad;acent spaces (CSA equsures) during a 70-year lifetime
the IRs used in this analysis. The distribution of child IRs fEFcenario 2); CSA exposures dutirgsyears of age followed
SHD was adapted from ref. 34 (mean = 27 mg/day, sd = 49y UA exposures during#® years of age (scenario 3); CSA
log-normal) for probabilistic dose and risk calculations, andPosures during childhood @8 years of age) followed by
similarly shaped distribution was postulated for SHD IR for 6JA exposures during adulthood (AByears of age, scenario
70 years of age (mean = 13.3 mg/day, sd = 19.6, log-fbrmalf); and UA exposures during<@8 years of age followed by
For deterministic calculations of soil ingestion, default IRsSA exposures during adulthood {08years of age, scenario
from the Exposure Factors Handbooks and the Chil!d:Specﬁ)- Incremental ELCR values for timeframes of 1 year from 0 to
Exposure Factors Handbdo®with some minor mddia- 18 years of age and of 1 year from 18 to 70 years of age were
tions, were used. For persons of all ages, 50 mg/day was gsgmed to arrive at a lifetime ELCR value for each scenario.
for the CTE soil IR, and the RME IRs used were 400 mg/ddyxposure to UA-acted environments during a 70-year
from 1 13 years of age and 100 mg/day frdnYQ3ears of  lifetime (Scenario 1) was assumed to represent urban
age. background for the purpose of evaluating the potential
For a distribution for soil IRs for childrén<D3 years of di"erences in risks associated with exposure td éc8fta
age, we used data generated by the SHEDS model thadia. Scenario 1 considers lifetime exposures to SHD and soil
indicated an arithmetic mean of 60.6 mg/day, sd of 80.5 mgét & ected by PAHs associated with CSA pavement, and thus
day*® These values are similar to those from a recent reviewrepresents a reasonable measure of urban background.

1103 dx.doi.org/10.1021/es303371Environ. Sci. Techn@013, 47, 11011109
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For the probabilistic calculations, Monte Carlo simulations 100

were performed for 10000 trials. These simulations were . Central tendency exposure

conducted only for scenarios covering lifetime exposures to UA 1 UA soil
environments (scenario 1), lifetime exposures to CSA environ- 80 7 W UA dust
ments (scenario 2), and exposures to GRAed media in the v CSAsoil
I'rst 6 years of life (scenario 3). 60 4 . EEEE CSA dust

Estimation of Excess Lifetime Cancer Riskkhe ELCR
from exposure to a chemical is described in terms of the
probability that an exposed individual will develop cancer by 40 -
age 70 because of that expdéuEstimates of BaPEQ dose
were multiplied by the oral cancer slope factor for BaP of 73

per mg/kg/day® For single-year calculations of risklg0 g 207 = ¢ |
years of age), the slope factor was divided by 70, and for % H E % H ‘
calculation of risk for adulthood!(Z8 years of age), it was < 0L ﬁ Bj E £ ﬂ

divided by (70/52); risk estimates were generated by summi@g 700
yearly risks fronl @8 years of age and during adulthood (i.e.5 Reasonable maximum exposure
18 70 years of age). In general, the USEPA considers exéessggg | 1 1 UA sol
cancer risks less thah 10 ® so small as to be negligible (i.e., © B UA dust
de minimus), and those greater thiarl@ * to be s# ciently
large that some sort of remediation is de$it&hieess cancer
risks between!110 ® and 1! 10 “ generally are considered 400
to be acceptable, although this is evaluated on a case-by-case A
basis and the USEPA may determine that risks lowet than 1 300 -
104 are not sticiently protective and warrant remedial

actiorf? 200 -

500 N v~ J CSAsoil

B2 CSA dust

! RESULTS 1007

Deterministic Dose Estimates.Estimated lifetime CTE 0 [
BaPEQ dose from ingestion of SHD and soil in ' G8ted TR rs8T e EEIEEEDE
settings was 38 times greater than that estimated for UA-

d' ected settings (Supporting Information Table S3). Maximum Years of age

doses occur at young ages (Figure 1), when body weights gfgre 1.Aggregate doses of begjmfrene equivalents (BaPEQ)

lower and ingestion rates are higher than later in lif@g/kg/day) from settled house dust and soil in settings adjacent to
(Supporting Information Table S3). About 50% of the totalinsealed asphalt and coal tar-sealed asphalt pavement (UA and CSA,
estimated RME lifetime dose occurs during Qears of age, respectively) by year for central tendency and reasonable maximum
and about 80% occurs durihg<D8 years of age. Doses of exposures. Adult years (i.e.,708years of age) are notedde

BaPEQ for ingestion of CSated soil were greater than adulto

those for CSA-acted SHD (Figure 1), comprising about 80%

of the aggregate (soil + SHD) lifetime dose. Theedce  5) and the dierence was greatest for exposure to'@8tec
arises because.BaPEQ concentrations and IRs are h'gheérﬁ‘?ironments from ® years of age (scenario 3) (Figure 2).
CSA-aected soil than for CSAeated SHD (Supporting  |n this analysis, ingestion of CS#e@d soil is a more
Information Table S2). The CTE lifetime dose from CSAimportant driver of risk than ingestion of C®ated SHD.
d'ected SHD alone, however, is not insubstantial, exceeding|{ifestion of soil made up about one-half (48%) of ELCR in
lifetime aggregate dose in Uéeted settings by a factor of 7. yrban background settings, but made up 72 to 84% of ELCR in
The RME lifetime aggregate dose estimate for"€S8éda  CSA-4ected settings (Figure 2). Over a lifetime of exposure
settings is about 4.5 times higher than the CTE lifetimgcenario 2, CTE), ELCR is estimated to be about 64 times
aggregate dose estimate. greater for persons who ingest C®ated soil relative to their
Risk Estimates.Deterministic estimates of ELCR were counterparts who are exposed to background concentrations;
calculated for theve exposure scenarios (Table 1, Figure 2xhe comparable "@girence for CSA-ected and uhacted
Under scenario 1 conditions (urban background), soil BHD is a factor of 13. The CTE ELCR for soil alone
estimated to contribute about one-half (48%) of the aggregaligproaches!110 # and the RME ELCR was estimated at 4.3
(SHD + soil) CTE estimate of ELCR of 2.90 ® and the 1 10 (Table 1). Much of the lifetime risk occurs during early
majority (61%) of the RME estimate ofl 1110 °. childhood (D<6 years of age, scenario 3) and all childhood
Estimated aggregate CTE ELCR for lifetime exposure (0! <18 years of age, scenario 4) exposures (33 and 53%,
CSA-8ected settings (1!1 10 % scenario 2) was 38 times respectively). All RME scenarios in C8Ated environments
higher than urban background (scenario 1) (Figure 2). Aboirivolving childhood exposure (scenario$) had ELCR
36% of the increased ELCR attributable to ingestion of CS#alues associated with ingestion of soil exceédi@d*1
d'ected SHD and soil occurs during exposures dutirgf the Although SHD-mediated exposure to BaPEQ in CSA
years of life (scenario 3), when IRs are highest and bosgttings results in less risk compared to soil-mediated exposure,
weights are lowest, and 56% occurs durihgstlis years of it nonetheless represents a substantial increase in risk over
life (scenario 4). The RME ELCRs were from 2.2 to 6.8 timesban background exposure. This is a particularly important
higher than CTE ELCRs across all C8éted scenarios! (2 pathway of exposure for children. Even more of the lifetime risk

npe-gL [N
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Figure 2.Deterministic excess lifetime cancer risk estimates for the

Ive exposure scenarios described in Table 1 under central tenddrigyre 3.Comparison of deterministic and probabilistic estimates of
and reasonable maximum exposure conditions. Risk attributableexoess lifetime cancer risk for three exposure scenarios for central
dust is shown in black, and risk attributable to soil is shown in grdgndency exposures (CTE) and reasonable maximum exposures
(RME). Deterministic CTE estimates are analogous to 50th percentile
probabilistic values, and deterministic RME estimates are analogous to
occurs during early childhood than it does for soil-mediat®8th percentile probabilistic values. Black and gray bars depict
exposure, with 48 and 64% of the SHD-mediated risk occurrifierministic and probabilistic risk estimates, respectively.
during the!rst 6 and 18 years of life, respectively. This
di"erence results because the CTE IR for SHD is decreasediéoy similar to deterministic estimates (Table 1), within 21%
one-half its value at age 6 but the CTE IR for soil remairisr urban background (scenario 1) and identical for 70-year
constant from !070 years of age (Supporting Informationlifespan and thérst 6 years of life (scenarios 2 and 3).
Table S2). All RME scenarios in CS#&tad environments  Probabilistic 95th percentile ELCR estimatesedi more
(scenarios!5) had ELCR values for ingestion of SHD alonefrom the deterministic estimates, exceeding the deterministic
exceeding 11 10 ® but none exceeding 110 * RME for urban background (scenario 1) by a factor of more
A probabilistic analysis (Monte Carlo) for scenarios 1, 2, atithn 2 and being less than it fol is&6 years of life (scenario
3 yielded ELCR estimates in a range similar to those estimad@dby 26%, but the probabilistic and deterministic RME
deterministically (Table 2, Figure 3), where the 50th percentiéstimates for a 70-year lifespan (scenario 2) were identical.
statistic is treated as analogous to the CTE and the 95thSensitivity analyses for the probabilistic ELCR estimates
percentile statistic is treated as analogous to the RME. As viitticate that the proportion of the variability in ELCR
deterministic estimates, probabilistic estimates for ELCR dantributed by contaminant concentration and IR "easrdi
CSA-aected settings for soil exposures (scenarios 2 and f8y each scenario (Table 3). For environments where ingestion
were markedly higher than those for urban background settinfi$)A-d ected media only was considered (scenario 1), BaPEQ
(scenario 1) (Table 2). Probabilistic CTE ELCR estimates wetencentration contributed most of the variability and IR

Table 2. Summary of Probabilistic Estimates (Monte Carlo Simulations, 10 000 runs, 50th Percentile Represents the Central
Tendency Exposure and 95th Percentile Represents the Reasonable Maximum Exposure) of Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk for
Exposure Scenario$ 3

settled house dust only soil only dust and soil
scenario 50th 95th 50th 95th 50th 95th
1 1.21 10°¢ 1.4! 10° 1.11 10°¢ 1.6! 10° 3.5! 10° 2.6! 10°
2 1.8! 10° 1.21 104 7.31 10° 431 104 1.1! 104 49! 104
3 8.3! 10° 6.1! 10° 2.41 10° 1.7! 104 4.0! 10° 2.01 104

1105 dx.doi.org/10.1021/es303371Environ. Sci. Techn@013, 47, 11011109



CHE]J Asphalt Fact Pack 119

Environmental Science & Technology

Table 3. Proportion of the Variability in Estimates of Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk Contributed by Parameters G6hsidered

scenario 1 scenario 2 scenario 3

dust alone soil alone dust and soil dust alone sdil alodest and séil  dust alone soil alone dust and soil
[BaPEQ[ia qust 0.71 -- 0.33 -- -- - 0.03
[BaPEQEsh dust -- - -- 0.55 0.07 0.35 -- 0.07
[BaPEQ]a soi - 0.80 0.42 - - - - 0.01 0.01
[BaPEQEsh soil - -- -- 0.50 0.44 -- 0.32 0.25
IRaust, 06 years 0.13 - 0.06 0.19 - 0.02 0.59 - 0.12
IRdust, 670 years 0.16 -- 0.08 0.24 - 0.04 0.03 - 0.01
IR0, 0 18 years -- 0.13 0.07 - 0.30 0.26 -- 0.66 0.53
IRggil, 1870 years -- 0.06 0.03 -- 0.18 0.15

3BaPEQ, benzalpyrene equivalents; UA, unsealed asphalt pavement; CSA, coal-tar-sealed pavement; IR, fhgdktionmateiition to
variability is expected from this paranf@edy weight 1870 years of age contributet?s to variability of estimates.

contributed relatively little. When lifetime exposure or exposuwr@mmercial and residential neighborhoods mapped in Texas; in
only during thérst 6 years of life to CSA environments was suburb of Chicago, IL, sealcoated pavement constituted 4% of
considered (scenarios 2 and 3), IR contributed a greatde area, and 89% of driveway area was se&fcoated.

proportion of the variability in estimated ELCR. Uncertainty. The analysis presented here contains several
I sources of uncertainty, and many of the choices made for the
+ DISCUSSION analysis result in conservative (lower) estimates of ELCR.

