Jacques Bacardats, Chairman and CEO





July 6, 2006

Eramet International

Tour Maine Montparnesse

33, Avenue du Maine

75755 Paris Cedex 15, France

Dear Mr. Bacardats,

As you know, the Neighbors for Clean Air and Ohio Citizen Action are conducting a good neighbor campaign at Eramet Marietta.  As part of our campaign, we released a Citizens’ Audit, which we have sent to you under separate cover.  

Although they have repeatedly refused to meet with us, the management at Eramet Marietta has apparently read the audit and issued a written response in a newsletter called “For the Record.”   Eramet’s response contains many corrections of the audit that Neighbors for Clean Air and Ohio Citizen Action have no argument with. For example, Eramet describes how they manage their lead sludge, how their UNOX unit works, and the proportion that different sources contribute to the generation of the manganese dust they emit (casting process versus other handling operations). We accept this information gladly as it increases our understanding of how the plant works. 

However, there remain major additional issues for discussion between the audit and Eramet’s For the Record: 

1) Eramet contends that existing concentrations of manganese dust are unlikely to present a significant health risk. In support of this, Eramet cites computer modeling and results of air sampling from the Blue Knob site. Eramet does not mention any other air sampling that has been done. There are two other monitors that were checking for metals in the air before the Blue Knob monitor was set up. One, located on Bender Road, ran for several years in the early 1990s and the other, located at the Washington County Career Center, was set up in November 2000 and is still in operation. In an analysis of data from the years 2001 and 2002 ATSDR (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry) stated:

“Arsenic and manganese consistently exceed health-based screening levels between 2001 and 2002. Chromium exceeded these criteria several times, up to levels over 30 times the screening level. Cadmium exceeded this level slightly during three months of the 26-month period. To better evaluate ambient contaminant concentrations in the future, additional metals should be included in future sampling.”  (Complete report and early data can be seen at:  http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/PHA/marietta/wca_p1.html )

As a result of this analysis, Ohio EPA and ATSDR installed the air monitor at Blue Knob Road in 2004.  Data from this new monitor and from the monitor at the Career Center continues to show levels of metals in the air that exceed health based screening values.  While it should be noted that these screening values incorporate a safety margin to account for continuous exposure, sensitive populations, and at-risk populations, there is no basis in science for Eramet to state that it “…is confident the final results will not show a significant health risk exists for area residents .”  In some months the levels of metals, particularly manganese and arsenic, exceeded screening values by more than a factor of ten.  In fact, the air model developed by ATSDR for manganese shows large populated areas in Boaz, WV, and along Ohio 550 that have average annual exposures ten times higher than what USEPA and ATSDR consider to be a level safe for a community on a 24/7 basis. Depending on wind and production at Eramet, daily and weekly exposures could be much, much higher.  At this time, critical exposure times or amounts are not known, but it should be of intense apprehension to the residents within 10 miles of the Eramet facility. We are all being exposed to a level of a neurotoxin that may be too high.  Additionally, in spite of assurances from Eramet that overall emissions are being reduced, this is not true regarding emissions of manganese to the air.  Over the 17 years of emissions data reported by Eramet, the second half emissions are 5% higher than the first half.  This high (and increasing) level of exposure of manganese, along with the study by Dick Wittberg (which was given to Eramet immediately upon completion), is evidence of a potential problem.  In order to gather still more evidence, two new monitors in West Virginia and one additional monitor in Marietta are expected to be installed later this summer.  Based on the results of this monitoring and on funding availability, ATSDR may undertake a health study in the area.

2) The Citizens’ Audit discovered that Eramet runs cleaner plants in Norway. Eramet’s response to the comparison of their Marietta and Norway plants raises many questions: Does Eramet agree that their plants in Norway are emitting much less pollution? What technology are the plants in Norway using that allows them to be so much cleaner? The assertion is made that “It would not be in the best interest of Eramet Marietta and its employees to modify our furnaces to incorporate the Norwegian technology.”  Why not?  We believe the plants in Norway are actually older than the Marietta plant. Why have they been able to evolve to a process that appears to emit far less pollution to the environment? There may be valid reasons why the Marietta plant cannot use the Norwegian processes but at the very least a more detailed explanation seems called for in the face of such large differences in emissions. 

3) Regarding Eramet’s comments on ammonia and the odor problem: The purpose of pointing out the link we found between the odor and ammonia was not that we think ammonia is dangerous at the levels detected or that it is the cause of the odor. What we noticed while monitoring with the Cerex real time air sampler was that at the times when the odor was most intense the levels of ammonia, as detected by the Cerex, were highest. Because these levels of ammonia are generally recognized as not detectable by smell, it seems reasonable to conclude that something other than ammonia (that traveled offsite with the ammonia) is causing the odor. It is our hope that this information might help Eramet in tracking down the source of the odor.  

4) Regarding Eramet’s expired water permit:  Depending on your definition of “common”, it may be true that “It is common for facilities to operate in accordance with expired permits while the conditions of new permits are being developed and negotiated”, but of sixty-one water permits listed on the Ohio EPA’s web site for the Southeast District office, only two are expired (one being Eramet’s) and we have to wonder how it can be reasonable for a permit to be expired for seven years. This is a legally binding document that should be available for public review (as are other water and air permits on the Ohio EPA’s web site). Such a long period of operation without a permit erodes confidence in the whole regulatory process.  Again, it seems a more complete explanation is called for. What’s the hold up? 

5) Regarding Eramet’s assessment of the health effects of manganese: It is unclear what the long term low dose health effects are, especially in vulnerable populations (pregnant women, infants, children, and people with other complicating health problems such as asthma, COPD, or neurological disease). For a long time in this country and around the world a model of exposure first, research and discovery of long term health impacts much later (in many cases generations later) has been followed. It hasn’t been a good model. We are already above the health screening values as they exist today. Why not take a step toward cleaning up the pollution now?

We are hoping that you agree with us that our exchanges of information would be much more productive in a face-to-face meeting, rather than a constant debate on paper.  We have worked with other multinational corporations doing business in Ohio, bringing the good neighbor campaigns to a successful and mutually beneficial conclusion.  We look forward to doing the same with Eramet.

Sincerely,
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Caroline Beidler, Neighbors for Clean Air
Ruth Breech, Ohio Citizen Action

cc: Russ Craig, CEO Eramet Marietta

