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FOREWORD

The National Occupational Exposure Survey (NOES) was a two and a half year
field study conducted from 1981-1983.

The NOES, like its predecessor, the 1971-1974 National Occupational Hazard
Survey (NOHS), was designed to provide data descriptive of health and safety
conditions in the work environment of the United States. Specifically, the
survey was intended to provide data on management policy and practice with
regard to occupational safety and health and the extent and conditions of
potential worker exposure to chemical, physical, and biological agents.

In the course of the survey, 4,490 facilities in 98 different geographical
areas were surveyed. The survey was designed to be representative of
facilities employing eight or more workers in the agricultural services, oil
and gas exploration, construction, manufacturing, wholesale/retail trade,
gservices, and health services industries. Specific details on the conduct and
statistical design of the survey are available in Volumes I and II of the NOES
geries.

This volume in the projected NOES series of publications is devoted to
analysis of management responses to the questionnaire administered during the
survey. The data contained herein is intended to characterize management
policy and practice in several areas relating to worker safety and health by
both industry type and facility size. The data should be used carefully,
recognizing the intent and guidelines of the survey as well as the statistical
design features implicit to the conduct of this survey.
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INTRODUCTION

The National Occupational Hazard Survey (NOHS) Was conducted during 1972-1974
because of the recognized need for data on occupational health practices in
industry and on worker exposure to chemical, physical, or biological agents in
the various industries and occupations. While the data from this survey
proved to be quite useful, it was obvious by the late 1970's that it had
become dated, and did not reflect the substantial changes which had occurred
since 1974.

Conduct of the National Occupational Exposure Survey (NOES) from 1981-1983
provided the necessary update of the data on occupational exposure to specific
agents and industrial policies in occupational health.

The NOES sample consisted of 4,490 industrial facilities in 98 defined
geographical areas. This sample was derived using a stratified multi-stage
statistical procedure which considered geographical location, facility type
(by Standard Industrial Classification) and facility-specific employment size.
Agricultral production, mining, financial, and government activities were
excluded from the survey. Volume II of the NOES series details the
statistical base of the survey, including sampling, screening, verification,
and data projection procedures.

Field work for the NOES was performed by teams of specially trained

surveyors. A1l surveyors were college graduates, and had received 11 weeks of
classroom training in industrial hygiene and safety, hazard recognition,
survey procedures and guidelines in addition to in-field training prior to
independent conduct of facility surveys. Field activity began in November
1981, and continued until May 1983. Volume I of the NOES series provides
information on survey background, surveyor training, and the interpretations
and guidelines used during the survey.

Each facility survey consisted of two major segments. The first segment
involved the administration of a standardized questionnaire to facility
management. This interview obtained such facility-specific data as the number
of employees (male and female) and profiled management policy and practice
with regard to medical services, industrial hygiene/safety programs, and
general employee health related recordkeeping. The second segment consisted
of a walk-through of the work areas of the facility. During this walk-through,
the surveyor listed, by job title, the employees observed to be potentially
exposed to workplace agents. In addition to 1isting the agents, the surveyor
recorded the observed exposure controls and exposure durations for each agent
as directed by survey guidelines.

This volume is devoted to presentation of the data gathered during
administration of the management interview questionnaire, and provides
analysis of industrial management responses to that questionnaire by industry
and plant size. These analyses provide estimates of the numbers of employee
and facilities in the U.S. operating under specific management policies in the
areas of safety and health. Analysis of potential worker exposure to agents
in the workplace will be presented in succeeding publications.
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A. Sampling Strategy

The 1981-1983 National Occupational Exposure Survey (NOES) consisted of
on-site observational surveys in a sample of 4,490 establishments which
had been selected to represent most sectors of the American workforce
covered by the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970. Only those
establishments performing business, service, or industrial activities
included in a specific set of Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
codes 1 were eligible to be included in the NOES.

Codes for the Major Industrial Groups (MIG) included in the NOES are shown
in Table 1, and the 2-digit Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes
selected within each of the MIG codes are shown in Table 2. Descriptions

of the activity in each of these classifications are found in Appendices A
and B.

The target population for the NOES was thus defined as those
establishments or job sites located in the 50 states,employing eight or
more, and with a business or service activity defined as one of the target
industrial groups listed in Appendices A and B.

Only those establishments in the target industrial groups with eight or
more employees were considered to be in-scope in the NOES to maintain
comparability with the earlier National Occupational Hazard Survey 2
(BOHS) and because accurately surveying establishments with less than
eight employees would have greatly enlarged the survey sample while
contributing little to coverage of the worker population.

The target population excluded establishments engaged in agricultural
production, any mining activity except o0il and gas extraction, railroad
transportation, private households, finance institutions, and all Federal,
State and municipal government facilities.

TABLE 1. MAJOR INDUSTRIAL GROUPS IN THE NOES

Code Description Code Description

07 Agricultural Services 40-49 Transportation

13 0il and Gas Extraction 50-59 Wholesale/Retail Trade
15-17 Construction 70-79 Services

20-39 Manufacturing 80 Health Services

The NOES used a two-stage sampling strategy for most of the sample. The
first stage involved the selection of a defined group of counties
comprising the geographical or Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) for the
NOES. The second stage, selection of facilities to be surveyed, was done
using a systematic procedure within the chosen PSUs.
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TABLE 2. STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATIONS IN THE NOES

Code Description Cade Description
07 Agricultural Services 35 Machinery, Except
Electrical
13 0il and Gas Extraction 36 Electrical & Electronic
Machinery
15 General Building Contractors 37 Transportation Equipment
16 Construction Other than Building 38 Measuring, Analyzing &
Control Instruments
17 Special Trade Contractors 39 Miscellaneous
Manufacturing
20 Food and Kindred Products 41 Local & Suburban Transit
21 Tobacco Manufacturers 42 Freight Transportation
) & Warehousing
22 Textile Mill Products 43 Water Transportation
23 Apparel and Other Finished 45 Transportation by Air
Products
24 Lumber and Wood Products 48 Communication
Except Furniture
25 Furniture and Fixtures 49 Electric, Gas, &
Sanitary Services
26 Paper and Allied Products 50 Wholesale Trade,
Durable Goods
27 Printing and Publishing 51 Wholesale Trade,
Hon-Durable Goods
28 Chemicals and Allied Products 55 Automotive Dealers and
' Cas Stations '
29 Petroleum Refining 72 Personal Services
30 Rubber and Miscellaneous 73 Business Services
Plastic Products
31 Leather and Leather Products 75 Automotive Services
32 Stone, Clay, Glass, & 76 Miscellaneous Repair
Concrete Products Services
33 Primary Metal Industries 80 Health Services
34 Fabricated Metal Products, etc.

Machinery and Transportation
Equipment

Very large establishments (2,500 or more employees) were sampled
separately in order to maintain more nearly equal probabilities of
selection for all facilities in this size category.

First stage selection of geographical areas was accomplished by random
selection from strata defined by geography, number of employees, and
concentration of establishments in the target population. Second stage
selection of establishments employed systematic sampling from a list of
establishments ordered by number of employees and Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC). The second stage sample was enlarged by 25 percent,
and establishments in this enlarged sample were screened by telephone to
determine eligibility for inclusion in the survey.
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A list of the 4-digit Standard Industrial Classifications of the 4,490

establishments for which surveys were completed in the NOES is shown in
Appendix C. The sampling plan is described in more detail in National

Occupational Exposure Survey Sampling Hethodology and in Appendix D.

B. Survey Data and Analysis
1. Survey Data

The NOES surveyor's manual, National Occupational Exposure Survey
Guidelines‘. was prepared to provide standardized procedures to the
personnel participating in the actual field collection of data and as
documentation of the interpretations and guidelines under which the survey
was conducted. While some portions of that volume, particularly the text
dealing with the question intent and interpretation, are present in
abbreviated form in this report, the reader is referred to the field
guidelines for a complete explanation of the guidelines for the 1981-1983
field phase of the survey.

A complete copy of the 66—question National Occupational Exposure Survey
(NOES) Management Interview questionnaire is presented in Appendix E. The
administration of the questionnaire, and the resultant collection and
analysis of data constituted Part I of the NOES, which is the subject of
this volume. Part II consists of occupational exposure data collection
and analysis, which will be the subject of future publications.

2. Data Editing and Verification

Part I questionnaire forms received from the field were logged and
subjected to a multi-stage evaluation process prior to data entry into a
mainframe computer system. 1Initial receipt of the forms involved manual
comparison of the establishment name, address, number of employees,
Standard Industrial Classification, and facility identification number
with that expected from the sampling plan.

Following initial verification, the actual names and addresses of the
surveyed establishments were suppressed and not retained as part of the
facility-specific records used during the analysis of the data. This
information was thereafter regarded as confidential data. This was to
ensure the anonymity of surveyed industrial establishments.
Facility-specific records were instead accessed and manipulated for
analysis using the facility identification number assigned during the
sample selection phase.

Individual questionnaire responses were coded and keypunched for edit in a
mainframe computer. Establishment activity was coded using 1972 Standard
Industrial Classification codes and questionnaire responses were coded
using the codes included on the NOES questionnaire.
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The computerized edit was essentially a verification and resolution
process. Subject to the directed non-response guidelines (e.g., that no
numerical count be found for nurse employment if a previous response
indicated no nurse employment), all data fields were checked for expected
data. This data was then screened for expected values (e.g., numerical or
alphabetic characters) and discrepancies resolved by comparison with the
raw questionnaire data, or with establishment personnel. The final edited
file contained 4,490 records, one for each facility, which included
responses for each of the 66 questions asked on the NOES Part I
questionnaire. .

3. Estimation Procedures

National estimates of the numbers of employees and number of
establishments conducting business in the SIC codes surveyed in the NOES
(Bee Appendix B) are presented in this report. Two stages of ratio
estimation were used in this process. Variances of estimates were
calculated using the method of replications.

A probability of selection was associated with each of the steps followed
in selecting the sample establishments to be interviewed. Inverses of
these probabilities define sample weights which indicate how much each
establishment's results contribute to estimated totals. Initial estimates
of national totals were obtained by multiplying each establishment’s
totals by its sample weight and summing across establishments. Two stages
of ratio estimation were used to improve the precision of the estimate
before the final publication estimate was determined. The first stage
ratio estimation factor was based on establishment counts by employee size
class within SIC. The second stage ratio estimation factor was based on
employee counts (or establishment counts for establishments with more than
1000 employees) by employee size class within SIC.

Each estimate has a sample error associated with it. Calculation of the
gsampling errors was handled using the method of replications. The method
requires that the estimation procedures be independently carried out
several times (replicated) using subsamples of the original sample.

Use of ratio estimation and the method of replications to make national
projections from the NOES sample data is detailed in the National
Occupational Exposure Survey Sampling Hethodology3 and in Appendix D.

4, Sampling and Nonsampling Error

Sampling errors in any survey may result from the sample design used.
Methods of optimizing the sample design for a survey typically involve
establishing a cost function for the study, expressing the sampling
variance, and solving the equation which will produce the minimum variance
for a fixed costs J. This approach was an oversimplification of the
needs for the NOES because it assumed there was a single estimate whose
variance was to be minimized. In the NOES, estimates were needed for both
numbers of employees and establishments, and quite different sample
designs could have been chosen depending on which estimate was considered
to be of greatest importance.



The sample design ultimately developed for the NOES maximized the
reliability of estimates of numbers of employees. The sample
selection methods used for the NOES resulted in variance estimates
that are slightly biased (usually overestimates). Operational
constraints also affected sampling error.

Non-sampling errors in the NOES were minimized by the standardized
training and manuals available to each surveyor, and by the extensive
manual and computerized edit of the questionnaire data. The effect
of non-response (which was less than 0.3%) was minimized since the
sample design had made provision for a "shadow sample” from which
substitute establishments similar those initially selected could be
found.

Responses used for calculations were also obtained from management
interviews, and may not accurately have reflected in-plant conditions,
although these responses were subject to the field verification and
interpretation procedures outlined in the guidelines for field
activity.

C. Presentation of Survey Results

The NOES Management Interview questionnaire was administered at each
of the 4,490 facilities in the NOES sample. The questions are
subdivided into four major subject areas. The first of these subject
areas consists of general facility information which characterizes
sampled facilities by industrial classification, products, age,
workforce size, and union presence. The second and third subject
areas contain profile information on the provision of medical and
industrial hygiene/safety services to employees as a result of
management policy. The final portion of the questionnaire addresses
the employee health-related recordkeeping practices of the sampled
facility. This publication is organized to present analyses grouped
according to these four major subject areas.

Most of the items of the NOES are dichotomies indicating whether a
facility possessed a given characteristic or not; (e.g., does the
facility have designated personnel for emergency health care)?
Estimates of the national number, the standard error of the estimated
number, and the percentage of facilities in that SIC that are
projected to have the characteristic are given for three
facility-size classifications within each Major Industrial Group
(MIG). Similar estimates for the number and percentage of employees
in such facilities in the nation are also given. Both sets of
estimates are produced for each Standard Industrial Classification
(SIC) as well.

Figure 1 (Explanation of Standard Table Format) contains a generalized
description of the most common tabular format employed in the data
presentation sections of this volume. Occasionally, as in the tabular
presentation of continuous variable data, the standard tabular format
was not suitable. However, these tables should be self-explanatory
given an understanding of the standard tabular format, since the
tabular titles and headings identify the data presented.
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FIGURE 1. EXPLANATION OF STANDARD TABULAR FORMAT
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TABLE ND.

wmwmsmmumwm
MVEIESINTEDMLMW TH CARE

PLANTS
MLOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-493) {>500)
o7 2253 2253
(1028) (¥028)
0.5% 40.0%
3 2991 501 %>
952) (202) (52) (Y069
"% "o.n 0% 26.6%

These column headers identify
the areas displaying estimates
of number of plants or employees
in plants by the employment size
ranges shown in parenthesis

codes- See Table 1 and

ﬂlMajor' Industrial Group
Appendix A

codes- See Table 2 and

| I|Standard Industrial Classification
JAppendix B

WATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1987-1983)

PLANTS
SMALL MEDIUM LARGE ToTAL
(8-99)  (100-499) (>500)
) ﬂf' (ﬂf' (HEE
‘ 059
(u.u ‘sv% 9N.% 51.5%
15 9949 299) T84 i)
(1158) (199) M) } (1219)
0.9 0.5 100.0% &1,

SMLL MEDILM TOTAL
(3-99) (%00-493) (>sm)
32041

(12878) (IZI‘JS)
30.9%
58732

(11587) !3529" (52721)
8.1

No large plants or
employees in large
plants in Major Group
07 were observed

N
The estimated number of workers in
medium plants within Major Group 13
for the variable tabulated is equal
to 106,244. The asterisk indicates
that the standard error of 43,807
is more than 25% of the estimate, and
that the estimate may be unreliable.
The estimate is equal to 61.1% of the
estimated total number of workers in
medium size plants in Major Group 13.
See Table 3.

The estimated number of large plants
in Standard Industrial Classification

. 35 for the variable tabulated is 784,

with a standard error of 79. The
estimate of 784 is equal to 100% of
the estimated total number of large
plants in Standard Industrial Classi-
fication 35. See Table 4.

TABLE WO, III-12  (CONTIMUED)
BFLOYEES
SPALL MEDIUN LARGE TOTAL
(-9 {00-499) (>500)
00455 52957} (a‘l'ﬂl,i‘ (!ll‘"ﬁ
184 (3033 93825 10663
(zgl.\"’l | R -2 =».0% n.0
287906 590518 1112933 1991357
(147534) {153%48)
o



Table 3 (Questionnaire Items Presented in the Analysis of Management
Interview Responses) presents a list of the Management Interview
questionnaire item responses analyzed in this volume.

Establishments surveyed during the NOES did not represent all possible
industrial activities included at the MIG or 2-digit SIC level of
classification, and the estimates presented represent only the industrial
activities actually surveyed. The industrial activities actually surveyed
are listed in Appendix C.

In most cases, tabular data presentations in this volume are accompanied
by graphic presentations of the same data. The graphic presentations
generally are summaries of the tabular data across facllity size ranges,
or SICs, or both. Depending on the characteristic being presented,
several graphic presentations may accompany a single table.

The decision as to the type and number of graphic presentations
accompanying each tabular format was based on anticipation of questions
from the professional community. The rationale for the inclusion of the
graphic analysis is to aid the reader in interpreting the data displayed
in tabular form, and to provide him or her with pointers to specific areas
of the tabular data which may be of particular interest.

Space limitations precluded the display of Major Industrial Group (MIG) or
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) titles in the tabular or graphie
data presentations in this volume. Accordingly, a Graphics/Tabular Format
Guide is included as an insert. This guide contains abbreviated titles
for all the MIG groups (detailed in Table 1 of this section and in
Appendix A) and SIC codes (detailed in Table 2 of this section and in
Appendix B) profiled in this report. This guide was designed to line up
with the appropriate MIG or SIC display in graphic or tabular form, and
provide an immediate reference to their descriptive titles.

It was our intent to produce an analysis of the NOES Part I data in a
convenient reference volume format which would provide answers to most of
the anticipated questions from the professional community. However, the
Part I data contains more possibilities for analytical presentation than
could be contained in this volume. Therefore, the data base assembled
from the survey observations, and our analytical procedures, were so
designed that specific analyses not presented in this report could be
performed upon request.

D. National Estimates of Industries Included in the NOES

Estimates of the total number of employees and facilities in the NOES
target SICs are presented in Tables 4 and 5.