Four exposure scenarios for nondietary ingestion of cS@oncentrations of one of the B2 PAH, diBahA, were not
d'ected soil and SHD resulted in estimated BaPEQ doses tiigluded in computation of BaPEQ because analytical
are substantially elevated over the dose for urban backgrodlificulties resulted in nondetections in all but one of the
(Table 1). BaPEQ doses from nondietary ingestion of CSRHD sample. The cancer slope factor used was 7.3;
d' ected soil and dust range from 91 ng/kg/day duringsthe Schneider et al., (2082pn the basis of oral carcinogenicity
year of life to 9.1 ng/kg/day for adults. For comparisorstudies with BaP and coal-tar mixtures, recommend use of a
Chuang et al. (1998)reported dietary intake for the sum of slope factor of 11.5, which would increase ELCR reported here
B2 PAHS for children(2 years of age) in North Carolina as by about 50%. No adjustment factor was used to account for
24.8 ng/kg/day. Dietary intakes among adults of B2 PAHs hapéreased risk associated with exposure during early life stages,
been estimated at between 1 ahd/@ay on average (about when children are more susceptible to"thetseof chemical
12.5 62.5 nglkg/day}* We recently demonstrated that EXpOSUrES.
exposures to B2 PAHs in CS@eted SHD are expected to  Although seven carcinogenic PAHS, all of which have a RPF
exceed dietary intakes in chiléfen. " 1, were considered here, the USEPA recently has proposed
ELCRs associated with CSéeted settings (scenaribs 2 that 24 PAHSs, with RPFs ranging from 0.1 to 60, be used to
5) greatly exceed those for the urban background (scenariodgtermine the relative potency of PAH mixttis least
To put CSA-associated ELCRs into context, estimated C1i#ee of the PAHs with proposed RPFs exceeting 1
ELCR for lifetime exposure to CSésted soils (8.9 10 i) benzof] $uorene, proposed RPF of 30; ditsijahthracene,
exceeds that for urban soils in Beijing, Chinal (.G ?),* prosposed RPF of 10; and dibeat]gj/rene, proposed RPF of
and CTE ELCR for lifetime exposure to C®Ated SHD 30 4 are components of coaltar/and BaPEQs associated
(2.0! 10 °) exceeds that for exposure to urban surface dustth coal tar are estimated to increase by almost a factor of 10 if
(pavement and road dust) in an industrial area in China (1.0i8e proposed RPFs are adopted.
I 10 9.%® However, estimated RME ELCR for lifetime Other elements of the analysis also contributed to
exposure to CSAexted SHD (5.82 10 °) was less than conservative ELCRs estimates. Most importantly, the risk
that reported by Maertens et al. (2b0@) children in those  analysis presented here did not consider nondietary ingestion of
residences in Ottawa, Canada, with SHD PAH in the top 108ttdoor dust on parking lots, driveways, and playgrounds with
percentile (>1! 104, although the IR and SHD PAH coal-tar-based sealcoat, as no data are available that quantify IR
concentrations were comparable to those used here. Tfoe these settings. PAH concentrations in dust from coal-tar-
di"erence likely arises because Maertens et al. includedsaalcoated pavement, however, are 10 or more times higher
adjustment factor in their risk analysis to account for exposuttean those measured in CSéeted SHD and soil: median
taking place during early life stages. ELCRs estimated hereB@IPEQ concentrations reported range fréno@»2! g/g®
CSA-dected settings exceed those for some other types lofestion of 48 mg of dust from CSA parking lots per day in
exposure to PAHs. For example, estimated CTE ELCRs fihildren less than 6 years of age would add 100 ng BaPEQ/kg/
CSA-8ected settings are much greater than those estimatedday to the overall dose (data not shown). By comparison, the
ingestion of grilled and smoked meat (2.6 /)*® and for maximum calculated dose in the CTE scenarios is 91 ng/kg/
inhalation of granulates associated with intense 30-year actiléty.
on artlcial turf (1! 108 for presumed worst case Further, the BaPEQ concentrations for CSA SHD in the
conditions}? analysis presented here might underrepresent typical BaPEQ
The increased cancer risk associated with"&Sikgp  associated with CSPeated environments, because the
settings likely'acts a large number of people in the U.S. Useamples used as representative were collected in Austin in
of the Eroduct is widespread in the U.S. east of the Continen28l08, about 2 1/2 years after use of coal-tar-based pavement
Divide* and it also is used in some parts of Cirdelmled  sealant was banned in that€ity.is not known if or how
parking lots constituted 2% of the area of four mixed rapidly concentrations of PAH in SHD decrease as sealant on
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the adjacent pavement ages. Inhalation of gas-phase PAHsestdmate for lifetime exposure, and for reasonable maximum
was not considered here, and recent measurements of estimates for all exposure scenarios considered. Exposure to
concentrations of PAHSs indicate relatively high concentratich®se compounds in settled house dust is a particularly
above old (3!68 yr) coal-tar-based seafamhd very high  important source of risk for children younger than 6 years of
concentrations above pavement within hours to weekge, as they are expected to ingest this material at higher rates.
following sealant application. This indicates that the use of coal-tar-based pavement sealants
Other sources of uncertainty in this risk analysis includeagriies aggregate exposures to B2 PAHs in children and
choice of IRs, assumption of 100% bioavailability, sample siglelts in residences adjacent to where these products are used,
and dust loading. Ingestion rate contributed a large proportiand is associated with human health risks in excess of widely
of the variability in estimated ELCR associated with CSAecepted standards. Although the analysis presented here is
d'ected settings. For this analysis we used IRE fi@ust based on a limited data set, the results indicate that
IRs recently recommended by the USEPA are higher thhimmonitoring might be warranted to characterize the exposure
those used here, but soil IRs are [B\Recalculation of risk of children and adults to PAHs associated with coal-tar-based
estimates using those in the 2011 updated version of thavement sealant.
Handbook slightly changes risk estimates but does not charnge
the overall conclusions of our assessment. The assumptiort ofASSOCIATED CONTENT
100% bioavailability likely causes moderate overstatemenf of _ .
risks from ingestion of CSreaed SHD and soil. The Supporting Information _
bioavailability of PAHs in abraded particles of coal tar-baddgditional information on dose and exposure assumptions,
sealant has not been investigated, and thus the relevancgSgfnated doses, and dust loading. Table S1. Mass of house
studies of the bioavailability of BaP and other B2 PAHs in s8iSt (<0.5 mm) collected, area sampled, surface dust loading,
may or may not be robustly applicable to these calculatioA8d benza@]pyrene equivalent (BaPEQ) loading for 18
Our calculations indicate that bioavailability on the order gPartments in the Austin, Tex., area. Table S2. Exposure
20% would still be associated with risk in excelss16f4in assumptions for deterministic and probabilistic risk calculations.
some exposure scenarios (RME, scenario 2). Bioavailabilitf /€ S3. Theoretical yearly doses of bmpymgne
PAHSs in soil has been observed to range as high%s 90%. equivalents unqer centr_al tende_nc_y and_ reasonable maximum
The data set available for PAHs lsplyi associated with €Xposure conditions. This material is available free of charge via
CSA- and UAacted settings was relatively small. Inthe Internet at http://pubs.acs.org.
particular, data from only three soil samples were availaljle
for soil adjacent to unsealed asphalt. However, the!e AUTHOR INFORMATION
con_centrations are consjstent with upper rgnges_pf_ CONCRYiresponding Author
trations reported in the literaturedackgroun@Sensitivity — , o5p o (254) 710-2468; fax: (254) 710-2580; E-mail: sp_

analysis indicates that the much of the variability in risk. -~ :
estimates arises from concentrations of BaPEQ in SHD andilélilllams@baylor.edu, spencer.williams.phd@gmail.com.

(Table 3). Notes

Finally, the data on dust loading adds some uncertainty tbe authors declare no competingncial interest.
the risk estimates. Recall that one data point in the UA SH
data set is an outlier (8Bg/cn?, compared to a mean of 85 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

!g/cmz for _the remaining 6 data points). Reanalys_is of the S‘In:his work was conducted without the Bewné external
without this data point shows that CSA settings had nding. Any use of trade product'mm. names is for

signicantly higher dust loading than the UA settigs ( 2 :
0.043, Stude@t test). The source of this eience between descriptive purposes only and does not imply endorsement by
; . the U.S. Government.
the sampled settings is unclear.
In this analysis, lifetime estimated ELCRs for determinist .
and probabilistic approaches were virtually identical (Tables 1 ABBREVIATIONS:

and 2, Figure 3). This indicates that point estimates for theag averaging time

parameters, as applied here, reasonably represent values iB2@AH carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (clas-
center and upper reaches of the distributions of these data. si ed B2 by EPA)

Several of the factors contributing to uncertainty associa®aP benze]pyrene

with the ELCRs presented here could be more fully accountegA coal-tar-sealed asphalt
for with additional data, resulting in less uncertainty. BecaGEE central tendency exposure
the recognition of coal-tar-based pavement sealants as a s®B#@fEQ benzalpyrene equivalents
of PAHs to the environment is relatively recentighstudy  BW body weight

was published in 2004), there are data gaps for SufD exposure duration
information as bioavailability of PAHs associated with driédr exposure frequency
sealant particles, IRs for pavement dust, and change in PAEHCR  excess lifetime cancer risk
concentrations in CSAeated soils and SHD with time since IR ingestion rate

sealant application. Additional data on PAH concentrationsPiH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
CSA-&ected soils and SHD will result in more robust ELCRRME reasonable maximum exposure
estimates. RPF relative potency factor
Estimates of excess cancer risk arising from exposureStD settled house dust
carcinogenic PAHSs in settled house dust and soil near coal 8#EDS Stochastic Human Exposure and Dose Simulation
sealed parking lots exceededld * for the central tendency UA unsealed asphalt
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Table 1:Demographic characteristics of the studied groups. Values are mean (SD), medi
[IQR], or n (%).
Exposed Comparison

Variable p value
(n=74) (n=110)

Age (yr) 37.4 (10.9) 33.8(8.1) 0.016

Height (cm) 174.0 (7.6) 173.3 (6.9) 0.538

Weight (kg) 73.5(12.1) 70.2 (11.9) 0.074



Length of exposure/employment (yr)

Level of education
llliterate

Diploma

Higher education
Marital status

Single

Married

Body mass index (kg/&)
Smokers

Length of smoking (yr)

Number of cigarettes smoked per day
Air-bone concentration of TP (mg&n
Air-bone concentration of BSF (mgan

10 [15.5]

9 (12%)
34 (46%)
31 (42%)

8 (11%)
66 (89%)
24.3 (3.7)
19 (26%)
8.3 (5.7)
7.8 (6.6)
0.9 (0.2)
0.3 (0.1)

&+(- $3VSKDOW )DFW 3DFN

8 [6.5] 0.239

0 (0%)
19 (17.3%) 0.001
91 (82.7%)

12 (10.9%)
98 (89.1%)
23.4(3.8) 0.122
22 (20%)  0.364
9.8(75)  0.465
47(3.00  0.058
N

~

N

0.983

2 Z

Table 2:Pulmonary function indices of asphalt workers and comparison group (before an
exposure). Values are mean (SD) percent predicted value.

Exposed
Variable
(n=74) (n=74)
9123 8334
ve (4.98)  (15.28)
8591  78.92
FVC (18.81) (18.57)
89.58  85.38
FEVL  (1869) (19.4)
819  78.79
PEF (22.8)  (23.64)
795 8135
FEVINC (1535 (16.76)
evyrye 8705 89.95

(8.57)  (6.85)

Preshift Postshift Comparison

(n=110)

93.69 (13.67) <0.001

87.58 (13.15)
93.88 (13.93)
86.25 (18.85)
100.8 (11.91)

107.56 (9.64)

p value

Preshift vs post-
shift exposed groupcomparison group

0.004

0.021

0.096

0.385

0.008

Preshift exposed vs

0.251
0.508
0.094
0.160
<0.001

<0.001

N'25"+H+#0)8#+(9"+$&"M'5" 4" +)J+&" HBV6&: () &+ +H*-$()-#+'-). 2+ HBO'5(+8) 8\" &t ' [+4)-$ &6t . +28&) 1$1+NO"+$&"M'5" 4" Q)#55+& " H$%&.
#5-$()-HHH(LI%"+8H+H9%2.%I%4" . (5*+_SeWIWW@ +9%29"&+%. +(9"+'<S)#"/+28&) 1$+(9'.+%6. + (A AR SHEYRIHOBRI LRI 28" #H%%) .+ '5*HYstt+) +
FA+89"&" 2" A+5" 2(9+)J+"<S)H1&"A+8 "% 29(A+9" V629 (A+"/14'(96). +5 "M SA+ [+#-)\0b.2+8"&"+4) HYo/"&"[+%./"$".I" QEINELH(5 SV @+
A% (%) +8 I +2" (8™ A" <) HL& +()HHSYD(+IL-"H+ [+(9"+$&"M'5" 4"+) J+'55+8"HYo&! () &* +H*-$()-#+21 (+49"H(+(%29(."##+_N'25"+X |
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Table 3:Frequency (%; 95% CI) of respiratory symptoms among asphalt workers and
comparison group. All symptoms were significantly (p<0.001) more prevalent in exposed
the comparison group.

Variable Exposed (n=74) Comparison (n=110)
Cough 30 (41; 29 to 52) 11 (10.0; 4.3 t0 15.7)
Phlegm 28 (38; 27 to 49) 10 (9.1; 3.7 to 14.5)
Productive cough 27 (36; 25 to 48) 7(6.4; 1.7 t0 11.0)
Wheezing 31 (42; 30 to 53) 4 (3.6;0.1t07.2)
Shortness of breath 22 (30; 19 to 40) 6 (5.5; 1.2t0 9.8)
Chest tightness 13 (18; 9 to 26) 0(0;0to 0)

Table 4:Association between exposure to asphalt fumes and development of respiratory
symptoms (binary logistic regression analysis).

Outcome OR (95% CI)
Cough 6.9 (3.1t015.4)
Phlegm 6.7 (2.9 to 15.5)
Productive cough 8.5(3.41021.1)
Wheezing 18.1 (5.9 t0 56.0)
Shortness of breath 6.9 (2.6 to 18.9)

7I("&+|1#(%.2+ )&+ 2" A+5" 2(9+)I+"<$)#18&"A+8"%629(A+9"%629(A+"/14' (%) . +5" M "SA+ [+#-)\%. 2A+-15(%$5"+5%. " &-+&"28& " HHU) .+ 5*HYot+&"M"'5" [+
#9%2.%I%4' .(+_$SeWIWW@ +."2'(%M"+4)&&"5'(%).+2" (8" +"<S)H1&"+()+ 4S5 (+J1-"#+' /+3;a@OaK+'./+3:a@ OZHEI BE)IIl-<$)# 18"
&"/14"+(9"+3;a@0aKA+ /+3;a@03aK+?*+DWIXb+' /+DWIHDA+& #$"4(%M"5*+_N'25"+Y"|

Table 5:Association between exposure to asphalt fumes and changes in pulmonary funct
indices (multiple linear regression analysis).

Dependent variable &,

VC £8.1 6.9 t0 0.7)

VC Bl1.7 6.3 t0 2.9)
FEV1 £8.6 £8.2t0 1.1)
PEF 1.4 ©10.4 to 1.6)
FEV1/VC E0.4 £24.3 tob16.5)
FEV1/FVC Er0.3 £23.0 tob17.6)
CHALH#HY%).

TH&(+I&)-+2"+ [+5 M 5+) I+ 14 (%) A+(9"&" +8'H+.)+#%2. % I%4' . (+/%IJ"&".4"+2" (8" +(9"+(8) +#(1/%"+28) LSH#+% .+ (" &-#+)J+)(9"&+M &%'?5 " #I+N9"&"
B+ )+ )HHY2.Y0I%4" . (H%0IJ"&" A" +%.+(9"+. 1-7" &+ ) I+ &t [+ N0 2+ 0. (" HYo(*+7"(8" . +(9"+(8)+28) USHINILE LD BY6\"5++(9'(+

#)\%.2+'44) 1. ("1+3)&+(9"+/%JJ"&" A"H+) 24" &M"[+% +H#$%&)-" (& +&"#15(#I+NO"+#%2.%I%4" (+&"114(%) . +%. +3aK A+@H@WL . a@E3aK A+

00,48 #"+0b.+(9"+& " HEY6& (| &H+HH-$()-#+ & +(9"&" J)&" A+596\"5*+ () + 2" +(9"+&"#1 SO Bl TAIHNDVo#+4). 45 1#96). +%oH+5H) +#1$$) &("/+2++(9"+
&"HLS(#+)I+(9"+5) 206#(%04+&"2&" %) .+ 5*#Y%t+ N'?5"+X |
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#559 - Childhood Cancer and Pollution
August 13, 1997

A new peer-reviewed study in England shows that children have aAmong children who had changed addresses between birth
increased danger of getting cancer if they live within three to fivedeath, the cancer hazard could only be seen near the birth add
kilometers (2 to 3 miles) of certain kinds of industrial facilities.[1] implying that exposure to pollutants shortly before or after bir
The study, by E.G. Knox and E.A. Gilman, finds that the danger izaused the cancers.
greatest within a few hundred yards of pollution sources and tapers
off with distance. The incidence of childhood cancers per 100,0nox and Gilman, the authors of this study, have spent several ye
children in England and the U.S. has been rising steadily for at leasteveloping analytic techniques for identifying small-scale cance
20 years. clusters, usually cancers occurring within 150 to 300 mete
(roughly 150 to 300 yards) of each other.[2] The authors say tF
The new study examined data for 22,458 children who died afre sure their techniques can now identify cancer clusters at
leukemia (cancer of the blood-forming cells) or of other cancenseighborhood level. "First, our recent analyses have effective
during the years 1953 to 1980 in England. The study looked dtspelled caveats about the reality of short range case clustering
home address at time of birth and home address at time of dedthe existence of geographically localised hazards is not now
then measured the physical distance from these addresses to nealdoybt. Proximity studies are no longer concerned with this iss
industrial facilities. and can be directed solely at asking what those hazards might
they say.[1]
Excesses of leukemias and other cancers among children were found
near the following kinds of industries: This latest study takes these techniques the next step and links
cancer clusters to nearby sources of pollution, particularly thos
** oil refineries, major oil storage installations, railside oil involving large quantities of petroleum.
distribution terminals, and factories making bitumen (a British term
for asphalt, crude petroleum and tar). The weakness of this latest study, the authors say, is that it can
rule out the possibility that there are excessively large numbers
** automobile factories, auto body construction factories, and autahildren living near industrialized facilities, which could create the
body repair shops; false impression of high cancer rates. The authors examine tt
guestion as best they can, and they show that, in general, there
** major users of petroleum products including paint sprayers, fibefew residences within short distances (a few hundred yards)
glass fabricators, paint and varnish makers, manufacturers ofajor factories because associated facilities (roads, parking I
solvents, plastics and detergents, and galvanizers (zinc metmrages, etc.) compete for space with residential buildings.
platers).
The authors conclude that childhood cancers cluster around 1
** users of kilns and furnaces, including steel mills, power plants,general kinds of facilities:
cement manufacturers, brick makers, crematoria, and foundries for
iron and steel, aluminum, and zinc. ** producers, refiners, distributors, and industrial users of petrolet
fuels and volatile petroleum products; and
** airfields, railways, highways, and harbors.
** manufacturing processes using high temperature furnaces, kil
This study was also interesting for what it did NOT find: and combustion chambers.

