


WILL OSHA BAR THE 

Though most 
employers already 
have smoking 
policies, recent 
reports on the 
dangers of 
secondhand smoke 
have put enormous 
pressure on OSHA to 
snuff out workplace 
smoking. 

ou get the lmpressron that if 
OSHA officials had them way, Y they would rather not devote 

thelr l ~ r n ~ t e d  resources to a controver- 
slal socretal Issue such as  smoking. 
They don't have much of a choice, how- 
ever, given the environment of lepsla- 
tion. Ibwsuits, and emplover and em- 
ployee concerns about the adverse  
health effects of smolung 

"Doing nothing about workplace 
smohng IS shll one of our ophons, but 
11's not a very viable one,"  admrts 
Charles Adk~ns .  OSHA's dlrector of 
health standards programs 'We w ~ l l  
have to do somethng but 11's certainly 
not gomg to be qu~ck or easy " 

Adkins w d  OSHA is considering two 
standards-setting approaches destgned 
to protect nonsmokers h-om exposure to 
passive tobacco smoke at work: The 
agency will e~ther  develop a smohng- 
speclhc health standard, or ~t d try to 
address workplace smolung as part of a 

broad-based genenc rulemakmg on m- 
door alr qua11ty (IAQ). An offlc~al an- 
nouncement could come as early as this 
month in response to a lawsu~t by Ac- 
tion on Smolung and Health (ASH). a 
Washington. D.C.. anhsmokmg group 

An OSHA spokesman s a ~ d  the re- 
view of op t~ons  has been very careful 
because s m o h g  u a tughlv emohonal 
Issue a n d  because ~f OSHA tac l l r -  
smoking on its own, presumably there 
will be no achon on IAQ. He s a d  the at- 
hachon of developing a smolung-on11 
standard IS that, desprte all of the a i -  
comprnylng emotion and p o l ~ t ~ c \ ,  i t  

could s U b e  completed faster (m three 
to five years) than an IAQ rulk (wh~ch  
would take five to aght  years) 

At press time, it appeared the agenr! 
was learung toward the more mclus~ve 
IAQ approach -a declsron that would 
please labor uruons and tobacro rnanufa~ - 
t u r e ~  but d u n a t e  publrc health amwth  
Employers, at least 85 percent of whom al- 



r c ~ i f \  h ~ v e  smolung polraes, would a p  pational carcinogen" and  recorn- opment tox~cologst for R J. Reynolds 
p~rtofavorasmokmg-only demakmg mended that to protect nonsmokers, Tobacco Co  , Winston-Salem, N C 

Assuming OSHA prcks the IAQ ap- 'exposures be reduced to the lowest "The idea that ETScauseslungcancer~s 
 roach, our  sources s a ~ d  the agency feasrbleconcenhahon " not a n y t h ~ n g  llke conceivable I don't 
WOUILI shU have the ophon to spin OH a Earher this year, a landmark EPA re- think that's a valid conclusron " 
separate smoklng pr~olect r f  the IAQ port, "Respiratory Health Effects of Tobacco Ins t~ tu te  spokesman Bill 
rulemaking stalls or the Congress or Passive Smokrng Lung Cancer and  Wordham told Ocnrpltroml Harardj that 
court< become impahent Other Disorders," analyzed the results even though the tobarn industry dws not 

