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Followin:1 the Boarl Meetinuy on February 1, 1980, I met with

Dr. S+l1nff for over two hours. It was to me a disappointing
meating in that I was not atle to conduct the meeting in an
ord¢rly mannecr along the prints on Page 2 of P. Kotin's letter
of January 28 to Ur. Selikoff. The problem with the meeting
wii chat Dr. sel.koff frequently rambled with respect to sub-
Jucts of i1nterest to him Lut not rcally in line with the points
WAloN wWe oW Sl Lu daswuSs. wevertheless, perhaps we did makc
SOy pru ;. 1

The mecetinc, as ususl, was very cordial and Dr. Selikoff con-.
t.nues to indicate a lLigh ‘2:gree of respect for J-M, Dr. Ko:in
and me. Orn the other hand, he did spend most of his time indi-
cat:ng wha: great future problems we will have becausc of the
nurler of "abnormal® x-rays which are showing up among main-
tenance workers .:n refineri2s and other places where asbestos
conta.ning insJslation has been used on piping and boilers. Of
coirsa, he never says that “"abnormal”™ means an asbestos related
discase. He just says "abnormal®. 1 was able to turn this

phas. of thc conversation into a discussion of the projecticr

of 217,000 asbestos related deaths per year for the next 4l jycars.
I tol! him quite unequivocilly that any figures of this macrituce
wi-rr al.aolute nonsunse. 1 stated that onc did not even have

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 yood cases and that since we had oni.
about 3000 la~suits, most ~f which do not even represert glaintiifs
with any disability, it wa< quite clear that thc number of deaths
fror. asbestos reiated diseaise over the years ahead will be rela-
tively quitc small compare! to the projections. ] ¢ 180 nace the
point to him that he himsclf has recognized, that therc 1§ a

drop off in the rate of inridence of disease. His answer, which
ma; be a new ta~& for ham, 18 that many, many people are d;1-s 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 to
set. I told him, in our ojinion, the two fiber per cc standard
is satisfactnry, but that w~ would certainly aure~ that the
threshheld limit value cou'l be lowere i to an unne oSs° 7
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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 pv1 cc and that 1s about as low as we can measure with
any dedarec .of confidonce. 1 repeated what 1 have said to hir
befure, that more lives would be savea by arriving at a prac:. rai
standard w* ' ~~50 Jrk piactices, and then emphasize enforce -
ment. I told him, in my orinion, there should be at least sorc
modest provision for discipline of workers who do not comply
with renuired work standar is, rather than placing the entire
responsibility on management.

I stowed him one of the newsclips relatir- *to the JAMA article,
rointing 04t how the articie had been widely distributed to media,
apnaren+tly througn Chicage. #He pretended to be surprised anc
unawire tha mol Ll sitacles could be picked up by the general
w.re -s1ces or syrnaicators and widely distributed. I pointed

out t.. ..m that this 18 the type publicity which can have a

trer :niously adverse affe~ on customers and that if thas sort .
of neanscncc continues the i1ndustry would be "regulated”™ out of
cxistente py sensat.onalism, rather than by regulation basco

gr.em scientaf.c acuta.

Thar onl, rerally positive rresult of tre meccting was that Dr.
Selirof! did ajree that 1! we were tou writc a scries of “posi-
t:ons” or br.ef wlh.lte pap- 1S On various issues, he would be
LA S tu wWOrK witn us to see 1f we could arraive at mutually

i~ tiel: language. In other words, he did say he was willing
*¢i mav. a rral attempt to arrgive at written positions which

hee we 21d support publaicly.

i luing on some comments which he sade about Tony Robbins, |
di1 qget an opportanity to tell Dr. Selixcff that extrenc views
and expressions by some of the scientists involved with the o
asbestos 18sue are push:ing us to the point where we ma, havu v
no alternative but attempt to destroy the credibility of sucn
scientists. I told him, for example, it was not beyond the

realm of possibility that we would find a way to begin latiga-

tion involving the issues raised by such scientists, and there-

fore, providing ourselves with an opportunity to place ther

or. the witness star! subjc~t to the same sort of anterrogat .- 8
wi.1~h he had experienced i1n the Reserve Mining casc.

Althouah disappointed with the meetina, T 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. 1 we do r }
miks any preqress an this regard, we should consider what r . sc
shanld bhe donc .,
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