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Date

MINUTES OF THE _HOUSE __ COMMITTEE ON _LABOR AND INDUSTRY

The meeting was called to order by Representative Arthur Douville at
Chairperson

9:05 amA5E on February 14 1984in room _226=5  of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

All members were present
Committee staff present:

A1l present

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Representative Ardena Matlack

Mr. Sidney A. Shapiro, KU

Mr. Richard D. Cordry, KS Trial Lawyers

Mr. Wayne Maichels, AFL-CIO

Miss Lynelle King, Executive Director of KS State Nurses Assoc.
Mr. Matt Selby, Sierra Club

Chairman Douville called Rep. Matlack to the speakers stand to give
testimony to the committee on H.B. 2770. See attachment £1.

Mr. Sid Shapiro was the next speaker and spoke in favor of H.B. 2770.

Mr. Richard Cordry also gave testimony in favor of H.B. 2770. 1In his
testimony he sited a specific case he worked on representing an employee
who was exposed to a toxic substance. He also gave the committee members
attachment #2.

Mr. Wayne Maichel gave testimony in support of H.B. 2770.

Miss Lynelle King gave testimony in support of H.B. 2770. See attachment
# 3.

Another conferee who spoke in support of H.B. 2770 was Mr. Matt Selby.
Here are some of Mr. Selby's reasons for support:

1. The bill identifies to workers the toxic substances in the work place,
the effects of those substances and the circumstances under which these
effects are produced.

2. It provides for education of training to workers who might regularly
expose themselves to toxic materials.

3. Tt enables employees to have access to information on toxic materials
they work with the dangers involved with those materials, how to avoid
such dangers and the emergency procedures necessary if a dangerous
situation does arise.

4. This bill requires employers to keep a record of every employee who
handles or uses toxic substances.

The committee then asked questions of the conferees. The meeting was
adjourned at 10:00 a.m.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections. Page __.L._ Of L_
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STATE OF KANSAS

ARDENA MATLACK
REPRESENTATIVE. 93RD DISTRICT
SEDGWICK COUNTY JUDICARY

615 ELAINE AVE. GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION

JOINT COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE
CLEARWATER, KANSAS 67026 TOPEKA RULES AND REGULATIONS

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

MEMBER: FEDERAL AND STATE AFFAIRS.
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

TESTIMONY - HOUSE LABOR AND INDUSTRY COMMITTEE
Chm. Rep. Arthur Douville

BY REP. ARDENA MATLACK
February 14, 1984

Re: HB 2770

HB 2770 is a culmination of a growing awareness of the
very real necessity of living with chemicals safely. It began when
the people of Furley became very concerned about the proposed Furley
hazardous waste site. My interest there involved me in the first
hazardous waste bill for the State of Kansas and in various amendments
to that act since that time. Since the end of 1976 and up to now, I
have heard of the black lung disease in the coal mines across the
country and the brown lung disease. Several years ago we heard about
the damage from breathing asbestos in the insulation of our schools
and factories. According to the National Institute of Health, 11
million workers have been exposed to asbestos. 1In 1978 the U.S. De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare concluded that 5.6 million
workers may die of diseases resulting from workplace exposure to
asbestos. Then, we heard about Agent Orange being used in Vietnam
and damages from that chemical being recognized many years later.

We know now that some diseases can occur from exposure to chemicals
possibly forty years after the exposure has occurred. The NIOSH
studies estimate that 100,000 people die annually from occupational
disease-—--many from latent exXposure.

The Silkwood case hit the headlines and lately we have
heard about damage and death from Benzine. These problems have been
gnawing at my conscience---what are we doing to our fellow human
beings? We are living in a chemical society but we must not allow the
lives of our fellow human beings to be destroyed by lack of knowledge.

Then, last summer, I saw an article named 'Hazardous Mater-

ials: How Much Should Workers Know?'" from the State Legislatures
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Magazine. I realized that this was a partial answer to the problem
that had been gnawing on my mind. During the last fall, T asked our
Revisor, Mr. Furse, to provide copies of the laws from the States
suggested in the article, picked out the things that I felt would
answer our problems best, and you have the end product before you.
This may not be the perfect answer but if it would prevent one death
in the State of Kansas---and I believe it will prevent many plus
preventing much suffering---then it is worth the effort.

This bill will allow employees access to information they
should rightfully have when working with toxic substances. This bill
will allow employers access to information that they should right-
fully have without delays. This bill will require records to be kept
so that we can build a history of toxic substances and their effects.

HB 2770 allows employees that are routinely exposed to
toxic substances to be given training for safe handling of such sub-
stances. It allows trade secrets of manufacturers to be kept by
registering the trade secrets with the secretary, along with infor-
mation for correct handling of the substance. It includes safeguards
for employees who have filed complaints so they will not lose benefits,
employment, or be discriminated against.

There is a civil penalty section as well, stating that in-
tentional violators of the act will be guilty of a misdemeanor with
a fine of not more than $500 and/or imprisonment for not more than 30
days on the first offense with subsequent offenses having greater
penalties. The definition section at the beginning of the bill is
self explanatory. Remember, the bill states that the employer must
post a sign if toxic substances are in use and provide safeguards or
provide training if the employee 1is routinely exposed. Many indus-
tries do this. Then, the employer has 72 hours or three days, exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays to furnish this information. If
the information cannot be provided in that time, the employee shall
not be required to work with that substance until the information is
made available. This is a protective measure for both the employee
and employer.

We have been concerned with protecting the public for

many years. In 1932, from a study about the health of workers, the
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labeling of chemicals was proposed. Finally, in 1976 the Consumer
Product and Safety Protection Act was passed. 1In 1977, the EPA
Toxic Substance Control Act was passed. Why shouldn't we protect
the workers who handle those labeled chemicals in their most pure
concentrations? Kansas Industrial and Public Safety Division re-
ceives about 6,000 inquiries a year from insurance companies, and
about an equal amount from employers and employees.

This bill will not be expensive. A little training time
invested in employees that are routinely exposed will be cheaper,
in the long run, and most employers that would be required to have
training are already doing this. Other employees can put up a hand-

written sign to comply. The data is already available. It will

merely take a 20¢ stamp or a phone call to get the information.
Soon, information will automatically accompany the first order from
the manufacturer.

There is absolutely no reason that employers should pro-
test or not be willing to give such information to employees. This
bill is for the benefit of the employee, the employer, and the
public as a whole.

We must learn to live safely with chemicals. Kansas
must be a leader in providing a healthy workplace for its

citizens. This bill will further that goal, therefore, I urge you
to support HB 2770.
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NOTICE

The project that is the subject of this report was approved by the
Governing Board of the National Research Council, whose members are drawn
ngﬁ“fﬁE—Councils ST the National Academy oI Sciences, the National Academv
of Engineering, and the Institute ol Wedicine. Tne members of the Committee
Tesponsible for the report were chosen for their special competences and
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This report has bcen reviewed by a group other than the authors accordine
to procedures approved by a Report Review Committee consisting of members of
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PREFACE

In the spring of 1975, the National Cancer Institute (NCI), of the
National Institutes of Health, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (DHEW), and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA), Department of Labor, signed a memorandum of agreement. This
document stated that the Cancer Control Program of the NCI wac estab-

Tished by Congress to develop and implément a coordinated effort to reduce
the morbidity and mortality from cancer by educating the public with repard
il o S e

M.«‘—f’—ﬁ——ﬁ——’vﬁA’T"‘ < . D
{8 E6¢1al and industrial conditions or practices that may cause cancer.,

The Occupational Safetv and Health Administration was established
to ensure safe and healthful working conditions for workineg men and women
and to provide for research, information, education, and trainine in the
field of occupational sefety and health. It relies on the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NTOSH) in the DHEW-for
research support and recommendations for occupational safety and health
Standards. Most importantly, the memorandum of agreement stated that:

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (0SHA)
will develop an Occupational Cancer Information and Alert Pro-
gram, It will provide for review of scientific information on
occupationally related cancer and development of a plan for
incorporating that information into an educational program aimed
at reducing the incidence of cancer. The Program will include
such tasks as establishing and conducting research, technical
reviews, and symposia, and producing and distributing films,
curriculum materials, training aids and other materials necessary
for the attainment of Program objectives.