** Rubber manufacturers showed slight increases in childhoo8ome operations, notably internal combustion engines and oil fir

cancers nearby, but tire manufacturing plants did not. Likewisdurnaces, meet both criteria.

brake manufacturing showed no excessive childhood cancers

nearby. The authors of the study say there may be three mechanisms
which childhood cancers are caused:

** Despite the use of solvent-based cleaning, electroplating plants

showed no childhood cancer increases nearby. ** Gases and volatile organic compounds reaching children or the
pregnant mothers directly;

**  Twenty-two factories making halogenated hydrocarbons

(chlorinated and fluorinated) had no apparent effect but 32 oth&r Parents' germ cells being harmed during occupational exposur

solvent manufacturers showed cancer effects up to 5 kilometers d®ing rise to children who are predisposed to cancers;

miles) away.
** Occupational contamination carried home on clothing, skin, o

** Metal casting (aluminum and zinc), metal forming, and welding breath.

probably account for the effects seen near automobile manufacturing

plants, the authors say. However, casting and refining of leadf the three mechanisms, the authors say they believe dir

showed no childhood cancer effects. The manufacture @Xxposure of children or their pregnant mothers is the most likely.

automobile batteries, on the other hand, exhibited strong effects.

The authors speculate that it may be the manufacture of battéfjpe authors say their study may have missed many local sources

casings (plastics forming, and use of solvents) that create tpetroleum exposure of children, such as domestic and commer

childhood cancer effect, rather than the lead itself. heating systems, oil storage bunkers, oil delivery spills, sm
machine shops, bus stations, school or hospital chimneys, munic

** QOther industries that did not seem to be associated witincinerators, gasoline stations, etc.

childhood cancers included agricultural fertilizer rail terminals; TV

transmitters; cake and biscuit bakers; dry cell battery manufacturefShildhood cancers could be caused by at least 3 mechanisms:

magnetic tape makers; nuclear power plants; PVC manufacturers;

and the makers of wood preservatives. ** Pollutants damaging the inherited genetic material (DNA) i
cells;

** Benzene manufacturing plants were not associated with nearby

clusters of childhood cancers. The known leukemia hazard froffi Pollutants damaging the immune system which would otherwi

benzene may have led to special containment measures. prevent cancer cells from surviving;

The findings for leukemias and for other cancers were the same. ** Pollutants damaging mechanisms of cell division. (Cancer it
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uncontrolled cell division.) relationship of pollution to human disease is a forbidden top
study.
These latest findings, that childhood cancers are clustered near
industrial facilities, contradict the official view of childhood cancer,--Peter Montague (National Writers Union, UAW Lo
at least in the U.S. The National Cancer Institute (NCI) wrote i1981/AFL-CIO)
1993, "Time trends in childhood cancer are not likely to be affected
by environmental agents because very few are known that cause===
cancer within the pediatric age-span, and exposures have been rare
or limited." And: "Clusters of childhood cancer occur very often byf1] E.G. Knox and E.A. Gilman, "Hazard proximities of childhooc
chance and almost never because of environmental agents."E3ncers in Great Britain from 1953-80," JOURNAL OF
Nevertheless, the NCI does say that children exposed to radiatiBPIDEMIOLOGY AND COMMUNITY HEALTH Vol. 51 (1997),
(as at Hiroshima and Nagasaki) can develop cancers. Exposureptys. 151-159.
benzene could cause childhood leukemia, says NCI, because
benzene affects chromosomes the same way radiation does. TBESee E.G. Knox, "Spatial clustering of childhood cancers in Gre
children of mothers treated with diethylstilbestrol (DES) --a drugBritain," JOURNAL OF EPIDEMIOLOGY AND COMMUNITY
given to women in the 1950s to prevent miscarriage --can devel&fEALTH Vol. 50, No. 3 (June 1996), pgs. 313-319. And: E.C
childhood cancers, NCI acknowledges. Knox, "Leukaemia clusters in childhood: geographical analysis
Britain," JOURNAL OF EPIDEMIOLOGY AND COMMUNITY
NCI reports that the incidence (per 100,000 children) of maniAEALTH Vol. 48, No. 4 (August 1994), pgs. 369-376. And: E.C
childhood cancers have increased steadily during the perid¢hox, "Leukaemia clusters in Great Britain. 1. Space-Time
1973-1990. All childhood cancers combined have increased at tideractions,” JOURNAL  OF EPIDEMIOLOGY  AND
rate of 0.9% per year (0.9% per year among whites, and 1.0% pg@©OMMUNITY HEALTH Vol. 46, No. 6 (December 1992), pgs.
year among African- Americans). Cancer of the brain and centréb6-572. And: E.G. Knox, "Leukaemia clusters in Great Britain.
nervous system have increased at 1.8% per year. Leukemias h&aepgraphical concentrations,” JOURNAL OF EPIDEMIOLOG)
increased at 1.8% per year. Non-Hodgkin's lymphomas hava\ND COMMUNITY HEALTH Vol. 46, No. 6 (December 1992),
increased at 1.4% per year. Kidney cancer has increased at 1% pgs. 573-576. And: E.A. Gilman, "Childhood Cancers: space-tir
year. However, thanks to surgery, radiation treatments, ardistribution in Britain," JOURNAL OF EPIDEMIOLOGY AND
chemotherapy, death rates for all these childhood cancers ha®®MMUNITY HEALTH Vol. 49, No. 2 (April 1995), pgs.
declined steadily since 1973 at an average rate of 2.9% per yd#8-163.
even as the incidence rates have increased.[3]
[3] Barry A. Miller, and others, editors, SEER CANCER
U.S. environmental officials discourage the kind of study reportedSTATISTICS REVIEW 1973-1990 [NIH Publication No. 93-2789]
here. Each year U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPABethesda, Maryland, 1993), pgs. XXVII.1 to XXVII.15.
collects data on toxic releases as self-reported by industrial
polluters, thus creating the annual Toxics Release Inventory, or TRI] Scott Learn, "Project director says EPA won't let doctor
database, which is authorized by federal law. However, EPA hgarticipate,” LEXINGTON [KENTUCKY] HERALD-LEADER
never assigned any staff to check the quality of the self-reportédarch 20, 1994, pg. Al15. And see: Andrew Melnykovych, "EPA t
data, thus making any studies based on the TRI data suspdeay $20,000 settlement to employee,” THE [LOUISVILLE
Furthermore, when John R. Stockwell, a physician employed by tféENTUCKY] COURIER JOURNAL November 3, 1995, pg. 1.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), developed a&nd see: Southern Organizing Committee for Economic and Soc
technique for linking data from the TRI database with disease ratdastice (SOC), "Hundreds of Citizen Groups Call on Department
near pollution sources in Chattanooga, Tennessee, EPA officidlabor to Uphold Rights of Environmental Whistleblower," pres
immediately tried to fire Stockwell. (See REHW #366, #392.) release dated October 11, 1996; for further information, cont:
Because of citizen protests, Stockwell managed to keep his job, lBOC at (502) 776- 7874, or (404) 755-2855, or Mr. Holtzcla
he has not undertaken any similar studies since then, and neither hamsself at (404) 562-8868.
anyone else within EPA. EPA chief Carol Browner has issued a
memo specifically ordering EPA staff to "stay away from linkingDescriptor terms: oil industry; petroleum; cancer; childhood cance
human health effects and the TRI data." (REHW #392) leukemia; brain cancer; kidney cancer; studies; england; e.g. kne
cancer clusters; automobile manufacture; automobile repair; pail
Another EPA official who tried to link industrial toxic releases to fiber glass; solvents; plastics; detergents; metal plating an
human health has also found himself in serious trouble. Brianfinishing; boilers and industrial furnaces; bifs; crematoria; iron;
Holtzclaw, an environmental engineer employed by EPA but "osteel; zinc; aluminum; cement kilns; airports; railroads harbors
loan" to the state of Kentucky, urged the study of massive toximbber manufacturers; metal casting; welding; automobile batterie
releases from an Ashland Oil refinery to see if they correlated withmf; benzene; pvc; high-temperature combustion; diesel exhau
disease rates in neighboring communities. He tried to bring in Jolmternal combustion engines;
Stockwell to study Ashland's toxic discharges, and he himself
released some pollution data to local citizens. Holtzclaw was
immediately terminated from his Kentucky projects and reassigned
to Atlanta, Georgia. Holtzclaw fought the reassignment. Hundreds
of environmental groups and individuals all across the country have
signed letters and petitions on Holtzclaw's behalf. After a legal
battle, EPA --without admitting any wrongdoing -- settled with
Holtzclaw for $20,000 and a written promise that he could continue
to work on environmental justice issues. However, Holtzclaw's
court battle against the U.S. Department of Labor and the state of
Kentucky continues. He wants his job back in Kentucky and he
wants his court costs reimbursed.[4]

The Stockwell and Holtzclaw cases send an unmistakable message
from EPA chief Carol Browner to all EPA employees: Beware. The

Rachel's Environment & Health News is a publication of the Environmental Research Foundation, P.O. Box 160, New
Brunswick, NJ 08903-0160; Phone: (732) 828-9995; Fax (732) 791-4603; E-mail: erf@rachel.org; http://www.rachel.org.
Unless otherwise indicated, Rachel's is written by Peter Montague.
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ASPHALT PLANTS
CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN:

An overview of 7 toxic substances released from asphalt processing
facilities and their known effects on human health

Asphalt plants are sources of air pollution that may emit significant levels of both particulate
matter and gaseous volatile organic compounds (VOCSs). These pollutants are considered to be
dangerous to human health. Some VOCs are also suspected carcinogens or cancer-causing
agents (Fact Sheet: Information Regarding Asphalt Concrete Plants, number 5, November
1996, Ohio EPA, Division of Air Pollution Control Small Business Assistance Program).

No two asphalts are chemically alike. The chemical makeup of asphalt depends on the chemical
content of the original crude petroleum from which it is made. Other manufacturing methods
which alter the chemical makeup of asphalt include asphalt cement additives, higher operating
temperatures, and the use of recycled asphalt paving cause increases in toxic emissions (Letter
to Dr. Ernest Fuller, Division of Air Quality, Raleigh Regional Office, from Louis Zeller, BREDL,
re: Tar Heel Paving DRAFT permit #08977R00, March 12, 2001).

The following are examples of seven pollutants typically found at various levels in emissions
from asphalt plants - hydrogen sulfide, benzene, chromium, formaldehyde, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS), cadmium and arsenic B and the known effects of these substances on
human health:

Hydrogen sulfide (H2S). Hydrogen sulfide is a poisonous, colorless gas that is associated
with the characteristic smell of rotten eggs. Exposure tends to be a problem in communities
located near certain types of industrial sites that release hydrogen sulfide. People who live near
an industrial facility that emits hydrogen sulfide may be exposed to higher levels of hydrogen
sulfide. Exposure to hydrogen sulfide occurs from breathing contaminated air or drinking
contaminated water. Hydrogen sulfide remains in the air for about 18 hrs. after which it changes
into sulfur dioxide and sulfuric acid. Hydrogen sulfide may also be released as a liquid waste
from an industrial facility. It is not known whether children are more sensitive to hydrogen sulfide
than adults nor is it known if hydrogen sulfide causes birth defects (ToxFAQs for Hydrogen
Sulfide, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, July 2006, CAS #7783-06-04.)

Exposures to high concentrations of hydrogen sulfide may result in respiratory distress,
pulmonary edema, nervous system depression, neurobehavioral effects, tissue hypoxia,
cardiovascular effects, unconsciousness and death. Exposure to lower concentrations of
hydrogen sulfide can result in less severe neurological and respiratory effects such as
incoordination, loss of smell, nasal symptoms, sore throat, cough, and dyspnea. Some evidence
suggests that people with asthma may be overly sensitive to hydrogen sulfide, and impaired
function has been observed in people with asthma who were exposed to low levels of hydrogen
sulffide.

One community exposure study found an increased prevalence of eye irritations in residents
exposed to low levels of hydrogen sulfide. Numerous case reports suggest that high exposures
to respiratory arrest and pulmonary edema can occur after a brief exposure to hydrogen sulfide.
Although most people recover after exposure to hydrogen sulfide many individuals report
permanent or persistent neurological effects including headache, poor concentration ability and
attention span, impaired short memory and motor function (Toxicological Profile for Hydrogen
Sulfide, US Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry, 2006).



Benzene. Benzene, also known as benzol, is a colorless liquid with a sweet ndpraBenzepels 3
a known carcinogen or cancer-causing agent. Benzene enters the body through the lungs,
gastrointestinal tract, and across the skin. Brief exposure (5-10 minutes) to very high levels of
benzene in air can result in death. Lower levels of exposure can cause drowsiness, dizziness,
rapid heart rate, headaches, tremors, confusion, and unconsciousness. Continuous exposure to
benzene can lead to anemia and excessive bleeding, and may be harmful to the immune

system by increasing the chance for infection and perhaps lowering the body's defense against
cancer.

Exposure to benzene has been associated with development of a particular type of leukemia
called acute myeloid leukemia (AML). The Department of Health and Human Services, the
International Agency for Cancer Research and the EPA has determined that benzene causes
cancer.

Exposure to benzene may be harmful to human reproductive organs. Benzene can pass from
the mother's blood to a fetus, but it is not known what effects exposure to benzene might have
on the developing fetus in pregnant women or on fertility in men. However, studies with
pregnant animals show that breathing benzene has harmful effects on the developing fetus.
These effects include low birth weight, delayed bone formation, and bone marrow damage.

Children can be affected by benzene exposure in the same ways as adults, and is not known if
children are more susceptible to benzene poisoning than adults (Public Health Statement for
Benzene, Draft for Public Comment, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry,
September 2005, CAS#: 71-43-2).

Chromium. Chromiumis a naturally occurring element found in rocks, animals, plants, soil,
and in volcanic dust and gases. Chromium cannot be tasted and has no odor. Chromium is
present in the environment in several different forms. The most common forms are
chromium(0), chromium(lll), and chromium(V1), also known as hexavalent chromium.

Chromium(VI) and chromium(0) are usually produced by industrial processes. Breathing high
levels of chromium(VI1) can cause irritation to the nose, such as runny nose, nosebleeds, and
ulcers and holes in the nasal septum. Chromium(VI) at high levels can damage the nose and
can cause cancer. Ingesting large amounts of chromium(VI) can cause stomach upsets and
ulcers, convulsions, kidney and liver damage, and even death. Skin contact with certain
chromium(VI) compounds can cause skin ulcers. Some people are extremely sensitive to
chromium(VI1) or chromium(lll). Allergic reactions consisting of severe redness and swelling of
the skin have been noted (ToxFAQs for Chromium, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry, February 2001, CAS#: 7440-47-3).

