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The statement "adher2oce to this interiam standard will reduce to an t
insigaificant risk the @ccurrence o‘ asbestosis, even ameng uor?:rs
vho =av be exposcd to asbestos dust for as leng as 30 years" is not
syppiTiad by availaible data, Toz exa-mle'
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&, The Eygiene Standards for Chrysotile Asbestos of the British
Occusaticnal Hypiene Society esti=ates that 100(fiber/ce) = years
will result in 17 asbestosis. For 30 vear exposure this would

\ give 3 £iders/nl; wot 12 filbers/al. (see p. 15, this std)

nbas

b. Ir. John Pells. U.S. Rubber Company, Newman, Georgia states
(Ref. 1, p. 335) "Waun ve got to a period of 50 to 60 million

- particles per cu, ft, = years, wve began to find pecple with pul-
oonary 2sbestusis”, This would correspond roughly to the interia
Hait, but nat to un "insiznificant risk".

¢. Tn the only medical study done so far by the DESS, about 1 of

6 vorkers examined vere positive for basal rales, and perhaps 1 of
10 wotkers were positive for asbestosis by Z-ray findings, Current
exnosures are almnost all within the incerim limit, While it is
quite possible, perhaps sven likely, that these findings are the
results of previous, unracorded hizher exposures, such speculation
is far from firm scientific data, Thus, it 4s hard to see how wve
can quote "irs own.recent epidemiological investigstions” as a
basis for the USPIS interim standard,
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{;ﬂ?zlﬂf’ P.°1}, lines 7 to 9, Wwhat is meant by the "occupationzl neighborhood"?
The job zites surrounding asbestos workers? The housing area near
a factory processing asbestos? Could this be made more specific? 3

v 3¢ pe 11, lines i9 and 20, Should this be "nay contributc . until ve

have wove data on the proportion of asbestotics dying from these s
‘causes?
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p. 15, para, 2. Tnis BOMS document is a Hygiene Scamdard, vhich includes

a description of an epidesiologic study carried out in one British factory.
The analysis of these data result in statements that "“the coocentration
8iving a risk of 1% for a =an working for 50 years in the industry is
estimated as 2.2 fibers per cec .... the uncertainty of the estimate of

.the cuncentration for 17 risk at 50 years is such that the concentra=

tion for which one could state with §57% probabilicy that the risk is

less than 1% is 1.0 fibers per cc," Elsewhere they stace: "For basal
tales & 1% visk {s estirated for an exposure of 112 f/cc = years,..

At this concentration there is a reasonable chan=e¢ that the risk is as

high as 3%..." (underlining mine) )

Similar analysi=z of che Dreesen study by the BO!NS group results in a

S0 year, 17 risi: estirmate at 0,7 rmppef, with a 95% confidence limit for
a 50 year, 17 risk ¢f 0,17 mmpcf, corresponding approximately to 1 fibar
per ml, as in the British faectory.

P. 23. The standard scems to digress to describa the PHS techniques
as determined by equipumynt "en hand’”. For example, a rotating phase
turret i3 not nocessary for 400X filber count, and the ritbon filament
{llunfnator is not used with the built-in 1lluminacor as in our leitz
micruscope, MNor are "total fiber" or »10p fiber counts pecessary for
the interim standard method, This scction might be revised to include
as requirements only those things which we do because they must te so
done, with more general statements for the things we do because they

p. 35. This section do¢s not mention electron diffractiom or electron
nicroprobe analysaes which are used (by others) for single f£iber analyses
f £ibers, including those from lupg tissue. Should not this standard

include all relevant techaiques? B}

Pe 36, lines 1 to 3, What are "the criteria”? The interim standard
appears to have ignored the British epidemiologic data, the Dreesen
study had no 30 year (or even 20 year) exposures, and Gells says that
he finds peonle with asbestosis at a lavel equivalent to the interim
standard, BOSH data suppert no level as yet, Neither the epidemiologic

data nor thes analycical nethods included is this document are necessarily
"bcst".

p. 36, lines 17 and 18, ‘There i3 no section giving
ia control,” .

“techaiques utilized
Aceneral} " The Interim Standard can give no quanti{tative estimate as to .
the proportion of workers vho, if exposed at the Stancard level, would
eventually develop asbestosis or cancer., The available evidence suggests
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that this proporzion would noc be “insignificine™, Since the basis of N
this Standard {s so tenuous, and its safaty sa questionable, it appears P
that i# should be recosmended (if at all) for no sore than a three .

year verfad, Exposures should be kept as far belew this Interizm Standard
43 possible,
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