The totaled estimates across all categories are not identical in Tables 4
and 5. This is because estimates for certain industrial groups had such a
high standard error that they were not considered to be reliable, and thus
unsuitable for publication. The estimates were associated with specific
industrial groups which were undersampled. Undersampling was determined

by use of the coefficient of variation of size . A cutoff value of .25
for the coefficient was used (see Appendix D).
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Questionnaire
Item Number

TABLE 3. QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS PRESENTED IN ANALYSIS

OF MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Description

8

9 & 10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

.18

19

20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27

28

29

Years of Current Activity at Current Location

Number of Shifts Per Facility and Number of Hours
Per Shift

Employees on Payroll for All Shifts

Workers in Non-Administrative Areas

Labor Unions in the Workplace

Existence of An On-Site Health Unit

Presence of a Trained Individual to Provide First Aid
Employment of Physicians to Provide Health Care

Use of Off-Site Sources of Health Care

Estimated Number of Physician Hours Devoted to
Industrial Worker Health Care

Use of Employed Nurses to Provide Health Care

Estimated Number of Nurses Employed to Provide Health
Care to Industrial Workers

Estimated Number of Hurse Hours Devoted to Industrial
Worker Health Care

Examination or Tests Provided By Industrial Facilities
Required Pre-Placement or Pre-Hiring Examinations
Recording of Health Information on New Employees
Required Post-Illness Medical Examinations

Required Exit Medical Examinations

Retention of Medical Records

Employment of Occupational Safety or Occupational Health

Personnel

Occupational Health and Safety Specialists and Their
Activities

10

17

23

31

39

44

60

75

90

105

120

126

133

143

148

262

273

284

295

306

319

334



TABLE 3 (Continued)

Questionnaire
Item Number Description Page

30 Use of Industrial Hygiene Consultation Services 354

31 Use of Occupational Safety Consultation Services 361

32 Existence of a Program to Regularly Monitor Physical 368
Agents

33 Retention of Records From a Physical Agent Monitoring 385
Program

34 Existence of a Program to Regularly Monitor Fumes and 395
Gases

35 Methods of Fume and Gas Monitoring 401

36 Direct Reading Instruments Used in Fume Monitoring 406

37 Retention of Records From Fume Monitoring Programs 416

38 Substitution of Chemical Materials 426

39 Chemical Substitutions Made to Reduce Worker Exposure 435

40 Chemicals Substituted as a Result of Government 445
Inspection

4] Process of Equipment Modifications Made in the Past 454
Five Years

42 Equipment or Process Modifications Made to Reduce 463
Worker Exposures

43 Equipment or Process Modifications Made as a Result 473
of Government Inspection

44 Type of Equipment or Process Modification 483

45 Plants Which Recirculate Exhaust Air A94

46 Areas of the Facility Involved in Recirculation of 500
Exhaust Air

47 Use of Personal Protective Devices Required or 501
Recommended

48 Source of Personal Protective Devices Used by Workers 511

49 Responsibility for Maintenance of Personal Protective 519

Devices
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Questionnaire
Item Number

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Description

Page

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

Worker Use of Personal Protective Devices Enforced by
Corrective Measures

Corrective Measures to Enforce Proper Use of
Protective Gear Which Involve Economic Penalties

Assessment of Economic Penalties in the Past Year as
a Result of a Protective Device Use Policy

Existence of a Program to Regularly Conduct Safety
Inspections :

Written Reports Required for Safety Inspections

Results of Safety Inspections Routinely Made
Available to Workers :

Plants Which Have a Regular Preventive Maintenance
Program

Regularly Scheduled Safety Training Programs for
Workers

Existence of a Program to Regularly Assess Worker
Awareness of Safety Rules

Plants Taking Corrective Measures for Safety Rule
Violations

Corrective Measures for Safety Rule Violations Which
Involve Economic Penalties

Assessment of Economic Penalties in the Past Year as
a Result of a Safety Rule Enforcement Policy

Retention of Personnel Records on Terminated Employees
Recordkeeping on Employee Absenteeism
Unscheduled Absenteeism Rate

Turnover Rate Among ¥on-Administrative Permanent
Employees

Industry Maintenance of the OSHA 200 Form

12

527

537

545

556

566

573

583

590

599

606

616

624

635

645

653

658

663



Data from industrial groups which were undersampled was useable when
combined with results from other groups at the Major Industrial Group
level, but was insufficient to present accurate analysis at the 2-digit
SIC level. This was true for four 2-digit classifications:

SIC 40 Railroad Transportation

SIC 44 Water Transportation

SIC 46 Pipelines, Except Natural Gas
SIC 47 Transportation Services

bata from these SICs were incorporated into tables at the Major
Industrial Group level only. This results in the slightly higher overall
totals displayed in the Major Group tables throughout this volume when
compared to the totals in the 2-digit SIC tables.

MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-19€3) TABLE W0, 4

ESTIMTED WUMBER OF PLANTS AMD EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS
IN THE 1981-1963 MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
AAJOR SMALL FEDIUR LARGE YOTAL SMALL NEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
0?7 5563« T0= 5633+ 3682 7009+ 110692
(1875) (&) ver (1557) (30828) (6580) .- (29333)
13 8597 1019 %6 9662 208958 173943 31383 414284
(1933) a3 (52) (2132) (38479) (58021) {35291) (101840)
15-17 94332 41485 FL vl 28791 2098893 3109 236057 3072049
(2397) (543) (138) (2409) (18337) (106061} {100060) (132323)
20-3% 153243 RS 6270 191266 4615695 6390813 8265320 19261829
(2452} (2031} sy (3668) (37880) (381798) (245684) (551881)
40-49 53152 S804 868 59465 1433869 3153314 $T3183 360926
(2985) (1014) (134) {3540) (108715) (220127) (106392) (293218)
50-59 58392 2659+ 1051 1124374 408827 1533201
(3826) 126) {3910) (83219) (morm) (142606)
-1 13134 2346 354+ 75835 1393174 464512 339560 219724
(3623} {(334) (149) (3590) {69653) (63036) (124720} (133603}
80 2839 2166 2061 1067 101644 534485 3022676 365880%
(830} {282) (304) (8s1) (2z101) (79054} (359103) (351918}
ALL 449252 50003 9442 508697 11060290 9860002 12468739 33405031
(1439} (2507) (420) (8254) (168266) (481018) (476914) (162445)

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...Mo facilities observed.

13



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS
IN THE 1981-1983 NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY

SIC
CODE

07

13

15

16

17

21

24

27

3

SMALL
(8-99)

5563*
{1515)

8597
(1933)

24916
(1781)

11284
{1432)

58132
(1697)

11412
(603)

30*
(43)
2932

(393)

12514
(828)

1071
(682)

4164
(491)

4113
(7181)

18118
(1009}

6113
(428)

101]=
(404)

6711
(Mmsz)

931*
(343)

8798
(1157)

4134
(468)

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-439)

70
{67)

1019+
(337)

no7
(197

119
(134)

1919
(433)

3216
(458)

1588
(158)

3102
(163)

1148
(128)

1062
(133)

1569
(245)

1873
{163)

1160
(93)

293>
(125)

1537
(382)

569
(13N
1012

(142)

1468
(138)

LARGE
(2500)

.3 d
(52)

135%
(100)

107*
(67)

559

Qz2n
79*

(56)

299*
(80)

242*
(93)

104*
(74)

119*
(15)

214*
(13)

316*
(115}

380
(63)
101=

(42)

224+
(13)

25
(24)

84

1
(m

337
(62)

TOTAL
5633*
(1557)

9652
(2132)

26158
(1839)

1251
(142¢6)

60051
(1740)

15187
(rm)

109*
(65)

4819
(3717)

15858
(843)

11963
(7109)

5345
(492)

5896
(1717)

20307
1))

713
(397)

1405*
(457)

8472
{1300)
1525
(312)
9994
(1195)

5939
(478)

14

TABLE NO. 5

SMALL
(8-99)
103682

(30828)

208958
(38479)

562888
(44936)

284089
(46249)

1251915
(31289)

388438
(4231)

1866*
(2685)

106032
(5745)

423904
(10003)

303646
(24224)

139109
(19535)

137654
(19252)

478131
(12884)

180739
(4348)

40980*
(17325)
225004
(27639)

24888+
(7201)

237160,
(16058)

138468
(10157)

EMPLOYEES

MEDIUM
(100-499)

7009
(6680)

173943+
(58021)

198218
(38188)

207759
(44051)

3122
(83193)

673780
{106069)

347073
(29444)

609922
(29811)
183585
(22297)
256443
(35488)

281476
(49372)

360902
(46979)

260831
(271986)

(21394)

294530*
(81731)

135459*
(34334)

208984
{30484)

311081
(30513)

LARGE
(>500)

31383*
(35291)

134799+
(11218)

101258*
(53561)

491775
(104930)

112133*
(671572)

261093
(94186)

208437+
(79559)
92355+

(52501)

122998+
(62394)

206864+
(65220)
3457150

(80151)

47634)
{101388)

117545
(70259)

23364)=
(728438)

15664*
(16901)

128993*
(49687)

621499
(82456)

TOTAL

110692*
{29333)

414284
(101840)
895905
(91612)

593106
(85065)

1583038
(85352)

1553993
(111185)
113999*

(66861)

714198
(90112)

1242263
(81210)

579586
(715029)

518549
(73416)

625934
(90545)
1184784

(108716)

917910
(104738)

2217181
(81654)

15318
(109483)

176011
(38675)

575137
(45115)

1071048
(83524)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC
CODE

37

41

51

12

75

76

80

ALL

#*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
(8-99)

18520
{1002)

22650
(1097)

7104
(611)

39713
(835)

2689
(520)

6553
(659)

4420
(1016)

20021
(2214}

3241*
(911)

14702
(2092)

az15
(1754)

30349
{2465)

9114
(1234)

18928
(3032)
20629

(2414)

16574
(1739)

26180
(3850)

9751
(2194)

2839*
(830)

446706
(6865)

PLANTS
RED LM
(100-499)

3122
(143)

3405
(123)

2685
{87)

1190
(102)

957
(86)

798%
(1475)

510%
(179)

1482
(319)

530+
(397)

902
(183)

1862*
(567)

1802+
(417)

231>
(231)

620%
(291)

675%
(190)

1489
(226)

59%
(60)

123*
(94)

2166
(282)

49552
(781)

...No Facilities observed.

LARGE
(2500}
346
(83)
784

(19

187
(17e)

416
92)

416*
(139)

338+
(216)

a2
(54)

147=
{(s1)

34
2n

173
(99)

13
9)

341
(141)

2061
(304}

9425
(407)

15

TOTAL

21988
(981)

26839
(me)

10576
(601)

5579
(804)

4062
(561)
1689
(1563)

4930
(1084)

21590
(2297)

3978
(1058)

15637
(2154)

10250
{1964)

32152
(2524)

9351
(1281}
19548
(3239)

21318
(2465)

18404
(1686)

26239
(3855)

9874
(2214)

7067
(8s1)

505683
(1013)

EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM

TABLE NC. 5
SMALL
(8-99) (100-439)
554885 596685
(8557) {23850)
606800 661120
(8461) (16)
230488 552662
{11506) (175)
127022 239184
(16795) {28491}
104602 194393
(13118) (19871)
165877 149449~
(13192) (213811)
117632 81542
(25442) (35755)
487803 258822
(54570) (57060)
T1497= 109332*
(20033) (75829)
425758 176322
(85441) (39398)
269370 425410~
{58035) (151076)
630304 283239
(70299) (79024)
185025 27013*
{40831) {21013)
309045 98575+
(54196) (80174)
380020 82220*
(49376) (24190)
421447 349713
(45518) {5010)
413275 8238*
(61726) (8380)
118432 24341
(29157) (19716)
101644 534485
(22701) (79054)
11024481 9773781
(18742) (114632)

The estimate may be unreliable.

(CONTINUED)

LARGE
(2500)
351056*

(100266)

1112933
(147534)

1182462
(196778)

1514008
(247233)

460397*
(129998)

209369*
(120430)

14830*
(49333)

*

264255
(77656)

10083*
(43687)

146565
(65566)

10670*
(15114)

328890*
(118s71)

3022676
(359103)

12459734
(490043)

TOTAL

1502626
(168576)

2380853
(146969)
1965612

(193562)

1880214
(240481)

159393
(138098)

524696
(259215)

199174
(49120)

821454
(76595}

451084
(101625)

672163
{109876)

841404
(186134)

913543
(119257)

212037*
(55104)

407620+
(110347)

412910
(62008)

1100050
(122699)

421513
(62099)

202113
{40475}

3658805
(351918)

33251996
(492219)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY
(1981-1983)
Analyses of Management Interview Responses

Section II - Facility Characteristics

years of operation

number of shifts

hours per shift

male/female employment

non-administrative workers

labor unions
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 8
Years of Current Activity at Current Location

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine the length of time that the
current facility had been used for the same type of work.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:
8. Approximately how many years has this facility been involved in this activity?

_ Years {if "unknown" code "U K _")

NHotes

"Activity,” as used in this question, is not limited to a single major
industrial activity at the facility, but refers to all current industrial
effort(s) at the facility.

The duration of current activity is based on use of the present site for that
purpose, and represents the non-administrative industrial activity. For
example, if the production area of the facility is 30 years old, but new
management offices were built four years ago, the correct response to question
8 is 30.

Since the responses to this question are continuous variables, the data format
differs from that of the discrete variables which was explained in the
Introduction of this volume. The average number of years for facility size
within Major Industrial Group or Standard Industrial Classification categories
was calculated along with the standard error of that estimate, and both values
displayed in the tabular format. Display of a percentage figure for the
estimates is not applicable for continuous variable analysis as presented in
this volume..

Analysis

One analysis of the responses to question 8 is presented.

Response 8 — Approximate number of years this facility has been involved
in the current activity

The estimates of the average number of years of current industrial
activity at the present facilities by size within industrial
classification category, and the standard error of those estimates are
displayed in Figures II-1 and II-2, and Tables II-1 and II-2.

Figure II-1 Average number of years of similar industrial activity
in the current facility
(by major industrial group)
Figure II-2 Average number of years of similar industrial activity
in the current facility
(by 2-digit SIC)

17



Table II-1 Average number of years that industrial facilities have
been used for their current purpose (by major
industrial group)

Table II-2 Average number of years that industrial facilities have
been used for their current purpose (by 2-digit SIC)
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FIGURE Il - 1

AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS OF SIMILAR INDUSTRIAL

ACTIVITY IN THE CURRENT FACILITY
(NORERS 1981-1983)

o7

13

GROLP

15-17
= 20-39
40-49
50-59
70-7¢9

MAJOR INDUSTR

80

ALL

o é 1'0 1'5 2'0 2.5 3'0
AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS

NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY {1981-1983) TABLE NO. II-1
AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS THAT INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES HMAVE BEEN USED FOR THEIR CURRENT PURPOSE

PLANT SIZE

MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE ALL

GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 22 3* 22
3) (2) cen 3}
13 14 16* 25% 14
(2) (8) (18) (1)
15-17 18 20 3 18
m 2y - n m
20-39 20 26 36 22
m 4] 2) m
40-49 19 22 39+ 20
2) ) an m
50-59 20 3 21
m ) cee m
70-79 - 18 20 14 18
8} (3) ) (M
80 15 24 44 26
2) (8) 4) (3)
ALL 19 25 37 20
(1) 14)) Q)] m

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.




MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE MO. 11-2
AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS THAT INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES HAVE BEEN USED FOR THE[R CURRENT PURPOSE

PLANT SIZE
sIc SMALL MEDILM LARGE ALL
CODE (8-99) (100-499) {>500)

07 red 3* 2
(3) @) eee (3)
13 14 16* 25* 4
(2) (8) (8) (1}
15 18 18 3g+ 18
(2) 1Ch) (10) {2)
% 17 2 26+ 18
(2) 3 8) {2}
” 19 ;] 19
) &} .- (4)]
20 28 n 37 29
2) 3) 1) (2}

21 15+ 46 37
) .- am (13)
22 19+ ) 40 2
(7} (5) (10) {5)
a3 14 20 44 16
€1) 2) (14) (1}
24 35 2 45 26
3) (8} (6) 3)
S 21 32 38t 3
(4) 1) &) Q)
26 23 27 S4+ 26
(3) 3) (16) 3)
27 22 26 36 22
3 5 (2] (&)
28 20 3 31 2
(2) (L} 4) (2)

29 42 21 57 39
7} . @& m (13)
30 14 "7 29+ 15
(2) (2) (8) {2)
3 < o ag* 28* 29
(7} (13 (15) (6}
32 26 4] 45 28
(3} (5) (18) (2)
n 3 26% 49 3
(3} m (8) )
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NATIONAL OCCUPAT[OMAL EXPUSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. 1I-2 {CONTINUED)

PLANT SIZE
sSic SMALL MEDIUM LARGE ALL
CO0E {8-99) (100-499) (>500)

M 19 30 3 2}
m (2) 5) m

35 19 25 37 20
m (3} (6) (n

k3 16 16 28 17
(2) (2) ) (2)

37 20 24 32 22
(6) (3) ) (8)

38 3 20 34 18
3) 5) an 3

39 19 26% 11 20
1) m (20) 3)

41 16 21 16
3) (10) . (3)

«Q 21 20 21 21
3) (3) (5) {3)

5S 12% | ) b 28 12
3) (6) (6) )

48 16 20* 16* 16
(2} (&} (10} @

9 26 25 53* 26
(4) ) (25) Q)

S0 19 kL 20
(2} 9 ces (2}

51 24 1= 24
(2) m) .es @

S5 20 28* 20
3) (16) ces 3

12 25 3] 15+ 25
(3) (8) (10) (3}

IE] 1 15 14 12
4 3) (4) m

1] 17 39> 17
{2) (28) vee (2)

76 17 6* 17
2) 3) eee 2

80 15 24 M 26
{2) (2) (4) 3)

ALL 19 25 k1 20
m m m (4]

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable,
...M0 facilities observed.
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STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION
E RSN SE 5 RS S R RN R RN ES S 5T S

FIGURE Il — 2

AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS OF SIMILAR INDUSTRIAL

ACTIVITY IN THE CURRENT FACILTY
(NOES 1881-1883)

— 1 1 —_—)
v T T T

1=D 15 20 25 30 3,5
AVERAGE: NUMBER OF YEARS
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS NO. 9 AND 10
Number of Shifts Per Facility and Number of Hours Per Shift

Intent
As part of the effort to precisely enumerate employees of the facility engaged
in production activity, these questions were intended to ensure that
observations of potential occupational exposure at the facility included all
production shifts.
These items were displayed on the questionnaire as:
8. How many shifts do you have at present? _
10. How many hours per shift:

_ _ (If irregular, code “99*)

Notes

"Shift™ was defined as the working period for employees of the facility, and
may have been more or less than eight hours.

Only the number of production shifts was recorded. Work periods routinely
devoted only to janitorial or maintenance operations were excluded.

The number of hours per shift was recorded for the facility at the time of
survey, providing data across geographical and seasonal fluctuations. All

shifts were included in this response. The values displayed for number of

shifts and hours per shift are averages, and are rounded to the nearest whole
number.

Analysis
Two analyses of the responses to questions 9 and 10 are presented.
(1) Response 9 - Number of shifts per facility

The estimates of the average number of shifts per facility are displayed
in Figures II-3 and II-4 and the first four columns of Tables II-3 and

II-4.
Figure II-3 Average number of shifts per facility
(by major industrial group)
Figure II-4 Average number of shifts per facility
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table II-3 Average number of shifts per facility and hours per
shift (by major industrial group)
Table II-4 Average number of shifts per facility and hours per

shift (by 2-digit SIC)
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(2) Response 10 — Number of hours per shift

The estimated average hours per shift are displayed in Figures II-5 and
II-6, and the second four columns of Tables II-3 and II-4.