OSHA will develop, maintain, coordinate and evaluate pro-
jects and activities to improve the effectiveness of cancer
education carried on through public information activities,
professional organizations, industries, and unions.

In September 1974 the Director of the OSHA Office of Training and
Education had asked the President of the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) to assist in establishing goals and objectives for the program
then under consideration. Ultimately the NAS accepted the task of

‘making recommendations on the general content, the manner of presenta-

tion, and the target audience of the Occupational Cancer Information
and Alert Program and to plan and conduct a symposium designed to permit
the interchange of information concerning the role of information and

education in the control of occupation-telated cancer The Committee on

Public Information in the Prevention of Occupational Cancer was estab-
lished within the Assenbly of Life Sciences of the Naticnel Regearch
Council, and met for the firvst time on 7 Decerher 1975,



The membership of the Committee was selected to provide, essentially,
two main groups of people: one well versed in the hazards of the work-
place and familiar with occupational carcinogens and the circumstances
of their presence in the industrial environment and with the techniques
of controlling exposure to them, and the other concerned with human be-
havior, the use of information in altering behavior, and the ethical-
legal aspects of that use, Thswigslggion of representatives of labor,
management, and government in the membership wag considered; but ff#GESM*
soneludedtiar THe ©b5jectivity of the Committee would be better maintained
if it were not establishcd om any such representational basis.

In the course of its 14 meetings, the Committee sousht to identify
the issues involved, to learn what various groups and individuals had to
say about those issues, and to learn what was being done about them. The
Committee was afforded the opportunity of having frank discussions with
representatives of OSHA, NIOSH, labor unions, management, and physicians
involved in the problem of informing employees (Appendix 1).

The Committee made three specific attempts to gain information from
the public. The first was an open meeting on 17 February 1976 that was
announced in a press release and in the NAS News Report. Some 55 people
attended, including representatives of five trade associations, eight
manufacturers, two labor unions, the press, and the general public.

In March 1976, a letter was mailed to 30 trade associations and 17
unions presumed to be faced with the problem of carcinogens in the work-
place and to 12 public service occupational safety and health groups. It
asked for information concerning "(1) the nature of current information
programs related to the control of occupation-related cancer, (2) the
issues involved in providing information to employers and employees for
that purpose, (3) suggestions for approaching those issues, and (4) the
nature of any recent research efforts having to do with the concept of
risks and evoking appropriate behavior." This appeal resulted in nine
responses--six from trade associations, two from unions, and one from a
public service group. Of these responses, only two were informative.

A symposium was held 2-3 December 1976, 1In addition to being re-~
leased to the press, invitations were mailed to some 160 individuals and
groups, including 31 trade associations, nine manufacturers, 22 unions,
18 public service organizations, and eight professional associations. In
addition to the 30 invited speakers (Appendix 2), 149 people attended the
symposium. The audience included representatives of seven trade asso-
ciations, 23 manufacturers, three labor unions, 10 public service health

L
organizations, the government, the press, and the general wublic (3).
) =1 ) 1 4 L]
follows reflects the information acquired by the Com=
zhove activities, discusses the 1lssues that were identiiied,
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e 1. SUMMARY AND RECOMMERDATIONS

SUMMARY

The Committee was asked to contribute to the Occupational Cancer
Information and Alert Program of the ODccupational Safety and Health
Administration by recommending the general content, the target audience,
and the manner of presentation of information aimed at preventing cancer
related to the workplace. We examined the statutory responsibilities of
OSHA, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and employers to
provide such information to the worker, and found those responsibilities
clearly delineated. ¥We accepted without question the fundamental ethical
requirement to inform the worker about the presence of a carcinogeni
substance in his working enviropment. We believe that the documentation
of increased risk of cancer among employees in a variety of workplaces
permits no doubt of the importance of information as a preventive measure,
The great number of chemicals in our environment, when coupled with the
long latent period of cancer, suggests that the problem may be greater
than is now apparent--which makes a public information program imperative.

While the Committee was asked to consider only the subject of occupa-
. tional cancer, most of its findings and recommendations apply equglly to
agents responsible for the other two major chronic cell effects, 1.e.,
mutation and birth defects.

The Committee encountered the following problem areas:

e The Definition and Determination of Carcinogenesis

The determination of whether an agent is a human carcinogen is not,
always absolute. Evidence of the carcinogenicity of an agent is obtained
iEZEEtZETEEETEngic studies of human populations, from animal experiments,
and from in vitro tests. Because the interpretation of the results of
such studies in terms of the risk to man is often difficult, it is not
easy to decide which substances should be brought to the attention of the
worker as carcinogens. Moreover, there is a vast difference between the
number of agents suspected of being carcinogens, and the number for which
standards have been promulgated. For example, while the National Institute
for Occupational Safety and Health has published a list of some 1,500 suspect
carcinogens, and issued 12 '"Current Intelligence Bulletins’ on carcinogens
since January 1975, OSHA has, since 1971, promulgated standards for only
16. This situation indicates another difficulty--that in addition to
international and non-government organizations, at least three government

arencies, COSHA, NIOSH, and the Naticnal Cencer Tneritute (NCL), issue

- ——

b on the careincpenicity of substances. Informing ors about a
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e public Information Sources and Institutions

The sources of the information ultimately provided the employer and
the worker range from those which determine that a substance 1s a carcino-
gen to those which explain the risk in specific workplaces. These sources
include a variety of agencies, organizations, and individuals. They are
perceived by the worker as having different deprees of expertise and
credibility.

e Tarpget Audience

The primary audience must be the individual worker who is exposed to
the carcinogenic substance, and this implies that his emplover also _be
Ta¥ormed. The accessibility of the audiences varies widely. Large plants
engaged 1in manufacturing chemicals and those employing unionized workers
can be identified and seem to offer opportunities for adequate information
programs. However, the greater number o{_ﬁgzhggg*gmglgied in small and/or
non unionized plants are generally much less accessible, as are agricultural
workers. Information provided to school children and the families of
yprkers may facilitate the education of both employers and employees.

RECOMMENDATIONS

General Content

Information about the hazard of a carcinogen in the workplace should
(1), be sufficient to permit a job applicant to decide if he wants to work
there, or an_employee to decide whether he wants to continue working there;
(2) tell the worker how to fTake steps to minimize his Own exposure,
and (3) be sufficient to permit the worker to aseist, to the limit of his

capahility, i itoring and STaving the_epvironment of lace.

To permit a broad understanding of the hazard of occupational cancer,
the employer and_the worker should be presented with the following concepts:

(iEi) Many carcinogenic substances can te shbsorbed by man without any
warning signal such as coughing, burning, or nausea,

0 1f permanent damage is done to a cell by a carcinogenic agent,
the defect is passed on to daughter cells in the process of
multiplication. The effects of repeated exposure can therefore

be additive. Moreover, some agents, such as asbestos, are not
readily eliminated from the body, so their concentrations in=
crease with repeated exposure.

N
[ e / There ic weuvally 2 latent perind of from 5 to 30 or more years
o™ hetween the [irst absoerplion nf +he cavcinopen znd the appzarance
of snv fign of disezse
& Lithavgh there i gTilloenmy debate within €0 ircles, DY
511 practicsl purposes LLeTe is no dose of a holow wnioh
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one can sav_that there is absolutely no_risk of its caus%gg
Zancer. Nevertheless, decreasing the exposure decreases the

o T B . A . ‘ ——
risk, and_increasing 1t increases_the risk,

& The hazard of a carcinogen is, in some 1instances, multiplied if
st is absorbed in conjunction with other substances, such as
cigarette smoke.

e Some carcinogens can be inadvertently transferred from the wo

”‘/——"-‘»“’ e A A i e ""‘.‘“"'".’—___-‘ . .
place to the home 1in sienificant quantitaies.
/——.—“—_ st

) An indication that a substance may produce cancer in man is fre=-
quently found in experiments on laboratory animals and cells.
When an agent 1s demonstrated, in controlled experiments, to pro-
duce cancer in animals, that agent should be regarded as possibly

carcinogenic 10 MAN.
r_o—"—" -

& In some instances, benign tumors develop into cancer; and in many
instances agents that produce benign tumors increase the risk of
cancer.