No matter whrch approach OSHA of 30 epldemiologcal studies and con- believeexposure to m , a a  hazard, ~t m- 
chooses, the agency probably will not c1uded that ETS is a known human car- ommends that employers estabbh smok- 
propose an allhout ban on smolung un- anogen, responsible for approximately lng policies to "accommodate smokers 
less a court o r  Congress mandates ~t 3,000 lung cancer deaths  annual ly  and nonsmokers." Many tobaaco manu- 
But >ources pointed out, if OSHA rm- among U S adult nonsmokers. Steven facturers have smokmg policles of theu 
p0.r. stnct, costly requirements - at- P Bayard, an  E P A  statistician who  own and offer gurdelrnes to help other 
mo:~henc rnorutonng for con tamants  coauthored the report, sald crgarette buslnesses~mplement pobaes. 
or >e~aratel?; \ entdated smokmg rooms smoke contains more than 40 known or 
-on workplaces whch ailow smokmg, suspected human carnnogens Not Waiting for OSHA 
man\ t.mpio?*erz m a  decide to ban ~t An esbmated 3 d o n  Amencans are Most employers are well ahead of 
a n \ x J \  .4bout 35 percent ot U.5 work- smokers. The L' S. Centers fur D~sease OSHA rn address~ng workpl~ce smok- 
place& dread! hase s m o ~ g  bans Control and Prevention estimates that ing. In 1991, a study by the Soc~ety for 

smolang IS responsible for 434.000 d e a h  Human Resource Management (SHR"VT) 
Studies Galore  per year among L.S smokers and former and the Bureau of Sahonal Affairs (BSA) 

' 1ts13h ~t r* ere not true," Assistant DI- s m o k n  Various studies have linked ac- reported that 85 percent of orgaruzahons 
rector of SIOSH Bnan D Hardin said, hve and passlve smokmg to everythmg surveyed had smokmg pohaes Vutuall) 
but I am afraid OSH -\ needs a standard from lung cancer and heart dwase to re- every one of them prohibited smokmg m 

to ~ d d r e s s  this There are shll too many productive health disorders and chlld- common areas like hallways, restrooms, 
\.;orlets exposed to th carclnogen " hood demonsand mpmtor). problems. and conference rooms. Another 34 per- 

IdeaU?, SIOSH s HardLn sad,  all em- "Tobacco smoke IS the brggest toxln we cent had banned smohgaltogether The 
plo!.erc and other orgaruzahons would allow m workplaces," said Jon R u b &  survey found that 8 percent of organua- 
has e banned or restricted smolung years M D., corporate medical duector of Pitts- hons had a stated preference for hmng 
ago tn respow to any number of reports burgh-based Consolidated Natural Gas nonsmokers and that 2 percent hired 
and -tudtec llnlung actlve and passwe Co (CNG), which prohib~ts smokmg m nonsmokersexdusrvely. 
s r n o h g  to ad\ e w  health effects ~ t s  faal~ties "It's hypocriticallto worry In an A p d  1993 report. Organuabon 

In 1964, the C.S Surgeon General IS- about low levels of other hermcals when Resources Counselors (ORC), a Wash- 
cued 3 ldndmark report on smokng and you shll allow e x p u r r  to tobacco smoke lngton, D.C., government relabons con- 
health rs htih declared that s m o k ~ n g  Froma hazmat standpomt, there'severy sultlng hrm, sard that 111 of 1113 large 
iau.e- ~ J n c e r  8) 1986, the Surgeon Gen- reason m the world that tobacco smoke cllent companies susveyed had formal 
cral and \ahonai Research Counnl had should be regulated out of emtence " smolung pollc~es Many of the compa- 
ioncluded that agarette smoke Inhaled The C 5 tobacco m d u s ~ ,  a SJ.l bdbon rues allowed s r n o h g  only m des~gnated 
b\ nonsmokers, so-called 'secondhand marKpt, lns~sts that there IS no proof that areas Very few reported hat rng total 
bmoke." ~5alsoa cause of senous dwase agatene smokmg causes b a s e .  Lndus- bans on smoking, but approrrmately 