Figure II-5 Average number of hours per shift
(by major industrial group)
Figure II-6 Average number of hours per shift

(by 2-digit SIC)
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FIGURE Il - 3

AVERAGQGE NUMBER OF BHIFTS PER FACILITY
(NOES 1981-1900)

o7
13
15-17
g 20-39
5 40-49
&= 50-59
g 70-79
80
ALL
° .= 1.0 1.8 2.0 2.5 3.0
AVERAGE NUMBER OF SHIFTS
MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. I1-3
AVERAGE NUMBER OF SHIFTS PER FACILITY AND HOURS PER SHIFT
AVERAGE NUMBER OF SHIFTS PER FACILITY AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS PER SHIFT
PLANT SIZE PLANT SIZE
MAJOR SMALL meEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-—499) (>500)
07 1 1* 1 9 g
(<.25) m (<.25) (<.5) (<.5)
13 1 2 3 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5) (2) (<.25) {(<.5) (<.5) {6) {<.5)
15-17 1 1 1 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.25) {<.25) (<.25) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5)
20-39 1 2 3 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) {<.5) {<.5) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5)
40-49 2 2 3 2 8 8 8 8
(<.5) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5)
50-59 1 2 1 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5) s (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) ... (<.5)
70-79 1 2 2 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.2%) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5}) {<.5)
80 2 3 3 2 8 8 8 8
(<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5)
ALL 1 2 3 1 8 8 8 B
{<.25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5)

*Standard ervor >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
-..No facilities observed.




FIGURENl - 4
AVERAGE NUMBER OF SHIFTS PER FACILITY
(NOES 1851-1983)
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FIGURE Il — 5

AVERAQE NUMBER OF HOURS PER SHIFT

(NOES 19681-1980)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) VABLE NO. 11-4
AVERAGE NUMBER OF SHIFTS PER FACILITY AND HOURS PER SHIFT

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SHIFTS PER FACILITY AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS PER SHIFT
PLANT SIZE PLANT SIZE
sIc SHALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
CODE {8-99) (100-499) {(>500) (8-99) (100499} (>500)

) 1 L id 1 9 9
{<.25) m (<.25) {<.5) ees cee (<.5)

13 1 2 3 1 8 8 ar 8
(<.25) {<.5) (2) (<.25) {<.5} (<.5) (6) (<.5)

15 1 1 1 1 8 3 8 8
(<.25) (<.25) (<.25) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5} {<.5)

16 1 1 1 1 8 8 9 ]
(<.25) (<.25) (<.25) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) ) (<.S)

7 1 1 1 8 2 8
(<.25) (<.25) (<.25) {<.5) (<.5) {<.5)

2 2 2 3 2 8 8 8 [ ]
{<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5)

23 1= 2 2 8* 8= 8
m s (<.5) <.5) (6) . ~ ) <.5)

22 2 3 3 2 8 8 8 8
{<.5} (<.5) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5)

23 1 1 | il 1 8 8 8 ]
(<.25) (<.25) (0) (<.25) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) {<.5)

24 1 1 ™ | 8 8 g L]
(<.25) {<.25) (2) (<.25) («<.5) {<.5) (4) (<.5)

25 1] 1 2* 1 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.25) m {<.25) (<.5) {<.5) (§}] {<.9)

26 1 3 3 2 L ] ] 8 8
{<.25}) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5)

z1 1 2 3 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) <.5) {<.5) {<.25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5)

28 1 3 3 2 8 8 L ] [ ]
(<.25) (<.5) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5)

Fa] 2 3 3 2 8 | ] 8 E ]
(<.5) {<.5) {<.5) {<.5) (§}] (<.5) (¢]] (<.5)

30 2 3 3 2 ] 8 8 8
{<.5) (<.5) <.5) (<.5) {<.5) {<.5) {<.5) {<.5)

3 1 2 | 1 8 8 L ad 8
(<.25) {<.5} ) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) ()] {<.5)

32 ¥ 2 4 1 8 8 8 ]
(<.25) (<.5) (<.5) <.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5)

3 2 2 3 2 8 8 8 ]
{<.5) (<.5) <.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. 114 (CONT INUED)

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SHIFTS PER FACILITY . AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS PER SHIFT
PLANT SIZE PLANT SIZE
sIc SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
COOE (8-99)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99)  (100-—299) (>500)
34 1 2 2 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5}) {<.5) (<.5)
35 1 2 3 1 8 8 8 8
. (<.25}) {<.5) (<.5) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5)
36 1 2 3 1 8 8 8 8
(<.29) (<.9) {<.5) (<.25) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5) {<.5)
7 1 2 2 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5}) (<.5) <.25) (<.5) (<.5} {<.5) {<.5)
38 1 1 3 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.25) (<.5) (<. 25) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5)
39 1 2 1= 1 8 8 B 8
(<.25) (<.5) m (<.29) (<.5) (<.5) (3) (<.5)
4 2 2 2 8 8 8
{<.5) (<.5) {<.5) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5)
2 1 2 b 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5) m (<.25) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5)
45 2 3 3 2 8 8 8 8
{<.5) m {<.5) (<.5) (<.5) 4) (<.5) (<.5)
48 2 2 3 2 8 9 8
(<.5) {<.5) (4)] {<.5) (<.5) m (<.5)
49 1 3 3 2 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5) (<.5)
S0 ] 2 1 8 8 8
(<.25) {<.5) .ee (<.25) (<.5) {<.5) .ee (<.5)
51 1 2 1 8 8
(<.25) (2) (<.25) {<.5) (<.5)
55 2 2 2 8 g 8
{<.5) (&} {<.5) (<.5) (6) (<.5)
72 1 L 2= ] ] 8 8
(<. 25) (<.25) m {<.25) {<.5) ()] (<.5)
3 ] 2 2 1 8 7 8 8
(<.25) {<.5) <.5) {<.23) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5)
75 1 1 1 8 8 8
{<.25) m {<.28) {<.5) (6) (<.5)
76 1 1= 1 8 8* 8
{<.25) m {<.55) (<.5) () (<.5)
80 2 3 3 2 8 8 8 8
(<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5)
ALL 1 z 3 1 8 8 8 8
(<.25) (<.5) (<.5) {<.25) {<.5) {<.5) (<.5) (<.5)

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...N0 facilities observed.
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HOES QUESTIOMNAIRE ITEM EO. 11
Employees on Payroll for All Shifts

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine the total number of workers in
the facility being surveyed, and to determine the number of male and female
employees.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

11.  How many people are on your payroll for all shifts at the present time?

Males

Hotes

All full-time and part-time personnel paid directly by the facility were
included in this response. Maintenance, repair, and janitorial personnel, as
well as individual consultants working directly for the facility and personnel
working on & commission basis were also included.

In the special case of a construction site survey, this response would have
included all persons in the direct employ of the firm being surveyed on the
date of the survey. Persons merely making deliveries to the survey site, -
government inspectors, contract, or sub-contract workers were excluded from
the response to question 11.

Analysis
Two analyses of the responses to question 11 are presented.
(1) Response 11 (male) - Male proportion of the workforce

Estimate of the proportion, by industry sectors, of the total workforce
which is male is presented in Figures II-7 and II-8.

Figure II-7 Proportion of the workforce which is male
(by major industrial group)
Figure II-8 Proportion of the workforce which is male

(by 2-digit SIC)

K} |



(2) Response 11 (male or female) - Estimated number and percent of male and
female employees

The estimates of the number and percent of male and female employees in
the workplace are presented in Figure II-9 and Table II-5 and II-6.

Figure II-9 Male and female proportions of the workforce by plant
size

Table II-5 Estimated number and percent of male and female workers
by industry and plant size (by major industrial group)

Table II-6 Estimated number and percent of male and female workers

by industry and plant size (by 2-digit SIC)
Please note that estimates of the total number of workers and industrial

facilities based on NOES survey data were presented as part of the survey
documentation in Section I of this volume.
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FIGURE Il - 7
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NATICNAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE WO. II-5
ESTIMATED NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MALE AND FEMALE WORKERS BY INDUSTRY AND PLANT SIZE

MALE WORKERS FEMALE WORKERS
PLANT SITE PLANT SIZE
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) {100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 75893* 6448+ 82342% 2717189* 561 28350
(24805) (6146) ven (23419) (1432) (534) ves (7338)
3.2 92.0% 14.4% 26.8% 8.0% 25.6%
13 190637 159489 30598* 380724 18321 14454+ 785% 33559
(357197) (53000) (34408) {93551) {3549) (6932) (882) (9085)
91.2% 91.7% 97.5% 91.9% 8.8% 8.3% 2.5% 8.1
15-17 1885750 676554 215389* 27771692 213143 60546 20668 294351
11583) (95448) (94301) (123568) {9617) (11638) (Mm9n) (14814)
89.8% 91.8% 91.2% 90.4% 10.2% 8.2% . .
20-39 3183868 3894182 5844398 12922449 1431826 2486631 2420922 6339379
(41221) (216185) (268540) (435270) (30350) (184883) (81166) (207519)
69.0% 61.0% 70.7% 67.1% 31.0% 33.0% 29.3% 32.9%
40-49 1112590 900013 406020 2418622 3212719 253301 167724 742304
(82021) (184534) (72182) (Z231166) (39534) (48473) (43187) (81383)
77.6% 78.0% 70.8% 76.5% 22.4% 22.0% 29.2% 23.5%
50-59 879952 314570 1194521 244422 94257 138679
(62478) (85719} ves (108348) (27640) (30014) - (41586)
78.3% 16.9% 77.9% 2. 7% 23.7% 22.1%
10-79 876110 233515 207454 1317079 517064 230997 132107 880168
(43213) (34181) (84586) (82655) {52877} (34293) (45322) (72322)
62.9% 50.3% 61.1% 59.9% r.m 49.7% 38.9% 40.7%
80 196 16* 100498 676106 196220 82078 433987 2346570 2862585
(5325) (16138) (68366) (66742) (18215} (67304) (295061) (289982)
19.3% 18.8% 22.8% 21.8% 80.7% 81.22 17.6% 718.2%
ALL 8224217 6285269 1379965 21889651 - 2855873 3574733 5088774 11519380
(130242) (318625) (315147} (538973} (80846) (208139) (312587) (375657)
74.2% 63.7% 59.2% 65.5% 25.8% 36.3% 40.8% 34.5%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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MNATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983)

SIC

COOE

o7

3

15

%

”

21

24

N

SMALL
(8-99)

251585
{21310)

102510
(15634)
™

104319
{15076)
t-r 4

-

299203
{18111)
62.6%

142832
(4906)
719.0%

37075
{15812)
90.5%

138809
(18903)
61.72

13669*
(4878)
9%

203407
(13885)

121071
(10376)
87.4%

TABLE NO. 11-6

ESTIMATED MUMBER AND PERCENT OF MALE AND FEMALE WORKERS BY INODUSTRY AND PLANT SIZE

MALE HORKERS
PLANT SIZE
MEDIUM LARGE

(100-499) (>500)
6448
(6146) .-
92.0%
159489+ 30598
{53000) (34408)
91.7% 97.52
179328 1225
(35842) {66727)
90.5% 90.
192513 92816+
{39826) (50869)
92.7% Nn.71%
304716
{1502%) .es
92.0%
45149 309521
{68780) {70863)
67. 62.9%
15254
. {44782)
67.1%
196475 135433
{19809) {497173)
56.6% 51.9%
45308+
{(10241) (20709)
. 2.71%
1337139 55658*
{16933) {26743)
72.8% R
170582 1
(22849) (36867)
66.5% 63.
210500 174404%
{39629) (53749)
74.8% 84,
1
(31233) {46938)
62.5% 58.8%
182142 342128+
(20287) (89825)
69. 7.8%
55906* 107468
(18888) {62942)
88.4% 91.4%
150875% 183902
{39705) (59890)
51.2% 78.7%
49159* 9905
{13239) (9597)
36.3% .
165155 100076~
(24175) {38121)
79.0% 77.6%
236364 565131
(30732) {76430)
76.0% 90.9%

(75505)
. 68

TOTAL

545558
(79896)
92.0%
1433642

(75830)
90.6%

1055183
76605*
61.2%

374019
(42847)

216078
(23768)

76.71%

473586
(66904)
62.9%

12733
(1489)
41.3%

468638
(35863)
81.5%

922566
(80451)

36

SPALL
(8-99)
27189*

(71432)
26.8%

18321
(3549}

66293
(1442)
n.sx

23861
(4818)

.

122989
(6499)
9.0%

90267
(10908)
3.2%

S15*
(170)
21.6%

63921
(5309}
60.3%

337495
(13069)
719.6%

52062
(1229}
17.7%

36599
(8710)
26.3%

33335
(6498)
24.2%
178929

(mnm)
3I.n

37906
(4292)
21.0x

3905%
(1755}
9.5%

86195
(13185)
38.3%

11218
(4421)

33753
(5475)

4.2

17397

12.6%

FEMALE MORKERS
PLANT SIZE
MEDIUM LARGE
(100-4993) (>500)

561*
(534) .-
8.0%

14854 785¢
(6932) {882)
8.3% 2.

18894 12226*
(3175} (6862)
9.5% 9.1
15246*
(5175) (8901)
. 8.3%
26406*
(8993) .
8.0%
222290 182254
(42632) (39206)
K 31.%
36879
cee (22904)
32.9%
150598 1
(15949) (45306)
0.8 48.1%
525561 163129
(26472) (60187)
86.2% 18.
49846 36697
(8713) (28119)
. 39.
B85860* 45536*
(22314) (Z10%0)
.5% 31.0%
10976 32461*
€15706) (12326}
5.2 15.7%
135421 142397
(19869) (40765)
371.5% 41.
78639 134213
(15021) (33617)
30.2X 28..
T349* 10077
(2740) (8090)
1.6% 8.6%
143654 49745+
(84954) {17057)
48.8% 21.3%
86300+ 5760=
(24923) (7705)
63.7% .
£3828* 28917*
(11813) 12011}
. 22.8%
1417 56368
(17519) (11671}
24.0% 9.1%

TOTAL
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE “SURVEY (T9€1-1983) TABLE NO. II-6
MALE WORKERS
PLANT SIZE
SIC SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL
CODE (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99)
n 443759 439353 212283 1155995 111126
{13805} (27520) (72621) (83265} 10187)
80.0% 13.% 77.6% 76.9% 20.0%
s 519101 506315 8561405 1886821 87699
{9700) (16822) (120850) (115023} (5739}
. 76.6% 77.4% 19.2% 14.5%
» 114882 269531 6711738 1056150 115607
(10864} (21480) (121438) (118233} (9730}
49.8% 48.8% 56.8% 53.7% 50.2%
7 112940 180758 1312836 1606534 14082
(15261) (19687) (233146) (2235831} (2843)
88.9% 75.6% 86. 85.4% n.%
38 S2143 116373 287825+ 256941 51859
(8604) (14180) (85654) (90158) (7658)
50.4% 59.9% 62.5% 60.2% 49.6%
9 97920 6§9022* 53310+ 220253* 67957
(12614) (127003) (23622) (1218710} (8675)
R . 5. £2.0% 4].0%
L1 78288 31489 115777 39344
(16530) (15310) .. (26008) (13576}
66.6% 46.0% 58.1% 3.4
2 405075 186171 4719671 639213 82728
- (42914) (3905)) (26242) (56815) (14320)
3. 7n.9% 6412 77.8% 17.0%
45 58657 91991 183875* 34523 18839*
(137181) (63299) (49547) (71748) {82865)
15.7% 84.7% 69.6% 74.2% 24,3%
48 294504 1 43064 446013 131254
(62873) (24310) (27678) (12906) (25759)
69.2% 61. 61.4% 6. 4% 30.8%
9 221445 * 116706* 126987 41925
(49865) (140781) {547107) (169201) (9794)
84.4% 90. 79.6% 86.4% 15.6%
S0 512061 231231* 143293 118243
{58123) (66757) . (96863) (15185)
81.2% 81.6% 81.4% 18.
51 41748 16113 157861 432771
(29888) (16113) . (38423) (1151)
76.6% 59. 74.8% 23.4%
55 226143 67225+ 293368+ 82902
(40507) (57493) . (81665) (19602)
. 68.2% T2. .
T2 132320 1387 157690 247700
(18383) (7451) {1965) O1310) (37546)
. 29.2% 13.0% . 65.2%
X 248932 1} 206067+ 648203 112515
(34239) (29217) {83960} (88437) (24699)
59.1% 55. 62.7% 58.9% .
™ 347846 3589= 351436 65429
(51744) (3651) (51875) (13506)
. £3.6% a3.a 15.8%
76 147012 12739% 159751 31420
(25364) (15140) (33061) (5450)
. 52.3% 78.8% 17.6%
%0 19616* 100498 676106 82028
(5325) {16138) (68366) (66742) (18215)
19.3% 18.8% 22.8% 21. 80.
ALL 8175719 6207055 1372761 21755612 2848685
(79628) (132632) {302982) (309030) (70332)
14.2% 63.5% 59.2% 65.4% -
‘*Standard evror >Z5X of the estimate. The estimate may be wnreliable.
...00 facilities observed.

(CONT INUED)

FEMALE WORKERS
PLANT SIZE
MEDTUM LARGE
(100-499) (>500)
156732 187713*
(1993R) (32323)

. 22.4%
154805 251528
(16818) (33652)
23.4% 22.6%
283131 5107125
(21460) (76075)
51.2%2 £8.22
* 201112
(16362) (29335)
24.4% 13.3%
718020 172512*
(9359) (61743)
20.1% 37.5%
80427 156060*
(148885) (98903)
53.8% 14.5%
44053*
(257121) vas
72651% 26863
(20519) (25141)
17341 80380
(13317) (31115)
15.9% .
67876 21N
(19322) (ms)
38.5% 38.6%
£2633* 29859*
(14035) (12447)
10.0% 20.4%
52008+
(18335) .ee
18.4%
10900
(10900) .
31350
(23163) ..
31.8%
58237= 9283
(18110) {13150)
70.8% 87.0%
156509 122823+
(24420) (38192)
. 371.3%
4649+
(4729) .
11602*
(10025) .
4.7
433987 2346570
(67304) (295061)
81.2% 77.6%
3566726 5086973
{145583) (309014)
36.5% 40.9%

TOTAL

346631
{43421)
23.1%

494032
{42699)
20.8%

903463
(85682)
46.3%

273680
{33547)
14.6%

302452
(64396)
39.9%

3044432
{151055)
58.0%

83397*
(30925)
41.9%2

182242
(28459)
22.2%

1316560%
(34717)
25.8%

226150
(41209)
33.6%

114478
(21996)
13.6%

170251
(29663)
18.6%

54176+
(17088}
25.6%

114252%
(31591}
28.0%

315220
(50196)

451847
{44068)
9.1

70078
{13812}
16.6%

43022
{11101)
21.2%

2862585
(289982)
18.2%

11502384
(345666)

34.6%



FIGURENl - 9
MALE AND FEMALE PROPORTIONS OF THE
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 12
Workers in Non-Administrative Areas

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine the number of employees in the
surveyed facility working in those locations where production or service work
is conducted.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

12. Of this total number, how many are normally in the work areas as opposed to the
administrative or other areas?

- e e - -

"Work area” was defined as that location or locations where the production or
service activities of the surveyed facility take place.

