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Madam Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am Dr. Joehn F. Finklea, Director of the Natlonal Institute for
Occupational Safgty and Health (NIOSH), administered sy the Center fbr
Disease Controel within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
Accompanying me today are Mr. Ronald ¥. Coene, Director of the NIbSH Office
of Program Planning and Evaluation, and Mr. David S. Sundin, Chief of the
Hazard Section of the Division of Surveillance, Hazard Evaluations, and
Field Studies. We welcome the interest this Committee has shown in our

program, particularly in the area of reducing chemical hazards in the

" workplace.

When the Occupational Safety and Health Act was passed in 1970, NIOSH
and OSHA were given Federal responsibility for assuring safe and healthful

workplaces for American =en and women. The Senate Report on that act

recognized the complexity of the task we had been assigned: "Indeed, new

materials and processes are being introduced into industry at a much faster

rate than the preseat meager resources of occupational health can keep up
with.... New processes aﬁd new sources of enérgy present occupational
health probleﬁs of unprecedented complexity." Coﬁgress intended that NIOSH
and OSHA work cooperatively teward the same éoal, yet gave them separate
and distinct responsibilities. OSHA is fhe regulatory agency, charged with
setting and enf;rcingvéécupational'safety and'health standards. NIOSH is
the reseé}ch égency:réégéﬁg;blé fcé'éeﬁaloping ﬁéﬁ occcupational safety and

health informatien, reécmnending sta=fards, and providing technical

assistance in evaluating employesz £xzosuzss. The agencles share manpower

.and training responsibilities.

We are pleased to appear bzlore you today to discuss the report of the

General Accounting Office (GAO) ea how NIOSH and OSHA have met their
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/// responsibllities for setting new health standards. GAQ concluded that

faster standards development 1s needed to protect workers exposed to toxlc
substances. We carefully reviewed the draft report and provided extensive
‘comments te GAO, some of which were reflected in the fimal report. We will
discuss the four major toplcs in the report that relate to NIOSH: criteria
.. decument producﬁion, priority setting, carcinogen policy, and general
research.

Criteria Document Producticn

NIOSH's recommendations for occupational safety and health standa. ls
are,genérally transmitted to the Department of Labor in the form of a
criteria ddcﬁment. This decument contains the recommended envirommental
limit for worker exposure to a particular substanc:, group of substances,
or physical agent. In addition to an envirormmental limit, the document
contalns tﬁa r#tionale for that limit as well as other relevant information
on medical monitoring, labeling and posting, personal protective equipment

ﬁaﬂd élothing, work practices and engineering controls, Saﬁpling and
analytical methods, and recordkeeping requireménts.

Since 1972, we have transmitted 62 criteria documents to the
Department aof Labor. In developing a criteria document we attempt to
review all_information rele&ant to substances covered by the document and
conduct thorough internal and external reviews. Consultants from induscry,
other‘Federal agenciés, State and local govern:eﬁts,‘érganized labor,
universities, and pr;feﬁsional soclatias 6fteﬁ pérticipate in external
reﬁiew of 6ur dbcumenfs. NIOSH hés ==z2a dranatié progress in reducing the
average time it takes to producs a critariz document to the present 13
months per document. For fisczl yazrs 1372 to 1975, NIOSH only transmitted

from 5 to 7 criterla documents 2 y22r to thz Department of Labor. In
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fiscal year 1976, we transmitted 29 criteria documents. Our gurrent

-~

schedule calls for 24 documents a year. | g u

Increasingly, we are developing single docuzents‘cqyériAg groups of
ﬁubstances with similar chemical, toxicological or phar$%;plogical
characteristics. We are also developing documents on tndustrial processes
such as coal gasification, coal liquefaction, roofing, ;nd welding. These
process documents will be based on a number of single hazard criteria
documents which we will update and relate tc specific industrlal processes.

We are presently developiﬁg a criteria document that will contain a
recommended standard for eipcsura to pestilcides during their manufacture
and'formulation. This document will pfovide recommendatlons covéring all
1,800 pesticides listed in the 1976 edition of the NIOSH Registry of Toxic
Effects of Chemical Substances. Of the 96 criteria documents plénned for
fiscal years 1978-1981,-24 wiil deal with single chemical compounds and the

remaining 72 will cover groups of compounds. Based on these estimates, we

expect that in addition to the 1,800 pesticldes ﬁrgyiously mentioned, the

" NIOSH criteria documents oriented toward groups of hazards, and processes
or industries will cover more than 3,000 hazards by 1981. Thus, the

- Institute will be develsoing recommended health standards which will apply

to over 4,800 chemical and physical agents during this pericd.
This increase in criteria document preoduction has been made possible,

in part, by the NIOSH program progress reporting system. This system has

been improved each year to the point where we consider it to be highly

effective both in monitoring progress and providing a stimulus for greater

efforet.

