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This is in response to your reguest for comments on Marjorie Chazherlain's
memorandun of May 5, 1975 on the above noted Subject. The suggestions
made by tha Law Department undoubtedly maximize protection against
passible future product liability suits. on the other hand, cancer is a
very emotional word and there is a strong possibility that people wil}
react to it far beyond the real danger involved. This is particulariy
true vhen it apoears on 2 label where the actual extent of the risk is not
explainad,

l'e cannot predict with certainty what effect the use of the proposed labal
will have on our business, but the general feeling here is that i¢ is

1ikely to vary somewnere between serious and fatal. PG-244 sales and the
future of RG-600, where we have technical an¢ ecencic advantages but also
where substitutes are readily available, appear to be particularly vulnarabie,

In view of this it is strongly recetmended that the whole picture of
business risks, medical r1sks and the potentia] Tiebility risks be reviewed
in detzil and balanced 2gainst each other before we pionser z new concent
in asbestos varning labels,

In reality, the memorandun in ques<tion focuses on a problen that hag been
2 Fajor concern for the Dast several years; i.e., what s Union Carbide's
basic position on the asbestos and health issve. In liey of any soecific
c¢eviniticn of our oun, ye have been relying on the ATA/UA information
vhich, as I understand it, can be summarized as follows:

1. The 2 tibers/cc limit is safe for chrysotile.

2. Increased incidence of lung cancer require both asbestas exposures
sufficient to cause asbestosis and smoking. The effects of thesga
teo are synergistic, however,

3. !esothelicma has only baen clearly associated Wwith crocidolite

innalation. There is a real doubt that it can be caysed by
inhalation of chrysotile fiber,
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The toxicological picture was outlined orally in general terms to

Mr. Stephenson at an Asbestos Reyiew Heeting in early 1974 and he found

it acceptable. He also made it clear that Union Carbide Corporation

should not be in a business that caused undue risks to people. It was also
stressed that if any new medical information became available that would
change the picture, we should review our posit-an promptly.

I know of no new medical evidence to change tn:: basic view. The Borel Case,
however, seems to have 2ltered the concurrent legal situations. The

responsibility of maximizing the use of asbestos (in applications where it
can be used in compliance with OSHA regulations) and simultaneiously

being obligated to inform the potentia) Customer that he should really yse
something else because asbestos “can cause can.er.”

Actually this problem is not unique to asbestos even within Union Carbide,
Vinyl chloride 15 in a very similar situation and Styrene, vinyl toluene,
and phenol appear to be close behind. In fact, it is my understanding that
almost any organic chemical based on the aromatic ring can be considered as
2 suspected cancer-causing agent, It is Suggested that we need to 1ook

to broad corporate policy in the area of marketing of potentially hazardous
materials for guidance 1n oyr particular prodlem.

In this connection it is relevant to mention that the Unijon Carbide Corporation
vinyl latex rarketing group has met their problem by reducing the v monomer
content 1n the latex tg a level where there is Tittle chance for the user’s
Exposure to exceed the QSHA action level, They are not labelin . A

competitor also lowered the monomer content to a corzarable leve) but a
corporzte decision was made that they would alsg label to be on the safe

side. The net result of this was a large “label reroving ceremony" with
pictures anc union representatives participating at the customer's (PPG) plant.

Returning to the immediate question of the assessment of the various risks,
Union Carbige coes NOT appear to have “in-hoyse" the specialized medical
expertise on asbestos to Juage the merits of tne minority pesition on
asbestos hazards ags expounded by the Mt. Sinaj groun. It is to be expected,
however, that all of the latest research results will pe argued in great
detail in tne next few months during the hearirss on the proposed amenaments
to the OSHA ashestos regulations. It is strongly recomrended that we do
not take any unilatera] action until we have the benefit of this information
and the decision of the U.S. Government on what they consider to be a safe
level. If appropriate, an outside consultant such as Or, Wright or

Or. Weill might be used at that time for a final review of our positign.

We have been in the asbestos business aboyt ten years, are complying with
the OSHA regulations and urging our users to do 50, and are looking at

the possibiiity of medical problems which take 15-30 years to develop. A
period of 3-6 months to study the very complex medical, legal and ethical

taken out of our hands in this time period and be covered by govermment
mandate for the entire asbestos industry. This may occur in the revised QSHA
regulations or as a result of two current government studies on the labeling
of hazardous materials.
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