Formaldehyde. Formaldehyde is a nearly colorless gas with a pungent, irritating odor even
at very low concentrations (below 1 ppm). Formaldehyde is a potent sensitizer and a probable
human carcinogen or cancer-causing agent. Formaldehyde is an eye, skin, and respiratory tract
irritant; inhalation of vapors can produce narrowing of the bronchi and accumulation of fluid in
the lungs.

Children may be more susceptible than adults to the respiratory effects of formaldehyde. Even
fairly low concentrations of formaldehyde can produce rapid onset of nose and throat irritation,
causing cough, chest pain, shortness of breath, and wheezing. Higher exposures can cause
significant inflammation of the lower respiratory tract, resulting in swelling of the throat,
inflammation of the windpipe and bronchi, narrowing of the bronchi, inflammation of the lungs,
and accumulation of fluid in the lungs (Medical Management Guidelines for Formaldehyde,
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, CAS#: 50-00-0, updated 11/02/06).



Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS). Polycyclic aromaties hygracacbens 1
(PAHSs) are a group of over 100 different chemicals that are formed during the incomplete
burning of coal, oil and gas, garbage, or other organic substances and found in coal tar, crude
oil, creosote, and roofing tar. The Department of Health and Human Services has determined
that some PAHs may reasonably be expected to cause cancer. Some people who have
breathed or touched mixtures of PAHs and other chemicals for long periods of time have
developed cancer.

Certain PAHs have caused cancer in laboratory animals when they breathed air containing
them (lung cancer), ingested them in food (stomach cancer) or had them applied to their skin
(skin cancer). PAHs are found in air attached to dust particles, and can enter water through
discharges can enter water from industrial and wastewater treatment plants where they can
move through soil to contaminate groundwater. The PAH contents of plants and animals may be
much higher than PAH contents of soil or water in which they live (ToxFAQs for Polycyclic
Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHSs), Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry,
September 1996).

Cadmium. Cadmium is an element that occurs naturally in the earth's crust. Pure cadmium
is a soft, silver-white metal that attaches to small particles in the air. People who live near
hazardous waste sites or factories that release cadmium into the air have the potential for
exposure to cadmium in air.

Breathing air with very high levels of cadmium can severely damage the lungs and may cause
death. Breathing air with lower levels of cadmium over long periods of time (for years) may
result kidney disease, lung damage and fragile bones. Data on human exposure to cadmium is
limited, but studies show that rats that breathed in cadmium developed lung cancer, liver
damage and changes in the immune system. Female rats and mice that breathed high levels of
cadmium had fewer litters, babies with more birth defects than usual, reduced body weight,
babies born with behavioral problems and learning disabilities.

As a conservative approach, and based on the limited human data and the studies in rats, the
United States Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) has determined that
cadmium and cadmium compounds may reasonably be anticipated to be carcinogens. The
International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has determined that cadmium is
carcinogenic to humans. The EPA has determined that cadmium is a probable human
carcinogen by inhalation (Public Health Statement for Cadmium, Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry, July, 1999, CAS # 1306-19-0).

Arsenic. Arsenic occurs naturally in soil and minerals and it therefore may enter the air,
water, and land from wind-blown dust and may get into water from runoff and leaching. Arsenic
released from power plants and other combustion processes is usually attached to very small
dust particles. These dust particles settle to the ground or are washed out of the air by rain.
Arsenic attached to dust may stay in the air for many days and travel long distances. Ultimately,
most arsenic ends up in the soil or sediment. Children may also be exposed to arsenic by eating
dirt, skin contact with soil or water that contains arsenic, or through inhalation. If you breathe air
that contains arsenic dust, particles of arsenic-contaminated dust may settle onto the lining of
the lungs.

Inorganic arsenic is usually found in the environment combined with other elements such as
oxygen, chlorine, and sulfur. Arsenic combined with carbon and hydrogen is referred to as
organic arsenic. Long-term oral exposure to inorganic arsenic can results in a pattern of skin
changes called "corns” or "warts" on the palms, soles, and torso that may develop into skin
cancer. Swallowing arsenic has also been reported to increase the risk of cancer in the liver,
bladder, kidneys, prostate, and lungs. The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
has determined that inorganic arsenic is known to cause cancer. The International Agency for
Research on Cancer (IARC) has determined that inorganic arsenic is carcinogenic to humans.
The EPA also has classified inorganic arsenic as a known human carcinogen.



Breathing high levels of inorganic arsenic will resultin a sore throat, irritatet[#)9s ARCEIRE ack 115
potential to develop lung cancer. This has been seen mostly in workers exposed to arsenic at
smelters, mines, and chemical factories, but also in residents living near smelters and chemical
factories. People who live near waste sites with arsenic may have an increased risk of lung
cancer as well. High doses of an organic arsenic compound may result in nerve injury, stomach
irritation or other effects.

All health effects observed in adults are of potential concern in children. Children may be more
susceptible to health effects from inorganic arsenic than adults, and there is evidence that
suggests that long-term exposure to arsenic in children may result in lower 1Q scores (Public
Health Statement for Arsenic, Draft for Public Comment, Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Registry, September 2005, CAS#: 7440-38-2).
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Asphalt plant would expose children to toxins

By CATHERINE CANTO
Published: Thursday, October 7, 2010 at 3:00 a.m.

For children, the consequences of exposure to toxins are serious and life-long. Recent medical
studies show toxins make children more prone to asthma, allergies, cancer, heart disease and
developmental delays. Petaluma children are already highly exposed to toxins with many of our
schools and parks near freeways. In Sonoma County, one in five children ages 5 to 17 have
asthma. The average cost of a childhood asthma hospitalization in Sonoma County is $6,148,
and our schools lose money each day a child is absent from school. Dutr& asphalt plant will
expose 4,560 students, who attend school within two miles of the proposed plant, to toxins. Can
we trust Dutra Materials 2 a corporation with a history of environmental mistakes, fines and
bankruptcy 2 to do what is necessary to keep our children safe and healthy?

The Community Health Forum, sponsored by the Petaluma Health Care District on Sept. 30,
was eye-opening in the conflict over the proposed Dutra asphalt plant. For the first time in the
history of this conflict, medical experts had a chance to inform the public of the potential health
impacts of the proposed project. With the health care district providing a neutral platform, both
the Dutra Corporation and community groups opposed to the project were allowed to invite
speakers to address the health concerns of the public.

The most compelling segment was presented by a Marin pediatrician and UCSF Medical Center
pediatric environmental health specialist, Dr. Alice Brock-Utne. Dr. Brock-Utne discussed the
cutting-edge scientific research that explains how and why children and fetuses are
disproportionately susceptible to health problems caused by exposure to airborne toxins.

She stated that children are more active, have greater air intake per minute and poorer toxin-
clearing capability than adults. She then discussed how particulate matter (referred to as either
PM 10 or PM 2.5, depending on size) works its way into the bodies of children to disrupt normal
development. Furthermore, toxic chemicals, such as carcinogenic polyaromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHS), can attach to the particulate matter and enter the body.

The particulate matter and accompanying toxins weaken the structure and function of childrens
developing lungs and weaken the lungstbility to self-repair. Further, because these materials
penetrate to the cellular level, they also disrupt the normal development of the immune system.
They change the way children§ DNA is read, making children more prone to asthma and
allergies.
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One major source of PM 2.5 is diesel emissions from trucks. Recently updated regulations

require PM 2.5 be assessed for industrial projects. Unfortunately, despite public outcry, to date CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 1
both Dutra and Sonoma County have refused to assess the asphalt plant project for PM 2.5 and

its health and environmental impacts, particularly for children, infants and fetuses.

Dutra invited Dr. David Weill, a pulmonary critical care specialist from Stanford University, to
present at the forum. Dr. Weill said he had reviewed the health risk assessments prepared by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and by Environ Corporation, Dutra §
hired consultants. He said that based on those documents, he saw no evidence of health risks
from the project. He also said pollution does not cause any health risks, which goes against
current medical knowledge. He did not address the fact that PM 2.5 was not included in
BAAQMD § report. Dr. Brock-Utne stated the health-risk assessments done do not include the
type of developmental immunotoxins she discussed. Consequently, she noted, protecting
children from environmental threats requires a preventive, collaborative effort of government,
science, clinician, community and family.

It § our duty to provide our children with schools and parks that are safe and healthy. The Board
of Supervisors will be voting on this asphalt plant on Oct. 12. It is now up to us to contact the
Board of Supervisors and let them know Dutra § plan for an asphalt factory near Shollenberger
Park, schools, offices, homes, visitors and wildlife is absolutely, the wrong plant, in the wrong
place.”

Outtakes of the community health forum on the potential health impacts of the proposed Dutra
asphalt plant will soon be posted on YouTube and the complete event will be broadcast soon on
Petaluma Community Access.

(Catherine Canto has a bachelor § of science in nursing and has worked in many health-care
settings. She is a Petaluma Parks, Music and Recreation commissioner, a Youth commissioner,
and a board member for Moms for Clean Air.)

Copyright © 2011 PressDemocrat.com 2 All rights reserved. Restricted use only.
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‘Indians Appeal Asphalt Permit-

Clean alr advocates were dismayed
but not surprised ldst mon{h when the
county-alr pollutlon conirol district gave
ils go-ahead to a new asphalt plant just
north of Uklah. Twoappeals of the permil
have been fHed, however, and a hearing
date Is 6 be announced. Meanwhile, new
queslions arose ovcrwhp had the author-
Ity to grant the profect aland use permit,
the Pinoleville tribal. councll or the
County of Mendocino.
On December 14, the MCAPCD is-
" sued a permit to Shamrock Materfals for
construction and operation of a 300-ton
per hour asphalt piant located at Ress
Mayfield Jr.'s Arrow Paving site In the
Pinoleville Rancherta juist north of Uldah.
Mayfield holds use permlts for the project
from both the County and the tribal
council, while Shamrock is apparently
providing the funding. There {s currently
only one other producer of asphalt in the
county, and the Forsythe Creek project
on Highway 101 has just opened a tre-
mendous new demand for the product.
' Ciling health coricerns over the tm-
pacts that the plant would certalnly have
on rancheria reslderits, a group of nelgh-
bors opposed to the project appealed the
alr pollutlon permit. The Slerra Club flled

a separate appeal at the same time. The

APCD is now considering when to hold a
public hearing ofi the appeals.

The nelghbors have organized them-
selves as United Tribal Members and
Non-Tribal Resldents of Pinoleville. The
core commitlee is made up of Margene
McGee, Arvada Pacheco, and Nancy and
Leona Willlams, but the group probably
also Includes at least twenty more who
have expressed concerns about the plant
since last. summer. At an emotional
public meeting on the project In Novemn-

ber, the United Trobal women asked
county air pollution control officer Cralg
McMillan, a doctor and director of public

heal(h for the County, to deny the permlt’

out of concem for the health of rancheria
residents,

McMillan sald at that time that llwas
possible, but not likely, that the district
would deny the permit based slmply on
heallh conslderations. He issued the

permit last month with no mention of -

public health concerns.

Air Rules are Inadequate:
McMillan, along with APCD Inspec-

tor Philip Towle, has said that current

regulations oblige them to issue the alr

pollution permit because the profect

meets the requirements of alr quality law.
This is not surprising, because the cur-
rent Yaws are not designed to keep clean
alr In rural areas-tlean, but only to pre-
vent dirty air in lnclustrla.l areas from
gelling dirller.

“This is all about *Prevention of Sig-
nificant Delerioralion™ regulations, or
PSD for short. Current air guality law
projects a maximum level of permissible
pollution (National Ambient Alr Qualily
Standards) and seeks to prevent air pol-
lution In Jocal distrcts. from exceeding
these lmits. These NAAQS standards
reflect the level of pollution th industrial-
lzed areas when the laws were written.
But now, most large clties exceed the
standards. The Jaw also sets minlmum
thresholds, and deflnes “signllicant In-
crease In pollution” as any change which
is above the thresholds but below the
maximums.

In areas such as ours, where the
existing alr pollution ts below the federal
standard, the diflerence belween the

current level and the federal maximum
for each poliutant is called an tncrement
— {tis clean air that can legaﬂy be sacri—
ficed to development.

“The permit {ssued by Dr. McMillan

shows that the plant would operate 11 -

hours per day for about nine months of
the year. Projecled alr emisslons {rom the
plant ltself are: 2.4 1b. /hr. of PM10, 7.2
Ib./hr. of Nitrogen Oxides, 17.7 Ib. /hr. of
Sulfur Oxides, 30.3 lb./hr. of Carbon
Mortoxide, and 7.7 Ib. /hr. of volatile or-
gariic compounds. Additional emissions
of PM10 — tiny dust particles that lodge
L the lunigs — will result from traflic and

wind erosion from gravel plles, exceeding:

plant emisstons. Proected emisslons are

apparently taken from manufacturer's
dala.

The permit is condltioned on the

applicant paving traflic areas in the exist- -

Ing concrete and gravel yard, Installing

-some sprinklers, and applying lignin to

exposed soll areas.

The permit also sets a stack emls-
stons limit of 0.4 grains per dry cuble foot
ol exhaust gas o be achleved by installa-
tion and operation of a 60,000 cuble-loot
per minute baghouse as best avallable
control technology. The baghouse and
the parts lor the asphalt plant are already
on the slte awalling hookup, but there is
no6 construction underway at presstime.
The stack emisstons limit Is the federal
standard for new asphalt plants.

The APCD constdered how the pro-
posed plant would be viewed under state
and federal alr quallty rules. The distrlct
declded that the project was not a major
source, ard that it would not emit more
CO, NOx, S0x, PM10 or VOC than the
permitted federal threshold levels. The
district also sald that the plant's pro-
Jected emisslons were less than those

DR. CRAIG McMILLAN, County air pollution
control officer al November meeling on the
project. BJ photo.
that would require a review of exsting
sources to see If federal amblent air
quality standards are belng violated.
Furthér, the district sald that the
project met a county alr poliution rule

_that the project will not cause a deterlo-

ration of existing alr quality In excess of
50% of remalning avaflable PSD incre-

CONTINUED, p. 6
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ments. That is, the Shamrock/Mayfield plant
will not use up half of the remaiming clean air,
so it can be built.

In granting the permit, the distiet said
that the existing gravel and concrete piant on
the site penerated 90.7 [bs. of PM 10 per day.
Now, the sitewill be paved and ofied, presuma-
bly eliminating these emissions. And the new
asphalt plant stack would emit 26.4 Ib. of
PM10 per day and that trallic, wind erosion
and dumping would cause anather 38.3 Ib. of
PM10 per day cven with the paveinent and
lignin. Thus the district can show a net reduc-

tion of 26 |b, of PM 10 per day.
: Based on this projected reduction of dust
emissions, the district said the project did not
require a detailed atr quality tmpact analysis.

 Thedistrict also requirsd the applicant 1o
perform source tests for PM 10 and SO2 withtn
sixty days of startup, and to notify the district
in writing of thc results.

Standing Up for Health:

Working against a tight deadline, a group
of Native Americans living in the rancheria
raised the required fee of $276 in order to file
their appeal to the air pollution pcrmit just
before Christmas. Thefr attomey, Joanne
Moare of Willits, said the appeal was based on

 the need to protect the health of local dtizens,
espesially children and the elderly.

“We asked the district to revoke the per-
mit for lack of any monitoring by the APCD
itself,” Moore told MCE. “Thie applicant has
alreadv.shown a disregard for self-regulation

" by installing the haghouse on. t~ <ite before
the permit was granted. We also pointed out
that fhe permit failed to support the claim of
net reduction in sourceemissions. Paving isn't
enough. And the district aiso failed to consider
curnulative tmpact of this souree togetherwith
other sources in the area like Masontteand LP.