In l Wl, when Hard~n was deputy dl- tr) representab\es are even more m h c d  one-fourth mdcated that they were con- 
rector of YIOSH's DIV of Standards of reports that passive smoklng can sldering polrcy revlsrons, most likely 
Det elopment and Technology Trans- cause senous adverse health effects rnovlng toward greater restnchons 
fer the Instrtute rssued "Envuonmental "We concede that smokrng has been "A lot of employers hate programs be- 
Tobacco Smoke In the Workplace Lung llnked statrstrcally wrth a number of causetheyhnkit'sthenght h g t o d o . ' "  
Cancer and Other Health Effeac" (Cur- d~sease  c o n d ~ t ~ o n s ,  but that does not ORC V ~ c e  Presrdent R~chard F Boggs 
rent Intehgence Bullehn 54) The report prove causahon," sard Christopher R E said "In some campaniles, there n d  be 
concluded that ETS IS "a potennel occu- Cogpns, pnnapal research and devel- repercusaons, but most large oomparues 0 

N 
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' 1986 1991 1993 CI 
Surgeon general land^ NlOSH concludes that EPA determrnes that 

General issues first Natlonal Research ETS 1s -a potentla1 ETS IS a Known human1 
Councll report that occupatronal carcinogen, respons~ble 
ETS 1s a cause of lung carc~nogen' and for approxtmately 
cancer In nonsmokers recommends that to 3.008 lung cancer 

protect nonsmokers, deaths annually among 
'exposures be reducied U.S. adult nonsmokers 
to the lowest feasible 
conwtnbon.' 

""---..Y._ 6.- .LWw-&,*:&.4 -.A' *.- 
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Dr. hdnlck: .9ab~cco I8 the 
#00.d todn m allow In -.. 
seem to be hand@ h a  well '' 

"We'd llkc to see people quit smok- 
1ng. but that s a beha\.loral Issue that 
we can't force on them," sajd Rudn~ck 
of Consol~dated Yatural Gas. an ORC 
cl~ent Included In the s u n e y  "\%'e can 
sa! that !ou mu4  control !our beha\ - 
lor to  compl! with the compan? s 
smoke-free polli\ " 

Rudnlck implemented CNG's srnoh- 
lng p o l ~ i \  ox er se\ era1 months, begn-  
nrng b! ~ n \ o l i  In6 management, smok- 
erh and non.mokers In meetlngc and 
pollc! drafting 4her the p h c y  Wac an- 
nounced C l G ,  \. hlch has 9,000 em. 
ylo! et=c yrc.\ lded tralnlng lo smokers 
a n d  t o  manager. and  super! Isor% 
Smokcr- alio had acceG- to a take-home 
lot de- lped to help them manage the~r 
urpe to ~ m o h e  dunng  H ork hours and 
pe rhap  help them ro qult altogether 

' The real Ke! \. ac how we ap-  
prodchedthc translhon." Rudruck sald 
' \I htn  thr policy went Into efiect. 11 

a- not l~hc D.Da> Our smoker< were 
read\ The! were not outsrde franhcallj- 
pufhng a k a \  to store up thelr smoking 
- what W. t. call p o ~ ~ e r  smohng "' 

M a n \  nthrr companle*, while stop- 
ping <hen of trannln): smokrng 1ndoor5, 
ha\ c 6ub.tantlal restrlct~ons A t  Ezron 
Re\carih and Engnecnng Co , Florham 
Park, Y I . for elample. smoK~ng 15 al- 
In\< ed m ~nd~\ ldua l  offices, s r n o b g  sec- 
tlon. of the cafcter~a, and lotbb~es and 
hallnavq hut not In conference rooms or 
bathroomh "Our pollc) recognizes the 
nght or the nonsmoker over the nght of 
the smoker when the two nghts confl~ct," 
sp )he~roman  Roury k o h a l r  sad  

lntcrnatronal Buslne*h Machlnes 

develop their own s m o h g  policies so 
they can be sensitive to the concerns of 
smokers, nonsmokers, and customers. 

'We are moving toward becoming a 
smoke-free company in the U.S.," said 
Carol Wilkinson, M.D., IBM's director 
of occupational health. 

Good Reasons 
Employers offer many reasons for ad- 

dresnng workplace smolung even with- 
out an OSHA standard. Common ones 
mclude employee complamts, concerns 
about nnng  health care costs, and prcF 
tection of products and equipment. 

