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SUBJECT: Asbestos Sampling and Analytical Method

OSHA, in their recently promulgated asbestos standard, specified a 
mandatory Reference Method for the sampling and analysis Of asbestos.
Although this method is very similar to the NIOSH 7400 method, there are some 
important differences. After comparing these two methods, the following 
observations were made.

1) Counting Rules. NIOSH provides two sets of counting rules,
A Rules and B Rules. OSHA requires that only the A Rules be used. 
Their rationale for this is (i) the A Rules have already been 
upheld in numerous court decisions, and (ii) changing to the B 
Rules would be inconsistent with the epidemiology upon which the 
standard was based.

2)

JS

Differential Counting. Method 7400 makes no attempt to do 
differential counting. That is, all fibers are to be counted 
even if it is obvious that the fiber is non-asbestos. The OSHA 
method also states that all particles with an aspect ratio of 3:1 
or greater should be counted. However, OSHA's Salt Lake City 
Analytical Laboratory is not following this apparent requirement. 
A number of other sources also claim to be doing differential 
counting. Some UCC locations are excluding obvious non-asbestos 
fibers, others are not. There are positive and negative factors 
with both approaches. In either case our counting procedures 
need to be made consistent. Your comments on this issue would be 
appreciated.
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So far, these are all of the significant differences I observed 
between the OSHA Reference Method and NIOSH 7400. Please let me know if you 
have noticed any others. All of these factors will be taken into account for 
the Volume 38 method now in progress.

R. S. Holmes
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