Personnel located in the work area as a consequence of their job were included
in this response even if their tasks did not relate directly to the product(s)
or service(s) of the facility.

Personnel normally émployed outside the work area, such as administrative or
clerical staff, were excluded.

Analysis
One analysis of the responses to question 12 is presented.
Response 12 - Number of employees in work area
The estimated number and proportion of workers whose normal employment is

in the production or service areas of their place of employment are
displayed in Figures II-10 and II-11, and Tables II-7 and II-8.

Figure II-10 Workers in non-administrative areas
(by major industrial group)
Figure II-11 Workers in non-administrative areas
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table II-7 Estimated number and percent of workers in

non-administrative areas by industry and plant size (by
major industrial group)

Table XII-8 Estimated number and percent of workers in
non-administrative areas by industry and plant size (by
2-digit sIC)
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FIGURE Il - 10

WORKERS IN NON-ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS
(NOES 1908 1-1983)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. II-7
ESTIMATED MUMBER AND PERCENT OF WORKERS IN NON-ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS BY INDUSTRY AND PLANT SIZE

PLANT SIZE

07

13

15-17

50-59

10-719

80

ALL

=Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
(8-99)

82460
(24504)
79.5%

158241
(39952)
5.7%

1599480
(25109)
76.2%

3502076
(39557)
75.9%

962317
(74066)
67.1%

701309
(60163)
62.4%

1038362
(59178)
74.5%

...No facilities observed.

MEDIUM
(100-439)

6729
(6413)
96.0%

142602
(47384)
82.0%

602947
(92666}
81.8%

4850656
(319643)
16.0%

845024
(155918)
13.3%

260823*
{76355)
63.8%

354350
(50570}
76.3%
413929

(629€9)
77.4%

1477059
(386924)
75.8%

The estimate may be unreliable.

LARGE
(>500)

29999*
(33734)
95.6%

209118*
(95114}
88.6%

5801742
(166695)
70.2%

350152
(78432)
61.0%

2037103*
(79030}
60.0%

21899712
(258913)
12.5%

8784685
(342672)
70.5%

ALL

89189*

(23190)
80.6%

33084)*
(91202)
9.9%

2411545
(116199)
18.5%

14154473
(383537)
713.5%

2157553
{197211)
68.3%

962132
{100032)
62.8%

1596415
(100102)
12.1%

2679610
(261562)
3.2

24381758
(544786)
73.0%



FIGURE Il - 11
WORKERS IN NON-ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS

{NOES 1881-1883)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE M0, 11-8
ESTIMATED NMUMBER AND PERCENT OF MORXERS IN NOM-ADMINISTRAFIVE AREAS BY IMOUSTRY AND PLANT SIZE

PLANT SIZE
Sic SMALL MEDIUN LARGE ALL
CODE (8-99) (100-495) (>500)
o7 82460* 6129 89189+
{24504) 6413) .ee (23190)
1 158241% 42602+ 29998+ 330841
(39952) (47384) (33134) (91202)
5.7% 82.0% 95.6% 9%
15 401642 140780 116410 654833
(32985) (32766) (69509) (71831)
124X 71.0% 96.4% 4.2
6 235993 189268 92708+ 517969
(39340) (40625) {49639) (711614)
.1% 9. 1% 91.6% 87.3%
1} 955844 212899 1228144
(26841) (65434) aee (64748)
76.4% 82.4% 17.6%
20 288261 516059 383947 1188267
(8222) (83131) (85446} (97089}
na 16.6% 2.9 3 76.5%
21 1519+ 104880+ 106399=
(2267) . (63569) (62389}
8l.4X 93.5% 93.3%
2 91074 29 231300+ . $15322
(5245) {23113) (88623) (843438)
4% 88.6% : 9%6.2%
3 371496 545483 165257* 82236
{9897) (29664) (65322) {12913)
87.6% 83.4% 19.3% 87.7%
24 242103 153807 19820+ 475730
{20529) (20569) (45136) {65211)
19.7% 83.8% 86.4% 82.1%
Fa] 110544 221023 96972 428539
(16215) (34399} {51166) (64362)
19.5% 86.2% 18.8% 22.6%
2% 108158 2206483 159260+ 488101
(13917) (41083) {50944) (maz2)
78.6% 18.42 T.0% 18.0%
27 318843 229404 : 1716860 124107
(14170) (37150) {55470) (17221}
66.TX 63.6% 51.0% 61.22
28 111849 150352 323858 992059
(3948) (20017) (80883) {96668)
65.2X 57.6% 68.0% 64.5%
29 31501 50613 18401 160516+
(14085) {18069} (53178) (63173)
76.9% 80.0% 66.7X 12.4%
30 176305 247073* 172141 595525
(20885) (713863) (57585} (93492)
8.4% 83.9% n.7% T9.1%
31 21909* 111646 10645* 144200
(6217) (30428) (13596) (32127)
88.0% a2.4% 68.0% 81.9%
32 182821 172990 102171 4579493
{14167} (26245) (40663) (37652)
.12 82.8% 19.2% 19.6%
3 109749 241630 473345 824725
(8029) (22222) (71893} {73658)
16.2% 77.0%
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51
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tStandard error >25% of the estimate.

EXPOSURE SURVEY {1981-1983) TABLE NO. 11-8

SMALL
(8-99)

432905
(9393)
18.0%

438319
(10315)
12.2%

166702
(10622)
12.3%

97102
(12654)
76.9%

10108
(9607}
67.0%

124209
(10758}
14.9%

98161
(zz2191)
83.4%

338351
(37995)
69.4%

57935*
(15414)
14.8X

243339
(48901)
51.2%

182420
(44543)
67.7%

361294
(47968)
51.3%

92776*
(26920)

247240
(44887)

...Mo facilities observed.

PLANY SIZE

MEDIUM
(100-4399)

455291
(20202)
16.3%

411447
(14362)

388694
£8498)
70.3%

178947
(22670)
74.8%

136627
(1613)
10.3%

119931+
(224895)

13261*
(32010)

164778
(42323)
63.7%

86827+
(59122)
19.4%

114647*
(29312)
65.0%

324738+
{121068)
76.3%

167366
(41628)
S9. 1%

6635
(6635)
24.6%

86823
(70498)

-

65226*
(20602)

259640

(40957)

14.2%
1650*

(1782)
92.9%

21834
(17442)
89.7%

413929
(62939)
17.4%
1410677
{121679)
75.8%

The estimate may be unreliable.
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(CONT INUED)

LARGE
(>500)

263581*
{84529}
LEN -3

689116
(94890)
61.9%

132446
(117695)
10351

(149542)
68.4%

348373*
(111262)
15.7X

174659*
(107295)
83.4%

(J7164)
60.8%

2189912
(258913}
12.5%

8777809
(385619)
10.4%

ALL

11531777
(91597)
16.7T%

1544883
(91361)
1287842

(120062)
65.5%

1311750
(141154)
69.8%

555108
{118704)

418805*
{215201)
19.8%

171428*



NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 13
Labor Unions in the Workplace

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine the prevalence of labor unions in
the facilities included in the survey population.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:
13.  Are there any labor unions operating in this facility?
1 WNo

2 Yes; list camplete union names and acronyms (initials)

Union Names Acronym

Notes

h union is any organization in which any of the facility's employees
participate as members, which exists for the purpose of negotiating with the
employer concerning grievances, wages, working hours, and conditions.

Any organization whose purpose is as defined above which existed in a surveyed
facility resulted in a "yes™ response and a listing of appropriate
organizational names and acronyms.

The existence of organizations such as credit unions, fraternal associations,

or social groups composed of facility employees whose purpose was not as
defined above did not constitute a positive response, and they were not listed.

A4



Analysis

One analysis of the responses to question 13 is presented.
Response 13.2 - Unions operating in industrial facilities
The estimates of the number and percent of plants, and workers in those
plants, where at least one labor union is actively representing some or

all of the facility workers are displayed in Figures II-12, II-13, II-14,
II-15, 11-16, 1I1-17, II-18, II-19, II-20, and II-21, and Tables II-9 and

II-10.
Figure II-12 Number of plants with a union
(by major industrial group)
Figure II-13 Humber of plants with a union
(by 2-digit SIC)
Figure II-14 Bumber of workers with a union on-site
{by major industrial group)
Figure II-15 Number of workers with a union on-site
(by 2-digit SIC)
Figure II-16 Plants with a union
{by major industrial group)
Figure II-17 Plants with a union
(by 2-digit sSIC)
Figure II-18 Workers with a union on-site
(by major industrial group)
Figure II-19 Workers with a union on-site
(by 2-digit SIC)
Figure II-20 Proportion of plants with a union on-site
Figure 1I-21 Workers with an in-plant union by plant size
Table II-9 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which have union representation at the plant site (by
major industrial group)

Table II-10 Bumber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have union representation at the plant site (by
2-digit SIC)
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FIGURE !l - 12
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FIGURE It — 14

NUMBER OF WORKERS WITH A UNION ON-BITE
(NOES 1081-1903)
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FIGURE It - 16
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FIGURE Il - 17
PLANTS WITH A UNION
(NOES 1981-1983)
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FIGURE Il - 18

WORKERS WITH A UNION ON-SITE
{NOE® 1981-1903)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. I[-9

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE UNIOW REPRESENTATION AT THE PLANT SITE

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDILM LARGE TOTAL SMALL NEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99)  (100-499) (>500)

07 216 216* 13529+ 13529+
(201) (201) (13347) (13347)

3.9z 3.8% 13.0% 12.2%
3 152% 80+ 232+ 10413+ 21118+ 37531#
(178) (62) (134) (11623) (21242) (14235)

1.8% 7.8% 2.4 5.0% 15.6% 9.1%

15-17 40360 2885 93+ 43338 1044520 510998 105614+ 1661133
(3017) {462) (40) (3128) (60107) (84318) (42017) (135848)

.61 69.6% 38.6% £3.9% 49.8% 69.3% “.mn 54.1%

20-39 35202 16127 3969 55298 1414800 3267419 5671939 10354218
(1639) (1137) (219) (2231) (63019) (230680) (285501) (443894)

2. . . . 30.7% 51,2 68.6% 53.8%

40-49 14904 4283 436* 19623 474039 818064 541037 1833140
(2223) (795) (132) (2202) (61505) (161101) (101597) (193351)

78.0% 73.3% 93.2 33.0% 3R.1% 70.9% 94.3% 58.0%

50-59 6411 1840* 8251 188142 287421% 475563
(1154) (634) (1303) (30847) (101295) (108595)

n-ox 69.2% 13.5% 16.7% 10.3% 31.0%

70-19 s 789* 78t 5582 175186 137930* 141669* 454785
(1055) (223) (40) (1082) (34150) (42132) (64683) (69751)

6.4% 33.6% 2.0% 1.4 12.6% .72 a7 20712

80 316+ 199+ 715 1230+ 31612 57251 1224250 1284662
(319) (108) (120) (347) (3189) (32880) (221503) (217828)

1% 9.2% 34.7% 7.8 3.1% 10.7% 40.5% 35.1%

ALL 102277 2620} 5292 13377) 3323191 5106201 7684569 16114560
(4399) (1614) (336) (4760) (120833) (316115) (383205) (563355}

22.8% 52.4% 56.1% 26.3% 30.0% S1.8% 61.6% 8.2

#*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. T1I-10

SIC

, )
3
5
16

17

21

24

31

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MMICH
HAYE UNIOM REPRESENTATION AT THE PLAMT SITE

PLANTS BPLOYEES
SMALL MEDIU™ LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDTUM LARGE
(8-93)  (100-499) (2500) (2-99) (100-499) (2500}
216+ 216+ 13529+
200) (2o (3347)
3.9% 3.8% 13.0%
152% 80+ B 10413+ 21mer
(178) (62) (132) (11623) 21242)
1.8% X3 2.8% 5.0% 15.6%
9882 8654 s 10818 281320 144147 9098+
Q5711) 211) (30) {1583) (36214) (43077) {30307)
9. 7% B3 52.8% 41.4% S1.0% X S8.7X
3955 853 22t 4830 104313 169677* 265169
(B45) (192) 8) (347) (19243) (4S511) (20596)
303 76.2% 20.7% 38.6% 36.7% 8. 7% 26.2%
26522 He™ 27689 652887 191119
(2220) (304) (2215) (42539) {45118)
45.6% 60.8% ®. 2.2 59.5%
2915 1844 %1 5221 145813 408076 397818
am (315) (92) (620) (15356) (75577) (75081)
25.5% S1.3% 82.5% . 3.5% 60.6X 80.9%
-~ % 5% 256+ 82069*
(6) a1 (an (345) (68223)
14.6% 58.6% 6.5 3.8
an 541 9g: 1050 3064 113515+ 67483+
(91) (135} (65) (214) (1354) (31663) (42828)
14.0% S 32.9% 2t nza L% 25.8%
4619 1518 16+ 6753 187608 313653 162401*
(606) 245) (62) (802) (30942) (45117) (50494)
36.9% 48.9% 48.0% 39.4% 4431 S1.41 o.n
1829~ 618* 9% 2461 62521% 99710s 35767+
(484) (205) (8) (97) (15959) (33095) (18789)
1 53.9% " 20.6% 20.6% 54.3% 381X
193 456* 29 1619* e 83912+ 28020¢
(361} (122) {(25) (426) (17654) (31243) (21305)
28.7% Q0% 24.02 3. ETIC T4 22.8%
1283 1261 214 2159 19028 230016 2068542
(308) (262) (13) (411) (16540) (52032) (65220)
= 80.4% 100.0% 6.8 5.4 K, 1 100.0%
3644 139" 206+ 4589 123822 153295+ 237380*
(160) (185) (82) (853) (19798) (41162) (68523)
201X 9.4 €5.3% 22.6% 5.9% 252 672X
24 728 151* 3130 82450 181905 232508+
(454) (92) (68) (507) (14378) (25979) (103954)
26.3% 63.61 39_8% £0.6% £5.6% TR 48.8%
190+ 181* 69+ 440+ 6930* 50598+ 90619¢
(132) (75) (40) (134) (4851) (20286) (69338)
18.6X 61.9% 68.4% 31.3% T16.9% 20.0% nn
12N 609* 153+ 1912 55085+ 99247 16146 1%
(429) (162) (18) an) (1541) (21628) (71766)
18.0% 39.6% 69.4% 3.3 24.5% nn .
159% 247* 206* 3430+ 53419+
(166) (78) (180) (3001) (20143)
i o.4a 26.6% 14.01 &£.1%
080 669 16 s 106368 146981 120592¢
(549) (149) (13) (597) g (33633) (#91489)
38.4% 66.1% 95.5% Q.3 “.9% 10.3x 93.5%
960 990 0 2281 53046 207766 603141
(192) (245) (64) (347) (10661) (471459) (94780)
I ] 61.4% 98_0% 3.4 38.3% 66.9% 97.0%

54

TOTAL

13529=
(13347)
12.2%

31531
(14235)
8.1

510566
{12411)
57.0%

300500
(s8187)
50.7%
850066
(65070)
B

951707
(98370)
61.22

82321
(68177)

214062%
(58651)

603662
(94500)
48.6X

197997
(£3657)
.z

160772
{45185)
3.2

515908
(92175)
82.41

509496
(93335)

496892
(106598)

-

lag147r
(72151)

315192
(11736)
a.n

61899

37334}
(58607)

863954
(98768)



NATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC
COOE

34

37

4]

51

12

AN

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

SMALL
{8-99)

4311
(144)
23.6%

4080
{101}
18.0%

B6g*
(zZ14)
2.2

912
(362)
19.9%

184*
(198)

868+
(286)
3.2z

571*
(3133)
12.9%

6283
{1438)
4.8

417
(244)
12.9%

1348+
(760)
9.2x

3647
(1219)

4932

(1971

6.
11552

(596)
2.

324*
(319)
1.7

418+
(570)

1126%
(503)
6.8

1365%
(819)
5.2%

806+
(387)

316*
(319)
n.m

101640
(4398)
2

19.0%
1024
69.712
471*
19.9%
772
(172)
85.6%
1593+
(514)
1075*
99.6%
231
(z31)
100.0%
528+
(475)
2%

S30*
(1)
78.6%

36
(45)
29.4x

199%
(108)
9.2

25524
(1166)
%

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
(>500)

167+
(67)

432
(19)
§55.1%

417¢
{12)

374
89.9%

207
(94)

60.4%
147=

(51)
100.0%

34+
(21)
99.0%

1713+

(99)
99.8%

715
(120}
£y g

5276
(269)
56.0%

TOTAL

6244
(765)
28.4%

6195
(813)
an

2753
(328)
21.3%

1863
(403)
3.

JRE*
(218)
18.4%

1472*
(542)
19.22

668
(329)
13.5%

9357
(1488)
£3.3%

1036+
{463)
26.0%

2154*
(744)

5413
(1264)

6006
(1164)
18.7%

1392¢
(1n3)
14,92

1230%
(347}
7.8

132840
(4922}
26.3%
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TABLE mO. IK-10

SMALL
{8-99)

163208
(23665)
30.5%

143485
(25925)
23.6%

34433
(11611)
14.9%

38821*
(19852}
30.6%

9083*
{7681)
8.7%

36423+
(13343)

20311
(12867)
17.3%

35297+
{18668)
9. 7%

5191
{5108)
s

64327+
{(21903)

16.9%

29696%

{25386)
11.8%

35387*

(14515)
8.6%

25776%

{11949)
.82

3161*
(3189)
3.1

3312218
(¥33371)

(CONT [NUED)
EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM LARGE
(100-499} {>500)
321559 220655%
(44292) {88442)
53.9% 62.
320536 b
(52373) (111301)
48.5% .
207264
(47736) {126445)
a1,
132447 1405471
(27619) (194452)
92.8%
70339* 231416*

(23041) {111068)
36.2% $0.3%

63182+ 169312*
(81774) (127002)
2.3%

11518
{9829) ..
M.
170965 42123+
{35866) (22011)
66.T% 56.3%
61827 264255+
(442438) (77656)
56.5% 100.0%
137966 70083*
(33294) (43687)
18.2% Wo.0%
146565*%
{141107) (65566)
8443 100.0%
173246*
(56903) .es
61.2%
21013*
(21013) .-
100.
87162%
(78399) .-
§3.4%
(19556) -
73.1%
65169% 141669*
(25180) (64683)
18.6% .
12612%
(15755) .
S2.1%
57251¢ 1224250
(32880) (221503)
10.1% 40.5%
5045172 1615563
234969) (315478)
51.6% 671.6%

TOTAL

111422
(102400)
47.3%

1083027
(125442)
45.5%
906647
{132505)

1576746
(203346)
83.9%

310843
(106472)
40.9%

268977
(12zn)
51.3%

31829*
(14709)
16.0%

444101
(56472)
54.1%

342471+
(86866)
15.9%

256361
(55975}
38. 1%

652221
(155395)
17.5%

320900
(77536)
%1%
62310
(371718)
29.4%

92353
(18399)
22.7%

124416
(25320)
26.3%
256533
(61173)

i

(14575)
8.4%

38443+
(16374)
19.0%
1284662
(217828)
3B.1%

16033014
{491439)



FIGURE Il — 20

PROPORTION OF PLANTS WITH A UNION ON-SITE
(NOES 1981-1983)
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FIGURE Il — 21
WORKERS WITH AN IN-PLANT UNION

BY PLANT SIZE
(NOES 1981-1983)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY

(1981-1983)

Analyses of Management Interview Responses

Section IIT - Medical Services

health units

first aid personnel
on site physicians
off site physicians
physician utilization
employed nurses

number of nurses
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nurse utilization
screening examinations
pre-placement examination
health information
post—illness examination
termination examinations

medical record retention



KOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 14
Existence of An On-Site Health Unit

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine whether there was a company
policy which resulted in the provision of a health unit. This was defined as
a work area or portion of the facility reserved solely for the medical
examination and/or treatment of employees, permanently staffed at least
part-time by individuals responsible for operation of the unit.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

14. Is there a formally established health unit at this facility?

Jt

Yes, physician in charge

2 Yes, registered nurse in charge
3 Yes, licensed practical nurse in charge
4 Yes, other in charge
5 Mo
Notes

Resting rooms for female employees, rooms used only for the storage of medical
supplies, and rooms reserved only for specific purposes other than basic
health care (such as audiometric testing) were not considered to be health
units.