“And the district also gave no considera-

" tion to the likely increase of ruck traflic at the
site. We also questioned the allowance of 80
days of operation before requiring the soums

Environmentalist

-

test. The districthas not properly assessed the
environumenttal problems raised by this proj-
ect,” she added. Moore, who is opening a new
law practice in the arez, is working on this case
pro bono. She was previously active with Wil-
lits Citizens for & Safe Environment in their
sucress{ul challenge of the defeated biomass
plant tn that town.

Use Permit Questioned:

A recent development calls fito question
the status of the use permit for the project
Lastsummer, the ¢lected Tribal Counse] of the
Pinolcvilie Indian Comnunity granted Ross
Mayficld a wse permit for the asphalt plant
because he Is a low income Native American.
Mayfield, who is halfl Cherokes, s involved in
an undisclosed business relationship with

" Shamrock Materials which is based tn Marin

County.

Mayficld and the tribal counci! proudly
point to this project as an examijpie of Indian
sovereignty, Mayficid now pays taxcs on the
gravel and concrete operation to the tribe,
which is sorely in need of funds to carry on its
activitics. These tax payments would increase
should the asphalt plant go on line, and May-
field also ollers to-employ tribal members in
the project. As part of the permit, the tribal
council will delegate a representative to mont-
tor air emissions at the plant.

The United Tribal -Membets, however,
criticize this use permit as a usurpation of
power by the tribal council. *They never asked
peopie in the rancheria if they wanted this
plant which will jeopardize the health of the

" children,” charges Motree, She also points out -

that the tribail eouncil will nevershut down the

plant, even {fit violates air standards, because -

it is dependent on Mayfield's tax payments.

Recently, however, county counsel has -

notified the Mendocine County board of super-
visors that the County in fact has jurisdiction
over that particular site, This arises from a
recent US supreme court decision in the ¥a-
" kima case that county governments prevail in
cases where uses within the boundaries of a

CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 1

reservation have been alicnated to non-tribal
ownership, as in this case. The County gave
Mayfield a permit for the asphalt plant backin
1987,

The tribal council and the County have a
dormant court case disputing jurisdiction over
the entire rancheria. In this suit, the counry
has stipulated that the tribal council can de-
cide uses on its land i{ it can come up with &
comprehensive plan. To answer this need, the
tribal council has hited a consultant to draft a
fentative plan, dus 1o be released later this
spring. But McGee says no one in the ranch-
eria has ever seen this land use plan. "Howcan
1t represent what we want for the rancheria
we dor't even know what's in {t7° she asks.

But If the county does indeed have legal
Jjurisdiction over the Shamrock/Mayfield site,
opponents of the plant may taks heart If the
County supervisors would rcconsider the
1987 use permit, they may decide to reveke ¢
based on health considerations. This seems
much more likely than hoping that the tribal
council not to let the plant be bullt.

WHAT YOU CAN DO:

I} Write to the Mendocine County Afr
Pollution Appeals Board asking that the
Shamrock asphalt plant air pollution permit
be revoked for health reasans. County Court-
house, Ukiah, CA 95482,

2) Write to your County supervisor asking
that the county reconsider and revoke the
Maylield use permit for the asphalt plant at
Pinolevilie, County Courthouse, Ukmh ChA
95482,

3) Send a donation 1o Unitcd Tnnal
Members to cover administrative and legal fees
in the case. Make checks 1o Margene MeGes,
680 Pinoleville Drive, Ukiah, CA 95482, Memo
the checks: Clean Air. R

-4) For the date and place of the appeal
hearing, stay in touch with the Mendocino
Environmental Center, 4681660,

———r YT



CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 1
Page 1

1 of 1 DOCUMENT
News & Record (Greensboro, NC)

January 24, 2004 Saturday GREENSBORO/HIGH POINT EDITION

GROUP OPPOSES ASPHALT PLANT,
THE PLANT WOULD BE ABOUT HALF A MILE FROM COLFAX
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.

BYLINE: BY JENNIFER FERNANDEZ Staff Writer
SECTION: TRIAD; Pg. B1
LENGTH: 643 words

DATELINE: COLFAX

A strong whiff of perfume is enough to set off Ashley Carter's asthma, which is so severe that she goes to Duke
Children's Hospital to see a specialist and undergoes treatments at home twice a day.

So Ashley's mother, Beth Carter, worries about what will happen to her 8-year-old if the smell of hot asphalt
churning in a plant half a mile from Ashley's school comes wafting in.

"No one would want a small child around that, whether they have a problem or not," said Carter, 35, an office
manager for a small construction management firm.

Carter is one of several Colfax Elementary School parents who are concerned that a proposed asphalt plant just off
West Market Street might get approved by the Guilford County Planning Board.

Parents and community members, who have formed "Neighbors For a Cleaner Colfax Tomorrow," will meet
Tuesday at Shady Grove Wesleyan Church to prepare for the Feb. 11 planning board meeting. The board will consider
at that meeting a proposal by Vecellio & Grogan, based in Beckley, W.Va., to build a $7 million asphalt plant on 17
acres next to Carolina Steel Corp. across from Colfax Elementary.

Vecellio & Grogan officials could not be reached for comment. In the past, they have said the Colfax plant might
one day produce enough asphalt to fill hundreds of dump trucks per day. They've also said there will be few emissions
and that asphalt plants are much cleaner today than they used to be.

Vecellio & Grogan runs five asphalt plants in Florida. Three of them are in Florida's Department of Environmental
Protection Southeast Division, which has only one violation on record for the company, said division spokesman Willie
Puz. In 2000, the company was fined for having too much sulfur in its fuel at its West Palm Beach plant, he said.

The company has won several awards for its practices, including one from a Florida environmental group for its
recycling efforts and several from an industry association.

The Asphalt Education Partnership states on its Web site beyondRoads.com that there is "no scientific evidence that
the very low levels of emissions from an asphalt facility pose health risks to humans."
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POINT EDITION

The local health department and regional EPA office in Winston-Salem did not have information on health risks
associated with asphalt plants.

"l don't care what they say," said Bill Shular, whose home is 1,000 feet from the proposed plant. "The picture they
print and what they talk about is not what it's going to be."

Shular, who is part of an organized opposition to the plant, said he visited other asphalt plants in the area. He talked
to several residents and said they had the same complaints: smoke, dust, fumes from the trucks, heavy traffic, road
deterioration, and health problems, such as sinus conditions.

Parents have told him they will leave if the Colfax plant is approved, Shular said.
Colfax Elementary's PTA has been calling parents to advise them of the situation.

"From what we've heard, we're going to smell this," said Courtney Spencer, 35, co-president of the PTA and the
mother of a first-grader at the school. She also has a 4-year-old who will soon be attending Colfax. Spencer said she
doesn't want her children exposed to the smells, dust and unseen pollutants of an asphalt plant.

County planners have recommended the board reject the plant based on concerns over the proposed entrance, which
would have heavy trucks traveling small side roads to access the plant.

Spencer said that parents are optimistic because of the recommendation, but are nevertheless "afraid to take it for
granted.” That is why they are continuing to gather support against the plant.

"I think there's a lot of concern that it might slip through if they come up with an alternate entrance," she said.

Contact Jennifer Fernandez at 373-7064 or jfernandez@news-record.com

LOAD-DATE: January 27, 2004

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

GRAPHIC: Map Graphic, TIM RICKARD; News & Record; PROPOSED ASPHALT PLANT

Copyright 2004 News & Record (Greensboro, NC)
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ASPHALT PLANTS

January 15, 2001
Mountain Air Action Project
Asphalt Plant Campaign Report

This report gives an update on BREDL's campaign to reduce toxic pollution from asphalt plants
in western North Carolina. It includes information about six communities which oppose existing
or proposed asphalt plants.

After defeating an attempt by industry to eliminate North Carolina's regulations for toxic air
pollution control in 1997, BREDL continued to organize communities with actual or proposed
toxic air pollution industries and to oppose the deregulation of air pollution. Major
accomplishments include:

1-North Carolina signed an agreement with Tennessee to protect air quality in the Great
Smoky Mountain National Pak, Linville Gorge and other Class | wilderness areas.

2-North Carolina developed a na and better amalysis of fugitivetoxic air emissions

3-We forced North Carolina to expand the Dxic Air Pollutant program to all operating
and proposed asphalt plants

The path to clean air is includes program and policy changes at the state and national levels. But
without an actual reduction of pollution in communities where industrial plants are located, we
cannot claim success. BREDL community organizers spend 90% of their time working with
groups of citizens, most of them new to the environmental movement.

In 1997 BREDL organized local opposition to an asphalt plant proposal in an unzoned
community in Watauga County. The permit was denied on the basis of public health protection, a
first in North Carolina, and resulted in an eight month statewide moratorium on all new asphalt
plant permits.

An asphalt plant proposed for Flat Creek in an unzoned area of Buncombe County was also
defeated in 1997. North Buncombe Association of Concerned Citizens and BREDL joined forces
to uncover and publicize the track record of the asphalt company. The campaign raised serious
doubts about the company's ability to operate a plant within state regulations and the proposal
was dropped.

In 1998 we organized four new groups in Polk, Rutherford, Macon, and Ashe counties in
western North Carolina. These rural groups which have become BREDL chapters include
Foothills Action Committee for the Environment (FACE), Rutherford Environmentalists Against
Pollution (REAP), Neighbors Against the Cullasaja Asphalt Plant (NACAP), and Ashe Citizens
Against Pollution (ACAP). BREDL staff services included campaign strategy sessions, technical
assistance with permits, media training, assistance with fiscal management, and limitation of
liability through joint incorporation.
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In 1998 our accomplishments included getting North Carolina to develop a new and better
analysis of fugitive toxic air emissions and to expand the Toxic Air Pollutant program to all
operating and proposed asphalt plants. In July 1998 BREDL challenged the state with a request
for a ruling on toxic emissions from asphalt plants. In September BREDL staffer Lou Zeller
presented new information about asphalt plant emissions to the state Environmental Management
Commission. In 1999 the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League received the Governor's
Conservation Achievement Award for Air Conservationist of the Year.

In 1998 we began to do our own SCREEN3 computer modeling of stationary air pollution
sources. This is the principle method used by the NC Division of Air Quality's permitting experts
to estimate toxic air pollution emissions. We are expanding this capability to include ISCST3
and more advanced methods. We are compiling background data and computer models which
will enable BREDL and our community groups to assess the effects of mobile and stationary air
pollution sources on ground level ozone, acid rain, and toxic air pollution. With these tools at the
disposal of community activists our campaigns will acquire a new technical sophistication and be
better able to combat air pollution of all types.

In 1999 we mounted three simultaneous asphalt plant permit challenges, all in the mountain
region. Also, working with a national network of activists to oversee asphalt plant testing by the
EPA, we monitored asphalt plant emissions tests in California and Massachusetts. These tests
form the basis for EPA guidance for estimation of fugitive, or ground-level, emissions of volatile
organic compounds and other asphalt plant toxins.

In 2000 we experienced victories and setbacks. A third asphalt plant proposal was defeated in
Watauga County. Citizens remain vigilant in Ashe County since the defeat of an asphalt plant
proposal near Jefferson. Residents along the Cullasaja River won a stunning reversal of a judge's
decision which upheld an asphalt plant permit, but the company has re-applied for a new permit.

In 2001 we continue our drive for reduction of asphalt plant pollution. Recently, three asphalt
plant operators have submitted requests for new pollution permits in western NC, and three new
grassroots community organizations have been formed. We have active asphalt plant campaigns
in five communities.

Pineola

In Avery County, Christmas Tree Capital of NC, citizens of Pineola tolerated asphalt plant
pollution for years. Residents called us complaining of nausea and asthma associated with plant
operation. After joining BREDL in early 1997, Pineola Concerned Citizens waged a campaign to
stop the poisoning of their village. Our efforts were rewarded on July 6, 1998 when the Avery
County Commission voted unanimously for the asphalt plant's immediate closure. But the NC
Division of Air Quality has not responded to the county's requests.

However, Pineola Concerned Citizens made significant progress in the campaign to build public
opposition to Maymead Materials' asphalt plant pollution in Pineola. In 1998 the plant operated
at less than 10% of permitted annual capacity, a reduction of one-third from the previous year.
Residents attribute this drop to negative publicity about the plant and heightened environmental
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concerns at the county level.

In 1999 Maymead's permit expired, requiring the company to submit a permit application for
continued operations. BREDL and Pineola Concerned Citizens presented a report on the new
draft permit to the Avery County Commission on April 5th. The report contained an independent
SCREEN3 computer model run by BREDL. Our results indicated the plant would not be in
compliance with state regulations if permitted at the present location on Highway 181. At issue
were benzene and formaldehyde emissions, pollution loopholes, and public health impacts. In
response to Pineola Concerned Citizens' request, the Avery County Commission passed a
resolution citing our findings and opposing the new permit.

At the April 12th public hearing in Newland everyone but Maymead's attorney testified against
the permit. We informed officials of our findings and proved that the map used by the state
indicated a false location for the plant. Pineola citizens told the state officials of odor problems
and asthma which coincide with plant operations and the negative impact on water quality in the
Pineola Bog and the nearby Linville River. Dale Thompson lives next to the Maymead plant and
is a member of PCC. He testified about the effects of the asphalt plant on the nearby church
cemetery saying, "Dead people can't be bothered by pollution, but it even turns the gravestones
black." Donna Autrey said, "Little people are not listened to, but big industry and DOT are."

On June 10, 1999 the Division of Air Quality approved the permit but recommended that
Maymead Materials work with Avery County officials to find a more suitable location for the
Pineola plant. Our plans are to work with the Pineola Concerned Citizens and to use the Pineola
example in an appeal to EPA regarding the misuse of the synthetic minor rule under Title V of
the Clean Air Act.

In 2000 residents of Pineola continued the campaign by assisting other communities to learn
about asphalt plant pollution impacts. Pineola Concerned Citizens are compiling data which
document the loss of property values near the plant. Completion of this study in 2001 will
complement statements at public hearings which revealed a $400,000 loss in assessed valuation
by the Avery County Board of Adjustment. Property value losses were greater at sites closer to
the operating asphalt plant in Pineola.

UPDATE: March 8, 2002: The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense released a study showing the
adverse impacts on property values and quality of life around an asphalt plant in Pineola, North
Carolina.

Boone

In 1997 our successful campaign against an asphalt plant on Roby Green Road, an unzoned
residential area outside of Boone, NC resulted in a de facto statewide moratorium on new asphalt
plant permits. But the asphalt and highway industries used their considerable clout in Raleigh
and in March 1998 the moratorium was lifted. Soon after, the asphalt company re-applied for an
identical permit on the same site.

Citizens Against Pollution (CAP), which led the victorious 1997 campaign against Maymead
Materials, again rallied people and other resources. Monthly events kept the issue in the public
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eye and meetings with state officials pressed them to justify the lifting of the moratorium. For
example, CAP held a Clean Air Walk in downtown Boone in May 1998. In June, public hearings
in Boone were packed with citizens demanding extra-territorial zoning of the proposed plant site
which lies outside the city limits.

In July 1998 BREDL challenged the state with a request for a ruling on toxic emissions from
asphalt plants. Citizens pushed for New River to be named the premier American Heritage River,
and President Clinton made the designation in person in July. On August 8 Dr. Ravindra
Nadkarni, author of two parts of the national Clean Air Act, testified against the air permit at the
NC DAQ public hearing in Boone. In September BREDL staffer Lou Zeller presented new
information about asphalt plant emissions to the state Environmental Management Commission.