‘%%é' Within a specific workplace, once it has been determined reliably
fat a substance is or may be carcinogenic, the following information

ould be provided:

N 2\ The identification of the substance in question by the name used in
the workplace and, where possible, by its generic name.

6 Data op _the carcinogenicity of the substance, including evidegce
M . . . » 3 - .
from human epidemiologic studies, animal studies, and other valid

technigues. -

An interpretation of the risks in the workplace implied by the
ahove_data.

& ) A description of the disease in man, where applicable.

s

fe The route of exposure within the workplace.
Ul SN

4 - v »
® Required and recommended measures to reduce exposure, 1nc1ud1n§
cgniaigmeﬂ%—aﬁé~d;5ggﬁﬁlmmeasures, monitoring procedures, and

individual protective measurcs,
— hab bl

Target Audience

In order to ensure that all emnlovers are aware of the necessity of |

. ¢ T Tt s o y T
inforsing their cmplovees, OSHA should take steps toO:

JESEREEES L
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Acquire and maintain an accurate list of commercial enterprises
that are potential manufacturers or USers of carcinogenic
substances.

To enhance the receptiveness of the worker to 2 specific information

program:

&

Where appropriste, the sumediate community should also be informsd,
tEigggnﬁlggéL_hgglfb_jif:other aGthorities, of the nazard.

The fundamental concept of hazardous substances in the environment

should be introduced 1n PTimAry- &hd EPCONGAT vy~ 8000 roTrrTTTE T
_shouid Bt >

Manner of Presentation

To ensure the establishment of effective communication with the worker:

sources beyond those charped with statutory responsibilitv _should
also be involved in informing him. Tonsideration should be given
To labor unions, extension services oF”YHE‘TEEH’ETEﬁT“EGTTEE?E"
§§§:§§§g£,adu1t~educatxon activities; state, county, and municipal
health departments; and communityoriemted ic-service health

groups.

e

For this multiple-source approach to be effective, the information

provided

by each must be essentially similar.

A central national source of information should be established,
whose output is credible to all and can be used as a common base
for the content of all information programs. ’

Althouph the matter of when and where information is best presented to
the worker cannot be delineated by the Committee, hecause it can vary with

s0 many

SN

(0

circumstances, it is clear that:

e information program should be initiated at the preemployment
interview and should be presented recurrently under a variety
of circumstances--regardless of the stability of the work force.

The presentation of the information should take into account the
ture of the specific work force--its size, structure, degree
training, etc.

OSHA should dev ome of its resources to supporting studies
desipned to identify the best presentation techniques for
h}
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tvoes These studies chapld have a common data
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1n enite of the apyviefy that 38 frecuentlv associated with the hazard
.._.»A-~_«—«-v~—w~»*«ﬁwé*—* ar
of cancer:

AT o sttt s

(ifi) Information essential to the U“4&555329iﬂS_EEALEEE_Ei,EEEMEEEQe
??BGE’B?_employees should not be GTthheld on the chance that 1t

CmIgNt_cause gnxiety. in_ SOm&. -

Because of the widely varying nature of specific work forces and of
individuals within them:

® The content of the message and the selection of the medium should
B - oA oot st TN
1

t
. e
be based on the chiaracterisiics 5T the target audience.
k.

e

A,;alipry ~f modia and methods of presentation should be wused
to inform an individual work force.
,’/"'M

For the worker to be catisfied that he is the subject of 8 genuine
effort to tell him what he needs to know:

e Provision should be made for answering gquestions that arise from
e 3nformation L ] rese
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I1, INTRODUCTION

IMPORTANCE OF THE PROBLEM

It has been estimated that some 80¥% of all human cancers are caused,
or their orgin strongly contributed to, by factors in the environment and
therefore are theoretically preventable (6). Althoueh less than 5% have
been attributed directly to occupational exposures (1), this mav be an
underestimate in view of the difficulty in identifyine causes. Regardless
of the proportion, however, occupational carcinogens constitute a proup
of environmental factors that, when identified, are subhject to specific
regulation and engineering controls, which offers the possibility of nearly
total prevention of new cases.

A number of tabulations of occupational carcinogens have been made,
One_of the more recent 118ts, By Cole and Goldman, is presented in Appen=-

“dix 3. The figures given for incubation periods and risk ratios are the
authors' estimates, based on their interpretation of the literature. As
in most summary tables of this sort, no attempt has been made to indicate
that in some instances, as with nickel and chromium, only certain com=~
pounds, or forms, of the agent have been reported to be carcinogenic.

The importan pre ] cupational cancer is readily apparent
when One examines the increased risks of cancer demonstrated in_workers
exposed to known carcinogens. Beyond this, however, 1s the conviction
that all occupational carcinogens have not been identified. For example,
Tomatis (11), in 1975, reported on an International Agency for Research
in Cancer program to evaluate the carcinogenic risk of chemicals to man.
At that time the chemicals selected for assessment were among those for
which there was some evidence or suspicion of carcinogenicy in experi-
mental animals and/or man, and to which human exposure is known to occur,
0f the 196 compounds evaluated, carcincgenicity to man, or a strong sus-
picion thereof, were found for 14 compounds associated with occupation,
0f 94 compounds found unquestionably carcinogenic in animals only, 78 are
present in some occupational environment. Of 41 found to have "limited"
carcinogenic activity in animals, 34 are present in the workplace,

A few historical examples will indicate the crucial importance of,
as well as the difficulty of recognizing, the occupational relationship
of these long-latent period cancers--in particular, the dilemma of the
translation of animal data to man; their social and economic impact; and
the need for informing the worker of both the

=

sneral and the speciiic
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htsbestos, as the source of lung fibrosis, or "asbestosis', has been
recog;Yzed as a health hazard for over 50 years. It was not until the
1940s that an association between the inhalation of asbestos and lung
cancer was supported by epidemiologic evidence. By the early 1960s, the
evidence was overwhelming. It was first suggested in 1960 that asbestos
was involved in the etiology of malignancies of the mesothelium (the pleura
or peritoneum), which is now generally accepted. Epidemiologic data were
recently summarized by the International Agency for Research on Cancer.

In many studies of groups of asbestos workers, for example,
approximmately 20% of all deaths are the result of lung cancer,
three-quarters of which are attributable to their work with
asbestos (8). Among such groups, pleural and peritoneal meso-
theliomas have become common; estimates for certain groups sug-
gest that as many as 7-11% may die of these diseases (4), which
otherwise occur only rarely. Excess incidences of gastroin-
testinal, laryngeal and oropharyngeal cancer will claim further
lives., There are few accurate estimates of the numbers of persons
at risk from exposure to asbestos in the various countries of the
world. Attempts to do so have been made in the U. S. (18), and
it is sobering to realize that there are now in the U, S. approx-
imately one million men and women who work regularly in manu-
facturing asbestos products or who were so employed in the past.
Should the foregoing estimates hold for them as well, some 200
thousand deaths from lung cancer and >0 or more thousand deaths
from mesothelioma will occur (19).