Four "eritical® milestones are ideatified for each criteria document.

They are: starting daté,.tcmpletion of first draft, completion of final




draft, and transmission to the Department of Lébor. Quarterly progress
reports show completed milestaones and a rescheduling of missed milestones
with a reason fcr!delay. I meet during each quarter with NIOSH office and
division directors to discuss these reports and am also advised of major
problems as they emerge. A more detalled tracking system 1s also
maintal =d that identifies more than 40 events, with dates, in the
development of each document.

It has always been our policy to invite OSHA to participate during our
criteria documént reviews., Furthermore, we have offered OSHA our
assistance in translating Eriteria documents inta éccupational health
standards. We have conducted research to a..-wer theilr specific questions
that have arisen during the standards development process for lead, cotton
dust, benzene, sulfur dioxide and beryllium. We have also provided experts
to testify at OSHA.public hearings and assist in the questioning of

wiltnesseas.

We would agree with GAO, however, that NIOSH and OSHA have had

difficulty synchronizing their efforts in developing standards. We will

work closely with the present Assistant Secretary of Labor for Occupatilonal

Safety and Heal;h, Dr. Eula Bingham, and her staff to resolve any remaihing
problems in this area. We have been meeting monthly with OSHA and these
meetings at the policy level and ﬁt the ﬁorkiﬁg level have proven helpful
_in,coordina:ing onr programs. We alsc have many staff level contacts
Qutside the context of these regular =—zacings. We believe it is important
to coordinate our work in this arzz sc that standards can be established
which effectively control workolzce =xzosurses. We do not agree, however,
that the number of our eriteria ¢scumancs should be limited to the number

of standards that OSHA 1s able to pre=ulgate. Criteria documents have a
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value even before being translated into enforceable standardéi They are
widely distributed and many companles' use them as a b;siéité,éontrol
hazards even though the documénts do not have the forcg{bf léw. They
provide a thorough review of the existing literature agéagtaté of knowledge
on a hazard and serve as an impetus for further resear#ﬁ'by NIQSH and
others. They are also being utilized by othef government agencies and by
international bodies such as the World Health Organization as the basils for

setting interﬁational permissible limits for occupational exposures.

Priority Setting

When NIOSH began to dévelOp criterla documents we found it necessary
to es:ablish priorities to determine which of the thousands of physical and
chemical hazards we should focus on first. Originally, our priority syétem
consisted of estimating the number of wori-2rs potentially exposed ta a
hazard and evaluating the severity of its effect., Through this method,
eritesia for recommended standards were developed for many of the most
sericias agents, including asbestcs,.benzene, berjliigmt léad} mercury,
silica, and noisé. The NIOSH priority system has since been revised to
also consider new information relating to toxicity or carcinogenicity, new
recommendations by professional societles, toxiclty reports on substances
which have neo 0SBA standard, and rec&mmendations from government agencles,
professional socleties, trade associations, and unions. The priority
system has been_flexigle enough to allow us to develop recommended
standards for substances that we had not previously recognized as high
>priority hazards, such as Kepone, vinyl chlo%ide, 2 nltropropane, and
phenyl beta napthylamine. |

Because new informa;ioniis constantly being developed, the substances

on our priority 1list are:periodically ra-evaluated. This new information




oa hazards 1s obtalned through research reports, reports from health
professionals, the NIOSH Natlonal Occupational Hazard Survey and the

Reglstry of Toxic Effects of Chemical Substances and associated subfiles.

We also receive information from the World Health Organization, and from
comaents on our proposed prlorities published in the Federal Regilster.

NIOSH began the National Occupational Haza?d Survey (NOHS) in 1972 in
an attempt to determine the extent of worker exposure to chemical
substances and physical agents. Vislts were made to 4,636 workplaces that
had been selected with the assistance of the Bureau of Labor Statisties in
~the Deparément of Labor to ensure a representatlve cross sectlon of
industry type and size. The NIOSH teams collected general information
about each plant, such as 1ts major product or service, the number of
employees, and the availla3ility and kind of medical care. They also
" recorded the number of workers in each job categsry potentially exposed to
specific chemical and physical agents.