'Smoking has come up  on employee 
op~nion surveys on a mguh b w , "  IBM's 
Dr. Wllkinson said "It's hard to mekr 
nonsmoken comfortable If you allow p 
ple to smoke anjwhere they want " 

1t1 some cases, employers are simply 
respondmg to the requirements of state 
and local laws According to a 1992 re- 
port by the Coalrtlon on Smolung OR 
Health. 41 states restrlct srnoklng In 
publ~c sector workplaces and 19 states 
l ~ m l t  smolung In private sector work- 
places In recent years, smoklng has 
also been severely restricted on public 
transportat~on, ~n restaurants, and at 
many public events 

"It's hard to t h ~ n k  of many public 
places wtuch are not also workplaces for 
somebody." polnted out John Banzhaf, 
executn e d~rector of Acbon on Smolung 
and Health and a law professor at 
George Wastungton U ~ r ' e r ~ l h  

Stilll the most compell~ng long-term 
reason for having a smolung pohcy 1s to 
protect against Iltlgatron, says John A. 
Tiffany, coowner of Tiffany-Bader En- 
wonmental Inc., a Chatham. N.J., IAQ 

consulting fum. Tiffany, who chairs the 
American Industrial Hygiene Assn.'s 
Indoor Environmental Quality Com- 
mittee, a i d  the EPA study opened u p  
'lawsuit land' for employers who fail 
to addms workplace smoking. 

Employm have been m i n g  cases 
under several legal,theories and doc- 
trines, including negligence, workers' 
compensation, unemplbyment insur- 
ance, disability, and d l sc r~mlna t~on ,  
ASH'S Banzhaf reported. 

In SchilIPr v. Lm Angtles Un!hed Schmli 
Ihsfrrct, for example, a teacher showed 
that her chronic lung dlsease was tng- 
gered by cigarette smoke drifting u p  
from a first-floor smoking area into her 
mend-floor classroom In another case, 
Pkttm v. Dcpt. oftht A n y ,  an Arm!. em- 
ployee sensrtlve to tobacco smoke was 
ruled a *hand~capped person" under 
the FederalRehabilitation Act, and the 
Army was required to make a reason+ 
able accomrnodahon to his handcap 

In other @dons, plainhffs ha\ e no! 
had  as  much success. The Set.ada 
Supreme Court, for example, recentl! 
ruled in P a l m  v. Del Webb's Hrgh Sit-rr; 

CPsrno that a casino pit boss exposed to 
ETS for some 20 years was not entitled to 
worken' compensation benefits becausc 
exposure to secondhand smoke was not 
"uniquely inadental to the character of 
that busmess " The court s a d  that. unh: 
state law ~denthes  ETrrelated health ei- 
fects as an ormpabonal h a w .  thew cop- 
hbons must be recogmzed ac "product- 
of a nonvenereal fonn of d &ua* 

In sltuahons where the emplb! er I$ a 
b u l l d ~ n g  tenant, some workers ha\ e 

flled common law and n e g l ~ g r n c e  
claims agalnst bullding owners For 
now, defendants are prevalhng In me4 
of those cases, according to James 0 
Neet Jr., Martha 5 Warren, and hlark 
W. Cowing, attorneys In the Kansa* 
City office of Shook. Hard! 6. Bacon. 

'Nonetheless, the problem< accorlf 
ated w ~ t h  lndoor alr pollut~on .could 
be one of the most Lbgated issues of thc 
1990s," the three lawyers wrote m a y.1. 
per presented at last year's Alr & 1% actr 
Management Assn, annual meeting 

Bill Borwegen, &rector of health and 
safety for the Service Emplo!.ees Ihter- 
national Unlon, said he w o r r ~ e c  that 
some employers mag think the\ hi11 cb 
addressed the larger rssue of indoor air 

quality srmply by restnrhng smohng 
'When employers get IAQ complamt- 

Corp (IBV). Armonk, N ) . allo~ns In- Wh8: r)H Idom thmt m theknee-prkreacbonnoften tobdnsmok- 
dl\ ]dual bu\~nr,c unlth and location< tn k r q  cancer b not ... -Me.' mg" Bomegen sa~d "It a easier for them 