Vinyl chloride, one of the three major ingredients used in making
plastics, has been produced on an industrisl scale in the United States
since 1933, but on a large scale only since the 1950s. In the absence
of animal studies to indicate long-term effects, the vinyl chloride
monomer was at first reparded as relatively nontoxic. In the late 1960s
unusual changes were noted in the hands of workers who cleaned polyvinyl
chloride polymerization chambers. Animal investipations ensued and in
1970, through the administration of high concentrations of vinyl chloride
monomer to rats by inhalation, it was learned that the chemical produced
not only vascular and bone changes, but also cancers. Beceuse the ex-
perimental doses were so much higher than those encountered in the work=
place, there was no general alarm. By 1673, much lower doses had been
linked with a number of tumors in rats, including those of the liver,
but ne unusual tumors had been reported in exposed workers. However, in
late 1973 and early 1974, three cases of liver hemangiosarcoma were dis-
covered in a Louisville plant. Since then, over 50 cases of this rare
tumor, in vinyl chloride workers--including 4 more related to the Louisville
plant--have been located throughout the world, One mortality study of 257
workers exposed to vinyl chloride for five years or more found that, of
the 24 deaths, three were due to hemangiosarcoma of the liver. In that
group, nine deaths from all forms of cancer were observed, where only four
would be expected (5).
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Trichloroethylene is a solvent that is used in degreasing machine parts,
in dry-cleaning and extraction processes, and to some extent as an inhalation
anesthetic. The annual U. S. production is approximately 234,000 metric tons.

It is estimated that some 280,000 industrial workers are exposed occupationally

to the chemical. Although known to be a central nervous system depressant

at high concentrations and reported to produce some toxic effect on the liver
and kidneys, it had been regarded as an industrial chemical of low toxicity.
In June 1975, the RCI issued a Carcinogenesis Technical Report (17) indicating
that trichloroethylene caused liver cancer, in the one strain of mice tested,
when given in large doses by gastric intubation. No tumors Were geen in

rats similarly tested. This was the first report associatine trichloroethylene

with cancer in animals, and its relevance to occupational hazard is gquestioned
by some of the gcientific community. While there is no evidence at present
that the chemical is carcinogenic in man, gefinitive epidemiologic studies

3

have not, to the Committee's knowledge, been undertaken.

K\EHE LEGAL BASIS

The Commi examined the statutory resgonsibilities assigned to
various government agencies and found relatively few concerning the
Egggggggg,giﬂinigrmation to the woE5EE;_‘IES_RELLEBQﬁLjﬁégggngﬂ~
obligations are summarized below.

Eégﬂggggggﬁional Safety and Health Act of 1970 (J5) reaquires every

employer to "furnish to each of his employees employment and a place of
employment which are free from recognized hazards that are causing or

are likely to cause death or serious physical harm to his employees;

[and to] comply with occupational safety and health standards promulgated
under this Act."

The employee is required to "comply with occupational safety and
health standards and all rules, regulations, and orders issued pursuant
to the Act which are applicable to his own actions and conduct," but no
penalty for failure to comply 1is prescribed. The Act recognizes _the
right of employee representatives to seek information on hazardous
substances in the workplace, but gesigns them no special responsibilities.

The Act recognizes the necessity of cooperation between employees
and management, It states that "employers and employces have gseparate
but dependent responsibilities end rights with respect to achieving
sefe and healthful working conditions,” and it "[encourages) joint
lzbor-management efforts to reduce injuries and disease arising out of
employment."

Wwith reaspect te information, the Act Teguires that




gﬁgg@ég_ggg_g;,ﬁxpgﬁgxe. Where appropriate, such standard shall
21s0 prescribe suitable protective equipment and control or
technological procedures to be used in connection with such
hazards and shall provide for monitoring or measuring employee
exposure at such locations and intervals, and in such manner

as may be necessary for the protection of employees.

This charge is reflected in current standards promulgated by the
Department of Labor for carcinogens, of which that for vinyl chloride
is representative:

Training. Each employee engaged in vinyl chloride or
R . . . .
polyvinyl chloride operations shall be provided tralning 1in a
program relating to the hazards of vinyl chloride and pre-
cautions for its safe use.

(ASE ;ZJ“: (1) The program shall in_c_l:x’di:_

’&}e y\")’."‘t W e~ e

As

bA){Z)L\ (i) The nature of the health hazard from chronic
exposure to vinyl chloride including specifically
the carcinogenic hazard;

(ii) The specific nature of operations which could
result in exposure to vinyl chloride in excess
of the permissible limit and necessary protective
steps;

(iii) The purpose for, proper use, and limitations of
respiratory protective devices;

(iv) The fire hazard and acute toxicity of vinyl
chloride, and the necessary protective steps;

(v) The purpose for, and & description of the
monitoring program;

(vi) The purpose for, and a description of, the
medical surveillance program;

(vii) Emergency procedures;

(viii) Specific snformation to aid the employee in
recognition of conditions which may result in the
release of vinyl chloride; and ’

(ix) A review of this standard at the employee's first
training and indoctrination program, and annually
rhereafter.

T et R T [SREN Ay A . P B P T -0 £
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N/ The Act places further responsibility for providing public information
on toxic substances in the hands of the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, as indicated in the following statement:

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall
publish . . . as needed but at least annually a list of ell
known toxic substances by generic family or other useful
grouping, and the concentrations at which such toxicity is
known to occur. He shall determine following a written request
by any employer or authorized representative of employees,
specifying with reasonable particularity the grounds on which
the request 1is made, whether any substance normally found
in the place of employment has potentially toxic effects in
such concentrations as used or found; and shall submit such
determination both to employers and affected employees as soon
as possible. If the Secretary of Bealth, Education, eand Welfare
determines that any substance is potentially toxic at the con-
centrations in which it is used or found in a place of employment,
and such substance is not covered by an occupational safety or
health standard promulgated under Section 6, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare shall immediately submit such
determination to the Secretary [of Labor], together with ell
pertinent criteria. ‘

_ In addition, the new Toxic Substances Control Act of 19876 (16) em-
.,  Ppowers the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to

require testing and development of data on chemical substancés and _mixtures
T Tt i3 reasonablé 6 assume that such substances or mixtures might=-
EFFEGEE manufacturing, distribution, processing, use, or disposal--result

S5 En unreasonable Trisk oOf injury to health or to the environment, and

T the requisite data are lacking. Testing for carcinopgenicity, muta-
—enicityv,and Etcératogenicity are specifically included within_the require-
ments that the Administrator may mandate under the Act. If the Administrator
~~oncludes That & hazard exists, he may Take actions ranging from an outright =
o e i . s
prohibition of manufacture, through a requirement that proper warning labels
be—placed—omrtirg substance, to a Feéquirement that records of processing,
fgggiggL'or use be meintained. The Committee cannot vet determine the
imTluence of the Act with respect to public information on occupational
carcinogens.

Current laws, as administered by OSHA and DHEW  clearly contain a
o— . » . » . .
lecoal basis for providing public information for the prevention of
occupational cancer.

THE ETHICAL BASIS
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The Committee believes it unethical and unrealistic to assume that
the right to know requires employers to inform workers about only the few
chemicals that nearly everyone agrees are human carcinogens. 1t also
believes it unethical and unrealistic to argue that the right to kaow
§€€GT?E§"€E§T3;§fs merely to make summary information about the exposure
ET“EBFRETﬁw%U“?USpUGt?ﬁ”EE?EYnogens available for inspectqn. IRereiore,
‘he Committee finds it necessary for government agencies and employers
to make a reasonable effort to ensure that workers comprenend the relg=

6§§Ef‘3nformation. They_snhould devote appropriate time and resources to
gathering, interpreting, and explaining that swformationm.

<

The Committee suggests that the employee's right of self-determination
ghapes the boundaries of the employer's duty to reveal information. The
employee must possess enough information to enable an intelligent choice.
Thus, the ethical test for whether particular information must be divulged
is its relevance to the employee's decision. All risks potentially af-

fecting the decision must be unmasked (7).y7
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111. PROBLEM AREAS

DEFINITION AND DETERMINATION OF CARCINOGENESIS

A carcinogen is something that causes cancer. Beyond that, the def-~
inition becomes complex. NIOSH has published a list of some 1,500 sub-
stances that have been rendered suspect by virtue of reports that they have
produced mutagenesis, teratogenesis, Or carcinogenesis in biologic systems
ranging from cell cultures to man. The evidence on which this list is
based varies widely in scientific accuracy and credibility, Moreover,
the list does not cite nepative results obtained in similar investigations.
In contrast, ﬁ@ﬁA has issued standards on only 16 carcinogens.