The lowest-numbered applicable response was coded. For example, if a
physician was in charge of the unit during at least part of the work week, and
a nurse provided services at all other times, response 14.1 was selected.

Analysis

Three analyses of the responses to question 14 are presented.

(1) Response 14.1 - Héalth unit with a physician in charge
The estimates of the plants which have on-site health units with a
physician in charge, and workers in those plants (by number and

proportion of the total) are displayed in Figures III-I and III-2, and
Tables III-1 and TII-2.

Figure III-1 On-site health units with a physician in charge
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-2 On-site health units with a physician in charge

(by 2-digit SIC)
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(2)

3)

" Table III-1 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which have a health unit with a physician in charge (by
. major industrial group)
Table III-2 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have a health unit with a physician in charge (by
2-digit SIC)

Response 14.2 or 14.3 — Health units with a nurse in charge

The estimates of the plants which have an on-site health unit with a
nurse (RN or LPN) in charge, and workers in those plants (by number and
proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-3 and III-4, and
Tables III-3 and III-4.

Figure III-3 On-site health units with a nurse in charge
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-4 On-site health units with a nurse in charge
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table III-3 Bumber and percent of plants and employees in plants

which have a health unit with a nurse in charge (by
major industrial group)

Table III-4 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have a health unit with a nurse in charge (by
2-digit sIC)

Response 14.1, 14.2, 14.3, or 14.4 - Health units with a designated
individual in charge

The estimates of the plants which have an on-site health unit with at

least some individual designated to provide care, and workers in those
plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures
III-5, ITI-6, III-7 and Tables III-5 and III-6.

Figure III-5 On-site health units with designated staff in charge
{by major industrial group)

Figure TII-6 On-site health units with designated staff in charge
(by 2-digit SIC)

Figure III-?7 On-site health units by personnel type in charge

Table III-5 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which have a health unit with designated staff in charge
(by major industrial group)

Table III-6 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have a health unit with designated staff in charge
(by 2-digit SIC)
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FIGURE Il - 1

ON-SITE HEALTH UNITS WITH A PHYSICIAN
(NOES 1986 1-1983)

IN CHARGE

°

zo 3a -0 50 &0
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORDE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPCSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. II1-1
MUMGER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE A HEALTH UNIT WITH A PHYSICIAN IN CHARGE
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM TOTAL
GRrROUP (8-99) (100-499) {>500) (8-99) (100-499) {>500)
07
13
15-1 3= 3= - 12768* 12168+
aae . 3) ) - .- (11270) (Mmaio)
1.8% 0% 5.82 .
20-39 104+ 1522 1883 8032* 71515 3858311 3943858
(87) (108) (166) (247) (7643) (24573) (394793) (405745)
. 8% 24.33 1.02 2% - L 20.5%
40-49 202 96* 358* 5865+ 31212 145020 182098+
(210} (64) {30) (228) (6101) (21138) (51004) (53421)
. 1.6 12.8% .6% . 2.T% 25.3% 5.8%
50-59
70-79 15% 34* 48* 1143 63615 10758%
.. (13) (28) (29) . (6524) (41134) (40700)
. 9.5% . 1.5% 18. .
80 236% 712 1192 2200 BE54* 211566 1962037 2182256
(163} (148) (191) (296) (5963) (40433) (259104) (267448)
8.3% - 57.8% 3= 8.5% 39.6% 64. 59.6%
S42x 1146 2811 4499 22551 327436 6041750 6391737
(283) (154) (2517) (449) (11455) (52269) (476882) (490709)
1% 2.3% 29.8% - 2% 3.3% 48.5% .12

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...Ne facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)
MUMBER AND PERCENT OF

SIC

CO0E

07

15

”

21

24

SMALL
(8-99)

ana

LYY

LY

LY

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100499}

(91)
.32

K/
{21)
n.ex

TABLE MO. 1I11-2
PLANTS AND

EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WMICH

HAVE A HEALTH UNIT WITH A PHYSICIAN IN CHARGE

LARGE
(>500)

e

3
3)

2.5%

-t

19.6%

(41)
19.4%
12*

(o)
11.5%

18.0X
(26)
14.6%
210~
55.3%
101
100.0%
18*
{61)
ox

&1
(36)
33.2x

170
(54)
50.5%

TOTAL

(30)

ne

136*
. 7x

{83)
N, 3

64

SMALL
(8-93)

ans

aesw

6147
(7481)
1.3%

1885*
1861)

EMPLOYEES

MEDIUM

(100-499)

19487+
{15373)
5.6X

-

24810
(21282)
9.5%

11069*

(8173)
17.5%

2209*
(9255)
3.9%

9209*
(10243)
.02

LARGE
(>500)

T4005*
(33246}
15.0%

41763
(36135)
n.zx

40817+
(41210}

&1062*
22.6%

21621
(22969)
29.9%

20917
17.0%

56749
(43547)
7.8

88821
=T g

357568
(96140)

317545+
(':0259)

112891+
(65136)
48.3%

39374
(28512)
30.5%

412356
(61461)
6.3%

TOTAL

14005
(39246)

41763
(36135)
36.6%

384263
(105888)
4.9

128614
(657192)
58.0x

112893
(65136)
15.0%

421565
(68457)

-



MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE M0. 111-2 (CONTINUED)

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
sSIC Smarl MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
CODE (8-99) (100-493) (>500) {3-99) (100-499) (>500)
34 a1 2= 153738* 153738+
. aes {62) (82) . (95642) (95642)
an K ;4 4.8% 10.2%
35 Lo L 457463 457463
. e (50) {50) .- .e- (105592) (105552)
8.8 5% an 9.2
3% 4 T4 350384 350384
... . (' an aee N (93980) (93980)
9.3X -T% 29.6% 17.8%
n 6= 226 242 730~ 1258873 1263603
ane (22) (44} (46) ves (6305) (263690) (262186)
| X3 S4.3% 4.3% 2.0% | <9 61.2x
38 92= 92+ 180896* 180896+
aee .- (82} (80) aen e 2an) (1232m)
2.1% 2.3% 39.3% a.6n
39 10= 0 . 19466 19466
. () o) .en - (18968) (18968)
3.0 1% 9.3% .
a 202~ 202 5865+ 5865%
(210) .- (210) (6101) . . (6101)
4.6 4.7 5.0 2.9%
L ¥
85 26% 26x 14931 74337
‘en . (14) (14) .- (57710} (587710)
8.0% TX 28.4% 16.6%
48 34 34 70083 0083
. “ee (21) (21 .- —.e (43641) {43681)
99.0% 2% 100.0% 0.4
L]
S50
51
55
12
3 15 34 &8 43 63615* T0758*
. () (28) (29) e {6524) (41134) {40700)
1.0% 9.8% 3% 2.0% 19.3% 6.4
T
76
%0 36 iz 1192 2200 8654* 211566 1962037 2182256
(168) 14g) (131) (296) (5963) (40483) (259104) {267448)
8.3% BN 57.6% 3.1 8.5% 39.62 64.9% 59.6%
A 542 1098 26811 451 22551 3830 6041750 6376131
(292) (186) (248) (480) (419) (£9496) {454144) (476077)
1% 2.2% 9.0 9% 2% 3. 438.5% .

®Standard error »>25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...Mo facilities abserved.

65



g 15-17

20-39
E 40-49
E so-59

g 70-79

ALl

ON-BSITE HEALTH UNITES WITH A NURSE IN CHARGE

o7

13

80

FIGURE Il - 3

INOES 1981-1980)

20

s ) LT 2s
PEROENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-3
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE A HEALTH UNIT WITH A MURSE IN CHARGE
PLANTS : EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SmALL MEDILM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-439) (2500) (8-99)  (100-499) (>500)
07 -
13 40t 40 15189 15189+
(31) (31) (11898) (11898)
3.9% .2 N, 3 N 3
15-17 9g* I= 15+ 120* 4694+ 2340% 48961* 55995%
(98) (8) (6) (98) (4688) (2608) (19213) (21459)
1 - ] 6.2 - . 33 2. .
20-39 305+ 3592 3229 1125 15337* 1040454 329575) 4351552
an) (639) (263) (807) (6825) Ome? (241049) (324049)
. n.33% 51.5% . . 16.3% 39.9% .
40-49 544= 345+ 957+ 44320+ 12871 81760+ 198977+
(460) (163) (69) (465) (37385) (36108) (47203) (13451)
1.0% 5.9% 14.5% . N4 . 14.3% X
50-59 A3* 43* 13054+ 13054+
(27) 27) (8212) (8272)
1.6% . 2 .
10-19 123 N 294* 35199* 143637+ 178336*
(73) (115) a21) (20351) (85153) (82384)
5.% . . .6X - .
80 40 304+ 594 939 2061* 86151 827750 915961
(40) () (139) (180) (2054) (25872) (179847) (184670)
.8 14.0% . C13.3% . 16.7% . =.0%
ALL 9g]* 4454 4077 9517 66412+ 1265274 4397878 5729564
(503) (670} (326) - (963) (38346) (184258) (316698) (389354)
- ] 8.9% ox 1.9% 6% 12.8% 35.3% 17.1%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be snreliable.
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27
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33
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72
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73
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80
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH

SIC

=003

07

3

15

16

17

23

24

3

SMALL
(8-99)

161*

PLANTS
REDIUM
(100-499)

411
(176)
12.8%

393
(145)
24.7%

2.4x

107*

116®
11.5%

379*
(M2}
25.8%

TABLE NO. I11-4

HAVE A HEALTH UNIT WITH A NURSE IN

LARGE
{>500)

(81)
68.4%
{9x
(34
62.6%
196

(60)
65.5%

{S5)
8.2

A4
(34)
3r.=
176*
82.2%
176%
(86)
S5.T%
118*

3.2

TOTAL

316+
(169)

201
(92)
1.0%

358*
{135)
4.6%

197*
(42)

143%
{60)
1.1%

239*
{104)
2.4%

585¢

(150)
9.9%

SMALL
(8-99)

13.8%
5162*
4.9%

S760*
(4289)
4.2

68

EMPLOYEES
(100-499)

15189+
(118s8)

2340
(2608)
1.2

138978*

38115%
(313715)

§252*
(14242)
2.3%

16727*
(31305)
29.4%
264072
4.7%
142012

LARGE
(>500)

36379+
(12499)
21.0x

12582
(11004)
12.4%

337608
(76325)
68.7X

59713+
(1))
53.3%

188272+
(19703)
2.

61233~
(5317Y)

8146
{9007)

45238*
(36890)
36.8%

150115*

{69679)
J2.6%

170070*
(67453)
9.2%

86221*
(47258)
18.1%

103466*
(42339)
44.3%

896 19*
(43706)
69.5%

162156*
{(51112)

TOTAL

15189+
(11398)

38719
(13228)
4.3%

17276+
(12193)
2.9%

476586
(87852)
30.7%

59971
(43053)

294100
(15051)
9.z

65744~
(53926)

10287+
10339)
1.8%

53544
(38353)
10.3%

188230*
(87389)
30.12

178322+
(67397)
15.1%

162943+
(65872)
17.8%

264072
(9028}
1n.9%

117667
15.6%

121191
(45740)
2.1

281298
(68364)
26.3%



NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC
CODE

3

K}

L)

51

72

75

76

80

All

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
(8-99)
3
(23)
.1

9=
M

en

40*
(40)
1.4%

987
(#97)

-

PLANTS
MEDILM
(100499}

465
(135}
14.9%

505
{134)
14.8%

359*%
(182)
13.4%

178*
(68)
14.9%

54%
(36)
5.1

121>

(252)
15.9%

304
()
14.0%

4366
(569)

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
(2500)
137

.

556
(79)
70.9%

480
(133)

-

168*
(14)

284
(138)
68.3%

26
1.7%

S)x
(69)

594
(139)

4071
(325)
43.3%

TOTAL

625
(138)
2.83%

1061
(153)

39
(266)
71.9%

379~
ms)

-

338+
(149)

153*
(252)
2.0%

155%
(s4)
73

5%
(75)
1.9%

-tn

939
(180)

T 133

9429
811)
1.92

€9

TABLE WO

SMALL
(8-99)

2203«
(2221)

1954+
(4362)
1.5%

8058*
(6284)
1.7

2061+
(2054)
2.0%

66412*
{36996)
62

The estimate may be unreliable.

. 114

4.6%

86151
(25872)
16.7%

1252968
{163335)

{CONT [NUED)

LARGE
{2500)

108420*
(52305)
30.9%

574944
{964715)

641644
{116857)
54.3%

242968
(80565)
16.0%

245381*
(138152)

20532
(20670)
9.8%

21871*
(17464)
29.2%

59909*
(46023)
40.9%

143637
(85153)

827750
(179847)
%

43917818
(312840)
35.3%

118836*
{82984)
16.3%

915961
(184670)
25.0%

5711258
(368249)
17.2%



FIGURE Il - 5

NOES 188 3-10a8)

ON-SITE HEALTH UNITS WITH DESIGNATED STAFF IN CHARGE

o7
13
g 15-17
20-39
40-49
50-590
§ 70-79
80
ALL
° 10 20 30 Py =0 eo 70 = =0 80
PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (198)-1983) TABLE N0, III-S
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE A HEALTH UNIT WITH DESIGNATED STAFF IN CHARGE
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100499} (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07
13 157* AQ0* 197 3922* 15189 - 19112¢
(159) (31) “es {156) (3964) (11898) ces {11903)
1.6% 3.9% - 1.9% 8.7% 4.6%
15-17 T40% 55« T7* 872 34539* 8393* 101207= 144140=
(319) (56) {94) (407) (16235) (7618) (66552) (70764)
. 1.3% 31.9% 9% 1.6% 1.1% 42.9% 4.72
20-39 4951 9963 5088 20002 252842 2445203 7446208 10144254
(842) (834) (237) {1404) {39365) (205813) {324452) (443378)
3.2% 31.8% 81.1X 10.5% 5.5% 38.3% 90.1% 52.7%
40-49 1925% 889* 194 3008= 94795% 223660 288587 607042
(838) (307) (83) (940) (43549) {(15206) {64531) (1154718)
3.6% 15.2% 41.5% 5. 1% 6.6% 19.4% 50.3% 19.2%
S0-59 426% 308* 734> 9375* 44396% 53771=
{391) (143) cee (348) (8598) (20217) cee (18322)
I3 11.6% 1.2 8% 10.9% 3.5%
70-79 183= 276% 205% 663* 10074* 14803* 207252* 292129*
(141) {(1m) {(119) (217) (7746) (30290) {104011) (101233)
3% 11.8% 57.8% ’ 9% .T% 16.1% 61.0% 13.3%
80 276* 1127 1786 3189 10714* 311947 2789187 3112447
m (158) {266) (340) (6459) (46043) (341627) (342145)
9.7% 52.0% 86.7% 45.7% 10.5% 58.4% 92.3% .
ALL 8658 12657 7350 28665 416261 3123591 10833041 14372894
(1335) (923) (396) (1825) {62458) (227290) (491315) {585419)
1.9% 25.3% 77.9% 5.6% 3.8% 3.7z 86.9% 43.0%

#Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...M0 facilities observed.
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FIGURE Il - 6

ON-SITE HEALTH UNITS WITH DESIGNATED STAFF IN CHARGE
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-6

SIC

o7

5

”

21

24

n

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS ARD EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WMICH
HAVE A HEALTH UNIT WITH DESIGMATED STAFF IN CHARGE

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
SMALL MED UM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE
(8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
157% 40* 197= 3922* 15189%
(159) (31 .. (156) (3964) (11898} .
1.8% ER 4 2.0% 1.9% 8.7%
33 = 1z 113 2407* 2340% 88625+
(43) (8) {95) (108) (3547) {2608) (66889)
. 6% 53.5% % N -2 1.Z 65.7%
159 48* 5= 212 6236* 6054 12582*
(ms) (55) ) (136) (5060) {6955) (11004)
1. 4.3% 4.7 1.7% 2. 2.9% 2.4
S4T= S547= 25895*
(380) cen aee (380) (16247) . .-
. . 2.1
177 752% ol 1369 6964* 216845 411613
(n2) {200} (90) (283) (6306) (634356) (84030)
1.5% 23.4% 78.8% 9.0% 1.8% 2% a1
30* 79 109 1866% 112133%
(43) .- (56) {65) (2685} . (67572)
100.0% 99.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
320+ 615 255+ 1190 15921 152995 229089
(159) {ns) (65) (231) {71270) (32112) (81745)
10.9% B 85.2% 4.1 15.0% . .
A05* 713 153« 1212 18281= 177138 151296*
(137) {169) (68) (185) (8441) (38332) (65830)
.a 3.02 63.3% 8.0% 4.3% 29.0% 12.6%
279 245 19* 543« W64 346471 35767%
(216) (120} (8) (235) (7249) (17496) (18789)
2.6% 21.3% 8.1 4.5% 3.5% 18.9% 38.7%
4= 124~ &4 315+ 104272 39043+ 66155=
(132) {14 (33) (212) (9361} {38570) (34501)
3.5 1.6% 39.9% 5.9% 1.52 5.2 53.8%
95+ 438* 24 148 6444* _logzs4e 206864*
(85} {195) (713) (240) (5817) (S0101) (65220)
2.3% 21.9% 100.0% 12.72 4.7% 38.5% 100.0%
235+ 341 238* 814 13831= B80496* 274109
(154) (141 (91) (201) (8936) (34925) (66517)
1.3% 18.2% .2 4.0% 2.9% 22.3% 19.3%
164* 438* 345 946 T524= 132416 AS4264
(101) {137) (63) (165) (4419) (36905) (99596)
2.7% "% 90.72 12.3% 4.2 50.8% 95.4X
|14 101* 243 374717 117545~
.es (49) (42) (69) aew (12815) (70259)
48.3% 100.0% 17.3% 59.2% 100.0%
24 238 193+ 654 16150 65646* 216359~
(96) (89) (14) (156) (6845) (30101 (74266)
.% 15.5% 86.0% 7.7% 1.2% 22.3% 92.6%
125 125 33930+
. {80) .- (80} .- (22833) .
22.0% .22 25.0x
242 3rex 184% 798* 11886% 94060* 128993
(156) {133) (1) (232) (7303) (317024) {49687)
2.8% 36.8% 99.9% 8.0% 5.0% 45.0% 100.0%
236% 658 304 1198 14590% 167371 589839
(131) {164) (12) (268) (10318) (34227) (89977)
5.71% 44.8% 9%0.1% 20.2% 10.5% S3.ex 94.9%

72

TOTAL

19112*
(11903}
4.6%

937>
10.4%

24872+
(14251)
4.2

23895*
(16247)
1.6

635422
(88869)

113999+
(66861)
100.0%

398005
(93457)
55.7%

346716
(66698)

81178
(28132)

115629+
2.3%

321593*
5.4

368435
(73540)
K1 7 4

594203
(105460)
64.7X

155022*
(71575)
69.9%

298155*
(19761)

I3930*
(22833)
19.3%

771800
(105407)
”m.n



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC SMALL
CODE (8-99)
34 1069~
(427)
5.8%
35 520
(212)
2.3%
36 AQ3=
(206)
5.2
kY 137
(110)
38 105
{89)
3.9%
39 165+
(197)
41 475+
(289)
10.8%
2 3=
@3n)
N, 4
[ )
48 260*
(256)
1.8%
8 453
(3%6)
5.5%
50 £26%
(391)
1.4%
51
55
72
13
75
16 a3
(141)
1.9%
80 276*
()
AN 8658
(1320)
19

*5tandard error >25% of the estimate.

