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MELTIUG Willl DR. SELIKOFF 
Februar, 1, .suv 

Followin 1 the Boarl Meetinug on February 1, 1980, I met with 
Dr. Solinff for over two hours. It was to me a disappoainting 
meoting in that I was not abkle to conduct the meeting in an 
ord¢rly manner aiong the prints on Page 2 of P, Kotin's letter 
of January 28 to ULr. Selikoff. The problem with the meeting 
wit o that pr. solikoff freqguently rambled with respect to sub- 
Juects of interest to him Lut not rcally in line with the points 
WALCN W oW sl Lv UaawuSs. wauvertheless, perhaps we did makce 
QOMC LU, . 

The meetinag, as usuil, was very cordial and Dr. Selikoff con-. 
tinues to indicate a Ligh -i:gree of respect for J~M, Dr. Ko:an 
and me. Or the other hand, he did spend most of his time indi- 
cat:ng wha: great future problems we will have becausc of the 
nirior of "abnormal® xe-rays which are showing up among main- 
tenance workers in refineri~s and other places where asbestos 
conta.hine insilation has been used on piping and boilers. Of 
coirse, he never says that “"abnormal” means an asbestos related 
discase. He just says "abnormal”. I was able to turn this 
phas. of the conversation into a discussion of the projecticr 
of 27,000 asbestos related deaths per year for the next 40 o 
I tol! him quite unequivocilly that any figures of this macrutuce 
wi're abaolute nonsunse. [ stated that one did not even have to 
L a medical rese ircher to know thesc figures are incorrect. | 
told him that 1t could be assumed that the plaintiffs’ law,c:s 
had scoured the earth for good cases and that since we had oni; 
about 3000 la~suits, most ~f which do not even represent glaintiifs 
with any disability, 1t wa< quite clear that the number of deaths 
fror. asbestos reiated disease over the years ahead will be rela- 
tively quitc small compare! to the projections. I ¢180 nace the 
point to him that he himscl!f has recognized, that therc 1§ a 
drop off in the rate of in~idence of disease. His answer, which 
iy be a new ta~& for him, 18 that many, many people are d;i-c of 
asbestos related diseases where the discases have not been 1denti- 
tied. 

I got nowhere specifically with respect to the question of a 
"safe" level of exposure. We did talk at som: lenyth as to 
what would be a practical threshold limit value for OSHA toO 
set. I told him, in our opinion, the two fiber per cc standard 
is satisfactnry, but that w~ would certainly aures that the 
threshheld limit value coutl be lowere ! to an unne oS- 0 
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but fcasible level. I told him that in-our opinion it coul. 
not be placed lower than 1 fiber per cc, because in order tc 
meet that standard, it is necessary to have a goal of a hal: 
fiber 1 cc and that 1s about as low as we can measure with 
any dedgrece .of confidonce. 1 repeated what 1 have said to hir 
befure, that more lives would be savea by arriving at a prac:. ra. 
standard w* ' ~~a0 Jrk piactices, and then emphasize enforc. - 
ment. I told him, in my opinion, there should be at least sonw 
modest provision for discipline of workers who do not comply 
with renuired work standar is, rather than placing the entire 
responsibilaty on management. 

I stowed him one of the newsclips relatir *o the JAMA article, 
rointinag ost how the articie had been widely distributed to media, 
apoarently througn Chicage. #He pretended to be surprised ani 
unaware thor molocnl sitaclen could be picked up by the general 
waire cr1ces or syraicators and wadely distributed. 1 pointed 
out t. .:m that this 1is the type publicity which can have a 
tres snuously adverse affer~' on customers and that if thas sort 
of nonscncc continues the 1ndustry would be “"requlated” out of 
cxistenzc by sensat.onalism, rather than by regulation base. 
yrat . scaentaf.c quta. 

Tar onl, really nositive result of the meeting was that Dr. 
Selirvof! did aree that 1! we were tu write a scries of “posi- 
t:inons” or bLr.ef white pap-rs On vVarious issues, he would be 
LAt St WALk witn us to see 1f we could arrive at mutually 
i~ tiwly languade. In other words, he did say he was willing 
e, mav. a rral attempt to argive at written positions which 
her we 31d support publicly. 

B lainyg on some comments whiach he made about Tony Robbans, | 
di1 geot an opportunity to tell Dr. Selircff that extrenc views 
and expressions by some of the scientists involved with tht 
asbestos issue are pusning us to the point where we ma, have 
no alternative but attempt to destroy the credibility of sucnh 
scientists. I told him, for example, it was not beyond the 
realm of possibility that we would find a way to bequn latiga- 
tion involving the issues raised by such scientists, and there- 
fare, providing ourselves with an opportunity to place ther 
or. the witness star! subjc~t to the same sort of ainterrogat .. 
wi.i~h he had exprrienced i1n the Reserve Mining casc. 

Althouah disappointed with the meetina, 1 think the adea of 
attempting to art him to a‘iree to writ'uvn positions with 1+ -ect 
to which he could be quot~d should be pursued. 1f we do r - 
mike any preqaress an this regard, we should consider what r . sec 
shaald be dond . 
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