Some General Considerations

A carcinogen _may be generally defined as any physical, chemical, or
Eiglggig_ggﬁpr (inclnding hormones) or combination of aeents that produces
Cancer in an organism. Physical agents include ionizing radiation (such as
x rays), nonionizing radiation (such as ultraviolet light), and particles
(such as asbestos); chemical agents include such compounds as calcium
chromate and benzidine and complex mixtures, such as those in cigarette
smoke; and biologic agents include viruses and parasites., Because each
of these types of agents can be found in an occupational setting, it is
generally difficult to ascribe a specific case of cancer to any one of
them. One usually cannot tell the cause of an individual case of human
cancer. A case of lung cancer due to cigarette smoking may be identical
with one due to an occupational exposure. There are some types of tumor of
which the cause can be strongly suspected, such as mesothelioma caused by
asbestos and angiosarcoma of the liver caused by vinyl chloride, but these

re the exceptions. That a case of cancer occurs in someone exposed to a
carcinogen does not prove that it was caused by that exposure. The prob-
ability of an association increases with the known potency of the carcin=
ogen, the degree and duration of exposure, and the length of time since
exposure began.

The concept of a carcipnpgenic agent or substance must take
sideration the following factors:
e e

Ll)) Latency period: Some time elapses between the exposure of an
1

em to a carcinogenic agent and the development of cancer. In man,
ncy periods may vary from 5 to 30 or yvears or even more, and there

S

st the period decreases with increasad exposure.
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cents
crganism is exposed may not be 1n the lorm that ac
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mcer--the ultimate carcinogend
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into an organism, it is usually metabolized; the ultimate carcinogen that
finally produces the cancerous change may be the end result of a series

of metabolic changes. The metabolism of a compound is not always the same
in man and other animals.

3, Dose-response relationship: Available data indicate that, as the
dose or duration of an exposure to & carcinogenic agent increases, the prob-~
ability of developing cancer increases. Although, theoretically, there is
no dosage below which a carcinogenic agent cannot produce camcer, it can
be shown that decressing the exposure decreases the risk and that increasing

Fhe _ex Tcreases the risk. wWnether small risks are acceptable is g
na « evalusation by working people, industry, and _society at large-—as

well as by scientists (9).
'MM
4, Benign tumors: It is not always possible to make a sharp dis-
tinction between benign tumors and malignant tumors (cancer). In some
instances, benign tumors develop into cancer.

5. Cocarcinogenesis: Some agents may not produce cancer by them~
selves, but only if followed by exposure to another agent (which also does
not produce cancer by itself). Thus, a sequential series of exposures to
different agents may be necessary for some types of cancer to develop.

6. Susceptibility: Individuals may vary in their susceptibility or
respopse to & carcinogenic substance. Currently, there are no reliable

ngiesivaipuinesse it

methods by which to determxngﬂipdividual susceptibility.

Methods of Determining Whether an Agent is a Carcinogen

1./ Epidemiologic studies in human populations: When properly con=
trolled epidemiologic studies (retrospective or prospective) in a human
population group indicate that exposure to an agent increases the risk of
cancer, it is generally accepted that the agent is carcinogenic. The
carcinogenicity of chemicals in man has usually been determined from
epidemiologic studies of exposed occupational groups. Negafive epidemi=
Eﬁogic data may not establish the noncarcﬁgggenicitz of suspected sgents,
because in a particular situation under study the sample may be too gmall
op_the exposure foo hrief-or-toa small to produce an effect, "

A major problem encountered in epidemiologic studies results from
the long latent period (e.g., 5-30 yeers) common for cancer. In addition,
because of this length of time, it is difficult or impossible to deter-
mine retrospectively the agent involved, let alone the dose or duration
of exposure, and to ascertain accurately the extent of personal habits,
guch as cigarette smoking, that are related to some forms of cancer.
7)) | .
2./ Experimental animal gtudies: The
cet—be establiched whnen GominiGLI&TS
ad conducted experiments resulte i
tvpes of cancer. 3uch i

e of one or more

er confidence if




positive results are observed in more than one group and species of animals
or by different investipators, Evidence of carcinogenicity is strengthened
if there is a dose-response relationship, i.e., 1f the incidence of cancer
is increased with an increased dose of the agent being tested.

Extrapolation from animal studies for evaluating human risks entails
large uncertainties. Each situation must be individually evaluated, with
consideration of such factors as adequacy of experimental design, statistical
significance of the data, dose-response relationships, duration of exposure,
route of administration, metabolism (including species variations), host
susceptibility, cofactors and other modifying factors, and the dose of the
agent to which humans are or will be exposed.

A negative result obtained in a particular arimal experiment does not
preclude the potential carcinogenicity of a compound in humans: an inap-
propriate experimental species may have been chosen, too few Tanimals may
have been tested or the period of observation may have been too short.
Alternatively, test conditions may have been inappropriate, with respect
to their predictive value for the response of humans, Extrapolation of
experimental carcinogenicity data to the human situation is strengthened
by obtaining results in more than one species. However, negative results
obtained in one species do not detract from the significance of clearly
pgiifive results obtained in another species.

C;EZ;:)Short—term in vitro tests: Two major practical limitations in
usi animal experiments for determining potential human carcinogenesis
are the large number of animals required and the long time (several years)
that are necessary to obtain results., Consequently, a number of short-
term_in vitro tests have been developed, with promising results, Most of
YEEEE=§:;iélly measure mutagenic effects, rather than carcinogenesis, The
bacterial mutagen test developed by Ames and coworkers has been studied
most extensively. Test results are usually obtained in 2 days. Compar-
ison of results of this test with results of animal studies have indicated
that 85% of chemicals that are definitely carcinogenic (as previously deter-
mined by animal studies) were positive mutagens by this test, as compared
with about 8% of non-carcincgenic substances that had Lhemlcal structures
similar to those of the carcinogens (2}, These findings, combined with
orher—svailabledata  indicated that the Ames 1n vitro test system is

L
2 ggg:gl,ﬁgxggnxng device for chemicals.

The intelligent applicetion and interpretation of inm vitro tests must
also take into account species variastions in metabolism, macromolecular

repair, and host defense mechanisms. A number of approaches addressed to
the metabolic aspects are now available, including "host-mediated" muta-
genesis a cave, the assay of urine and other biolopic fluids tzken from
L7 rans receiving the test compound, the addition of microsomal
factors tn the test csvstem, and the use of epecific typees of
Same lehorvateries are actively engaced in ¢ develop-

Lnd 1n the Tomnr
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o animals. Positive results obtained in these systems suggest extensive
testing in long-term animal bicassays, particularly if there are other
reasons for concern. Negative results in & short-term test, however, do
not establish safety.

Who Makes the Determination?

Those who seek to inform the worker of the hazard of a carcinogen in
the workplace--be they employers, labor unions, or public service groups—-
have difficulty finding clear evidence that there is indeed a hazard.
Statements, of varying credibility, are received from a wide range of
sources--the federal government, the scientific literature, the news
media. In the government, the somewhet ponderous procedures imposed by
the statutes under which OSHA operates result in credible information on
only a few carcinogens. NIOSH makes announcements that do not become
directives in nature until they are ratified by OSHA, as is the case with
the "alerts" promulgated by the NCI. Under the Toxic Substances Control
Act, the EPA will no doubt be added to the sources of information about
the carcinogenicity of chemicals in the workplace. The scientific liter-
ature abounds with papers that attribute some degree of carcinogenicity
to a chemical under circumscribed investigative circumstances, whose eval-
uation often taxes even the scientific community, let alone the layman.
The news media, on occasion, have given credence to such papers or ex-
trapolated their findings to a degree that the scientist finds questionable.