1 1 1  3 t -  I n .  .-,o 



CONGRESS CONSIDERS INDOOR AIR BILLS .: 

t h t t f P r d ~ ~ s C n ~ W ( D ,  
M m )  and Rep. Jacph K a d y  0, M#) hvc in* F" h u a d b i l l s d U m g d b d d m ~ & ~ ( 1 A ~  

Although p m t a  vadau of the M y  bill dLcacd 
OSHA to s u e  IAQ rtguhbrn both bib (The Indoor Air 
Quahty Act  S. 656 mL HB 1930) now f#pc an raarth 

T h e p r o p o s c d ~ ~ E P A t o r r s c u c h h a W d -  
fectsofcontamuunbudtoisruehcrlthbulktinsdadvC 
sones when neclasuy. Lncluded in the list of contaminants 
under mderahon m tobaao smoke and 'cornbushon by- 
products," indudmg carbon monoxlde and rutrogen oxida 
from smobng. 
EPA wouldberrquyrdtocLtarmne the-da- 

&mg ventdabon standards, and wed govanment rgaroes 
would manago a $12 mikm state and I d  p t  p g m m  

The ielprhh@n, w h c h  authorwrs the expmditure of 548.5 
d o n  annually, has already passed the Snatc m the last 
two Congresses wcually intact. Rep Keruredfs bills, wtuch 
called for OSHA reguiahoh never made it to the H o w  flbor 

forrwb.~ktlntthrnwHGWbinhmaktra. 
dunadkingpasdudatchingup totheSenatevasiaL 
TJwn are rlro several bills before Congress targeting 

rrwi.gla moIdng. Rep. Jmna Tn&urt Jr. @, Ohio), fa , 

ample ,  hu introduad H A  881, which would prohibit 
r w l d n g i n m W 7 ~ k i l i m o w n c d m d W b y  
thc-govanrmnt 
senFirnLkutuhg(D,N.J.)and~.RichardJ.~ 

@, 111.) have introduced slightly 1- stringent legislation 
which would prohibit smoking in ftdad halities unless 
they have smoking cquippd with separate ventilation. 

A smoking ban is already in effect ui some federal agen- 
cm, including the US. Pmtd ScTviu, although others klce 
the Labor and Health and Huuun Savices depzutments con- 
tinue to allow it with M o m .  

State and local ggvermnena am also taking achon Accord- 
mg to a Decemkr 1992 report by the Coaktion on Smolung OR 
Health, 41 states restrid smoking in public sector workplaces 
and 19 states limt smolang m pnvate Kdor workplaces. 

I? blame r\ c r k e ~  who hate a medical ad- 
jlc31v7 hm I! LI to a d k s  mdmr au '' 

Bonte6r.n noted that hrs department 
rtyen e- morn: c o r n p ~ ~  about IAQ than 
othzr -att.h and health concern In most 
caw?, he said the complh~nants' work- 
FIJit'> ha1 e dread! banned s rnohg .  but 
the ~ t ~ n ~ l a l n t -  per51st. (Indeed, research 
trom \IOSH and other sources has 
-ht>~\n t h ~ t  Ir*, than 10 prcent of mdoor 
nr i o m p l ~ t -  are related to s m o h g . )  

Setting the Standard 
The ,~r , l i  current reterrnie to crnoK- 

,EL ~ , n  chH.4 -books In\oi\es a5bestos 
\% 1a rL t3 : -  \\ ho are not p t . rm~t ted  to 
-.nc<ht. Ir a-r.3- where the\ are expobed 
I ,  a?be.ro. The ernploter must also 
r \arn  i\vrLt'r. ot the links b e t b e e n  
-mvL:ng b nil a sbe~ toc  e \posure  and 
l une  cancer and p ru \ ide  self-help 
-mt'hln~; ~e-ahon program rnatenals 