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)
1085
(215)
34.7%
1709
(255)
50.2%
1015
(175)
37.8%
416+
(129)
35.0%
32
{123}
32.6%

221*
{360)
28.4%

154
(106}
10.4X

5%
(75)
12.8%

5
(5)

444
(213)
308*
43

-t
el -t
&

-

S4=
(55)
8.0%

186*

{93)
12.5%

36*
(45)
29.8%
nzz
{158)
52.0%
12494
{835)
25.2%

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
(2500)

298+
(19)
n

161
(85)
97.9%

£25%
(164)
19.4%

394
(85)
94.7%
396=
(130}
95.12

]
{26)
10.7%

7350
(507)
18.0%

TOTAL

2452
(484)
nz

299
i

-t~

—?

(3¢66)
19.3%

947
(161)
17.0%

812
{191)
20.0%

428%
(416)

6%

4715
9.6%

939*
(418)
4.3%

105

2.6%

298*
(255)
1.9%

390+
(133)

e

219
(147}
2.2
3189
{340)
45.1%

28502
(1656)
5.6%

TABLE NO. III-6

SMALL
(8-99)

38396
(10340)
6.9%

24146
(8768)
4.0%

7954+
(1109)
7.6%

9258*
(11005)
5.6%

17337*

(10921)
.3

3211
(13372)

9084
(8973)

36262%
(31700)
13.5%

9375

(as92)
1.5%

LY

The estimate may be unreliable.
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(CoNT

EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM
(100-499)

261704
{48385}
43.9%
380854
{42818)
6%
260357
49.1%
89216*
3.3
52866*
(25781)
59854*
(101830)
40.0%

384718~
(26653)
14.9%

7769
(7769)
1.1%
1002*
(903)
6%
12526 1*

44396*
(20217)
15.7%

e

INUED)

LARGE
(>500)
318552

(103010)
90.7%
1099864
(150347)
98.8%
1045947
(196047)

83.5%

1501841
(240317)
9

A45979*
(125897)
96.9%

39998+
(24337)
19.1%

54578
(44519)
12.9%

88689*
(45201)
33.8%

70083*
(43687)
100.0%

152371
51.3%

2789787
(341627)
92.3%

10833041
(536586)

TOTAL

618652
(127634)
a%.2%

1504864
(163096)
63.2%

1337543
(210419)
63.0%

1598259
(249013)
85.0%

506798
(126678)

109110
(100263)
20.8%

71331
(10921)
8.7X

125161+
(5709¢6)
15.2%

96458+
(44062)
21.4%

80169*
n.ex

236760
{103580)
28.1%

53171
(18322)
5.9%

22146
O17391)
n.zx

3112447
(342145)
%

14337351
(548663)
8.1%



FIGURE Il - 7

ON-SITE HEALTH UNITS BY PERSONNEL TYPE IN CHARGE
(NOES 1981-1983)

NONE $2.1%

SHALL PLANTE

NURSE 43.2%

LARGE PLANTE

QTHER 14.1x

NONE T4.7X

OTHER &6~

NONE §4.3%

AL PLANTS
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 15
Presence of a Trained Individual to Provide First Aid
Intent
The intent of this question was to determine if there were individuals, other
than doctors or nurses, formally trained in first aid procedures and
designated by management to provide on-site emergency medical care.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

15. Do you have an employee at this facility with formal first-aid training, who has been
formally designated to provide emergency medical treatment?

(=

Yes, full-time
2 Yes, part-time

No

[L78)

Notes

Full-time provision of first-aid means that at least one individual is on duty
at any time the facility is in operation, while part-time means that at least
one individual has been designated as the provider of first-aid but may not be
on duty during all hours of operation.

Physicians, nurses, or any individual not formally designated by management to

provide first aid were not included as providers. Informal or "understood”™
arrangements were not considered positive responses.

Analysis

Three analyses of the responses to question 15 are presented.

(1) Response 15.1 - provision of trained first aid personnel during all hours
of facility operation

The estimates of the plants which provide full-time first aid personnel,
and workers in those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are
displayed in Figures III-8 and IXII-9, and Tables III-7 and III-8.

Figure III-8 Full-time emergency health care personnel on-site
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-9 Full-time emergency health care personnel on-site
(by 2-digit SIC) ,

Table III-7 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which have full-time personnel for emergency health care
(by major industrial grcoup)
Table III-8 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which have full-time personnel for emergency health care
(by 2-digit SIC)
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(2) Response 15.2 - provision of trained first aid personnel during at least
some of the hours of facility operation

3)

The estimates of the plants which provide part-time first aid personnel,
and workers in those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are
displayed in Figures III-10 and III-11, and Tables III-9 and III-10.

Figure III-10
Figure III-11

Table III-9

Table III-10

Part-time emergency health care personnel on-site

(by major industrial group)
Part-time emergency health care personnel on-site

(by 2-digit SIC)
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have part-time personnel for emergency health care
(by major industrial group)
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have part-time personnel for emergency health care
(by 2-digit SIC)

Response 15.1 or 15.2 - provision of trained first aid personnel on a
part or full-time basis

The estimates of the plants which provide emergency health care on-site
either part or full-time, and workers in those plants (by number and
proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-12, III-13,
III-14, and Table III-11 and III-12.

Figure III-12
Figure III-13
Figure III-14
Table III-11

Table III-12

Emergency health care personnel on-site
(by major industrial group)

Emergency health care personnel on-site

(by 2-digit SIC)
Emergency health care provided on-site
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have designated personnel for emergency health
care (by major industrial group)
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have designated personnel for emergency health
care (by 2-digit SIC)
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FIGURE IIl - 8
FULL-TIME EMERQENCY HEALTH CARE PERSONNEL ON-SITE
(NOESE ITP81-19848)
o7
13
§ 15-17
20-39
E 40-49
B so-59
§ 70-79
80
ALL
6 10 20 S:O 4‘-0 570 B'O 7'0 8'0 ;O
PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-7
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE FULL-TIME PERSONNEL FOR EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL mEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 1057* 1057+ 14762+ 14762+
(627) (627) (8457) (8467)
19.0% 18.8% 14.2% 13.3%
13 26822 390% 3071 45878* 83058 128937
(1057) (183) ves (1113) {15085) (37050) .e (48181)
3. . 31.8% 2.0% 4.8% 3.
15-17 28648 1546* 165+ 30358 669335 292221* 165112% 1126669
(1912) (457) (113) {2030) (48676) (95461) (84357) (144742)
30.4% 31.3% 68.0% 30.8% 31.9% 39.6% 69.9% 36.
20-39 42683 17677 917 65276 1567020 3683300 6680877 11931197
(3278) (1336) (243) (4006) (107240) (276631) (302274) (433549)
21.9% . 78.4% 34.1% 33.9% S1.7% 80. 61.9%
40-49 14047 3269 321 17638 457041 702044% £24120 1583205
(1483) (797) (95) (1911) (62636) (195742) (98892) (251349)
26.4% 55.9% 68.7% 29.7% 31.9% 60.9% 13.9% 50. 1%
S0-59 9592 691 10283 107008* 316474
(1526) (246) (1598) (31780) (37219) (51722)
16.4% 26.0% 16.8% 18.6% . 20.6%
70-79 9308 947 B 10487 230125 199221 225760* 655706
(1662) (200) (125) (1673) (36155) (33001) (108215) (118696)
12.7% 40.4% 65.5% 13.8% 16.6% 42.9% . .
80 2463* 1503 1739 5704 80804% 423030 2680541 3184375
(784) {197) (230) (835) (22339) (65341) (307985) (312348)
86.7% 69.4% 84.4% 80.7% 79.5% 19.1% . 87.0%
ALL 110480 26022 1314 143876 3275032 5489882 10176410 18941324
(4880) (1674) {386) {5612) (144598) (363511) (463498) {623546)
24.6% 52.0% 78.1% . 29.6% 55.7% 81.6% 56.7%

=$tandard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983)
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF

SIC

o7

13

15

16

17

21

24

3

SMALL
(8-99)

105T*
{627}
19.0%

2682%
{1057)
3.z

8964
(1206)

5138
{896)
45.52

14546
(1657)
25.0%

2631
(540)
3.1

'
(6)
14.62

589
(213)
20.1%

2451=
(1151)
19.6%

3018
(584)
28.2%

1551¢
(509)
3.2

1531=
(437)
371.2%

2934
(682)
6.

2200
(498)

3+

(87)

-2X

2415
(191)
36.0%
88r
{&1)
3469
(612)

1208
(291)
29.2%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)

390
(183)
38.3%

270
(114)
24.4%

561
(194)

115=
31.22
1702

(321)
52.9%

688
(147)
43

TABLE %0. III-8
PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH

HAVE FULL-TIME PERSONNEL FOR EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE

LARGE
(>500)

(88)
69.6%

10+
19)
12.2%

201
(18)
61.2%

100*
(57)
41.42

104>
(14)
100.0%

119*
99.6%

180*
(&s)

59%
(92)
81.9%

359
(57)
{40)

4

158=
(67)

184*
(11)

275*
(76)
81.52

TOTAL

SMALL
(8-99)
14762
(8467)
[ L% 4

-

45878+
(15085)
2.0%
190997
{25121)
B.x%

133211
(24319}

345128
(38991)

98503
(21113)
25.4%

258*
{345}

13.68%

38424~
(10595)
36.2%
64517
(20104)
15.2%

123390
(26160}

EMPLOYEES
MED LM
(100-499)

83058*
(37050)
47.8%

46260
(20017)
23.3%

98192*
(39341)

47770
(74449)

384302
(81454)
57.0%

151085
(37170)

216845*
{58927)
T 35.5%

105583+
(21166)
57.5%

125792¢
(52172}
b 3

156627+
(40473)
55.6%

LARGE
(>500})

103397*
(67194)
6.7x

61714
(37366)
60.9%

356899
{T6705) .

12.6%

29132%
(29361}

199624+
{91792)
76.5%

89384
(486992)
2.9%

92355+
(52501)
100.0%

122998+
100.0%

184857~
(14073)

300531~
{75636)
86.9%

464663
(96615)
97.5%

92134+
{(54117)
18.4%

192647

128993*
{49637)
100.0%

547051
{103308)

878879



MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

k|

35

k)

41

51

12

76

80

an

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
(8-99)

6430
(793)
4%

6149
(766)

1564
(3)
2.0%

1855
(414)
47.0%

847+
(244)
31.5x

1666*

(417)
5.4%

240
(780)

3118~
(840)
15.62

785
(573)
4.

2404~

(2068)
16.3%

4126*
(1076)
50.2%

6345
(1103)
20.9%

1239~
(345)
13.6%

2007+
(1047)
10.6%

2332+
{785)
n.3x

2978
(678)
18.0%

3432

(1500)
3.1
567
(336)
5.8%

2463+
(184)

109105
(313)
24.4%

PLANTS
REDILUM
(100-499)

1992
(235)
63.8%

2198
(228)
64.6%

1681
(1B

743
(144)

692
(165)
12.3%

294
(487)

97+
19.0%

936+
{269}
63.2%

118
(118)
20.0%

398+
{201}

1578+
(563)
84.8%

691
(246}
38.4%

.t

175>
(106)

677
§160)

59=
{60)

3¢
(45)
29.4%
1503
(197)

25880
(1241)
52.2%

...M0 facilities observed.

LARGE
(>500)

279
80.7X

616
(87)
73.6%

610
(143)

e

(713)

80.3%
319

(m3)
76.72

328+
(217)
97.0%

96.5%

(41}
70.2%

19
(16)

120
{90)
69.2%

13
(19)

!

219*
(117)

e

1739
(220)
84.4%

1314

(383)
18.22

TOTAL

8701
(601)

8964
{113)

»

3855
(412)

(435)

-

1858
(316)
=

-

1239%
(345)
13.32%

2007
(1047)
10.3%

2520
(766)
1.8x

3873
(711}

3490
(1500}
13.3%

603*

(333)
6.1

5704

(835)
80.7

142359
(4191)
28.22

TABLE MO. [11-8

SMALL
(e-99)

210538
(23343)
3%

209055
(28651)
34.5%
719605
(14556)
34.5%
13873
(18153)
58.2%
44160
(12285)
£2.2%
57309
(12259)
34.5x

63005%
(22058)
53.6%

" 89493
(4120}
18.3%

18125¢
(12%61)
2.4

98068*

(60E04)
M366T*

(41048)

151743
(28192)
4.7

19569*
(7015)
10.6%

38155%
(19623)
12.3%

16444

(26382)
20.1%

80546
{21876)

52290
{21866)
12.71%

21445
(12821)

12.0x

80804+

(22339)
719.5%

3230349
{116585)
29.3%

The estimate may be unreliable.
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#ED
(100-4%3)
380972
(44614)
63.8%
423204
(45035)
64.0%
389504
(29064)
70.5%
151178
(34242)
63.2%
115218*
(33031)
59.3%

60837*
(96601)
20.72

11518¢
(9829)
LN,

168940+
(52404)
7 65.3%
47505
(47505)
a.5%

11314
(32341)

371051*
(151932)
81.2x

107008*
(31219)
37.8%

EMPLOYEES
Tum

(CONTINUED)

(>500)

249602*
(90524)
T.mw

959414
(147206)
86.2%

943256
(157386)
79.8%

1155117

(213608)

76.3%
382315+
(116695)
83.0%

189904+
(119941)
90.7%

10670*
(}5] )

215090+
(102847)
65.4%

2680541
(307985)
88. 7%

10176410
(472819)
8.7

TOTAL

841112
(96946)

1591673
{149365)
66.9%

12364
{147178)

1380168
{206585)

541693
{123153)
n.3x

113406*
24.0%
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FIGURE il — 10

PART-TIME EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE PERSONNEL ON-SITE
(NOER 79817-10983)
c7 T T T T
13 e _
é 15-17 S
20-392
E 40-49 T T T ]
E-q.s59 LI ]
§ TO-79 S
0o
ALl SR
67 2 < é [.] 13 1'2 1: 1v6 ‘!.5 20
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORCOE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY {1981-1983) TABLE NG. I1I-9
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE PART-TIME PERSONNEL FOR EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL RMEDILM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-93) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) {100-499) {>500)
07 1196* 1196* 11219« 1712719*
(674) (674) (6820) (6820)
21.5% 21.2% 16.7% 15.6%
13 310+ 1= 46% 467> 12854* 23186 31383* 67423
(198) (63) (52) (200) {6824) (11620) (35291) (37709)
3.6% 10.9% 100.0% 4.8% 6.2% 13.3% 100.0% 16.3%
15-17 T122* 715* 54x B490* 230853* 139575* S5765* 426193*
(2155) (262) (49) (2285) (73305) (55238) (38584) (120219)
8.2% 17.22 22.3% 8.6% 11.0% 18.9% 23.6% 13.9%
20-39 15119 6940 898 22957 546397 1469060 851606 2867063
(1763) (840) (139) (2291) (49687) (182323) (117593) {263660)
9.9% 21.9% 14.3% 12.0% 11.8% 23.0% 10.3% 14.9%
40-49 4202 839* 20 5060 126232* 153057 14385% 353674
(1034) (237) {12) (988) (32163) (37583) (52483) (68747)
1.9% 14.3% 4.2% 8.5% 8.8% 13.3% 13.0% 11.2%
50-59 6513 295* 6808 135890 69192* 205082%
(1470) (186) {1460) (21211) (48098) £53038)
11.2% n. % 11.2% 12.1% 16.9% » 13.4%
70-79 3916% 159* 63* 4138 93943* 43581% 47176% 184701
(1059) (86) {40) (1061) (28855) (23257) (31947) (49938)
5.4% 6.8% 17.9% 5.5% 6.7% 9.4% 13.9% 8.4%
80 129* 139* 48> 316x 3235% 26495* 69650* 99381*
(143) (64) (32) (170) (3573) (12965) (44586) (48499)
4.6% 6.8% 2.3% 4.5% 3.2% 5.0% 2. .
ALL 39106 9197 129 49432 1166682 1924146 1129967 42207195
{3552) (938) (165) (3902) {102759) (202146) {149417) (312766)
8.7X 18.48% 12.0% 9.7X 16.5% 19.5% 9.1% 12.6%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

”

21

24

N

SMALL
(8-99)
1196+

(674)
21.5%

310~
(198)
.62

2183
{918)
8.81
1400
(890)
122.42
4138%
(1367)
=

1446*
{381)
2%

26
{42)
86.5%
414
(170)
nn
652%
(238)
5.2

7.1

T75%
5371)

1831
(S06)
20.8%

5%
(181)
7.4%

PLANTS
MEDILW
{100-499)

4.2
67T

(119)

21.8X

1z
{170)

-

250%
(410})
16.0%

390*
(118)

152=
(118)
5

12.9%

391
(213)
EH

TABLE w0, III-10

WMEER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EPMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH

HAVE PART-TIME PERSOMNEL FOR EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE

LARGE
{>500)

30~
-(41)

21
(29)

2z*
(31)
9.9%

5%
(24)

TOTAL

1196
(674)
2.2

A6T*
(200)

2624*
(1005)
0%

1685+
{932)

4180*
(13n)

4718
(560)
5.3

52%

(€3)

41.6%
886+

(213)

18.42

1429
(299)

Tz
{3r2)
660
(342)
na
398
(rs)

1592

7.8%

1143
W.8%

152
(118)
71

995*
(385)
NnN.7%

162+

(84)
10.6X
2130
(501)
21.3%
431

230
1.3%

SMALL
(8-99)

171219
(6820)
16.7%

12854
(6824)
6.2

58107*
(21812)
3%

48404+
{30821)
17.0%

24342«
{(43517)
9.9%

64345%
(18387)
16.7%

1608+
(2605)
86.2X

16649+
(6952)
15.7%

JNTT
(mmn)
%

18146%
(W0734)

10756%
(6753)
.