The decision to inform those in affected workplaces of the hazard of
a chemical is not to be taken lightly, as it involves the commitment of
substantial resources, For that reason we believe 1t essential that a
‘single national source, such as DHEW, be charged with making the decision
that workers are at risk. This source should be, to the extent possible,
credible to both management and labor; therefore, it should not be involved
in the regulatory process. But, it must not be so remote from the realities
of the workplace that it cannot make an appropriate assessment of risk, or
at least announce its decision in a form that can be translated to a specific
occupational situation.

PUBLIC INFORMATION SOURCES AND INSTITUTIONS

The worker is exposed to various kinds of information about the work-=
place from many different sources. Those sources, both individual and
institutional, are perceived as having various degrees of expertise and
credibility. They include trained industrial hygienists, family physicians,
gshop stewards, local newspaper columnists, cousins, wives, and fellow workers.
The public information task ranges from the initial determination that a
substance is a carcinogen to the publication of the information important
to the individual worksr, and the sources of such informaticn include a
varietv of insritutions and individuale that perform different parts of the

R '
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OSHA offically promulpates the type of information that must be
presented to an employee working with an established carcinogen, and re=
quires that the material used in so informing him be submitted for review
on request. The individual industrial hygienists working for OSHA, in
their compliance surveys, also have an opportunity to inform workers.,

In addition to industrial hypienists employed by OSHA, the apency funds
a number of training contracts, including those with land grant colleges,
certain unions, and other organizations (Appendix 4y,

The principal arm of the Secretary of HEW in the execution of his
responsibilities under the Occupational Safety and Health Act is NIOSH.
N1OSH publishes and distributes two ceries of educational pamphlets related
to the hazard of the workplace-—one directed at the employer, and the other
direocted at the worker. None of the current series of documents,however,
addresses the hazard of carcinogenesis; rather, they are more concerned
with accidents and acute toxic effects. There also appears to be no
mechanism by which to ensure the distribution of appropriate documents
to all places of employment. '

Management and labor both play a role in presenting information to
the worker and other relevant audiences. However, it is not known which
source is more effective or more credible.

Although there are clearly a number of "official” sources of informa-
tion available to the worker, unofficial sources may be more influential
in actually modifying a worker's decision and behavior with respect to
the workplace. The Committee could identify no data with respect to the
effectiveness or credibility of various sources of information. The Com-
mittee did hear testimony guggesting that not all sources were equally
effective with any given group of workers and that multiple sources and
institutions must be used to transmit messages to the worker,

TARGET AUDIERCE

The primary audience for any public information program must be made
up of the individual workers who are or may be exposed to carcinogenic
agents. This implies that their emplovers must also be informed., Deter-
mining and isolating the target audience, however, &re not easy, because
it consists of many divergent groups.

Perhapg the most readily identifiable target audience is the unionized
workers employed In a large ﬁTEﬁF“fﬁEY-TF“?ﬁEEE?HfgifgfffVﬁ1n the manufacture
of & chemical defermimed [T BE carcinogenic. For example, in 1673, 1¥,258
people were enQZEFX’Tﬁ’EEHU?E??G?&ng asbestos products in 129 plants, of

wvhich 46% emploved more than 50 workers each (12). Such = terget audience
- ‘ ;
Al

jeoests an organization within which

su
.
2 be mounted.

is not only reaiily idenrifiable, bu
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at least 75% of the nonasricultural work f{orce was not afiiliated with
labor unions (13). As an example of the size problem, the construction
industry in 1973 employed almost 600,000 people who might be exposed to
asbestos in their working environment; they were distributed throughout
about 70,500 establishments, only 2% of which employed more than 50 workers
each. [51% of these establishments employed fewer than four workers each

(14)].

The most difficult audience to reach consists of farmers and other
workers engaged in farming activities. Thig~EggglﬁLiQa~igﬁﬁng@ggg,ig
nandling chemicals that may be carcinopegic., Finding an organizational

“%TTUFtUTF”ﬁfﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ'@ﬁ?ﬁ—z?gﬁggaqgndifficult, particularly when the large

number of miprant workers 1is considered.

Although workers are, and must remain, the primary target audience
for public information programs, other audiences are important. <Ihe—
families of workers may be able to play an important part in determining
rm———— T Q 0 S— 1
s group's behavior. Programs designed to reach the families thus deserve
M . _
considerable attention.’ But the Committee has identified few attempts to

I —tTonal materials to the families of workers at TiSK.

e

Finally, an important audience consists of that large body of young
people who have not yet entered the workforce, i.e., children in elementary
3 ] 7
and secondary school. The Committee heard testimony suggesting that reaching

dueh audiences, perhaps through the scho0lS, ould produce lasting habits
L 3 .
5¥ caution in the workplace.

e e




1V, INFORMING THE WORK FORCE AND THE PUBLIC

ISR
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The critical elements of any public information effort are the content
of the message, selection of the target audience, the choice of the most
effective means of transmitting that message, and the determination of 1its
effect, The preceding discussion has indicated the clear need for providing
information to the worker and some of the problems involved in doing so.
What follows are the Committee's suggestions of broad guidelines within
which the task can best be accomplished.

CONTERNT

i bout the hazard of a carcinogen should (1) be sufficient
to_permit a job_applicant to Jecide if he wants to work there, or an employee
to decide whether he wants to continue working there; (2) tell the worker
how to take steps to minimize his own exposure; and (3) be sufficient to

ﬁg;mit the worker to assist, to the 1imit of his capability, in monitoring
and improving the environment of his workplace.
B R

Whatever the nature of the information required to meet these criteria
for a specific workplace, the worker must be able to obtain the generic
pames as well as the trade names of carclnogenic agents. Tt~ 1is often dif-
ficult, if not imposs:ble, to locate Information on chemicals that are
jdentified only by trade names oOr industrial codes.,

To permit the employer and the worker to understand the hazard of occupa=,
giggélvgénﬂﬂzv_ibev should be presented with the following conceptsl

L . . .
Q{ij:>Hany carcinogenic substances can be absorbed by man without any
warning signal such as coughing, burning, cor nausea,

6 7 \1f permanent damage 1s done to cell material by a carcinogenic

\\u¢//}agent, the defect is passed on to daughter cells in the process
of multiplication., The effects of repeated exposure can there-
fore be additive. Moreover, some agents, such as asbestos, are
not readily eliminated from the body, so their concentrations
increase with repeated exposure.

/ \\ It is typical of a chemically induced cancer that it may be 5-
( 7 30 years, or cven more, after the first absorption of the car-
ci

nogen that any sign of discase appears.

. & 3 Alrhouzh fic circles,
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The hazard of a carcinogen is, in some instances, multiplied if
it is absorbed in conjunction with other substances, such as
cigarette smoke.

Some carcinogens can be snadvertently transferred from the work-
place to the home in significant quantities.

An indication that a substance may produce cancer in man is fre=-
quently found in experiments on laboratory animals and cells.
When an agent 1is demonstrated, in controlled experiments, to
produce cancer in animals, that agent should be regarded as pos-—.
sibly carcinopenic 1in man.

QO 9

7;~&\)In some instances, benign tumors develop into cancer; and in
many instances agents that produce benign tumors increase the

risk of cancer.

The information providww the
spec{fic workplace <hould include the following elements:im

The identification of the substance in question by the name used
in the workplace and, where possible, by its generic name.

Q)

Data on the carcinogenicity of the substance, including evidence
from human epidemiologic studies, animal studies, and other
valid techniques, expressed ;n understandable terms that permit
comparison with other hazards of life.

An interpretation of the risks in the workplace implied by the
above data. R -

A description of the disease in man, where applicable. '
The route of exposure within the workplace.
Required and recommended measures to prevent exposure, including

containment and disposal measures, monitoring procedures, and
individual protective measures.

