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This is the third in a series of articles we are preparing to ensure that you, our valued employees,
are well-informed about the environmental issues pertaining to our company. If you have any
guestions, or would like to learn more about a particular environmental issue related to Eramet
Marietta, please contact Jeff McKinney at (740) 374-1143.

Release of “Citizens’ Audit” of Eramet Marietta
By Jeff McKinney, Environmental Manager

On June 1, Ohio Citizen Action (OCA) released to the media and general public what they
have titled as a “Citizens’ Audit” of the Eramet Marietta facility, According to the
Summary of Audit Findings contained therein, the Audit “was done to learn as much as
possible about Eramet.” The Summary further explains how OCA “tracked the history of
citizen involvement with the plant, the history and most recent information about their
pollution, finances, permits, regulators, violation and incidents to better understand the
impact Eramet has on our community.”

As a clever effort to disguise or soften the group's agenda, the Audit does contain some
interesting information about Eramet’s global structure and facility processes, obtained
primarily from Eramet’s own websites. In large part, however, the document is severely
flawed, as it continues in the OCA tradition of manipulating, misinterpreting, and
manufacturing data to create undue concern in affected communities, thereby gaining
funding for their so-called “campaigns” by any means necessary.

This edition of For The Record addresses the findings of OCA’s Citizens® Audit, revealing
the misinformation contained therein. Excerpts from the Audit are highlighted, followed

by counterpoint arguments in regular font. Please share this information with family,
friends, and neighbors.

Not true. Actually, the ATSDR Activities Update published in December 2004 states the
following. “ATSDR used computer software to model (or estimate) the outdoor air
concentrations of chemicals being released from five facilities in the former Union Carbide
complex.....Using facility-specific information, we modeled the emissions of chemicals these
facilities use: ammonia, chlorobenzene, chloromethane, chromium, hydrochloric acid,
manganese, styrene, sulfuric acid, and toluene. Of the chemicals we modeled, manganese was
the only chemical that posed a potential health threat to residents who live around these facilities.
Other chemicals were present in such low concentrations that we do not believe they pose health
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threats to residents. Because models only estimate exposure, we felt it necessary to validate our
model with real air sampling. We worked very closely with the Ohio EPA and the Ohio
Department of Health to place an air monitor in a location that will tell whether our modeling is
accurate. This monitor began operating in September 2004.”

To date, the actual manganese exposure data obtained from this monitor has #ot shown a
significant health risk exists. ATSDR’s contintied classification of the area’s health risk as
“indeterminate”, however, allows additional funding to be reserved for further study. Eramet
will continue to be cooperative with ATSDR in their evaluations, and is confident the final
results will not show a significant health risk exists for area residents.

Eramet owns comparable plants in Norway that put out significantly less pollution than their plant in Marietta. In
2004, Eramet Marietta released 10 times the quantity of manganese-containing dust as similar plants operated by
Eramet in Norway. Very few pounds of solid waste were discharged into the Nhnvsgqan waters nn,co' ' trast 10 tens
of thousands of pounds dlscharged into the Ohio Rivern:

The Eramet Marietta facility and the Norwegian facilities employ totally different furnace
lechnologies, each having their advantages and disadvantages in terms of process efficiencies,
potential for fugitive emissions release, and levels of employee exposure in the furnace rooms. It
would not be in the best interest of Eramet Marietta and its employees to modify our furnaces to
icorporate the Norwegian technology.

Although Eramet attempts to evaluate emissions from all of its facilities at a corporate level, a
parallel comparison is extremely difficult to make, as reporting requirements and accepted
methods of emissions calculation and estimation vary greatly from country to country. Fugitive
emissions calculated through use of US EPA’s AP-42 emissions factors tend to be overestimated.
Calculations used to determine releases of metals to the Ohio River are performed using actual
laboratory data, showing very low concentrations of reportable metals. Since the discharge flow
rate is high, however, a low concentration multiplied by a high flow value still yields a total mass
discharge number that first appears significant. The water permit requires frequent testing of the
facility’s effluent to ensure discharges to the Ohio River are non-toxic. The facility’s discharge
has passed all toxicity testing since the year 2000.

Eramet Marietta also releases large amounts:of fugitive ammonia into the air. There appears to be a paitern
connecting the sirong odor experienced By neighbors ta the uncontained ammonia in the air.

Elsewhere in the Citizens' Audit. OCA presents information suggesting these releases of
ammonia are not harmful to human health or the environment, and are not responsible for the
odors experienced by the neighbors. The following statements are made. “Ammonia released 1o
the air does not last very long in the environment. It is rapidly taken up by plants, bacteria, and
animals. No health effects have been found in humans exposed to low concentrations of
ammonia.....The concentration of ammapnia detected in the air (by OCA s Cerex monitors) was
below the odor threshold for ammonia...”

Southeast District office of Ohia EPA has experienced turnover in agency staff respons;b[efamha Eramet Iac:ihty
EPA files are unorganized and lacking in dobﬂmaﬂtariomegardmg pollution incidents. Southea?pl }stmq:t Office
has the largest jurisdiction inthe state of Ohio with23 ‘counties. The Logan office is 70 m;gle from Marietta. Gﬁfen‘-
the distance, inspections by the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency: are: mfrequem and eﬁarcemeﬂappears to’

be lax. ) pr
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Although the SEDO may have a large’jurisdiction in terms of area and number of counties, these

=counties are not as “industry dense” as other state regions, Enforcement by the SEDO is by no
means lax, as the responsible agents do a respectable job in ensuring facilities in their region
comply with applicable standards. Perhaps the EPA files are “lacking in documentation. .
regarding pollution incidents” because these so:called incidents did not occur.

