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Independent Lubricant Manufacturers Association

651 S. Washington Street ٠ Alexandria, Virginia 22314

703-684-5574 Phone / 703-836-8503 fax

December 2, 2002
Dr. Patrick Breysse, PhD, CIH
ACGIH®
1330 Kemper Meadow Road

Cincinnati, Ohio 45240

Dear Dr. Breysse:

The Independent Lubricant Manufacturers Association (ILMA) would like to thank you and ACGIH® for coordinating the recent Symposium on the proposed TLV for mineral oil mist.  The representatives from ILMA member companies who attended the Symposium found the sessions to be informative with knowledgeable papers and panel discussions.

Numerous ILMA representatives have expressed concerns to the Association that session transcripts or recordings apparently were not made and will not be available to interested stakeholders.  Even less fortunate from ILMA’s perspective is the limited number of ACGIH® TLV Committee members who attended the Symposium.  Those Committee members who were absent, regrettably, will not be able to experience the true essence of the discussions and debates surrounding the formal presentations.
The attendees from ILMA member companies have had the opportunity to review and compare their notes and data from the Symposium. As a result, ILMA agrees that the current TLV for mineral oil mist is too high. However, ACGIH’s proposed 0.2 mg/m3 TLV revision is a flawed interpretation of a “no effect level” in the studies cited in Table 3 of the “Notice of Intended Change” (NIC).  These studies do not properly characterize either the chemical entities or the conditions to which the workers were exposed.  Furthermore, we have little confidence in the exposure estimates in these studies, as many papers presented at the Symposium indicated that most exposure measurements and analytical methods are flawed, especially for post hoc estimates in epidemiological studies such as these.  Regardless, these studies were on metalworking fluids (albeit poorly characterized with regard to fluid-type and chemical composition), which are not appropriate surrogates for mineral oil and vice versa.  

The three studies cited in Table 3 were included in NIOSH’s Criteria Document on occupational exposure to metal working fluids (Criteria for a Recommended Standard:  Occupational Exposure to Metalworking Fluids, DHHS (NIOSH) Pub. No. 98-102, 1998).  NIOSH states in the Criteria Document:


Recent studies are not entirely consistent in documenting exposure-response relationships 

between MWF (metalworking fluid) aerosol exposures and respiratory symptoms and lung 

function effect (both acute and chronic), including clinically recognized asthma…. Despite 

an impressive amount of research recently carried out on the airways effects of exposure to 

MWF aerosol, the potential importance of various adverse acute airways effects attributed 

to MWF aerosol is not entirely clear.
Additionally, ILMA feels the proposed blanket “A2” classification for carcinogenicity for mineral oil is neither supported nor warranted by existing data..  The presentations by speakers representing the American Petroleum Institute provided compelling evidence that oils with low aromatic content from state-of-the-art refining 
processes are not carcinogenic.  Further, these speakers indicated the A2 classification for mineral oil, as currently proposed by ACGIH®, is a major departure from the IARC expert review.  Again, the use of metalworking fluid studies to drive or impact decisions regarding mineral oil mist is inappropriate.  There is very little (if any) chemical similarity between the two (especially, water-dilutable metalworking fluids).

ILMA associates itself with the comments made during the Symposium that the A2 classification will have a counterproductive effect on the purchasing practices of mineral oil users.  If all oils are classified as A2 regardless of purity, there will be no incentive to continue buying highly-refined oils as is the current practice because of the IARC classification.  This will especially be true in Canada where ACGIH® carcinogen classifications are a mandatory provision of its product labeling law.

As pointed out during the Symposium, there is a need to separate mineral oil mist from metal removal fluid mist.  Health and safety professionals have used the Mineral Oil Mist TLV as a surrogate guidance limit in the absence of a specific exposure limit for metal removal fluids.  It is also our opinion that mineral oil mist is not an appropriate surrogate for metal removal fluids mist, especially, water-soluble metal removal fluids.   It is known that metal removal fluid serves as the vehicle by which putative irritants or toxicants are introduced into the air; however, controlling metal removal mist levels to inordinately low values is neither an appropriate nor effective means of protecting workers.   Moreover, the potential cancer risk associated with metal removal fluid exposure was reviewed extensively by NIOSH.  In reviewing the epidemiological evidence, NIOSH drew mixed conclusions regarding a potential cancer hazard associated with metal removal fluid exposure.  With regard to cancer risk, however, NIOSH concluded:  ‘Over the last several decades, substantial changes have been made in the metalworking industry, including changes in MWF composition, reduction of impurities, and reduction of exposure concentrations.  These changes have likely reduced the cancer risks’ [emphasis added]. 

Establishing an acceptable exposure limit for metal removal fluids is only one piece of the solution to a complex problem.  There are two essential elements of appropriate worker protection in the machining environment:  --proper fluid maintenance and a systems approach to proper management of the entire machining environment.  ILMA believes that good management of the metal removal environment should include these actions to control metal removal aerosol concentrations in the shop.  This position is consistent with the recommendations set forth in “Final Report of the OSHA Metalworking Fluid Standards Advisory Committee” (July 19, 1999).  

ILMA recommends that the ACGIH® TLV Committee give thoughtful consideration to the papers and discussions at the Symposium.  ILMA also suggests that any decision on this matter should be issued in a “Notice of Intended Change” with revised documentation.  This important matter requires careful deliberation on the part of the Committee. The data do not give a clear picture of whether there is an unacceptable risk or of how to provide increased protection to workers exposed to mineral oil or metalworking fluid mist.  The Association would welcome the opportunity to comment on any new proposal.

ILMA respectfully requests the distribution of this letter by ACGIH® to all members of the TLV Committee and include the letter in the official Symposium record.

Sincerely yours,

Gregory J. Foltz

ILMA President 

Cc:   Tony Rizzuto, ACGIH® Executive Director
        Kristin Szava, PhD, ACGIH® Director of Education

        Celeste Powers, ILMA Executive Director

Bcc:  SHERA Committee