The field data gathering phase of the study was complet;d in 1974.
Although we have been able te utilize certaln aspects of the survey in
making rough estimates about speeific worker exposurés and in our testimony
at OSHA and Congressional hearings, we are just now beginning to be able to
use the data in establishing priorities and projecting worker exposures to
a large number of hazards. A major problem in completing the sfudy, as we
testified before this Cormittee last year, 1s that companies surveyed often
were not aware of the chemical corposiiicn of the substances used in their
‘plant. Over 70 percent of the exsosures identified were recorded as trade
name products for which éhe chexzizzl :c:pasi:ion was not known to the
company; Approximately one thizd cf the productS We surveyed were

designated as trade secret., NICSZ k25 contzcted more than 10,000

-~



manufacturers to identlfy precisely what chemicals were cont%ined in these

trade name products. -

paséd on our survey, we estimate that more than 7 9#1110# workers in
the United State are exposed to trade name products congﬁining an OSHA-
regulated toxic substance. Even more disturbing, our s;fvey indicates that
there may be more than 300,000 workers expose& to trade name products
contalning one of the 16 carclnogeans regulated by OSHA. A single employee
may be exposed to more than one regulated hazard or to more than bne
regulated carcinogen. In these cases, neither the employer nor the
employees may have been aware of the ingredients of these products because
they were known by trade name rather than by chemical composition. In our
survey, the magufacturers designated as tradé gecret néarly one third
(32.57%) of the products ccntaining an OSHA-regulated substance and more
. than one third (35.42) of the products containing a cancer—causing agent.

Cther information provided by the National Occupational Hazard Sufvey-
indicates that ninety-eight percent of small businesses.(fewér thaﬁ 250
 emp1oyees) and etighty-£ive percent of larger plants (250\to»500 employees)
do not recelve industrial hyglene ér safety engineering services. The
situation ié somewhat I=>-oved but far from satisfactory with respect to
personal protective equipment. Only two-thirds of all plants provided some
sort of personal protective equipment.

Carcinogen Policy’

NIOSH supports GAQ's recommendation that a uniform policy be
established for identifying and regulating cancer-causing ghemicals. We
have always attemﬁted to evaluate all data relevant to establishing a
recommended occupational spandérd and have placed primary importance on any

data relating to carcinogenicity in exparizental animals or humans.
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;Efiteria documents now contaln a separate subsection in which the data
pertaiﬁing to carcinogenicity is summarized and highlighted.

Scientific opinion on the kind of evidence used in classifying a
substance as a human carcinogen ﬁas been changing over the past few years,
and NIOSH poliry has reflected some of those changes. Certaln experimental
techﬂiques, such as in vitro assays, have only recently been available and
the use of individual medical historiles 1s given greater weight than in the
past. As new iInformation ﬁas become avallable on carcinogenicity, NIOSH

has revised a number of criteria documents. When NICSH initially déveloped

criterla documents on benzene, bg;yllium, and chloroform, we presented data_

giving some indication that the substances might be carcinogens. ' However,
in all three cases we considered the data inconclusive and did not label
the substances as suspec:Z human carclnogens. Afterrthe documents were
transmitted, new information on carcinbgenidity became avallable. As a
result we reassessed our earlier position and labeled all three substances

as carcioogens and transmitted revised recommended standards to the

Department of Labor.

In discussing the cadmium criteria document, GAO noted that there was

some difference of opinion within the Institute on the carcinogenicity Of.,
cadmium. Tt is the Institute's pasition, based on a thorough review of all
available evidence on the carcinogenicity of c;dﬁium, that there is not
sufficient e;idencg at this time te label it a suspect human carcinogen.
Not everyone within NIOSH agrees with thzt position. There are other cases

of disagreement on substances suck z3 nickel znd benzene, in which the
Institute has concluded, after ewsz=fzinz 21l available evidence, that these

' substances should be considerad suspacz- huzan carcinogens. Not everyone’

within the Institute agrees wizh thzsa dacisions either. We protect the
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right of Individuals to disagree with Institute decisions and!'express their
opinion as individual scientists. We are always ready td(examine new
A )

evidence as it becomes avallable and revise an earlier recommendation.
l . Fa
T
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A

Ceneral Research

It is clear from the legislative history of the Oéeupational Safety
and Health Act that Congress intended for NIdSH to con&uct some research
not directly related to developing criteria for recommendad standards.
Some examples of this kind of research include behavioral research on how
Job stress affects health and job performance, develeopment of analytical
methods, issues with implications for the energy program such as coldl
stréss, and development af improved>personal protective equipment. We also
attempt to strlke a balance between short-term research, such as developing
informatidn needed to assist OSHA at a standards hearing or with a
compliance problem, and long-term research fhat will assist us in
develsping criterla for standards in the years to come.

Ia planning its fiscal year 1977 program, NIOSH decided how much of
its research prograz sheuld be difected at filling‘gaﬁs,in pfeviously
issued standards recommendations, at f£illing gaps in future specific
standards reccrmerdaticns, at providing infcrmatién generally useful to
future standafds recommendations, and at providing useful needed
occupational safety and health information not direétly related to
standards devélopment. Each fiscal year 1977 research preject was put into
one of those four categories, and the research budget was allocated with
the NIOSH targets for those areas in mind.