The “large quantities of solids allowed™ by the water permit is based on discharge of very low
concentrations of individual metals, meeting the overall non-toxic criteria described above.
Eramet was not “fined $3.25 million for violating those water regulations,” but jointly with
Elkem agreed to pay that amount primarily as a settlement for allegedly causing harm to certain
species of fish and mussels in the Ohio River in 1999. Agreeing to this compromise was a
difficult decision, because the scientific evidence demonstrates that operations at the Marietta
facility, both before and after Eramet took over, could not have caused the impacts alleged by the
government agencies. However, defending ourselves against such claims by government
agencies with immense resources had been, and would have continued to be, extremely costly.
As the litigation progressed, the agencies reduced their settlement demands to the point at which
we concluded the money could be better spent on environment projects to benefit the Ohio River,
rather than on additional legal expenses.

Eramet will continue to legally operate under the provisions of the expired permit until a renewal
permit is issued by Ohio EPA. It is common for facilities to operate in accordance with expired
permits while the conditions of new permits are being developed and negotiated.

The melting « qf th,a ore in aces: anwg Jpe:ited grm mg crush mg‘and ¢ q,eymg operations/ar respons’ble' _
for the mangane nes %%Ertiﬁ ate emissio Eﬂa:g "" %E i ren'iﬂh u %'1'; R&alla&ﬁ‘-’i‘ﬁe
plant is perm 23gmﬁ ﬁarrfthese %m:ssmns Unﬂ'er. both Gh‘h.,, nd Fe ederaﬂ EP Are auonsih el it gy

Emissions from the smelting of the ore in the furnaces (pﬁnmy operations) are controlled at an
efficiency greater than 99 percent. OCA and Neighbors for Clean Air have repeatedly
photographed our process stacks under normal operating conditions while the visible component
of the emitted gases consists primarily of water vapor (and not particulate). One recent photo of
Furnace #18's stack taken during normal operating conditions was inappropriately captioned
“Eramet Blowing Smoke.” Grinding, crushing, and conveying operations have never contributed
much to the reported manganese emissions total, and now contribute even less since the addition
of the new $5.3 million crushing and screening system equipped with state of the art dust
collection technology. .

A larger contribution of reporting particulate/manganese emissions is from furnace tapping and
casting operations (secondary operations). These are the dust emissions we see emanatmg from
the roofs of the furnace buildings for brief perlods throughout the day. As EPA recognizes these
emissions are extremely difficult to control using existing technologies, these types of emissions
are largely exempt from control requirements. As casting and tapping emissions cannot be easily
quantified using approved EPA testing methodologies, these emissions are estimated using EPA
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emission factors. These factors are known to be conservative, resulting in probable over-
reporting of these emissions.

ATSDR modeling and monitoring to date has not shown the presence of manganese at levels that
would impact human health. As in any other community in relatively close proximity to a metals
refining facility, including a steel mill, it is not uncommon for manganese and ather metals 1o be
detectable in the environment above background levels. Numerous other industrial and non-
industrial operations, including farming and the use of fertilizers, also result in elevated metals
above background levels. This is in no way indicative of a health concern when levels remain
below established reference concentrations.

Long term exposure to manganese by inhalation can affect the central nervous system and brain, and people may:
develop problems that [oﬁk—hke Parkinson's disease. This syndrome is called “manganism.* ‘Sympjbms include a
ccroral e r eaknizss, b 111 o nents with “heavy” arms and 5. Early symﬂsg_ga 5o include
slow or halting speech without tone or nﬂecthn, and a dull and emot xpressmn Othe:§¥mp oms include
anorexia, muscle’pain, nervousness; lmmbrluy, headaches iland'loss of libida. v TR i i

These statements are generally true, but misleading without additional qualification. Numerous
studies conducted with manganese alloy workers demonstrate manganism can develop only after
prolonged, repeated exposure at high conecentrations, Based on such studies, OSHA has
established an 8-hour permissible exposure limit of 5 mg/m’ (ceiling) for employees, Employee
and area monitoring in our facility has shown exposure to be significantly less than the OSHA
threshaold.

Relatively speaking, manganese is considered a low toxicity metal, and is an essential element
for normal physiological functioning in all animal species. Unlike high toxicity metals such as
mercury and lead. manganese does not readily bioaccumulate in the body. Unlike mineral
particulates such as asbestos, crystalline silica, and ceramic fibers, fine manganese dust particles
do not permanently attach to lung tissue, but tend to be absorbed through the lungs to the v
bloodstream. Although prolonged exposure to manganese may cause levels in the blood to be
elevated, the effects are not cumulative, as the body is able to remove it. Studies have shown
elevated blood manganese levels quickly return to baseline levels when the exposure is
eliminated. The same studies have not proven a direct correlation exists between elevated blood
manganese levels and increased risk of disease or neurological damage.

There have been no known cases of manganism or manganese-related neurological damage
among Eramet/Elkem employees at the Marietta facility. Although our employees are exposed
1o manganese at levels well below the OSHA standard protective of human health, their potential
exposure 1s many times greater than that of the general population. It follows that it is highly
unlikely the general public is at significant risk for manganese-related illnesses given the
extremely low concentrations detected in ambient air.

Epidemiclogical studies of workers haye clearly established that inhaled chrommm isa human carc;pone:n. msutlmu
in an increased risk of lung cancer. -

Only chromium in the hexavalent state (Cr"®) is a human carcinogen; chromium in the trivalent
(Cr?) and lower states are not carcinogenic, and are considered low in toxicity. Chromium can
exist in the hexavalent state only under controlled conditions of low pH (acidic), elevated
temperatures. and/or in a charged solution (electrical current). Hexavalent chromium does not
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