12782
(9448)

5045
(16148)
10.6X
39921>
(10520)
2.7

EMPLOYEES

NECIUN
{100-499)

23186x
(11620)
13.3%

371>
(39713
35.5%

(26547)
8%
251719
(14994}
40.8%
38307
(19879)
13.0%
36336~
(21218)
8z
69382+
(23880)
B.x

13507
(11939)
4.3%

LARGE
(>500)

31383+
(35291)
100.0%

16222

12.0%

J9544
(34141)

39.7%

1005822
{39250)

26676

5647
(32831)

21.3%

92600*
(60102)

25719
(14934)

71806
10.3%

52000
(28918)
29.5%

103085
(24690)
17.9%

T4784*
(49420)
7.0%



NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-19€3)

SIC

COOE

3

35

kY

L]

51

T2

5

16

All

sstandard ervor >25% of the estimate, The estimate may be unreliable.

SMALL
(8-99}
1864
(559)
10.1%

2799+
(8s1)
12.4%

564%
(350)
1.9%

406
(184)
10.2X

889%
(510)
X

927%
(512)
1.3%

2727
(831)
9.0%

934
(470)
10.0%

2871
{1
15.22

1384
(128)
6.7%

1088~
(544)
6.6%

1027*
(531)

-

416
(442)
4.3%

129*
(143}
4.6%

39106
(4345)
8.8%

PLANTS
MEDIUM LARGE
(100499} (2500)
T15* 39*
(200} (21)
22.9% 1.2z
193 167+
(156) {52)
23.3% 21.3%
55 119=
(166) (60)
8.1 15.1%
314 17*
(138) (6)

46* 42
(41) (45)
4.8% 10.0%

228* 10~

(484) {10)
28.6X 3.0%

92

(19} .
18.0%

g8
(34) 3)
6.0% .

55
(46) ()
9.8% 1.9%

303* 14

(166) (12)

125%

(86) .-
6.7%
295%
(186) .-
16.4%
il
an ven
1.6%

148* 63%
(88) (40)
9.% 18.6%

139 48+
(64) (32)
6.4% 2.3%
9021 1129

(835) (161)
18.2% 12.0%

...M0 facilities observed.

TOTAL

2618
(621)
n.e

3759*
14.0%

1438*
(368)
13.6%

131
(201
3.2

268*
(194)
6.6%

957*

(662}
12.4%

139*
2.8%

2065+
(691)

(308)
10.6%

1206%
(624)
.12

1052*
(511)
10.3%

3022+«
(844)
9.4

914+
(470)
9.8%

2871
(4300}]
u.n

1395+
(728)
6.5%

1300
(563)
.%

1027=
(531)
3%

416*
(442)
[ . 3

316*
(170)
4.5%

49256
(4602)
9.7%

TABLE mC. 115-10

SMALL
(8-99)

89911
(16623)
16.2%

78851
(16831)
13.0%

18983*
(1896)
8.2

15835*
{8076)
12.5%

8341*
{5031)

13165%
(5986)
1.9%

2599*
(3216)
2%

50556
mnn
10.4%

12335*
(10746}
15.9%

22829%
{13408)
5.42

3719713*
{19106)
%

64424+
(21282)
10.2%

26259+
(13502)
4.2%

45208*
(18435)
14.6%

19721*
(10244)
5.2

49983
(27169}
11.9%

14318
{7581)

9915+
(9272)
6%

3235
(3573)
3.z

1166682
(134442)
10.6%

(CONTINUED)

EMPLOYEES
MEDILM LARGE
(100-439) (>500)
148605* 38098*
(41034) {29191)
24.9% 10.
167314 153519
(38788) (48117)
. 13.
132156* 155160%
(34939) (62243)
2. 13.
68185* 57203*
(32840) (25922)
28.5% 3.
16 #6253*
{16769) (55829)
8. 10.0%
19466
(122322) (18968}
36. 9.
15395+
(13204) vee
18.9%
15737= 1430%
) (1510)
1.
8070
(6702) (51083)
7.8 15.
531
{21819) (28615)
30. 4.
34693
(22632) aee
8.2
69192¢
(48098) .-
24.48%
3146
(3746) .-
4.6%
39835 47176+
(24039) (31947)
1.8 14.3%
26495 69650%
(12965) (44586)
. 2.3%
1898133 1129967
(185959) {143265)
19.4% 9.1%

TOTAL

216620
{61685)
18.4%

399634
{58905)
16.8%

306304
(71673)
15.6%

141223*
(42118)

71554+
(63205)
9.4%

86534
(119878)

17993*
(12983)
ox

67123
(12764)
8.

60308*
(51300)
13.4%

10903 1=
(44364)
16.2X

12606*
(32050)
8.6%

133616*
(52139)
14.6%

26259
(13502)
12.4%

45208%
{18435)
n.m

23473
(10633)

136995%
(54423)
12.5%

14318+
(71581)
3.4

9915+
(9272)
4.9%

99381*
(48499)

4194782
334504
12.6%



FIGURE Ill - 11

PART-TIME EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE PERSONNEL ON-SITE
(NOES 1881-1883)
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FIGURE Ill - 12

EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE PERSONNEL ON-SITE
NOES Sest-18u8)

o7
13
g 15-17
2Q-39
40-49
5Q-59
§ 70-79
80
ALL
o 10 20 30 P s0 eo 70 B0 8o
PEROENT OF THE WORKFOROGE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO, III-N
NURSER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE DESIGNATED PERSOMNEL FOR EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL mEDItM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-493) (>500)
07 2253 2253 3204)x 1*
(1028) s eee {1028) {12878) ee e (12878)
. 40.0% 30.9% 28.
13 2991 S01= 46% 3538* 58732 106244 31383 196359
{992) (202) (52) (1069) (11587) (43807) (35291) (62721)
34.8% 1£9.1% 100.0% 36.6% 28.1% 61.1% 100.0% 47.
15-17 36370 2260 219* 38849 900188 431796 220877* 1
(2929) (449) (135) {2915) (76383) (89478) (100132) {138149)
38.6% 54.5% 90.3% 39.4% 42.9% 58.6% 93.6% 50.
20-39 51802 24617 5815 88234 2113417 5152359 7532483 14798260
(3823) (1573) (234) (4511) (11372) (314371) (289948) (463498)
n.n"n 71.5% 92.7% 46.1% 45.8% 80.7% 91.1% 76.8%
#0-49 18249 4108 34)= 22698 583273 855100 498506 1936879
(1666) (820) {95) {2078) (69794) (199937} {98417) {259355)
34.3% 70.3% 12.9% 38.22 40.7% 74.7% 86.9% 61.3%
S0-59 16105 986% 1709 345357 176200* 521556
(2034) {320) e {2061) (45532) (62612) een (77639)
27.6% 37.1% 28.0% . 83.1% 34.0%
70-79 13224 1106 295% 14625 324668 242802 2712936* 840407
{2066} (217) (143) {2103} (51581) (41952) (123748) (140663)
18.1% 47.1% 83.4% 19.3% 23.3% 52.3% 80.4% 38.2%
80 2592« 164) 1787 5021 84039* 449526 2150191 3283756
(802) (213) {232) (864) (22952) {67795) (313138) (317234)
91.3% 75.8% 86.7% 85.2% 82.7% 84.1% 91.0% 89.7%
ALL 149586 35219 8503 193308 44481715 1414028 11306376 23162119
(6087) (1893) (398) (6718) (169322) {398755) (467328) (657064)
33.3% 70.4% 90. . 40.1% 15.2% 90.7% 69.3%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
--.No facilities observed.

85



MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC
€Ot

3

15

16

n

21

24

SMALL
(8-99)

2253
(1028)

2991*
(992)

1147
(1615)
“u. 1

6538
(1045)
571.9%

18684
(1798)
3.1
4017

(5417)
B

30
(43)
100.0%

1003*

(293)
4.z

3103+
(1218)
24.8%

3518
(459)

1815«
(454)
£4.6%

1678~
(509)
40.8%

4105
{786)

3254
(444)
52.7%

13
{87)

3190
(878}
47.5%

88
(61)

5300
(801)

1514
{348)
36.62

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)

213*
(125)
12.1%

1031*
(263)
67.0%

J66
{138)
6. 2%

878
(153)
1426

(136)
91.22

TABLE NO. III-12

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE DESIGNATED PERSOMNEL FOR EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE

LARGE
(>500)

v
(52)
100.0%

ni*
(100)

) d
{67)
100.0%

542
(119)
97.0%

36
(60)
287
[¢)))

104
(14)
100.0%

9
(75)
99.6%

180"
{85)
84.2%

289~
{106)
91.5x

(63)
100.0%

{40)
3.8

180*
{67)
80.3%

257
(24)

-

184
mn

34
93.3%

TOTAL

2253
(1028)
40.0%

3533=
(1069)

11965

e

7443
(1098)

19441
{1837)
32.4%

1100
(105)

66
(72)
60.5%

2363
{293)
49.0%

4983
21)
3.

(484)
37.9%

2882
{492)
53.92

2928
(592)

5518
(881)

4603
- (437)

59.7%
381

(185)

%

{986)
51.9%

£19*
(162)
3.4

6361
(813)

(404)
54.9%

SMALL

(8-99)
32041

(12878)

587132
1587)
28.7%

249104
(36472)
“

181615
(34292)

469469
(46525)
37.52

163448
(22084)
1866%

(2683)
100.0%

55074
(11195)
S1.9%
97894%
(26176)
a3.1%

141536
(21262)
46.6%

66385%
(17555)
4.1

77893
(15637)
56.

158783
(Z23402)

111656
(8194}
61.8%

£668*
(1929}
16.3%

120123
(24350)

S04
{3905)

146273
(11228)
61.7X
60478
(13920}
Q.7

EMPLOYEES
PEDIUM LARGE
(100-4%9) (2500)
106244+ 31383+
(43807} (35291)
§1.1% 100.0%
116631 115619+
(35695) (71433)
K4 .
161500+ 101258+
(47065) {53561)
1.7 100.0%
153665+
(13120} aee
%4 _
1 457481
(%9701) (9379%)
8t. .
(50519)
..
2
(30819) (89684)
12.7% .
181984
(48548) (75036)
53.6% 81.3%
156186 *
(24353) (52501)
1% 100.0%
B2 122998+
(31314) (62334)
92. 100.0%
) 184557
147153) (74073}
70.9% 2.
3110
{43352) (8759)
. asx
234655 476341
(31088)  (101388)
. 4 100.0%
41598+ 92134
(19518) (S&177)
65. 4%
206335 208455+
(50069) (70834)
10.13 0.2
B89605* 15664
(35191) (16301)
. 100.0%
188907 128993%
(33075) (49687)
%.4 100.0%
300120 593065
(31156) (35838)
96.5% =2

TOTAL

iz

{12878)
28.9%

196359
(62127)
485354
(90429)
54.22
444373
74.9%
623135
(82991)
39.42

1166960
{109761)

ST6T4=
(S0014)
50.6%

7

638463
(85782)
S1.4%

390076
(61510}
67.3%

953663
(101783)
89.0%



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

sSIC
CoDE

37

4

51

72

5

1%

ANl

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

SMALL
(8-99)

8294
(1059)

8949
(1158)
39.5%

219
{504)
30.0%

221
(452)
51.2%

1027*
(270)

(581)
36.4%
2287

(783)
S

5092
(1125)
5.4

1149+
(589)
35.5%

3292+
(1083)

5054
(1108)
61.5%

9073
(1457)

2154*
(624)
23.6%

4878+
(1557)
25.8%

nn
(811)
18.0%

4066
(921)
24.5%

4259+
(1621)
]

983*
(612)
0.1

2592
(802)
91.3%

148211
(6106)
B2

PLANTS
REQIUM
(100-499)

2101
(164)

299
(199)
87.8%

8w
a8t

185+
(104)

825
(181)

59*
(60)
9.7%

36%
(45)
3.8
1641
(213)

34902
(1021)
70.4%

...No facilities observed.

LARGE
(=500}
g
(84)
91.9x
184
(19)
100.0%
129
(164)
92.6%
51
(14
8.4
361
(126)

338
(216)
100.0%

.

106*

1787
(232)
86.7%

8503
(325)

TOTAL

n3e
1050)
51.5%

21z
1219)
4.8

5293
(512)
50.0%

36719
(252)
65.9%

2126
(350)
52.3%

3245+

(1093)
rr 3

2416«
(825)

6198
(1210)
28.7%

1429+
(614)
9%

.

4878
(1557)
S.0%

918
(8a4)
18.4x

5113
(984)

4517
(1628)
n.z

1019=
(618)
10.3%

6021
(864)
85.%

191616

(6184)
37.%

TABLE NC. T11-12  (CONT

SMALL
(8-99)
300455
(21184)
54.1%
287906
(30884)
41.4%
98593
(14515}
42.82
89708
(18547)

70.6%

52501

(13708}
50.2%

70474
(12163)
42.5%

216167
(38105)

458271
(16472)
24.8%

83362
(27483)

21.0%

96171=

(25819)
5.3%

130529
(31151)

66608
(24825)
%. 12

4397032
(167142)

87

EMPLOYEES
MEDILM
(100—4939)

829571
(30343)
88.8%

590518
(20453)
89.32

521659
(1Z364)
94.8%

219363
(30229}
N7

1321719
(31251)
€8.0%

SS575%
(45616)

124462
(32619)
70.6%

405744
{151157)

176200%
(62612}

.

30038
(16607)

191854
(39037)
54.%%

8233
(8380)
100.0%

12672«
(15755)
S2.1%

443526
(67795)
84. 1%

7356300
(187213)
15.

INUED)

LARGE
(>500)

287700
(93825)

112933
(147534)
100.0%

1098436
(169554)
92.9%

1212320
(204659)

2750191
€313138)
91.0%

11306376
{439309)
90.T%

TOTAL

132
(1065637)
T4.48%

1991357

613248
(129498)
80.8%

334583
{193374)

92517*
(31426)
5%

399557

(14061)

48.6%
319495%

{94398)
70.8%

315442%
(80882)
46.9%

107457
{176293)
84.1%

392367
(80948)
43.0%

45827%
{16472)
21.6%

83362
(27483)
20.5%

136879
(32824)

584649
{130714)
53.1%

14846
{26232)
17.8%

44032
(24284)
2.2
32837156
(317234}
89.7%

23059708
{495556)
1 69.3%



FIGURE Hl - 13
EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE PERSONNEL ON-SITE
(NOES 1881-1883)
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FIGURE Ill - 14

EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE PROVIDED ON-SITE
(NOES 1981-1883)

PART-TRNE &7

NONE 86.7%

NONE 9.9%

PART-TIME 12%

LARGE PLANTS

MAL-TIME 82x

MEDIUM PLANTS

PART-TAME 0.7%

FULL-TME 20.3«
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM KO. 16 -
Employment of Physicians to Provide Health Care

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine if an industrial facility
employed physicians, either full or part-time, specifically to provide health
care to the employees of the facility.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

16. Do you have on yohr payroll one or wore on-site physicians to give your employees medical
care?

{ot

Yes, full-time

2 Yes, part-time
3 ko
Notes

Physicians not engaged in the direct provision of health care to employees of
the facility, such as those employed primarily for purposes of research, were
excluded from consideration here. Physicians provided by a third-pacty
contractor were considered in question 17.

Full or part-time physicians were defined on the bases of presence during !
hours of facility operation (full-time) or less (part-time).

Analzéis
Three analyses of the responses to question 16 are presented.

(1) Response 16.1 - Presence of an employed physician to provide health care
to employees during all hours of facility operation

The estimates of the plants which have full-time employed physicians, and
workers in those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are
displayed in Figures IXI-15 and IIXI-16, and Tables III-13 and III-14.

Figure III-15 Employed physician on-site full-time
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-16 Exployed physician on-site full-time
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table III-13 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have an employed physician on-site full-time (by
major industrial group)

Table III-14 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have an employed physiclan on-site full-time (by
2-digit s1C)
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(2)

(3)

Response 16.2 - Presence of an employed physician to provide health care
to employees during at least some of the hours of facility operation

The estimates of the plants which have part-time employed physicians, and
workers in those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are
displayed in Figures III-17 and III-18, and Tables III-15 and III-16.

Figure III-17 Employed physician on-site part-time
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-18 Employed physician on-site part-time
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table III-15 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have an employed physician on-site part-time (by
major industrial group)

Table III-16 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have an employed physician on-site part-time (by
2-digit SIC)

Response 16.1 or 16.2 - Presence of an employed physician to provide
health care to employees, either full or part-time

The estimates of the plants which have either part or full-time employed
physicians, and workers in those plants (by number and proportion of the
totals) are displayed in Figures III-19 and III-20, and III-21, and
Tables III-17 and III-18.