I t  U>HI-\ ~hould proceed w t h  a com- 
prchzn-l\e IAQ approach, sa) agency 
wurcr. the ktandard would probablv 
~ n ~ l u d t ,  pro\ Imn. for 

rnrnlmum acceptable \enttlat~onj 
t r ~ ~ n ~ n p  for workers who rnarntarn 

1 ~.ntil~tlon and hltrahon systems, 
control ~ n d  elrrn~natlon of alr con- 

tJrnlnJnts and, 
rnechanrsm5 for managlng e m -  

plot ee cornplarnt5 
Prrbum~bl!, agarette smoke would be 

one ot the contaminants covered by the 
stmddrd Therefore. d o h u g  s m o h g  m 
the \t.orKplar.r could tngger reqpmrnents 
for Frotmng nonsmokers OSHA could, 
fur r\.~mplk. reqplre a hgher level of a n  

mculahon m areas where s m o h g  IS all 
lowed or the estabhshment of separately 
1 endated s m o h g  areas A total ban on 
s m o h g  1s unWtely to be part of an IAQ 
standud. sources s a d  

Although an Indoor alr  standard 
would the one of OSHA's most far-reach- 
Ing rulks, I! probabl!. would not coter  
smokmg at outdoor workplaces like con- 
structton s ~ t e s ,  sports s t a d ~ u m s ,  and 
amuernent p a r k  In addlhon, some ex- 
perts said, ~t rn~ght not have a dramatrc 
unpact on manufacturing fadbes,  whch 
tend to hake more wde-open space and 
air amdabon than office en\uonmmts 

The smokng-only approach would 
probably ! reld ,ome of the same pro- 
pram elkrnents Sources pred~cted that 
i t  woulkl take less tlme to complete, 
however. because more 15 Known about 
the sclence and control of ETS than 
about rndoor alr qualrty Compl~ance 
mlgbt be easy for employers who al- 
ready have srnolung control pollaes. 

An o u t s ~ d e  chance does exlst that 
OSHA would use the standards-sett~ng 
process to to ban smolung at work I t  
IS unclear lf OSHA could requlre work- 
places where smolung 1s banned to p r e  
\ ~ d e  smolong cessat~on programs and 
allow long phase-rn penods 

"OSHA has never banned anythlng 
before," Adluns noted "I'm not certaln 
the OSH A d  even allows us lo do that 
A ban m ~ g h t  not be rnappropnate It 
would be a slrnplk standard for sure I 
thlnk there are a lot of industry peoplk 
who would Irke to see us ban smolung 
to take the heat off of them " 

A smolclng standard would probatrl! 
take at least three years to develop, ac- 
cording to our  sources. In the mean- 
time, EPA, whose authont! on t h ~ s  Ir- 
sue  IS hmltcd to research a n d  

..p 
education, hopes to ~ s s u e  voluntar! 
p ldelmes for the control of workplace 
smolclng The ptdelines. whrch OSH.4 
has helped to de\elop, may hell be the 
bluepnnt for an OSHA standard 

"We want to see the eilmlnahon of In? 
voluntary exposure to en\ Ironmental 
tobacco smoke," s a ~ d  Robert .-\\elr;lcl. 
duector of EPA s Indoor Air Dlr Bans 
are not the only way to make that hap- 
pen The government b 111 declde rs hat 
le\el of protechon a nonbmoker 15 enh- 
tled to \Ire mav have to let the emplo! er 
deode how to a c h e ~ e  that goal. ' 

Battle Lines 
Even before OSHA begns  rulemak- 

Ing, this Issue IS shaplng up as a major 
battle between tobacco companres and 
publlc health ac t~v~s t s .  with the tradl- h3 
tlonal OSHA constltuencles, ~ndubtr! 
and labor, plaking a lesser role 

