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Preliminaries and Opening Remarks

Bob Barish called the meeting to order and reviewed the agenda and other general information for the meeting, outline of agenda for the day. 

Dennis Shusterman asked if there was a list of references for Jim Unmack’s n-propanol draft document.  Jim said that the next version would have the reference list.  
Bob Barish noted the following planned dates for 2011 PEL meetings (HEAC or FAC as needed): 


Weds March 23

Weds June 22

Weds September 21

     (A tentative fourth 2011 date of December 13 was also announced, but it has been finalized as Thursday December 8)

Bob Barish asked if there were any comments on the minutes for the June 23rd HEAC meeting.  These minutes had been previously posted on the website and were circulated at the October 6 FAC meeting at which the four substances with health –based PEL recommendations from the June 23 meeting were considered.    There were no comments on the minutes for the June 23rd HEAC meeting in this meeting.
Arsine and Gallium Arsenide

The discussion of arsine and gallium arsenide focused mostly on questions raised by HEAC members Will                                    Forest and Susan Ripple, especially with regard to whether PELs for these two substances should be based on the cancer risk presented by the arsenic they contain or on other considerations,  and if not based on the cancer risk from arsenic, how that should be reflected in the PEL.   Below are key points of the discussion and items that Will Forest and Susan Ripple agreed to work on outside of the meeting to try to elucidate and resolve if possible, with the help also of Dennis Shusterman. 

Arsine

The question came up as in a past HEAC meeting as to the significance, within the context of the target 1 in 1,000 increased cancer risk limit, of the 16% increase in cancer risk identified in an informal assessment by Craig Steinmaus which made the stated worst case assumption that all of the arsenic in arsine was metabolized to inorganic arsenic.   Craig Steinmaus noted in his risk assessment that there was not a lot of data to support this assumption.

Bob Barish noted that Will Forest, Susan Ripple, and Dennis Shusterman were the main participants in the discussion of arsine in the meeting with respect to the cancer risk.  Bob Barish suggested as a result that these three work together outside of the meeting to try to address the question.   Will, Susan and Dennis agreed to do this and to involve Craig Steinmaus in the process as needed.    

Susan Ripple reiterated her view that whatever PEL is discussed or recommended that assumptions of the assessment be spelled out clearly.  Patrick Owens expressed agreement with this sentiment. 

There was also discussion of separating out the risk of exposure to arsenic in arsine from that posed by smoking.  Will Forest said that smokers’ excess risk of cancer is 6 to 7 percent,  and so that could be subtracted from the 16% calculated by Craig Steinmaus, again making the assumption of 100% metabolism of arsine to inorganic arsenic. 

Gallium arsenide

Will Forest noted that while in the NTP study of gallium arsenide, noncancer effects may have been seen at lower test dose levels than cancer, that did not necessarily mean that a lower PEL would result based on noncancer risk.  He said it would depend on the quantitative cancer risk assessment calculations. 
Will Forest said he would take the OEHHA/EPA cancer risk assessment for arsenic and see if that generates a lower PEL (to the 1 in 1,000 target risk level) than does a PEL based on lung hyperplasia seen in the NTP study.   Susan Ripple said she would work on this with Will Forest to fully explicate it.            

Bob Barish expressed appreciation for the work that Will Forest and Susan Ripple offered to do before the next HEAC meeting and said that it would address gallium arsenide specifically, not arsenic alone, noting that could be a second step in the process 

Barbara Kanegsberg said she wanted to better understand the risk of gallium arsenide versus inorganic arsenic.   Susan Ripple offered to develop a comparative table summarizing the risks of exposure to gallium, to gallium arsenide and to inorganic arsenic. 

Phthalates  [dibutyl phthalate, di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP), butyl benzyl phthalate]

Susan Ripple introduced a preliminary discussion of phthalates.   Howard Spielman took over on these substances from Susan when she felt a possible conflict of interest had developed with a recent acquisition of another company by her employer.   With the handoff of the project to Howard Spielman in midstream, the assessment documents for these substances are not ready. 
Some points on the phthalates made by Howard Spielman were:

These substances have low vapor pressure so heat and/or mechanical action would probably be needed to generate potentially hazardous airborne exposures. 

Susan and Howard noted that given their use as plasticizers, especially DEHP which is very widely used for that purpose, exposures to these substances may occur in plastics molding, handling of rocket propellants, in insect repellant, and in nail polish though that use may have diminished with Proposition 65 listing of dibutyl phthalate for male and female developmental effects in 2005.  Susan Ripple cited a study (Kwapniewski, 2008) which found dibuty phthalate metabolites in the urine of manicurists which appeared to be reduced by use of gloves, thus suggesting potential for skin absorption.   Bob Barish said this suggested the need to consider a Skin notation.
DEHP was added to the Proposition 65 list for cancer in 1988 and for male developmental effects in 2003.  Butyl benzyl phthalate was added to the list for developmental effects in 2005. 

