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WRITTEN QUESTION E-0200/02
by Charles Tannock (PPE-DE), Per-Arne Arvidsson (PPE-DE) and Antonios Trakatellis (PPE-DE)
to the Commission

Subject: Asbestos regulations in the European Union

Following studies by Professor Julian Peto of the Institute of Cancer Research in the 1980s which 
suggested that 'white' asbestos was just as dangerous as 'blue' and 'brown' asbestos (which had been 
identified in the 1950s by Professor Richard Doll as being extremely hazardous to human health), the 
European Commission introduced directives lumping the two together. 

Is the Commission aware that subsequent reports commissioned by the UK Health and Safety 
Executive carried-out by Dr Alan Gibbs and Professor F. Pooley suggested that Professor Peto may 
have misread the data, that further internal Health and Safety Executive studies, including a paper by 
John Hodgson and Andrew Darnton, concluded in the year 2000 that the risk from 'white' asbestos 
(which confusingly shares the same name as 'blue' and 'brown' asbestos despite having an entirely 
different chemical structure) is 'virtually zero', that in 1992 a senior US court declared that more 
people are likely to 'die from inhalation of toothpicks than from white asbestos fibres' and that, 
following the release of 40 tonnes of 'white' asbestos as a result of the collapse of the World Trade 
Center last September, the US Environmental Protection Agency declared that this posed no danger?

Will the Commission undertake to request information from the US and New York health authorities 
over the coming months as to the environmental impact of this enormous release of 'white' asbestos 
into the atmosphere and, without in any way questioning the need for measures to protect humans 
from the effects of 'blue' and 'brown' asbestos, will the Commission ask its own scientific advisory 
body to look into the conflicting scientific evidence over 'white' asbestos and produce its own report 
on the matter to ensure that all asbestos legislation is appropriately targeted and that industry is not 
required to bear huge and unnecessary costs to protect against non-dangerous substances? 


