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y / Review Direci:d cn Asbestos Medicsl : acton KuilRgs
‘ Review Comnissioner Thnothy . Cleary has directed revicw of two
3 cases in which the Judges beld thae the saiery stardand on asbestos exposure
© . reguices medical examinauons for employers exposed to any level of airberne
- U ashestes fibers,
: The similar rulings were made in two cases brought against GAF Core
i poretinn, which mzcufaciures Luilding materials, following plant mypectoes
: in Whitchn!l, 2, and 3t Louis, Mo, The Judges both held that mul;an
! exarminations were accest o for all emplovees, not merely those expost ™
' asbestos fevels in evvess 0 amounts ailoced by the standard (sve bevss
) longer than Ave nucrometsss, per culice cenumeter of air). Deth vicistons
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were cousidered to be nanserious. A $0 penait: was affirmed in the Denasyi.
vania casc; none wis recommended in the other (See 718,289 and 1355
EsMrroyeNT SareTy ann Heartn Guios).

h
v -

The company argue:d in its petition for review that medicz! examinatinres
are required only for theae emplovees exposed to more than the §us.fic-
limit. The term “concentrutiun™ i the medical examination provision rela::
to the level of maximwn permisnible expasure, the petition stated. The N{OSi:
criteria document on asbustos recommended setting exposure levels at tws

fibcrs, so it would bie unrezsonalbile o consider 2 “conczntrution” to be less thaa
that amount, it arneeed,
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Furthermare, the Calilorma state plan requires exams only if exposurs
exceeds une fher per cem, and since this plan was approved by O3SHA, it muss
be consi-iereed as effective as the federal one, the petition stated. It also
argucd that the standard was uncnforceably vague, and that the Secretary
wus altempting o carmy out programs of experimentation and rescarch 2t the
emulovers’ expensc.
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