TARGET AUDIENCE

The ultimate target of an information program on occupational cancer
2 at 1 ropram on |

is, of course, the exposed worker. There are other elements Of the popu~

”TEELon,‘thatT*if*?roper+yﬂinfﬁfﬁ§E, can facilitate the education of the
worker. And there is one, the em lover, who is pscential to the information
Ang thert ) £mp sential TO the slablEi-o

process.
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S chemical products, rather than manufacturing them=-—are not aware of the
nwi7ards. This may result from a lack of appropriate _congcern Ot from a
[acKk of "krowledge ST the chemicals in use in the plant. Many chemicals
are sold by trade names. Ihey may be incorporated in products by other
Sabufacturers who sell those products to people who in turn use them in
their own formulations. In this process, the identity of a hazardous
ingredient is frequently Tost;#if the original manufacturer was aware of -

;Cs hazard, his knowledge may not be passed on through the distribution %%;;Z§b¥§%§ﬁ3

"system. If an._employer at the end of the FTETTIbLILon system 1s to be
held responsible for informing his employees, it is essential to require
ﬁhgt the hazardous agent, at each stage, be clgiglz_labeled by its generl
and trade names and further 1dentified as Razardous. QSHA, to meet its,
regu{g&g;x,;ggponsibility, must have some means of identifying workplaces
i which & given agent may be. found. Only then will it be possible to
éEE??E‘EHEF‘ETTAEE;TB?E?E“E?E“EWﬁfﬁ“ﬁf‘fﬁﬁwﬁazard and the necessity oL
informing their employees. The Committee believes that some consideration
of a standardized biohazard 1abel, perhaps color coded, ig warranted.

T,

The reception afforded an information program by the worker and his
response thereto will be enhanced if the community and particularly his
family and friends share an understanding of the hazard. Informing the
community also may have the effect of raising the sensitivity of Tocal
5§§Tg;;rs to hazards of the workplace. .

Beyond these efforts oriented to specific workplaces, however, the

S’ Committee believes that there is a need to educate the general public with
Lo yegpectrto the broad problem of man-made hazards of the environment. The

goal should be to develop™@ general understanding of the potential effects
of some carcinogenic agents and a wariness that will be sutomatically~in-
vaked each time a housewife purchases a cleaning product or a home handyman
star lvent. The target audience for this program is not only
i hut alsd the children in elementary and secondary .

gchools, f%&_ii_ii,imﬂgfta“t to instill these fundamentai—eonce i

_the early years. The Committee also believes that general material relating
%o carcinogens and similar occupational hazards, presented in high school
( ccience courses, would be timely for these preparing to enter the work

force. An educational program of this scope appears to be well within
! ite combined responsibilities of OSHA, DHEW, end EPA,

MANNER OF PRESENTATION

Committee believes that, 1if communication is to be established

worker, he must be given information when he is receptive and
communicate. Furthermore, the more frequently the message is
N T T “\-TM"‘“’ o . i
ter the number of public informafa pn_sources and ins{i-

the chance of establishing communication. Tnc Commitiee

additien to O0SHA, NIOSH, and emnlovers,

ces that offer p zlude lehor
land grant celleges and other adult
v, and municipal hesith departoments]
Nt c-service health proups
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Ve The potential of this multiple-source approach will be enhanced if the
information provided by each is essentially similar. This emphasizes the
need for a central, national, source of information whose output is credible
to all and can be used as a common base for the content of all information
programs.

The Committee was not able to gain a clear sense of when and where
information concerning an occupational carcinogen is best presented.
Certainly, it should be initiated at the preemployment interview., There-
after, the information should be presented recurrently, under a variety
of circumstances. Regardless of the stability nf_ the specific work force,

/ang_ggggilgyent to inform_must be viewed as a continuing one. The
eircumstances under which information is most effectively presented depend
to & great extent on the nature of the specific work force and its size
and structure. - OSHA could profitably devote more of its resources to
supporting careful studies designed to identify the best techniques for
selected types of workplaces. ' ‘ :

faxzkyvsJ There are some who believe that a full disclosure and continuing
‘ emphEETE'ﬁf“fﬁztEEEE?E“ggagfcarcinogen in the workplace may provoke 3 state

“of anxi their productivity.
. . . . BTSRRI Spr gl | D
and to their well-being. There is no question that the term cancer” has__

£ frightening connofatign. ~Nevertheless, information essential to the
understanding of risk by the whole group of emﬁTE?EE§“§huntﬁ’ﬁ6f_53—gifﬁ*

Ry o USSR

%Elé,gﬂﬂﬁhﬁﬂchaaca—ﬁhat_ii_mggn; CE0BE anxiety 1n some.

The Committee believes that a variety of media should be used, Those
who do not read a pamphlet may accept a film; others may accept a closed-
circuit television presentation; and there are those who can be effectively
reached ‘only through a small group discussion. It is essential, however, = -
that the medium not be the basis of the program.. The message should not
be made to fit the medium. The content of the message and the selection -
of the medium should be based on the characteristics of the target sudience,

It is not sufficient to give the worker a package of information in
a pamphlet, a film, or a lecture. The Committee believes that provision
must Elggwgg_gﬁgg,inr the worker to acquire more lnformation Luan 18 pro=
vided by the package. He must be assured that his questions Will be
answerégzrffaggghgg?fﬁg’fﬁE“TEYE?EEYTEB seseion, then by telephone, letter,
oF consuitation with a member of the industrial health staff”B?“?UﬁEEEEﬁJh
equally knowledgeablée TETET. A genuine effort should be made to tell him
7hat he needs o Know, rather than limit it to a pro forms attempt to meet
Tegulatory requirements. 1r 18 TiKely that worker-management committees,
or worker safety representatives (such as those recently instituted in
Sweden) in the plant would facilitate this effort.

The Committee found it difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of the
various employee information programs that were brought to its attention.
responsitle for the program had made mo formal

eness With respect to programs
e

. pec
vely pot fessible to wait for

h g 3

iny mosb Instancae

L. ~
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1

& or
rejated to o
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data on the incidence of cancer to see whether the program was (ffective.
But this field seems to pose a sufficient challenge to warrant a careful
evaluation of each type of proeram so that one may eventually determine,
with some assurance, which types are effective. Measurements can be made
of what is learned from a program, what changes in attitude and behavior
or in organizational structure have occurred, and what effects the program
has had on the employer, other workers in the plant, or workers' families.
Programs that are funded by a single source should have a common data base
to permit a valid comparison of effectiveness. 1f they are funded by
several sources, the efforts require coordination.
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A APPENDIX 2

SYMPOSIUM ON PUBLIC INFORMATION
IN THE
PREVENTION OF OCCUPATIONAL CANCER

National Academy of Sciences Auditorium

2101 C Street, N. W,
Washington, D. C.

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 2

A.M, .
8:30 Registration

9:00 Introduction
Charles R. Shaw

Professor of Biology, University of Texas
M. D. Anderson Hospital and Tumor Institute

9:15 OCCUPATIONAL CANCER -~ HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Norton Nelson .

