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Good Morning Commissioners, Mr. Laskin, Ladies and Gentle-
men. My name is Harrison B. Rhodes. I.am a Technology Manager

with Union Carbide Corporation, and 1 am appearing today on

behalf of the Asbestos Informatidﬁ Association/North America.
I am a member of the Executive Committee of AIA/NA, and Chair=-
man of its Air Monitoring Committee. As requested in the
Royal Commission's guidelines for these Phase I hearings, my
statement will be a brief one, intended to summarize AIA/NA's
written submission dated January 6, 1981.

AIA/NA is a non~-profit organization representing about
50 companies in the United States and Canada that are engaged
in the mining, processing, manufacturing and marketing of
asbestos and asbestos-containing products. Although our
offices are located in the United States, our members include
several Canadian corporations. In addition, most of the

asbestos used by our members is mined in Canada, and many of
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our members also manufacture and market asbestos-containing
materials in Canada.

AIA/NA is committed to the safe production and use of
asbestos, and supports appropriate government regulation to
protect the health of persons working with this uniguely
versatile and valuable mineral. To that end, we have partici-
pated actively in numerous regulatory proceedings concerning
asbestos, both in the U.S. and in Canada.

In summary of our written submission, I would like to
make two major points in my statement today. The first point
concerns the process that tﬂé Royal Commission should follow
in establishing health.goals or standards for asbestos expo-
sure. The second involves the need to adopt reasonable and
cost-ef;ective methods cf achieving those goals, and to avoid

unrealistic or unnecessary procedures.

I.

With regard to the first point, AIA/NA strongly urges the
Royal Commission to establish asbestos-related health goals in
a careful and measured fashion, and, in particular, to avoid
the pitfalls of att;mpting to set goals which seek to create a
society totally free from all risk.

The number of potential health, safety and other hazards
we face in the modern world is very large, and any effort to
provide "absolute safety" from each of these hézards will

quickly run up against the limits of society's ability to
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respond. Warren Burger, the Chief Justice of the United
States Supreme Court, made this point succinctly in his
opinion in the Court's recent decision to strike down a U.S.
occupational regulation for benzene, which, like asbestos, has
been shown to cause cancer, but only at exposure levels well
above those set by the current standard. The benzene regula-
tion had been predicated on the "zero risk" philosophy I just
described, and Chief Justice Burger had this to say:
When the administrative record reveals
only scant or minimal risk of material
health impai&ment, fésponsible adminis~-
tration calls for avoidance of extrava-

gant, comprehensive regulation. Perfect

——

safety is a chimera; reg&lation must not
strangle human activity in the search fer
the impossible.

In short, we believe that the Royal Commission's objective
should be the identification of situations where asbestos
exposure poses a significant risk, as the U.S. Supreme Cour:
held in the Benzene Case. All of the available evidence
should be examined in ; detachéd, scientific manner, in order
to reach sound conclusions about what types and levels of
asbestos exposure present significant health hazards. 1In
conducting such an inquiry, the Commission should avoid the

temptation to base its conclusions on limited data, and should

recognize that similar inquiries are currently underway in
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other arenas, including several different U.S. agencies, the
United Kingdom, and Europe.

A full and objective scientific analysis, coupled with
consideration of the efforts of other governmental bodies,
will help ensure that your conclusions refleét a consensus in
the international scientific community. AIA/NA is prepared tc
assist you in any way we can. We are confident that such &
process will disclose that there is no substantial evidence of
a significant health risk to workers in occupational environ-
ments complying with a 2 fibers/cc standard -- the standaré
that currently prevails jusé ‘about everywhere in the’ industrial-

ized Western Worlcd.

1.

At this point I would like to move on to the second par:
of my statement, concerning the need to adopt reasonable, cost-
effective methods of eliminating significant risk situations.
As yourknow, there is a broad range of control methods availablie
to reduce significant risks, ranging éll the way from self-
help programs aided by labtels and warnings, to the drastic
step of a total ban.' In our view, your task is to develop a
program which is both (i} fine-tuned -~ in the sense that it
recognizes that different exposure situations may call for
different regqulatory responses, and (ii) cost effective --
that is, avoids unnecessary or needlessly expensive control

procedures.
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Those points are perh&ps best explained by way of example
from our experience in the U.S. As you may know, occupational
health standards in the United States typically contain require-
ments such as engineering controls, exposure monitoring, medi-
cal surveillance, and related recordkeeping. These reguire-
ments are designed for use in manufacturing industries inﬁolving
fixed worksites, predictable or controlled environments, and
relatively steady employment patterns. These kinds of reguire-
ments can prove to be very burdensome and counterproductive,
however, when imposed on construction and other operations
involving non-fixed Qorksiteé; high turnover rates, and con-
stantly changing exposure conditions.

Because about three~-gquarters of all U.S. asbestos~related
productian is consumed in the con;truction industry, AIA/NA
developed an alternative regulatory approach for these opera-
tions, relying primarily on work practices as the most effec-
tive means of providing work environments free from significant
risk due to asbestos exposure. In brief, our proposal calls
for the classification of asbestos-containing products into
three categories: (A) products which will not release more
than 2 fibers/cc undér any,reasonably foreseeable circumstances;
(B) products thch will not release more than 2 fibers/cc when
certified work practices are used; and (C) products not faliing4
into either of the first two categories.‘ Our proposal calls

for no regulation of Category A Products, requirements that
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certified work prﬁctices be used when working with Category B
products, and normal regulation of Category C products. Our
approach not only guarantees worker protection through require-
ments that are easily monitored and enforced, but alsoc creates
strong incentives for manufacturers to develop safer products
and work practices.

Since Feﬁruary 1980, when we first made the proposal
available to various U.S. agencies, the concept of using cer-
tified work practices in lieu of monitoring and other tradi~
tional industrial hygiene requirements has been endorsed by
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration's Advisory
Committee on Construction Safety and Health, and, just last.
month, by a special two-agency construction indusfry task
force';hde up of representatives;of the Occupatiocnal Safety
and Health Administration and the National Institute for

Occupational Safety and Health; Because of these developments,
we are very hopeful that future revisions to the U.S. asbestos
standard will include the cost-effective regulatory approach
of relying on certified workpractices in place of other require-
ments which are of little value in construction and similar
worksites. A copy 6f our. Proposal, as well as several book-
lets whicﬁ describe the types of workpractices on which employ-
ers and employees can rely to minimize asbestos exposure, are

appended to our written submission.

X4Ca1l7



VR I

I hope that this example helps to demonstrate that if we
are careful enough, we can develop reasonable regulatory
requirements and avoid needless frustration and expense.
AIA/NA is committed to achieve this objective for all situa-

tions where asbestos exposure poses a significant risk.

That concludes my statement. Before taking your ques-
tions, I would like to express on behalf of AIA/NA my appre-
ciation for the opporﬁunity té'appear before you todaf, and my
hope that we can be of some assistance in this and future

hearings. I would be happy to attempt to respond to ény

guestions concerning AIA/NA's written submission, including

the appendices. Thank you.
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