Little information was found on butyl benzyl phthalate.
Dennis Shusterman said there is emerging scientific literature on the more subtle effects of phthalates on reproduction.  He said that a colleague now in New York, Shanna Swan, is looking at reproductive and developmental effects in humans.    Susan Ripple acknowledged the work of Shanna Swan and others looking at effects in humans, but said it was not clear how these could be used in quantitative assessment for deriving a health-based PEL recommendation. 
LUNCH BREAK
Vanadium pentoxide
HEAC member Mike Kleinman gave a brief preliminary presentation on this substance.  He said a health assessment document should be available for the next meeting when he can give a more complete presentation.   He noted that the change in the TLV is only in the size fraction being sampled from respirable to inhalable particulate (0.05 mg/M3).  However this change in the size selector upon which the standard is based can amount to a significantly lower allowed exposure level depending upon the particle size distribution of the operation.
Mike Kleinman noted that this material is used in many alloys, that it is a strong oxidizer and can be a contaminant of high sulfur fuels.    Also that worker exposures can occur with fly ash from combustion of coal, and cleaning oil fueled boilers.  He said it can cause eye and respiratory irritation and wheezing.  He said that cancer testing has been inconclusive, with NTP reporting clear evidence of carcinogenic activity in male and female mice and some evidence in male rats.   
Bob Barish asked about vanadium metal.  Mike Kleinman said the concern was with the ions.   Bob Barish asked him about his view of the TLV.    Mike Kleinman said it appeared possibly reasonable as a PEL but he wanted to finish the assessment document before making a recommendation to the committee. 
n-Propanol
Jim Unmack gave the initial presentation.  He said he had reviewed the TLV Document and it appeared reasonable.  He said he agreed with the TLV recommendation of 100 ppm 8-hour TWA based on acute sensory irritation.   The TLV was derived from the respiratory depression test (RD50) in mice.  Unlike the current PEL and prior TLV a Skin notation was not included in the revised TLV.
Dennis Shusterman noted that age and allergies can be factors in human population variability in response to sensory irritants.   He said a 2003 study on which he was lead author had examined this point and had used n-propanol as a test substance.  He said one finding had been that on average, subjects with allergies showed greater sensitivity than those without allergies, and younger subjects showed greater sensitivity than older subjects.  
Jim Unmack noted that in lowering the 8-hour TWA to 100 ppm from the prior value of 200 ppm, the STEL of 400 had been dropped.   The current Cal/OSHA PEL includes a STEL of 250 ppm (15-minute).  Bob Barish asked Dennis Shusterman about this and he replied that while time does have an effect on irritation, there is a plateau effect such that concentration is more important.    There was discussion if the STEL should be retained and if so at what level.  Bob Barish noted that the existing STEL of 250 ppm was consistent with the general recommendation of the TLVs that excursions above the 8-hour TWA not exceed three times that value. 
Ethanol 
Susan Ripple gave a preliminary presentation on this substance. She is still working on the assessment document.   She said the change in the TLV is that it went from being 1,000 ppm 8-hour TWA to 1,000 ppm 15-minute STEL. 

Susan said the health effects of greatest concern are chronic and subchronic effects that are not seen overtly.    She said the new STEL is based on prevention of respiratory irritation.   Will Forest said he thought ethanol would turn out to be a Skin notation candidate.
Aluminum 
Jim Unmack briefly described what he had found with respect to aluminum which given the extensive research to go through would probably not be ready for full presentation until the September meeting.   He said the revised TLV adopted in 2008 is 1 mg/M3 respirable particulate.   The current PEL for aluminum metal and oxide is 10 mg/M3 total particulate and 5 mg/M3 respirable, for welding fume 5 mg/M3 total, and for soluble salts 2 mg/M3 total particulate.  This raised the question of what forms of aluminum the revised TLV appropriately applies to and Jim said he was looking into that.   He noted that from his research so far particle size may have a significant impact on hazard potential. 
Other items

Marilyn Foster suggested that the HEAC look at bisphenol-A (BPA) which is used in many products.  Susan Ripple said the database on BPA is extremely large.  Bob Barish suggested that as a first step Marilyn Foster provide information to him explaining the need for and an indication of the data that could support the consideration of a PEL for BPA. 
Patrick Owens said he planned to give at least a preliminary presentation on cyclohexane at the March HEAC meeting.

Will Forest said he planned to present 2-butoxyethyl acetate in March as well. 

The meeting concluded at 2:45 p.m.
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