Professor and Chalrman, Department of Environmental
.Medicine :

New York University Medical Center

0

130 CANCER IN THE WORK FORCE TODAY

Joseph K. Wagnner
Chief, Industrywide Studies Br
National Institute of Qccupati

B

anc
onal Safety and Health

oo

9:45 INFORMING THE WORKER = AR ASSESSMENT

Lorin E. Kerr
Director, Department of Occupational Health
United Mine Workers of America

10:00 Ereak

;/
i
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B Mt. Sinai School of Medicine

Robert E. Eckardt
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11:45 Discussion
P.M,
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2:00 THE RIGHT TO KROW
Moderator: Philip Reilly
Proeram in lLaw, Science, and Medicine
Yale Law School

N *Unable to attend
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Moderator: Paul B, Cornmely
Professor Emeritus
Howard University College of Medicine

Moderator: Philip Reilly
Program in Law, Science and Medicine
Ygle Law School

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 3

AM,
5:30 EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Moderator: Ervin Bettinghaus
Dean, College of Commhication Arts and Sciences
Michiean State University
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-

11:00

*Unable

D
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A. Oryganic agents

N

1. Aromatic hydrocarbons

APPENDIX 3

Classification of Occupational Carcinogens*

S

Incubation

Agents Affected organ(s) period {years) Risk ratio Occupation
Coal soot Lung, larynx, skin, 9-23 2-6 Gashouse workers, stokers, and
Coal tar scrotum, urinary bladder producers; asphalt, coal tar,
Other products of and pitch workers; coke-oven

¢oal combustion workers; miners; still cleaners;

chimney sweeps
Petroleum Nasal cavity, larynx, 12-30 2-4 Contact with lubricating, cooling,
Jetroleum coke lung, skin, scrotum paraffin or wax fuel oils, or
WAX coke; rubber fillers; retortmen:
Creosote textile weavers; diesel jet testers
inthracene
Paraffin
Shale
Mineral oils I
Benzene Bone marrow {(leukemial 6-14 2-3 Explosives, benzene, o;-;::Z;;“\\\
ceoment workers; distillers:; dye
— \\*nifffff painters; shoemakers
Auramine Urinary bladder 13-30 2-90 Dyestuffs manufacturecrs and users;
tensidine : rubber workers (pressman, f[ilter-
a-naphthylamine men, laborers); textile dyers;
i-raphthylamine paint manufacturers
HMagenta
d-aminodiphenyl
4-nitrodiphenyl
2. Alkylating agents

Hustard gas Larynx, lung 10-25 2-36 Mustard gas workers

trachea, bronchi

-9{—



pppendix 3 - continued
Incubation
hjents Rffected organ(s) period (years} Risk ratio. Occupation
3. Others
isopropyl oil Nasal cavity 10+ 21 Producers
vinyl chloride Liver {(angiosarcoma), 20~30 200 (liver) Plastic workers
brain 4 (brain)
Bisf‘chloromethyl) Lung focat cell S+ 7-45 Chemical workers
ether carcinoma)
Chloramethyl
methyl ether
. Inorganic agents
1. Metals 1
(8]
Arsepic Skin, lung, liver 10+ 3-8 Miners; smelters; insecticide |
makers and sprayers; tanners;
chemical workers; oil refiners;
vintners
Chiromium Nasal cavity and 15-25 3-40 Producers, processors, and users;
sinuses, lung, larynx acetylene and aniline workers;
bleachers: glass, pottery and
linoleum workers; battery makers
Iron oxide Lung, larynx - 2-5 Iron ore {(hematite) miners; metal
grinders and polishers; silver
finishers; iron foundry workers
tiickel Nasal sinuses, lung 3-30 5-10 (lung) Nickel smelters, mixers, and
100+(nasal roasters; electrolysis workers
sinuses)
2. Faibers
Asbestos Lung, pleural and 4-50 1.5~12 Miners; millers; textile, insulation,

peritoneal mesothelioma

and shipyard



appendix 3 - continued

Incubation

hcents pffected organ(s) period (years} Risk ratio Occupation
3. Dusts
wood Nasal cavity and sinuses 30~-40 - Woodworkers
Leather Nasal cavity and sinuses, 40-50 50 (nasal Leather and shoe workers
urinary bladder sinuses)

C. Physical agents

1. Nonionizing radiation

Uluraviolet Skin
rays
2. lonizing radiation
X-rays skin, bone MArrow

{leukemia)
Yranium skin, lung, bone,
Podon pbone marrow (leukemia}
raslium
Mesothorium

3. Other

liypoxia Bone

3

*Prom: Cole, P. and M. B. Goldman, in Persons

2.5 (bladder}

varies with -
skin pigment
and texture

10-25 3-9

10-15 3-10

{hcademic Press Inc., New york), 1975, pp. 167-184.

original have been omitted.)

Farmers; sallors

Radiologists; medical
personnel

Radiologists; miners; radium
dial painters; radium chemists

Caisson workers

at High Risk of Cancer, J. F. Fraumeni, Jr,, ed.
(The references appearing in the

_8€...
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APPENDIX 4

OSHA TRAINING CONTRACTS FY 76

Shipyard workers
Employee representatives
Employee representatives
Union officers and

members

Union staff
Employee representatives

Employers and employees

Employers and employees
(agricultural)

Employers and employees
Employers and employees
Labor and management
representatives
Employers and employees
(longshoring)

Small busincsses

Employees

CONTRACTOR

NUMBER LENGTH

1,000 24 hr

4LBO 30 hr

30 1 wk

800 12 hr

- 1 wk

900  2-12 hr

43,350  8-12 hr

Materials

Pilot film

Level of knowledge

200

onn

L

£
o
(@]
<

4 wk

30 hr

I~
>
or
o]

National Fire Protection
Agsgociation

University of Wisconsin
School for Workers

University of Wisconsin
School for Workers

University of Wisconsin
School for Workers

University of Wisconsin
School for Workers

University of Wisconsin
School for Workers

American Association of
Community and Junior
Colleges (30 colleges)

Purdue Research Foundation

George Washington University
Southwest Research Imstitute

AFL~CIO Building and Con-
gtruction Trades
Department

Westinghouse Electric

orporation

American Industrial Hypiene
Association
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APPENDIX 4 - continued

40

TRAIRNEES NUMBER LENGTH EONTRACTOR
Apprentices ~—  40-48 hr University of California
Institute of Industrial
Relations
Integrate OSHA training Texas Department of Com—
with occupational munity Affairs
training provided
under CETA¥*
Develop instruments for smerican Institutes for
testing effectiveness Research
of OSH courses taught
at OSHA Training
Institute
#lompronsnsive Dmployment end Training Lot oof 1973,
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SNA

the voice of Nursing in Kansas

Statement of the Kansas State Nurses' Association
by Lynelle King, R.N., M.S., Executive Director
Before the House Labor and Industry Committee
February 14, 1984

In Support of HB 2770 Information for Employees
Concerning Toxic Substances

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Lynelle
King and I am the Executive Director of the Kansas State
Nurses' Association, the professional organization for
registered nurses in Kansas (a constituent of the 165,000
member American Nurses' Association).

KSNA asks your support of this bill which would give employees
including nurses the right to have information about health
hazards in the workplace. Many commonly used substances

are now being documented as potentially toxic. For example,
ethylene oxide s a gas used in sterilizing equipment,

which is known tc have carcinogenic properties but for which
no maximum exposure levels exist.

The American Nurses' Association at its 1982 convention passed
a resolution regarding Health Hazards in the Workplace. The
resolution recognizes that nurses have dedicated their careers
to promoting the health and welfare of their clients to the
extent that their own health and welfare has been neglected.
Nurses in hospitals are among health care workers who
frequently face routine exposure to toxic chemicals, gases,
radiation and other hazards that have been shown to cause
cancer, acute and chronic illness, spontaneous abortion and
birth defects. Documentation for planning preventive and
corrective action regarding health hazards is often inade-
quate. The ANA resolved to assist nurses to identify and

to report health hazards to appropriate government, health,
and nursing agencies or associations; to encourage research
and investigative activities into occupational risks and
health hazards encountered by nurses in the workplace; and

to encourage responsible individuals in health care settings

7
J

7 /



to employ qualified nurses to identify health hazards, to help
prevent health hazards, to assess consequences of health hazards,
and to promote high level wellness of their employees.

KSNA supports HB 2770 because it would strengthen nursing's
ability to identify hazardous substances in the workplace and
to provide education regarding the prevention of exposure to
hazards as well as the consequences of such exposure. Not
only would nurses and other health care providers benefit,

but nurses working in industrial and other occupational health
settings could assist workers in knowing about hazardous
substances.





