Cover-up, conspiracy or collective errors in judgment?

Asbestos: Examining the Shipyard’s Responsibility

* Why was asbestos used to such
a great extent in U.S. ship-
building without sufficient
regard for long-term safety?

standards but didn't consider
long-term safety?

¢ Which ones mis-identified the
form of risk?

'

limits to a situation they didn't
understand?

* How did shipyards contribute to
the development and con-

» Which organizations took
responsibility for shipyard safety

* Which ones attempted to fit
their “model” for safe exposure

tinuation of these problems?

g Now available, a distillation of over 500 archived documents that addresses this issue. 3

The use of asbestos products in, U.S. shipbuilding was
given far greater emphasis in the late 193(0’s than previ-
ously incurred as a consequence of the fire aboard the
passenger vessel Morrow Castle off the coast of New
Jersey in 1934, resulting in severe loss of life due to fire.
Subsequent hearings in the U.8. Senate led to regula-
tions requiring the fireproofing of passenger ships and
other vessels. Asbestos-containing products became
major components in ships thereafter, commencing with
the passenger ship S.8. Panama in 1938. At that time, it
was understood that too many airborne asbestos particles
could be harmful to the shipyard workers, causing
ashestosis; but by limiting the airborne concentrations
below acceptable concentrations, continuous, daily expo-
sure was. thought to be acceptable. Over the next several
decades, there continued to be the perception that there

was, in fact, some acceptable, continuous exposure con-
centrations which would not lead to asbestosis. It is now
recognized that there is no safe, continuous exposure
concentrations for airborne asbestos particles; nor is
the sole concern asbestosis; rather, the primary concern
is that of cancers. The persons who developed cancers
due to their shipyard exposure to asbestos are the victims
of a collective misunderstanding, since the 1930’s, of (i)
whether there was a a safe, continuous exposure limit,
(ii) what constituted the true asbestos-related concerns
and (iii) the fundamental causes of asbestos-related
diseases. The role and responsibility of U.S. shipyards
in that collective misunderstanding is analyzed
through an examination of historical documents.
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1968 - Confirmation of the Hypothesis of the Hazard |

of Low Level Exposures
1968 - Applicability of Standards to Shipyard Work
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Injuries at Shipyards
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. (continues in next column)

2/43 — Navy Department and Maritime Commission
Joiutly iseus “Minimum Requirements” of air
cloanliness standard below 5 mp/cu.ft. {about 30

1980 £/cc) ~ first suggested as & standard in 1838.

5 mp/cu.t. (about 30 f/ce).

{f/cc = fibers per cudic centimaeter)
{mp/cu.ft. = million particies per cubic foot)

8/71 — OSHA issues its initiaf standard of 12 f/cc.

12/71 ~ OSHA issues an Emergency Temporary
Standard ("ETS") of 5 {/cc effoctive immediately.

8/72 ~ OSHA issues notice that efffective 7/76 new
standard will be 2 f/ce.

10/78 —- OBHA belleves that “sufficient medical and
: scientific evidence has been accumulated to waurrant
the designation of asbestos as & human carcinogen”
and recommends future standard of 0.5 f/cc.
1980 (see 3/84 entry)
7/76 ~ OSHA’s standard of 2 f/cc becomes sffoctive.

11/83 ~ OBHA issues Emergency Temporary Standard
of 0.5 £/cc, but this was held invalid by Cowrt of
Appeals in March ‘84,

3/84 — OBHA's. ETS standard of 0.5 f/co was held .
invalid by Court of Appeals,

8788 -~ OSHA issues new standard of 0.2 f/cc.

8/94 - OSHA issues new standard of 0.1 £/cc.

1975 - TLV Standards are Inappropriate

1975 - Navy Prohibits Future Use of Asbestos

1975 - OSHA Recognizes Asbestos as a Carcinogen
1978 - NIH Continues to Accept TLV Concept

1978 - NIH Acknowledges Government Role Since 1938
1981 - Continued Lack of Adequate Database

1981 - Slow Decision-Making Due To Inadequate Data
1983 - Requirements of the OSHA Act of 1870

1983 - Agencies Responsible for Establishing TLV’s
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Asbestos: Examining the Shipyard's Respvonsibility

Cover-up, conspiracy or collective errors in judgment? :

¢  Why was asbestos used to such a great extent in U.S. shipbuilding without
sufficient regard for long-term safety?

Now available, a distillation of over 500 archived documents
that addresses this issue.

e Which organizations took responsibility for shipyard safety standards but
didn't consider long-term safety?

e  Which organizations mis-identified the form of risk that was to be
addressed?

e  Which organizations attempted to fit their “model" for safe exposure limits
to a situation they didn't understand?

e How did shipyards contribute to the development and continuation of these
problems?

Order by telephone, fax, or mail
Ashestos: Examining the Shipyard's Responsibility

Please send via Priority Mail a copy of TO: Fisher Maritime Transportation
the above paper (GBC bound, 8.5" x 11") Counselors, Inc.
$us 359 plus shipping & handling 147 Columbia Turnpike #203
(S&H = $us 6% to US addresses, $us 8% to Florham Park, NJ 07932, USA
Canada, $us 10-% elsewhere). Tel. 800 SEA FIRM or 973 660 1116
Add’l copies with same order: $us 2590 Fax 973 660 1144
nameftitle First copy $
company ) 2nd copy $
address . -8S&H $
city/state/zip TOTAL $
tel. no. fax. no.
payment by IOl Check Enclosed ()] MasterCard  [Ol Visa Q) American Express
card no. ~ exp. date
signature today’s date




	nametitle: 
	company:  
	address: 
	citystatezip: 
	tel no: 
	fax no: 
	undefined_5: 
	undefined_6: 
	undefined_7: 
	undefined_8: 
	expMte: 
	Radio Button1: Yes
	Text2: 
	Text3: 