Ultimately, the state issued a permit which required a year of meteorological studies before the
plant could open. CAP prompted the Town of Boone to invoke its extra territorial jurisdiction
and the site is now zoned to prohibit heavy industry. Two years of grassroots organizing by
Citizens Against Pollution (CAP) and BREDL prevented an asphalt plant in an unzoned
community in Watauga County, on the banks of the New River.

The detailed study of weather conditions at the proposed plant site may be the final battle for
CAP, or it may spark the beginning of new smokestacks across western NC. Our concerns are
that the study, if done poorly, would form the basis for DAQ's approval of new and larger air
pollution sources in the mountains.

In April 1999 our staff and volunteers prompted DAQ to produce a written protocol for the
meteorological study. In May of that year the Director of DAQ, responding to our questions, said
the study would not address the duration of air inversions. This was a change from DAQ's
previous statements. These data are essential for a comprehensive study of unique mountain air
pollution characteristics.

The shortcomings of the study are that the methodology and equipment will detail only
temperature, wind direction and velocity, and relative humidity. And the study does not address
air inversions, fogs and other observable events, and pollution trapping. In fact, the study does
nothing to address the issues of concern in the state's record of decision about the plant. We
suspect that the study is designed to provide data for a new air toxins model which will allow far
more pollution without taking into account the special conditions of mountain valleys.
Meteorological data collection was completed in 2000.

Jefferson

In October we began working with citizens in Ashe County who were concerned about a
proposal for a new asphalt plant near Jefferson, NC. Organizing proceeded quickly and on
November 18, 1998 Ashe County Board of Commissioners approved an Ordinance to Place a
Moratorium on the Construction and Erection of Asphalt Plants in Ashe County. Ashe Citizens
Against Pollution (ACAP), with assistance from BREDL staff, sponsored radio ads, mailed out
newsletters, posted yard signs, published newspaper display ads, and generated many news
stories in local newspapers, all in a campaign to prevent Tri-County Paving, Inc. from building
an asphalt plant at the foot of Mount Jefferson State Park and 6/10 mile from the county high
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school.

In January 1999 NC DAQ issued a draft air pollution permit for the proposed plant with a
production total of 450,000 tons of asphalt per year. But no plant was ever constructed. During
the intervening months BREDL and ACAP members documented the blasting and earth-moving
done by the owners at the proposed site. This activity altered the topography and invalidated the
computer modeling data submitted to DAQ by Tri-County Paving. We brought this to the
attention of state officials who delayed the public hearing and required Tri-County Paving to
submit corrected information. We also documented illegal dumping by Tri-County which
prompted a notice of violation from the Solid Waste Section of DENR.

Hundreds of people attended the public hearing at the Ashe County courthouse on March 22,
1999. Thirty-eight people spoke in opposition to the plant. Only one spoke in favor: the attorney
for Tri-County Paving. Dr. Bill Horn, a pediatrician, noted the asphalt plant's proximity to the
high school and said, "There is no justification for putting polluting industries near places where
children are playing." Eileen Hartzog presented a petition with 100 student signatures opposing
the plant. Kim Faw, whose home is across the road from the proposed plant, addressed the
loophole in the state law for toxic pollution saying, "Count all the pollution!"

On May 10 DAQ issued a final permit for a reduced output of 204,000 tons per year. On June 2,
1999 ACAP and BREDL filed a legal challenge against the permit. It stated that DAQ failed to
consider on-site meteorological conditions at a mountain site, used erroneous data about the
plant, and failed to adequately consider impacts on the high school and the state park.

In July 1999 Tri-County Paving sued Ashe County over the imposition of the moratorium.
ACAP and BREDL attempted to intervene on the side of the county, but the judge refused our
request. We maintained close contact with county attorney and filed an amicus curiae, friend of
the court, brief.

A few months later, the state air pollution permit was rendered useless. On November 4, 1999,
near the end of the one year moratorium, the county passed a Polluting Industries Development
Ordinance which applied to "all areas of unincorporated Ashe County." The ordinance
established county permit requirements and fees for "any polluting industry determined to be so"
in unzoned, unincorporated areas outside of town limits. The ordinance names specific
industries: mines, quarries, and asphalt plants. It prohibits asphalt plants within a thousand feet
of residential and commercial buildings, and within a quarter-mile of schools, day care centers,
churches, hospitals, or nursing homes.

In 2001 ACAP continues to watchdog the situation and remains a chapter of the Blue Ridge
Environmental Defense League. Members attend county meetings and spread their anti-pollution
message whenever possible. Beginning in 2000 they sponsored a superhero cartoon series in the
local newspaper which pits Captain Acap against his nemesis, Joe Polluta. Tune in next week for
the continuing adventures....

Cullasaja

On October 14, 1998 the NC Division of Air Quality issued an air pollution permit to Rhodes
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Brothers Paving in Macon County, NC. The permit allowed production of 180 tons/hour and
100,000 tons/year. Three weeks later BREDL community organizers attended the first
community meeting called by residents of the Bethel community in a small church on the
Cullasaja River. The state misjudged the level of interest in this rural mountain community and
neither notified the people nor held a public hearing. Citizens formed Neighbors Against the
Cullasaja Asphalt Plant (NACAP), a chapter of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League.

NACAP and BREDL filed suit on December 14, 1998 against the permit issued by the DAQ.
Rhodes Brothers Paving, Inc. installed asphalt equipment on property next to the pristine
Cullasaja River near Franklin. We challenged the permit on the basis of public health protection
in a mountain valley and the failures of public notice and opportunity for public hearing. We
later learned that the permit was issued over objections of regional DAQ staff in Asheville.

On May 4, 1999 the asphalt plant commenced operations. Residents were immediately driven
from their homes by the smoke and stench. One 90 year old woman confronted the asphalt plant
operator on his property and said she would not leave unless the plant shut down. The Secretary
of DENR ordered the plant to close and called for an investigation. On May 26th the NC
Division of Epidemiology sent Dr. Luanne Williams to meet with the residents and visit the plant
site. Residents who attended the meeting were appalled when she said that, based on the data
provided to the state by the asphalt company, the emissions were within safe limits.

On September 21, 1999 at the contested case hearing, Administrative Law Judge Beecher Gray
ruled that the state acted properly in issuing an air pollution permit to Rhodes Brothers Paving.

Dr. Ravindra Nadkarni, a national expert on asphalt plant pollution, testified on behalf of the
citizens' group. He raised many technical issues which showed that North Carolina's asphalt
plant permits cannot ensure public health protection as required by law. For example, the state
uses the same computer model to predict air pollution levels from both the smokestack and truck
loading operations. Dr. Nadkarni said, "The state's model is a quick and dirty approach to
pollution prediction, but it is inappropriate for ground-level conditions."

Macon county resident Jerry Starr, testified about the effects of the Rhodes Brothers Paving plant
near his home. He said, "Nothing could have prepared us for the horrors of that plant; we cannot
be outside when it operates, we are prisoners."

Despite the loss, NACAP and BREDL continued the campaign. Lou Zeller, who testified on
behalf of BREDL, said after the hearing, "Someone must listen to the people who are being
poisoned by toxic pollution. We appeal to the EMC and Governor Hunt to rein in a state agency
which is out of control." The next step was a hearing of the issue before the NC Environmental
Management Commission.

On March 9, 2000 the NC EMC voted unanimously to overturn Judge Gray's decision and
revoked the Rhodes Brothers permit. The EMC based the decision on the state's failure to hold a
public hearing and the failure to notify the Macon County Board of Commissioners. The EMC's
final decision was issued May 29 but on May 30 Rhodes Brothers filed for a temporary
restraining order against the EMC, allowing the company to continue operations.
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In April 2000 Rhodes Brothers Paving, assisted by Kilpatrick Stockton LLP, its Raleigh law
firm, submitted a new application for the plant it had operated since May 1999. On May 30,
2000 the DAQ held a public hearing in Franklin which was attended by 300 people; the majority
of speakers and 57 of 68 written comments opposed the new permit. Also, the US EPA sent a
letter to the Director of NC DAQ which outlined five problems with the Rhodes Brothers permit,
signaling a new level of federal scrutiny of North Carolina's permitting process. During this time
there were numerous complaints of noise and odor from residents near the plant and a
considerable

number of recurring and uncorrected violations of permit conditions.

On August 8, 2000 the DAQ issued an air pollution permit which was virtually identical to the
first. NACAP and BREDL have filed a petition for a contested case against this permit, too. The
conditions which made the plant intolerable to the people of the Cullasaja are unchanged by legal
maneuvering and bureaucratic manipulation. In 2001 BREDL and NACAP will continue this
campaign because, as Martin Luther King Jr. said, "the arc of the moral universe is long, but it
bends towards justice."

UPDATE: March 8, 2002: The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense [.eague Bethel-Cullasaja
community health survey report. The Bethel-Cullasaja community is the site of an asphalt plant
permitted to produce 180 tons/hour and 100,000 tons/year of paving asphalt.

White Oak Creek

In December 1997 Polk County adopted an ordinance regulating asphalt plants and five other
polluting industries. In 1998 D&S Asphalt Materials submitted an application to build an asphalt
plant on White Oak Creek near Tryon. D&S planned to bring in a plant manufactured in 1965
which could emit double the visible pollution of modern plants. On July 6, 1998 BREDL
organizers attended the first meeting of local residents opposed to the company's plans. Together
we outlined a plan of action which included public meetings, letters and ads in local newspapers,
and requests for protection by the county government. At the request of Foothills Action
Committee for the Environment, Polk County strengthened the polluting industries ordinance in
August.

On November 16, 1998 North Carolina DAQ held a public hearing in Polk County High School
attended by hundreds of citizens, the majority opposing the pollution permit. This region of Polk
County is in the heart of the Isothermal Belt and standard computer models do not account for air
pollution impacts in this mountain region. We submitted these data to the state. But in January
the DAQ approved the permit.

Foothills Action Committee for the Environment and BREDL opposed the permit granted and
filed against it on February 12, 1999. Our challenge was based on the state's failure to protect
public health. Also, FACE is challenging the county's lack of enforcement of its moratorium on
new asphalt plants and other polluting industries and the issuance of a building permit to D&S in
the flood plain of White Oak Creek.

On September 21, 1999 the Administrative Law Judge heard the combined cases for White Oak
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Creek and Cullasaja. This was an example of being right on the issues and losing the decision.
Those who attended agreed that our attorney, John Runkle, and our witnesses, technical expert
Dr. Nadkarni and the citizens from NACAP and FACE, did an excellent job of presenting our
case. But the judge did not even take a day to review the information presented. He made a
decision from the bench within ten minutes of the last witness' testimony.

BREDL and Foothills Action Committee for the Environment continue to oppose this permit. On
September 20, 2000 D&S Asphalt plant stack tests were reported in the Tryon Daily Bulletin.
The tests were performed by a consultant hired by the asphalt company and measure how many
pounds of particles are emitted from the smokestack per hour. D&S Operations Manager, Matt
Davis, reportedly expressed relief at the result of these tests and said neighbors of the plant used
"scare tactics." But the state requires asphalt plants to obtain permits to do tests because they
emit thousands of pounds of toxic pollution.

The legal limits for D&S Asphalt allow the plant to emit a total of 14,600 pounds of arsenic,
benzene, formaldehyde, and other toxins every year. But D&S Asphalt has never been tested for
emissions of toxic air pollutants. In fact, no asphalt plant in NC is tested for toxic emissions.
These pollutants are estimated by computers and mathematical formulas rather than by actual
stack testing, formulas which experts agree do not accurately predict the effect of toxic fugitive
emissions.

The question for is: do pollution limits protect public health and community values? To protect
local community values, the state allows counties to determine where new industrial facilities
shall be located. The county can determine whether an asphalt plant may operate within, say, a
mile or a quarter-mile of an existing elementary school or residential neighborhood. But the state
has been derelict in its obligation to protect public health from air pollution. The DAQ and other
agencies issue new permits as if no other pollution exists, as if an asphalt plant was located on
the Moon. But here on Earth, pollution from thousands of legally permitted smokestacks adds up
to a general threat to human and environmental health. The toll in human misery is intolerable
and it is up to all of us to put an end to business as usual. We are committed to a continuing
campaign of clean air for children's health!
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Overview

APAC-Atlantic, Inc. operates thirteen asphalt plants in North Carolina.
This report will cover violations of environmental laws and citizensO
complaints of the five APAC-Atlantic plants which are recorded in state
files of the Asheville Regional Office of the NC Department of
Environment and Natural Resources Division of Air Quality. The five
operating APAC-Atlantic asphalt plants in the Asheville Region are located
in Rutherfordton in Rutherford County, Burnsville in Yancey County,
Hendersonville in Henderson County, Morganton in Burke County and
Penrose in Transylvania County. About a year ago APAC-Atlantic changed
its corporate name, so most of the documents in this report will refer to
APAC-Carolina; it is the same company.

The APAC-Atlantic plants in this region range from small to large:

Permitted Annual

Location Production Limit (tons)
Penrose 145,500
Henderson 400,000
Burnsville 730,000
Morganton 815,000
Rutherfordton 2,600,000

APAC is one of the nationOs largest transportation construction contractors.
It possesses huge resources of financial capital, business acumen and
engineering skill. But the companyOs track record in western North
Carolina reveals a corporate behemoth with its eye on the bottom line; it
seems to care little for the health and well-being of the people who live
nearest the asphalt factories it operates.

Help in gathering the information for this report was provided by the able
research team of the Rutherford County Citizens Against Pollution.

Louis Zeller, Campaign Coordinator
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
September 23, 2005

APAC-Atlantic, Inc.

Page?
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Penrose
Transylvania County

April 12, 1983Complaint filed with NC DEM-ARO by local resident who reported that

the operation of was much worse this year, citing excessive noise, dust, smoke, and a
heavy odor. State inspector noted earlier malfunction which should have required the
plant to shut-down during repair. Inspector also noted that noise and odor was consistent
with those encountered at other asphalt plants.

April 27, 1983Resident complained of excessive dust and flames 30 feet high from
burning tar. NC DEM inspector arrived May 4, asphalt plant dryer was not operating.

May 19, 1983Letter from resident to APAC plant operator complaining of OnauseatingO
exhaust gases which cause headaches. The resident had measured Oloud, rumblingO noise
levels of 83-86 decibels from his front porch, 240 feet from the plant. He added, OEven

when the plant is not operating, the smell from asphalt lingers over our property and in

our house.O

May 26, 1983NC DEM inspector finds plant to be in compliance with regulations.

June 3, 1983 NC DEM investigator met with APAC to discuss complaints and possible
actions to reduce noise, smoke and dust. Measures completed by July 14, 1983.

September 16, 1983NC DEM inspection done when plant not in operation.

October 19, 1983 Complaint from resident to NC DEM prompts site visit same day.
Visible emissions of 20-30% noted from pollution control device (baghouse filter),
indicated non-compliance with state particulate regulations, and large hole in dryer
emitting dust.

April 26, 1984NC DEM inspectpr noted 5-20% opacity from baghouse, several holes in
plant emitting dust; observed OmarginalO compliance with particulate regulations but no
other violations.

June 5, 1984 Resident called NC DEM complaining of dust worse than ever. No
violations noted by NC DEM during inspection 9 days later.

August 6, 1984 Resident again complained on excessive dust from asphalt plant. NC
DEM inspected plant two days later, observed excessive dust, recommended repairs.
Inspection in October noted no violations.

May 31, 1985Resident complained of excess dust from plant. NC DEM recommends
that plant operator spread oil on roadways.