Attorney Frank A M'h~te ,  R. J 
Reynolds' OSHA counsel Inthe Wash- 

Will & Emery, satd,"We're gomg to push 

Z 
lngton. D C , law ofhce of McDermott, 

the IAQ approach I f  OSHA decrdes to 
spbt out the smokmg proled, we wdl ar- 
gue that there should be accommodahon 
for smokers There ~s no lushhcahon for a 
ban on workplace s m o b g  " 

If OSHA tnes to rely on the ERA re- 
port wh~ch I~nKed ETS and lung cancer, 
the tobacco rndushy will be ready w ~ t h  
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s be\? of legal, statishcal, and sclentihc 
reasons why the report should be &re- 
garded. Among the reasons. 

It 1s based on spousal exposure to 
ETS, not actual concentrations in a 
work en\ironment. 

The results can be easily invall- 
dated by using other analyt~cal meth- 
ods or ~ncltldng two later major studles 
wtuch allegedly showed no correlation 
between ETS exposure and lung cancer 

Compared to EPA. OSHA 15 sublra 
to a tugher burden of proof and a dtffer- 
ent  test for s ignif~cant  r ~ s k  (The 
Supreme Court 's  1981 decision on 
OSHA's benzene standard defined the 
level of acceptable nsk for workers e i -  
posed to a touc matenal at one adverse 
outcome per 1 , N  workers ) 

ASH, meancrhlle, wlll point to Sec- 
bon 6&3)(5) of the OSH Act to justify ~ t s  
posttion that OSHA ban smoking Ac- 
cording to the law, OSHA "shall set the 
standard. h hich most adequatel? as- 
sures, to the extent feasible. . that no 
emplo!ee w111 suffer matenal Impair- 
ment of health or funchonal capaaty " 

"The lowest feaslbli. let el of tobacco 
smoke 15 zero," argues ASH Executive 
Dueaor  Banzhaf. who 1s m the m~dst  of 
his  fourth lawsust a g a ~ n s t  OSHA 
"OSH.4 has ne\er banned anythng be- 
cause e\ er! touc matenal replated so 
far has been part of the lndustnal Fro. 
cesG Tobacco smoke not essentral to 
an\ uorkplace act]\ it! ' 

If need Be Banzhaf sard he w1l take 
I u c  case for hanrung workplace smolung 
aU thr h a \  to the L 5 Supreme Court 

Frank Xflrer, director of health and 
safe!! for the United Auto M'orkers 
(LA12 1 acknowledges that workplace 
smolung :. a rough lssue for organized 
labor In the 1 J4U. the LAM' bargalncd 
for the worLrr6 nghr to smoke at worh 
and ha. sought to retain r t  eber since At 
the same t~mr .  however the unlon ha< 
been pushing tot  stnctcr standard< on 
other alr contaminant> 

"C~garrttr smohing is a public health 
dlsa\ ter , '  M ~ r e r  said in Ma! at the 
Emerginp Issue. Forum of the Amen- 
can Induhtnal Hyplrnc Conference and 
Expos~t ion "We ought to do  ever!- 
thing h e  can to reduce the amount of 
clgJrrttr  smoking that goeq on, but I 
don't think t h ~ t  5 something for OSHA 
to d o  in a 6(b) rulemahing Sorneonc. 
else should dcalw~th the soclal issue, " 

Mlrrr s a ~ d  OSHA should f m s  on an 
lA@ rulr. for which organized labor ha. 
pet~t~onc.d OSHA, and on comprchen. 

sive health standards for industrial-use 
substances like methylent chloride, 
chromata, and synthetic mineral fibers. 

W e  most employers already have 
smoking policies, they use different a p  
proaches with varying degrees of suc- 
cess. Employee wellness and morale, 
not OSHA compliance, have usually 
been the f m s  of these programs. 

"(Workplace smoking) is an issue on 
the nse," said Mark Stuart, associate di- 
rector of risk management for the Na- 

that we haven't spent a lot of time on 
this issue until now, but we will start. 
Indoor air and smoking will be big is- 
sues for employers." O 
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