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‘ ' In 1980, Du Pont was first in the chemical industry to ~
1fuv;>lnctitutc an asbestos-screening program for all employees and

' pensioners. As a part of this program, the Rochestsr Plant

specifically monitors all employses with }/pot.ntial for
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*J’ cholt x=-zray, which is read and interpreted by a board certified

exposure to asbestos as a part of the pericdic physical

examination for employees. The examination includes a =fwbt

/wﬂy. radiologist, and a pulmonary function test.
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! ' Corporate Medical recently assisted in an audit of all the
’x‘)" » E
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T w7 x-rays of enployees and pensioners in our monitoring program.

1 ‘i:[ This review, done by a board certified zldioloqiiifzgizhod in

/Cb’hy \ detecting abnormalities that may be asbestos-related, indicates
}‘ that 1l people have abnormalitiee which require follow-up es per

'91 our procedure. Even though our local board certified radiolo-

: gists have not indicatad these employees have abnormalitiees

yﬂi‘ that are possibly asbestos-related, we will send these peoples,

" at our expense, to a pulmonary specialist for consultation. In

addition, tha corporate audit indicated that 24 x-rays should be

retaken because the qual of the film wae not acceptable for

d.?{n’fi?&'."::ﬁz';’:f:;"i'g il view s were regurcd

Dr. Auerbach will meet personally with all employees and

pensioners involved to specifically review their circumstances
with them.
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