Page3
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September 5, 1985 Following a series of complaints from local residents, NC DEM
inspectors observe visible emissions of 15-60% opacity. Many holes found in pollution
control device (baghouse). Problem corrected.

April 10, 1986 Resident called to complain of dust and grit. NC DEM inspection the
following day.

August 4, 1986 A letter from a local resident to NC DEM pleading for help states, OMore
than three years have passed since we first contacted your department and there is still an
excessive amount of dust ejected almost every day the plant is operating. This dust is
ejected through the stack, through various leaks in the system and dust kicked up by the
loader and truck traffic.O He enclosed a sefighotographslepicting a Oblow outO of
pollutants from the asphalt plant. He also said that a Oblack, oilyO substance coated plants
along the branch and oil was in the creek. Finally, he noted that the adjacent rock quarry
generated large amounts of dust which could be seen rising Oabove the rim of the quarry.O
One week later the state inspector replied promising increased surveillance.

August 10, 1987 NC DEM inspector reports plant in compliance with permit.

August 17, 1988 NC DEM reports plant in compliance.

May 1, 1989 In a letter of complaint to NC DEM a resident states that the pollution
problems continue to get worse and provigeent photographs dust clouds at the

plant; he recites the history of failure by the state to properly regulate APACOs Penrose

asphalt plant, adding, ODo | have to call your department every time there is a hole in one
of the dust collector bags or every time the sprinklers are not turned on?O He received no

reply.
August 22, 1989 NC DEM reports plant in compliance.

October 20, 1989 Another letter from resident to NC DEM states problem still worse and
encloses 18 more photographs taken June through October.

September 6, 1990 NC DEM reports plant in compliance.

August 12, 1991 Yet another letter from resident to NC DEM states problem continues at
APACOs asphalt plant. More photographs provided.

March 10, 1992 NQ DEM/DENR issues Notice of Violation to APAC-Carolina (now
APAC-Atlantic) for Oexcessive fugitivg particulate emissions coming from aggregate
dryer and sifting screens at the plant.O

Spring 2000 New drum mix plant installed

Paged
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September 26, 2000 Resident calls NC DAQ complaining that the APAC Penrose plant

is operating at night, producing more odor, more emissions and more noise. State
inspectors arrived at the plant site on October 4 and noted no violations but recommended
further surveillance to determine if an odor problem exists.

November 16, 2000 Resident calls NC DAQ to complain about plant OspewingO
pollution which hangs in the air and an Oawful smellO which got worse after the new plant
was installed. State inspectors arrived later that day after the plant had ceased operation
and noted no problems.

July 17 and 18, 2001 Resident phoned in to NC DAQ complaining of odors driving her
out of her house. State inspectors arrived at plant to find faint odor on site only.

August 6, 2001 Resident calls NC DAQ with odor complaint. Inspectors arrived next
day, found no objectionable odor, gave resident odor log to record occurrences.

September 30, 2002 NC DAQ inspection finds no problems.

APAC-Atlantic, Inc.
Hendersonville
Henderson County

May 29, 1992 NC DEM issued a Notice of Violation for improper operation of the
baghouse filter.

May 18, 1995 NC DEM issued a Notice of Violation issued for improper operation of the
baghouse filter and a fugitive dust problem.

June 26, 1997 NC DAQ inspection notes visible dust emissions from baghouse filter. On
July StNC DAQ Issued a Notice of Violation for improper operation of facility resulting
in excess air pollution.

October 9, 1997 NC DAQ inspectors again noted visible emissions from baghouse
filters. A new Notice of Violation was issued on Octobef'16n May 13, 1998 NC
DAQ fines APAC-Carolina (now APAC-Atlantic) $1,433 for the October 16, 1997
violation.

October 16, 2001 During stack testing, NC DAQ discovered Ostrong asphalt odorsO in

the trailer park across the road from the APAC plant. The inspectors notified the
company.

Page5



CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 1

December 5, 2001 NC DAQ inspection prompted by citizens complaints about another
asphalt plant in the area finds Ostrong asphalt odorsO in the in the Kingswood Hill
Subdivision located near the APAC Hendersonville asphalt plant.

March 25, 2002 DAQ Air Toxics Analytical Support Team performs tests of asphalt
plant recycled fuel oil for chemical contamination. Hendersonville plant fails test;
elevated halogen levels were found to be from 26% to 123% over maximum limit.

March 27, 2002 NC DAQ issues Notice of Violation to APAC-Carolina (now
APAC-Atlantic) for burning No. 4 recycled fuel oil with a total halogen concentration of
2230 parts per million (maximum in 1000 ppm).

May 16, 2002 NC DAQ issued a Notification of Objectionable Odors and Requirement to
Implement Maximum Feasible Controls. The notice was based on many citizens
complaints which resulted in a determination by NC DAQ that there were Overy strong
odors beyond the APAC facilityOs boundaries.O APAC-Carolina (now APAC-Atlantic)
objected but was required to submit compliance schedule by the Director of DAQ.

April 7, 2003 NC DAQ issued Notice of Violation to APAC-Carolina (now
APAC-Atlantic) failure to comply with arsenic emission limitations. The company was
cited for failing to meet fuel oil requirements for recycled oil delivered between April and
June 2002. The maximum arsenic level for fuel oil is 1 part per million, but APACOs
Annual Report submitted to NC DAQ stated that No. 4 fuel oil delivered during that time
had an arsenic level of Oless than 1.94 ppm.O APAC then contracted with another
laboratory, Precision Petroleum Labs in Houston, to re-test the fuel oil to show no excess
arsenic.

May 13, 2003 NC DAQ issued Recision of Notice of Violation based on re-testing done
by APAC-Carolina (now APAC-Atlantic).

July 21, 2004 NC DAQ issues Notice of Violation for failing to submit quarterly reports.
APAC is required to report its monthly asphalt production, annual asphalt production,
NOx, SO2 and CO emissions, and recycled fuel oil tests. APAC-Atlantic requested to
remove the quarterly reporting requirement in its next permit for the Hendersonville
plant.

APAC-Atlantic, Inc.
Burnsville
Yancey County

Page6
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September 25, 1986 Resident complains of excessive dust, said, Ohe had never before
seen an asphalt plant emit that much dust.O Pollution control device (baghouse filter)
found to have two broken bags.

October 8, 1986 Dust from asphalt plant causes complaints from residents who report the
problem has persisted for several weeks. The plume was visible four miles away from
asphalt plant, according to state official.

June 10, 1987 Notice of Noncompliance issued by NC DEM for failing to control visible
emissions (15A NCAC 2d .0521) exceeding 20% opacity. On June 19 APAC responds to
DEM saying problems with baghouse filters fixed.

June 11, 1987 Four residents call NC DEM to complain of excessive dust from asphalt
plant.

September 15, 1987 NC DEM inspection again cites failure of operator to control visible
emissions, opacity as high as 65%®hotographsef smokestack taken by DEM.

December 1, 1987 DEM issues Notice of Noncompliance for Olarge quantitiesO of
emissions from several holes in plant observed by state inspectors on Novelfiber 19

February 5, 1988 APAC-Carolina (now APAC-Atlantic) fined $1,722.70 for failure to
control emissions. Previous notices of noncompliance by company noted in legal
documents: June 6, 1975 and April 19, 1977.

August 22, 1996 NC DEM inspectors note visible emissions from baghouse filter and no
method of dust control. Plant operator said bag filters had been changed two weeks
earlier. Inspectors recommended Notice Of Violation be issued for excess particulate
emissions (15A NCAC 2D .0506c¢).

August 23, 1996 A different NC DEM inspector noted visible emissions in excess of
20% opacity, recommended Notice of Violation for improper operation of the plant. The
NOV for the two occurrences was issued on Apr? 30

August 7, 1997 DEM issues two Notice of Violation for repeat offense of excess
particulate emissions caused by lack of dust control (15A NCAC 2D .0506¢) and fugitive
emissions from the baghouse filter.

June 3, 1999 NC DEM inspection notes excess visible emissions up to 40% opacity from
the baghouse filter. A Notice of Violation was recommended. On JOrzeBv

inspectors again visited the plant following reports of persistent excess emissions up to
30% opacity. On June 10, 1999 NC DEM issued a Notice of Violation for the two
events.

Page7
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September 2, 1999 NC DEM inspection notes plant operator exceeded maximum hourly
production limit. Permit stipulated 150 tons/hour while operator was running at 165
tons/hour. Operator reported to have said he thought the plant could run as high as 180
tons per hour. No violation recommended by NC DEM because annual limit not
exceeded and state air toxic limit had not been Otriggered.O

July 17, 2002 NC DEM inspector recommended Notice of Violation for failure to
operate plant properly causing excess visible emissions of up to 50% opacity.
APAC-Atlantic contested the NOV and no record of a violation being issued was in the
file.

September 17, 2003 Resident calls NC DAQ to complain about plant, said that cloths
hung on line and outside furniture get covered with soot and black film and that they have
to keep their windows closed.

APAC-Atlantic, Inc.
Morganton
Burke County

April 14, 1992Visible emission of 30-40%, violation for failure to effectively maintain
pollution control equipment (baghouse filter).

June 20, 199@Varning letter for visible emission of 40-50%, violation of (15A NCAC

2D .0521). APAC operated two units at this site, and older batch mix plant and a newer
drum mix plant. The violation occurred at the newer plant which was using an
Oanti-stripO additive made of animal fat by products. The anti-strip was required by NC
DOT.

June 26, 1996&/isible emissions of 40-50% again noted by NC DENR inspectors, again
from NC DOT required additive.

July 22, 1999At this inspection NC DENR noted that the offending plant had been
relocated to Mecklenburg County.

APAC-Atlantic, Inc.
Rutherfordton
Rutherford County

Pages
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April 23, 20030dor complaint phoned to ARO-DENR by man living about one mile

from the Rutherfordton plant. Resident said, Othe odor bad, burning eyeseven inside
house.O

May 14, 2003NC DENR Inspector issued NOV for violation of (General Condition #6)
excess dust emissions from pollution control device.

Paged
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POSTED ON FEBRUARY 20, 2002:
Paving the Way

How behind-the-scenes lobbying allows big-money interests like the asphalt
industry to steamroll citizens

By Jennifer Strom

For six years, Doug Robins has paved driveways and
parking lots with asphalt he buys from other suppliers.
About a year ago, the owner of Asphalt Experts decided to
open his own plant. But he couldn't find a place to build it,
thanks to a law that puts 1,500 feet between the smoky blu
plumes of asphalt plants and the places people live. So he
did what other Durham business people do when they neec
help building things. He went to City Hall.

Greg Payne, then the city's economic development director, B
and members of the city/county planning staff got together =

to work on Robins' problem. After studying their laws and ‘i“'_
their maps, the staffers suggested Robins request a chang
the law to reduce the 1,500 feet to 600 feet.

The plan seemed headed for success as it slid routinely . . s
through planning and zoning hearings last summer. It Carolina Sunrock Corporation on
squeaked through Durham's one environmental review  Camden Avenue dumps a load.
board, and the City Council planned to vote on it in Alex Maness

September.

But one citizen watchdog sounded an alarm after learning of the proposal by accident. Da
before the vote, neighborhood activist and NAACP leader John Schelp roused enough out
convince the council to delay the decision. Since then, Schelp has mobilized a diverse coe
of neighborhood activists, civil rights advocates, students and environmentalists.
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The proposal would create 10 new sites for potential asphalt plaies,vitifchrerix gravel, san
rock with petroleum-based cement, emitting pollutants such as benzene and formaldehyde
those, eight are in East Durham, meaning less affluent, inner-city minority communities wc
bear the brunt of unsightly, odorous and potentially hazardous pollution from a smokestacl
industry feeding growth in the wealthy white suburbs.

A public debate is now raging over whether it's a good idea to put asphalt plants within twc
football fields of houses. But until Schelp rallied an unexpected but efficient revolt, the
industry's unimpeded progress toward its goal was business as usual in Durham's plannin
process, where business interests influence the decisions that shape the landscape and a
citizens' everyday lives.

“Industry reps have insinuated themselves into every corner of policy-making, with a
deleterious effect for citizens," says Lou Zeller, the research director and Clean Air Campe
organizer for the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League. His group battles asphalt ple
and other controversial industries all over the state. "If the law is inconvenient for the indus
to do business, they change the law."

Those who stand to profit from policy decisions have several tactical advantages that begi
long before residents have a chance to speak at a public hearing. They originate on the gr
floor of City Hall, where the city/county planning staff jokes congenially with developers wt
come in to study the wall maps and chat about their plans. They continue upstairs, in the

economic development office, where the staff's mission includes helping local businesses

Developers and business owners pay consultants to spend hours lobbying and clearing th
for their plans--consultants who often have long-standing relationships with staffers. They
provide reams of background information to the planning department, data that often beco
the basis for staff recommendations in their favor.

On the other side, citizens with less technical knowledge and familiarity with the planning
process rely on the public process to alert them to what's happening in their neighborhood
the asphalt case, the hearing notice was 10 words long, buried in a page-long, inch-wide
classified ad, and no letters went out to neighborhood groups.

And even when they do participate in the public process, citizens--and their elected leader
often find themselves at a disadvantage, says County Commissioner Ellen Reckhow.

"We are not experts on these topics. But the industries come in with all this information an
they can tell their side of the story really well," says Reckhow, who chairs the Joint City-
County Planning Committee where the asphalt proposal first surfaced in March. A planner
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training, Reckhow calls the overall process "lopsided." CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 1

City and county staffers are quick to say their job is to serve the entire public. Anyone can
into the planning office, ask for a change to the zoning law and launch the same approval

process the asphalt industry is now pursuing. Interim Planning Director Dick Hails rememt
an example from the 1980s, when a group of neighborhood leaders sought to change the

of adjacent properties to preserve open space near their homes.

But most of the time, few people without a financial stake work the system.

"The person that's going to be the most aggressive, and is more likely to spend the time in
planning office pushing projects, are the people who are proposing development," says M:
Bill Bell. "And they have the time to do it, as opposed to John Q."

In the asphalt case, the financial stakes are high: the N.C. Department of Transportation
awarded $1.2 billion in state road contracts last year alone. David Rifenburg, of Rifenburg
Construction, who eventually joined Robins' effort to change the law so he, too, could builc
Durham asphalt plant, has won bids for major road projects across the state. Rifenburg bu
Martin Luther King Jr. Parkway in Durham, a $7.6 million project, and two years ago
resurfaced the city's roads with 22,000 tons of asphalt supplied by Carolina Sunrock
Corporation. Carolina Sunrock, one of the two existing asphalt plants in Durham, just won
bid to provide asphalt to the city this year, a $147,028 contract.

The Carolina Asphalt Pavement Association (CAPA), the industry lobby in Raleigh, estima
that public road contracts make up only about half the asphalt market. Private projects suc
shopping malls and housing developments make up the other half. Rifenburg's private clie
include Duke University (football stadium improvements and hospital complex) and
Beechwood subdivision in Chapel Hill.

Like other developers with profits at stake, both asphalt companies hired consultants to he
work the deal. Asphalt Experts hired Durham attorney Will Anderson, and Rifenburg hired
local land planner George Stanziale. Stanziale's friendly relationship with the Durham city/
county planning staff dates back to 1984, when he successfully advocated for controversie
rezonings that led to the development of tony Treyburn.