In Chapter 9 of the-draft GAO‘raport? 1t was stated that 37 NIOSH
research projects were ;evi;wad and enly 10 had produced at least some

information that was used in criteria docuxents. NIOSH disagreed with
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_A0's analysls of these projects and they deleted the statemakt from the
final report. However, since other concluslons Iin the report are based on
L

the initial GAO analysis of those projects, I would likei to discuss thelr
. ,r' ! ;"l
¢

i

analysis in some detail. T T

There 1s no indication that the projects were chos;n in a statistically
wvalid manner‘nor that they are representatlve of the NiOSH health research
program. The projects also span the fiscal years 1972 to 1975 and there
was no attempt in the analysils to Indicate any improvement in relating
research projects to scheduled ériteria documenté during those years.
There are other errors in fhe GAO analysis. They only evaluéted 36
projects, not 37.: Inciuded in the 36 are 2 safety research projects, which
are outside the scope of the GAO study. Also included are two projects
dealing with uranium mi=f=z or millling, which is performed by NIOSH under
authority of the Public Health Service Act.

0f the remaining 32 projects; ég additional 5 should be deleted from

the ac-a2lysis. Two projects were cancelled soon after they were initiated.

.Iwo other projects incl=ded in the GAO analysis were not research ﬁrojects:

one provided technical assistance to State and Federal agencies and others
in asbestos sampling p:ocaﬁures; the other provided essential analytical
chemistry laboratory services to the NIOSH research program. Two other
projects tested by GAO should only be counted as one becau;e they were
actually two different aspecté of the same research investiéation on tale.
This would fe consistent with the way CAOQ has'handlgd other similar

occurrences in the analysis. The =5 projects were separated within NIOSH

1]
n
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for accounting reasons as they wer ueted in different dbranches within

the same division. This leavés 27 pzzjzcts that we belleve should be.

considered further.




0f those 27 projects, 15 have in fact produced information that was used iﬂr
criteria documenté developed by September 30, 1976, The GAO analysis did
not take into consideration thoss projects vhich were directed at providing
information for criteria documents to be developed in fiscal year 1977 and
beyond. This gives a distorted view of the NIOSH research program and also
falls to recognize the long lead time required to complete the kinds of
research most useful in developing criteria documents. Review of éhe
remaiQing 12 projects Indicated that 6 of_tﬁem were directed toward
providing information éither for criteria documents issued since September
30, 1976, or documents to be issued in fiscal years 1977 througi 1981. oOf
the remaining 6 projects, 3 are behavioral resear;h, specifically mandated
by Section 20(a) (1) of the Occupationél Safe! and Bealth Act. Research of
this type frequently is not intended to relate directly to criteria
documents.

Analysis of GSA Material Safety Data Sheets

We would also like to report on our progressilnfanalﬁziﬁg theuadequacy
of the material ;afefy data sheets collected by the General Services
Administration (GSA), as required by Federal Standard 313A. We reviewed a
statistical sample of 224 of the over 3100 data sheets collected by GSA and
rated the information supplied 6n each of the sections contained on the
sheats by the following_scalei 0 (for no data), 1 (serious deficiences,
elther evrors or omissions), 2 (adequate information to gilve some |
indication of the hazards), and 3 (completely filled in with extensive
data). Fe&er than 30 percent of the sheets we analyzed contained adequate

information in all sections.

We were particularly interested In determining how much information

1)
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was supplied in two sectlons of particular importance for employee
protection. One of these was the section requesting information on the
names and composition of hazardous lngredients. The sheets achileved an
average score of 1.3 on this section, with 67 of the sheets containing no
Informatlion and only 29 contalnlng extensive infermatlon. The major
weakness we observed was that the sheets contained'very general
descriptioné of hazardous materials, referring to them only as "solvents"
or "thinner." The other ssction we were particularly interested in was the
secﬁipn on health hazard data, inclﬁding emergency first ald procedﬁres and
effects of overexposure. Fifty sheets contained no information in this
cétegory and 64 contalned inadequaée information. Only 38 sheets contained
extensive information.

In general, our analysis showed that the material safety data sheets
submitted to GSA lacked a2 goecd deal of the inf&rmation required by Federal
Standard 313A. Data on product composition and health effects were
particularly weak. However, for every category, a number og the sheets‘

contalned excellent information. This Indicates to us that if GSA

supﬁliers take the data sheet requirement seriously, they are able to

submit good information. We are submitting a report om our analysis to GSA

and pian to work with them in improving the quality of material safety data
sheets submitted to the ?ederal'Gove£ﬁmEnt.

Madam Chairman; we will be plessed to answer‘any questions you or
menbers of your Subcommittee may nhava on our i:plementatioﬁ of éhe |

Occupational Safety and Health Act.
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