"From my point of view, they always try to be helpful," Stanziale says of the planning staff.
“Their job is to protect and legislate the [zoning] ordinance. But when someone wants to g
something done on a piece of property, and it doesn't meet the ordinance or a particular p
say, a small-area plan, they're going to always work with us to see how we can get it done
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Stanziale does frequent business with the planning department céaririgseteral hats on b
of his clients and his firm, Haden-Stanziale. He represented developers of car dealerships
part of the controversial Streets at Southpoint mall. He co-authored the Downtown Master
and is often tapped to serve on advisory committees, such as a 1998 group that recomme
changes to Durham's natural resources protections. And he profits from city business, win
publicly funded contracts such as the $78,000 job designing West Chapel Hill Street Park
2000. He is currently consulting on a rewrite of the city's development ordinance.

Stanziale has never lost a Durham rezoning case. He says that's partly because he choos
projects carefully but also because he has "great relationships"” with the planning staff and
involves them early in his plans.

Those relationships are one factor that contribute to citizens feeling disenfranchised by the
planning system, says one critic.

"They've been doing this so long, some of them don't see how they bend over backwards
developers. Then they don't understand why people like me think this is outrageous," says
Steve Bocckino, a citizen activist in southwest Durham who got involved in politics when h
led his neighborhood's battle against the Streets at Southpoint mall at Fayetteville Road al
Interstate 40. Bocckino now serves on the planning commission, where he is frequently
outraged by staff recommendations that side with developers, often based on what he call
“tortured logic." "They see the developers all the time and the developers are their friends.
they see residents as contentious naysayers."

But while the planning staff plotted to help Doug Robins and David Rifenburg move aspha
plants closer to homes, there weren't any naysayers to contend with, because no one kne
about the plan as it gathered steam behind the scenes.

After cooperating with the planning department to develop language that was acceptable t
both the staff and the industry, Stanziale and Anderson took their proposal to the planning
committee for review in April.

Zoning text amendments affect property across the county, rather than altering the rules fc
particular piece of land the way a rezoning does. Text amendments also differ from rezoni
in another crucial way: They require very little public notice. If a resident wants to change :
house into an office, the city/county planning department sends a letter to nearby neighbol
with details of the request, an explanatory map, contact numbers for questions and dates
places of public hearings.

But if the asphalt industry--or anyone else--wants to amend the law, the government puts
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advertisement in the local newspaper, back in the classified sectitstihpeetin with a long
of other issues described in technical language.

In presenting the proposal to the planning committee, the industry reps argued several ke
reasons for the change: The 1,500-foot setback rendered it impossible to build a new plan
changes in asphalt technology and "tougher EPA air quality standards" have cut down dus
noise affecting surrounding properties; and "there is a need for more asphalt plants in Durl
to meet local needs."

The planning staff backed them up, recommending approval based on the applicants' argt
and a few of their own. One point staffers cited was that the 1,500-foot setback had arisen
of a 1980s rewrite of zoning laws in the wake of a chemical explosion and a chemical fire i
East Durham. During the revisions, asphalt plants were lumped into the same category as
hazardous materials and explosives.

"We looked at the actual impacts, and reported to the commission that asphalt plants fall
somewhere between concrete plants and hazardous waste," says Hails. Concrete plants r
only 100 feet of buffer space, while hazardous waste facilities require the full 1,500 feet.

The planning staff also mentioned that Raleigh, Greensboro and Charlotte do not require ¢
distance between asphalt plants and homes, a point that struck Lou Zeller of the Blue Ridc
Environmental Defense League as ironic.

"If Durham is even considering changing their setbacks, that's just incredible to me," Zellet
says. "They would be undoing a good measure that protects public health in order to 'dum
down' to what other communities have."

The citizen coalition has since pointed out several examples of other cities, including Bostt
that are expanding the buffers for asphalt plants based on environmental and health conce

Another reason the staff cited in its recommendation was Durham's growth, saying "major
improvements and development projects maintain a high demand, with much asphalt bein
trucked in."

“The rule of thumb is, if we are demanding it, we should take some responsibility for provic
it," says Hails. "If there's a demand for something in the community, then you look at whetl
there's an appropriate site."

The planning committee recommended approval, but also asked the Environmental Affairs
Board to review the plan before it went any further.



Independent Weekly: News: Feature: Paving the Way
CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 1

The EAB, a joint city-county advisory panel, is made up of local residents with professiona
credentials in a variety of fields. Elected officials created the board a decade ago to provid
them with expertise when faced with decisions just like this one.

“The EAB is there because [Durham County Commissioner] Becky Heron thought if we're
giving the Chamber of Commerce money, we should do something to balance the other si
says Bocckino. "It's sort of the environmental chamber of commerce."”

The 11-member board has specific slots for individual disciplines such as solid waste, wat
quality, air quality and public health, with the city and county each appointing five member:
and one seat for a representative of the Soil and Water Conservation District Board.

The EAB discussed the asphalt measure several times, eventually voting 4-3 to approve it
some changes. The board recommended expanding the setback from 600 feet to 750 feet
requiring a solid 8-foot perimeter wall. An eighth member who had to leave the meeting es
has indicated he would have voted against the plan, meaning it narrowly missed a 4-4 tie.
of the points that swayed the supporters was the staff's argument that Durham's setback v
much larger than other North Carolina cities, says one EAB member, who has since been
chagrined to hear--via the citizen effort-- that buffers in other states are much larger, and i
some cases, expanding.

One of the three no votes was member Marian Johnson-Thompson, who holds the EAB's
health seat.

"It's a situation--again--where money and big business come in and, | shouldn't say have r
regard for poor people, but they're not as sensitive as they should be," says Johnson-Thor
whose profession is studying health disparities among different ethnicities. "As a member:
the board, | was embarrassed about how this vote went down."

The EAB discussions focused primarily on noise and dust, despite Johnson-Thompson's
concerns that the health and quality of life for Durham's less affluent communities of color
were the real target. The industry reps produced a voluminous stack of supporting paperw
including a report arguing that asphalt plant emissions were no more dangerous than thos
average bakery.

"We did a lot of homework for them," says Stanziale. "We felt like we answered all of their
guestions."

With approval from the planning committee and the EAB, the proposal went next to a publ
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hearing at the zoning committee. CHEJ Asphalt Fact Pack 1

John Schelp was sitting in the City Council chambers that night, waiting for his turn to spe:
As the president of the Old West Durham Neighborhood Association, Schelp was there to
the zoning committee to require more open space in "mixed-use" developments.

When the asphalt industry representatives stepped forward, Schelp listened in disbelief as
outlined their proposal.

The industry reps repeated their arguments: the lack of eligible land under the current zon
law and the growing market demand for asphalt in Durham. They said recent technologica
advancements reduce the environmental impact and health hazards. Missing from the
discussion, Schelp says, was any recognition that the residents most likely to be subjectec
new asphalt plants within 600 feet of their houses were low-income minorities.

"l thought to myself, we can debate health effects all night, but the asphalt industry says tr
are only interested in the sites in East Durham," says Schelp. "There's no gray area there.

It was clear to him the proposal had coasted pretty far toward City Council approval with z
public debate, thanks in part to a 10-word-long public hearing notice "the size of a blade o
grass."

"The asphalt industry had eight months to whisper ‘facts' into the ears of officials while the
neighborhoods sat in the dark," Schelp says.

Shocked by the environmental justice issue going unchallenged, and the one-sided nature
discussion, Schelp began collecting a citizen coalition to shine a public spotlight on the pla

He started with his position within the Durham NAACP. The only white member of its
executive committee, Schelp had been working to build racial bridges for months. A forme
Peace Corps worker with a master's degree in public administration, six years in the Cong
a long record of neighborhood activism, Schelp had recently been asked to organize the
NAACP's "community committee" to bring diverse Durhamites together to work on commo
initiatives. The five-member group agreed to take on the asphalt project, and the NAACP
advanced the committee $50 for publicity.

When the measure was scheduled for a Sept. 16 vote before the City Council, Schelp mol
letter-writers through an e-mail list-serv that began with the five people on his community
committee. It now contains 300 members.
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Schelp, two other NAACP leaders and the minister of Morehead’AventiéBaistist Church c
authored a letter to the editor publishedire Herald-Sumn Sept. 16, the day before the
scheduled vote.

"It's bad enough that developers are forcing limited local resources to be shifted from less
affluent in-town neighborhoods to newly-paved suburban developments," they wrote. "Mus
now face the threat of hazardous exposures from the asphalt industry?"

Council members, beginning to receive protest e-mails and facing voters in an election jus
weeks away, voted unanimously to table the proposal.

"No one was real excited about this issue once it turned into a hot potato," says Anderson,
attorney for Asphalt Experts.

The neophyte coalition celebrated the delayed vote and began in earnest to outline their n
attack. They targeted three issues: the lack of public notice, the potential health hazards, &
disproportionate effect on low-income minority neighborhoods.

Neighborhood associations across the county and churches in East Durham began to spre
word through their memberships. Schelp called Duke University officials to alert them their
rare books storage is next door to one of the potential asphalt plant sites. He asked the Er
River Association to look at water quality issues, since one of the potential sites sits along
Eno.

Local environmentalists compiled data about the effects of asphalt plant pollution, includin
dangers of toxic emissions from benzene and other byproducts of hot asphalt mixing. Pror
by the protesters, leaders of Environmental Defense, a national advocacy group, wrote a |
to the mayor and city manager citing Durham's ranking among the "dirtiest counties" in the
United States based on an average individual's added cancer risk from air pollution. In a le
signed by Director Jane Preyer, the group urged the council to kill the measure, saying mc
asphalt plants in Durham would raise the county's already dangerous levels of acrolein, a
chemical emitted by asphalt plants.

According to the federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration, exposure to asph
fumes can cause headaches, skin rashes, fatigue, reduced appetite, throat and eye irritatit
coughing. Asphalt paving workers, for example, have reported breathing problems, asthm:
bronchitis, and skin irritation, according to OSHA, and studies have reported lung, stomacl
and skin cancers following chronic exposures to asphalt fumes.

N.C. Central University professor Yolanda Anderson lent the group an intern and the camj
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student group, Central Environmental Action Student Effort (CEASEyYgotinsrdived. CEASE
printed a fact sheet and launched a public education campaign to spread the word to resic
the predominantly black neighborhoods around campus, where four of the potential sites li
they walked door-to-door, nine out of 10 residents they talked to had no idea they were livi
adjacent to a potential asphalt factory, with its burning petroleum smell and dump trucks
trailing fumes down the street, says intern Melissa Lewis.

One Morehead Hills resident on the e-mail list eventually sent Schelp a $50 check, saying
was glad to double the group's budget.

When the industry reps said publicly they were seeking "independent data" from the state
Division of Air Quality to counteract their critics, Schelp asked DAQ Director Alan Klimek t
address the citizens' concerns as well. In a stock response the DAQ has given in similar
controversies across the state, Klimek replied that the location of new asphalt plants is stri
"a local issue." Klimek wrote an op-ed piece last year echoing the same sentiments. CAPA
industry lobby group, likes Klimek's argument so much it now includes his essay in the
organization's public information packet.

The industry's influence is even more ingrained at the state level than it is locally, says Zel
who attends DAQ advisory committee meetings where "The environmental groups don't st
up but the industry shows up in droves."

In Durham, as letters from across town poured in to newspapers and City Hall, the local
industry reps turned to their state association for backup. CAPA Executive Director Christi
Barbee shot back at critics, writing a letter to local newspapers countering Schelp's first at
She called the environmental injustice issue "baseless" and touted the industry's safety re
and Durham's need for asphalt.

"l got a copy of [Schelp's] letter and there was a lot of misinformation about our industry,"
Barbee. "No one in our industry strives to be controversial or to stir up trouble. But as city
limits grow, you've got more and more area that needs pavement."

Having only two plants in Durham raises the cost of asphalt, says Barbee, citing cheaper
in areas like Charlotte-Mecklenburg, where there are more than a dozen plants. "Durham |
good market," she says. "And Durham certainly could use the jobs that a plant would bring

Asked how many employees a plant needs, Barbee estimated "six to eight,” but added tha
plants also generate related jobs for truck drivers and pavement workers.

As the grassroots organizers mounted their campaign, it was the accusations of environm
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injustice that surprised the city staffers the most, including the irft&timtplanrang director.
“I've heard of it in other places, but it's new for here," Hails says.

Actually, environmental justice issues in East Durham date back to the 1980s. A chemical
company called Armageddon Recycling Co. on Peabody Street was cited repeatedly for le
barrels that eventually exploded on March 10, 1983. A community group that formed to pre
Citizens for a Safer East Durham, pointed out in its flyers that the situation wouldn't have
dragged on so long if the plant were "on the other side of town." Another chemical plant in
same vicinity, SouthChem Inc. on East Pettigrew Street, was the scene of a massive chen
fire on Sept. 3, 1986. Today, SouthChem is still in business and ranks as Durham County"
third-largest polluter, according to Environmental Defense.

Overall, Durham's minority residents are four times more likely than whites to live near
facilities emitting air pollutants, according to the Environmental Defense scorecard, while
families below poverty are also four times more likely to live near polluting facilities than th
above poverty.

"If you're poor and black, that's what you get," says Schelp.

The future of the asphalt proposal may be decided within the month. The Joint City/County
Planning Committee discussed it again on Feb. 6 and asked for more input from the
Environmental Affairs Board. This time around, the industry may have even one more Vvote
thanks to another behind-the-scenes move. On Oct. 15, the City Council appointed Aspha
Experts attorney Will Anderson to the attorney slot on the EAB. Anderson replaced outgoit
member Jim Conner, an environmental activist and lawyer.

The council has scheduled a discussion for Feb. 21. Whether the plan will then be schedu
a March 4 vote depends on the council, says City Manager Marcia Conner, while complair
about how much time her staff has had to spend responding to the "overwhelming number
mails."

Mayor Bell, whose inbox has also been flooded with protests, predicts the grassroots effor
accomplished its mission.

"l don't think this has a chance of going anywhere," he says. "Let me put it this way, | have
had anybody write me saying we ought to be supporting this."

If they succeed in changing the zoning law, Asphalt Experts and Rifenburg Construction
build a plant together, according to Stanziale.
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Schelp and his coalition want the setbacks for asphalt plants to stay at 1,500 feet. They wi:
planning staff to learn about environmental justice issues. And they want the rules for publ
notice of text amendments rewritten so they trigger letters to affected neighbors like rezon
do. On the last point, they already have support from the mayor.

"Given the amount of attention that's been given to that issue, | think the staff will look at a
little different process," Bell says, though the staff is not so sure. Assistant planning directc
Bonnie Estes says with text amendments, "It's difficult to know who's impacted, so it woulc
difficult to know who to notify."

Bocckino and a fellow planning commission member have proposed another system refor
new ethics policy requiring planning staff and commission members to disclose their persc
financial interests.

County Commissioner Reckhow supports improvements to the public notice process and t
ethics proposal. But in the bigger picture, she wants the government to balance the interes
people who live here and the people who profit.

"We recognize there's a gap and we're looking for ways to level the playing field," she say:
"We need to do a much better job empowering our citiz@hs."

URL for this story: http://www.indyweek.com/gyrobase/Content?0id=17208
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“CHE] is the strongest environmental organization
today — the one that is making the greatest impact
on changing the way our society does business.”

Ralph Nader

“CHE] has been a pioneer nationally in alerting
parents to the environmental hazards that can

affect the health of their children.”
New York, New York

“Again, thank you for all that you do for us out here.
I would have given up a long time ago if I had not =~ P
connected with CHEJ!” '

Claremont, New Hampshire

Center for Health, Environment & Justice
P.O. Box 6806, Falls Church, VA 22040-6806
703-237-2249 chej@chej.org www.chej.org
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