Figure III-19 Employed physician on-site part or full-time
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-20 Employed physician on-site part or full-time
(by 2-digit sI1C)
Figure III-21 Plants with an employed physician on-site
Table III-17 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have an employed physician on-site part or
full-time (by major industrial group)
Table III-18 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have an employed physician on-site part or
full-time (by 2-digit SIC)
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FIGURE llIl - 15
EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE FULL-TIME
(NOES 1981-19805)
o7 +
13 4
§ 15-17 +
20-39
E 40-49
& -q-s9
g TO0-79
80
ALL
20 30 Py s0 )
PERCENT OF THE WORKrOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE MO. ITI-13 - -
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE AN EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE FULL-TIME
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDILM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) {8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07
13
15-17
20-39 253+ 2 793 1049 13190* 306 2410732 2024228
025) 2) (136) (180) (5762) (309) (325581) (326026)
2 0% 12.7% .5% .3 0% 29.22 12.6%
40-49 939+ 52% 57* 1047% 70251* 18178 134706 223135
(654) (54) (29) (666) (47586) (18788) (S57446) (70445)
1.8% 9% 2.3 1.6% 4.9% 1.6% 3.5 7.1%
50-59
70-19 34¢ 34+ 63615* 63615¢
(28) (28) (£1134) (41138)
9.5% 0% 18.7% 9
80 182+ 944 nn 2302 5990* 211395 1826307 2103692
(160) (212) (219) (354) (5288) (62238) (309433) (310686)
6.4% 43.6% 57.1% 32.6% 5.9% S0.8% 60.4% $7.5%
ALL 1373* 998 2061 4432 89431* 289879 4435360 4814670
(685) (219) (260) (776) (48224) (65012) (454691) (457682)
K1 2.0% 21.8% 9% K, 2.9% . M.

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION
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FIGURE Ill - 16
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

o

13

16

7

21

24

N

SMALL
(8-99)

asa

“aw

PLANTS
MEDIUM

(100-493)

*ew

TABLE w0. III-14

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE AM EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN OM SITE FULL-TIME

LARGE
{>500)

Y
ey
asae

e

1=

TOTAL

e
—ew
aw

ne=
€12)
2%

146
{Bl)

L
(38)
5.7%

9

SMALL
(8-99)

aew

s

ane

1.5%

MED UM
(100-499)

.o

ave

EMPLOYEES
LARGE
(>500)

19102=
{13431)
3.9%

2917
17.0%
AQ240*
19.5%

216042+
(85216)

102156=
(69345)
86

306* 343919

(56912)
55.3%

TOTAL

19102=
(13481)

2179271*
23.7%

102156*
(69145)

16222~
(64639)
10.7%



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

CODE

37

4

51

/]

5

76

AN

*Standard ervor >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
(8-99)

S6%
(52)
k7]

(45)

486*
(606}
3.3

182%
(160)
6.4%

1373*
(654)
%

-

ves

cnn

944
(212)
43.6%

972
210)
2.0%

...No facilities observed.

nn
(219)
51.1%
2061

(267)
21.9%

TOTAL

130*
(15)
.6%

n=
(47
A%
A2*
(18)
£
s>
2.6%
80
(80)
2.0%

32.62

4406
(199)
9%

95

TABLE WO. TII-14  (CONT
EMPLOYEES
SMALL MEDIIM
(8-99) (100-499)
4051*
(3728) cae
3801*
(4010) ven
6%
33989+
(42440) von
36262*
(31700) .o
13.9%
5990% 211395
(5288) (62z38)
5.9% S0.8%
8943 1% 280791
(48338} {61177)
8% 2.9%

The estimate may be snreliable.

INUED)

LARGE
(>500)
136526%

(78495)
38.9%

308140
(mazn

250108
{103799)
X

T181721*
(269243)
51.6%

115634
(115634)
5.1%

“re

64623%
{61658)
24.5%

J0093*
(&3687)
100.0%

aen

1826307
60.4%

4435360
(434858)

TOTAL

140577%
(78401)
9.4%

311941
(71320)
13.1%

250106+
(103793)

181727*
{269243)
41.6%

115634
(115634)
5.2

ave

64623
(67658)
14.3%

104072*
(61528)
15.5%

36262+
(31700}
4.3%

2103692
(310686)
57.5%

4805581
(504310)
4.4%



FIGURE Il — 17

EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE PART-TIME
(NOES 9981-19683)
p-] 1.0 1’5 2’0 25 ~3.0
PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TASLE MO. III-15
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS SHICH
HAVE AN EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE PART-TIMC
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-499) (2500) (8-99)  (100-499) {>500)
07
13
15-17 g* g 25350% 25350%
(s) (5) ven (14093) (14094)
.5% 0% 0.7% ('
20-39 180% 905 1306 2392 157892 279806 2154844 2450439
(108) 82) (203) (313) (9576) (57982) (186526) (211200)
) ) 20.8% 1.3% .3% ) 26. 2.7
2049 Q 131* 28+ 58]% 14868+ 44077% 47945+ 106890%
(400) {96) (24) (392) (15303) (31925) (38856) (55182)
.8% 2.2 6.0% 1.0% 1.0% 3.8% 8.4% )
50-59 '
70-19 5% 100* 5% 7143+ 78102¢ 85245%
(13) (105) (106} (6524) (75565) (75355)
.6% 28. 2 1.5% ) )
0 184 558 602+ 8412 5898+ 157152 821502 843115
(207) (39) (160) (257) (6718) (12145) (203565) (202337)
. 2.6% 29.2% 11.9% 5.8% 2.9% 2.2 23.0%
ALL 786% 1107 2045 3937 36556* 346741 31271741 3511038
(463) (210) (281) (575) (19261) (67611) (289223) (307612)
¥ 1 ) L.7% K3 3% 3.5% ) 10.5%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...Mo facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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FIGURE il - 18

EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE PART-TIME
(NOES 1861-1883)

1'0 ;Q 3'0 4'0 5'0 6'0 7'0
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORCE
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)
MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS GHICH

sIC
Co0E

5

”

21

24

N

SMALL . MEDIUM
{8-99) (100-499)

o~
(6)

4.6X

I
(31)
5%

TASLE w0. III-16

HAVE AN EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE PART-TIME

LARGE
(>500)

3
Q)
2.5

(%)

121=
21.6%

(34)
68.0%

79+
(57)
2.3

b
(41)
19.4%

12
(10)

38.4%
61*

19.3%
115%

TOTAL

e

137
€1))

(<))
53.3%

128*
{91)

4=
(41)

»

12
(10)

15%
(29)
k-

213
121)
3.6%

§1%
21)

48T
()
6.3%

56=
(31)
4.0%

49*
(24)
62

[ 4.5l
(3)

216
(106}

SMALL
(8-99)

(345)
13.8%

(6014)

EMPLDYEES

MEDTUM
(100-499)

8209+
(9255)
3.9%

39304~
(23841)
12.6%

12768*
{12r10)
L4

12582
(11004)
2.8

124244+
50960

98088«
(66468)
87.5%
97056
7.z
47062
(40934)
22.6%

21621*

82612¢

3607*
(11505)
2.8%

161453
(65190)
26.0%

12768*
(11219)

12582+
(11004)

132267*
)

98346+
(66339)
86.3%

116543+
(10162)
16.3%

£7062*
3.8%

Z1621*
(229¢9)

4952
(9618)
1.0%

109499
(61629)
17.5%

98185+

2471669=
(88728)
27.0%

26459
(15485)
n.sx

83853*
a3n)

11817
(14829)

200751
(66561)
18.712



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TASLE NO. III-16  {CONTINUED)

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
SIC SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDTUM LARGE TOTAL
CODE {8-99}  (100-499) (2500} (8-99) (100-499) (2500}
34 106* 30* 136* 26385* 33622+ 60007+
{59) (22) (64) “e- (16654) (35307) {39606)
3.4% 8.7% -6% 4.4 9.6% 4.0%
35 58 232 290 18869* 291500 316369
vee (40) (54) (66) .- (12658) (62125) {61347)
1.7% 29.5% 1.3 2.9% 26.7% 13.3%
36 4 38 131 212+ 3616* 13038* 243962 260617
(S5) (35) (61) (110} (4555) (13189} (60389) (64575)
6% 1.4 16.6% 2.0% 1.6% 2.4% 20.6% 13.3%
37 26* 116* 142* S290% 529636 534926
. (24) (35) {37) aen (4892) (82988) (80121)
2.2% 2].8% 2.5% 2.2 35.0% 28.5%
38 1= 31* 41* 1338+ 52687* 54025%
. €13) (26) (26) (1609) (48692) (48558)
1.1% 7.4% 1.0% - . .
I 0= 10* 19466% 19466*
e aen {10) {10} cee (18968) (18968)
3.0% 1% 9.3% N, 4
41 202* 202* S865* 5865*
{210) aee .ee {210) (6101) cem vee (6101)
4.6% 4.1 S.0% 2.9%
42 T T* 12595% 12595=
.ee -- A1) (17} aee .- (30665} (30665)
8.8 0% 16.8% 1.5%
45 3* 3= 10314 10314*
vee . (4) 4 vew .- {10939) {10989)
2.3% . 3.92 2.3%
48
49 220% 131= 8% 369 9003* 44077* 25035* 18115%
(349) (96) (22) (350) (14291) (31925} {31261) (56150)
2.T% 7.7% 10.3% 3.6% 3.3% 10.4% . 9.3%
50
51
55
12
13 15* 100> 115= T1143* 18102 85245*
aee {13) (105) (106) ves (6524) (15565) {75955)
1.0% 29.48% 6% 2.0% 3.1 1.7%
15
16
80 184~ 55= 602~ 847 5898* 15715¢ 821502 843115
(207) (39) (160) (=1} (6118) (12146) {203565) (202337)
6.5% 2.6% 29.2% n.9%% 5.8% 2.9% 2. 23.0%
Al 186* 1107 2045 3937 36556* 346741 31277141 3511038
(431) (225) (293) (559) (17979} {69031) (297001) (308951)
X 2.2% 2.7 8% 3% 3.5% 5.1 10.6%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate miy be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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FIGURE Ill - 19

EMPLOYED PHY®ICIAN ON BITE PART-

INOEE 1981-1000)

OR FULL-TIME

o7
13
§ 15-17
20-39
E 40-40
B sq 50
§ 70-79
80
ALL
o 10 20 =a 40 s0 a0 70 80 90
PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL QCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-17
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAYE AN EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE PART- OR FULL-TIRE
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GRCLP (8-99} (100-439) (>500) (8-99) {100-499) {>500)
07
13
15-17 8 8* 25350* 25350*
mee .o 5) {5) e eee (14054) (14094)
3.5% 0% 10.72 8%
20-39 433> 908 2100 3440 28979* 280112 4565576 4874667
{167) (182) (214) (321) (11386) (58037) (390795) (399259)
3% 2.9% 33.5% 1.8% 6% . . .
40-49 1361= 183* 85% 1629* 85119= 182651 330024*
(801) (99) (3n {814) (51353) (33589) (62824) {93219)
2.6% 3.1% 18.1% 2.7T% 5.9 5.4% 31.8% 10.4%
S0-59
70-79 15* 134> 148% T143* N 148860
P (13) 107) {107) oo (6524) {85968) (85859)
6% 37.8% .4 1. a.7% .
80 365* 999 719 3143 11889* 287110 2647808 2946807
(253) {219) {(308) (443) (8264) (64950) (359316) (350795}
12.9% 46.1% 86.3% 44.5% 1.7% 53. . .
ALL 2159 2104 4106 8369 1259871+ 636620 7563101 8325708
(856) (302) (3%2) (989) {53245) (93582) (541632) (546558)
5% 4.2% 43.5% 1.6% 1.1% 6.5% . 24.9%

=Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...N0 facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.

100



N
—

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATI
R NG A SN S S NS R RN L SBENRRRER

FIGURE 1l — 20

EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE PART- OR FULL-TIME

(NOES t081-1883)

 ®» N @ % o 7
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORCE
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE 0. 111-18

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH
HAVE AN EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE PART- OR FULL-TIME

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
SIC SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIU® LARGE TOTAL
ConE {8-99) (100-499) (>500} (8-99) {100-499) (>500)
or
13
15 3* * 12768~ 12768*
ves .. (3) ) . aee (279) (nma210)
16 5= 5 12582 12582%
. . (4) 4) .- .- (11004) (11004)
4.T% 0% 12.4% 2.1%
1))
2 30 148* 164= 8023 143345* 151369
. 31 M) (12) aes {14693) (56122) (53513)
.5% 26.4% 1.1 | ¥ 4 29.1X T
21 4~ 54 56 258* 98088+ SE346%
{6) e (34) {33) (345} .ee (66468) (66339)
14.6% 68.0% 53.3% 13.8% - 87.5% 86.32
2 49* I9* 128+ 19487+ 97056+ 116543*
.- (39) (57) (91) «es {15373) (63995) (10162)
3.0% 26.3% 2.1 5.6% .z 16.3%
-3 47 47 £7062* 47062+
.ee .es (41) {41) vee . {#0984) (40984)
19.4X 3X 2.6% 3.8
24 2% 12 27621 21621=
vem ase (10) () .- .- (22969) (22969)
11.5% . . -
25 15= 3= 18* 4952 20917* 25869
cun (29) {4) (29) .ee (9618) (22806) (25811)
1.4% 2.1 3% 1.9% 17.0% 5.0%
26 60* 1= 94> 225« 4856* 35265* 109617* 189739~
(14) (62) (56) (122) {6014) (30477) {64003) (71951)
1.5% 4.5% a.rn 3.82 3.5% 12.5% 53.0% 23.9%
27 61* 61* 98185+ 98185+
cas ase {27) (1) . .. (30004) (30004)
19.3% .3% 28.4% 8.3%
28 1m= 300+ 222 633 8944 87333 369319* 465597
(81) mmy (67) (125) (1251) (25020) (933711} (99221)
1.8% 25.9% 58.4% 8.2 4.9% 33.5% 17.5% S0.7T%
29 35* 101* 136 11069* 117545% 1286 I4*
—e- (21) (42) (50) . 87113) (70259) (69792)
11.8% 100.0% 9.7 17.5% 100.0% 58.0%
30 6% 107= 1H4= 1241 1568834 160075*
re {18} (64) {66) ee (3423) (74978) {74780)
4% 41.8% 1.3% &% 68.0% 21.3%
N
32 115 18* 3= 136= 3452% 8209 3607 15269
(ne) {20) () (121) {3468) (9255) (11505) (15530)
1.3% LT 1.9% 1.4% 1.5% 3.9 2.8X 2.7%
3 158+ 210% 368 39611 505371 544932
- {98) (58) 1 .- (23845) (88096) (87942)
10.8% 62.2% 6.2 2 7 3 81.3% 50.9%
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983})

SIC

CODE

37

L}

51

12

5

76

AN

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

SMALL MEDIUM
(8-99)  (100-499}

S6x
{52}
3%

42+
(45)

T
{S5)
.6%

202
(210)
4.6%

Py

365+
{253)
12.9%

2159+
(846)
5%

106%
(59)
3.

%

(80
1.

131>
7.1%

LTS

15*
(13)
%

999
(219)
%, 1%

2018
{241)
4.2

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
{>500)

104
(64)
30.1%

)
{59)
38.4%
173
{69)
2.0%
261
{51)
62.7%
1
(15)
2%.7%

0=
4]

™=
(17)
8.4%

26

(14)
18.0%

E ol
[21)

18
10.3%

17719
(308)
86.3%

4106

(393)
43.6%

TOTAL

266%
{100}
1.2
401

()
1.5%

255%

)
2.5

287
(S6)

122
(75)
3

10*
(10)

202*
(210)
4.

7
(17)

2%+
(14)
-
519«
(601)
3%

g2z
(510)
8.0%

3143
{443)
4.5%

8343
(1046)
1.6%

FABLE NO. 1II-18

SMALL
(8-99)

051
(3728)
12

3801*
(4010)

3616
(4555)
1.6%

33989
(42440)
8.0%

45265*
{33958)
16.8%

11889
(82¢64)
1.7

125987

(52253)
1.1%
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(CONT

EMPLOYEES
REDIUM
(100-499)

26385*
(16654)
4.5

18869*
(12658)
2.9%

13038
(13189)
2.4

5290+
(4892)

1338
{1609)
™

INUED)

LARGE
{>500)

170148*
(97292)
48.5%

605640
{100534)

494011
(146708)
41.8%

1311363
(z52118)
86.6%

168321
(111662)
36.6%

19466+
(18968)

12595=
(30665)
16.8%

74937
(57710)

8.4

10083*

(43687)
100.0%

25035+
(31261)
17.1%

141717
(85968)
o.0%

2647808
(359316)
87.6%

1563101
(514067)
60.7%

TOTAL
200584

(98889)

13.3%

628310
(95698)

510725*
(1493778)
26.0%
1316653
10.0%

169659*
(111487)
22.3%

19466*
(18968)
3.7

5865+
(6101)
2.9%
12595*
1.5%
14937*
(57710}
16.6%
104072*
(61528)
15.5%
114371
13.62

148860
{85859)
13.5%

2946807
(350795)
80.5%

8316619
(529075)



FIGURE HI - 21

PLANTS WITH AN EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON-SITE
(NOES 1981-1983)

PART-TIME 2.2%
PART-TIME 8% FULL-TREE
MNONE 98.5% FULL-TIME 8% e
MONE 95.8%
SMALL PLANTS MEDIUM PLANTS
PART-TIME 21.7%
FULL-TAME 21.8%
PART-TRE 8x
FULL-TIME 9%
NONE €8.3%

NONE 50.56%

LARQE PLANTS —
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 17
Use of Off-Site Sources of Health Care

Intent
The intent of this question was to determine if at least part-time medical
care for employees is obtained from off-site sources as a result of formal
arrangements by plant management.
This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:
17. Do you have a formal arrangement with any outside source (physicians or

clinics) to give your employees access to the care of a physician?

1 Yes, physician will travel to this facility on call

2 Yes, at clinic (not at this facility)

3 Yes, physician is based at this facility either full or part-time

[$»

No

Notes

In this context, "formal arrangement with an outside source" was limited to
medical care providers who were under contract with the establishment to
provide medical medical services, regardless of the location of the practice
setting.

If more than one of the positive fesponses was applicable, then the
Towest-numbered response was indicated. For example, if both 17.1 and 17.2
were applicable, then 17.1 was encoded.

Analysis

Three analyses of the responses to question 17 are presented, including one
analysis of the responses to questions 16 and 17.

(1) Response 16.1, 16.2, or 17.3 - Presence of an on-site physician, either
employed or contract, for at least part of the hours of facility operation

The estimates of the plants which provide at least part-time health care
from an on-site physician, and workers in those plants (by number and
proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-22 and III-23, and
Tables III-19 and III-20.

Figure III-22 Employed or contract physician on-site
(by major industrial group)
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Figure III-23 Employed or contract physician on-site
(by 2-digit sSIC)

Table III-19 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have a contract or employed physician on-site at
least part time (by major industrial group)

Table III-20 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have a contract or employed physician on-site at
least part-time (by 2-digit SIC)

(2) Response 17.1 or 17.3 - Presence of a contract physician to provide
health care on-site, either located at the facility or available on-call
from another location

The estimates of the plants which provide at least part-time health care
from contract physicians who are either available at the plant or on-call
from another location, and the workers in those plants (by number and
proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-24 and III-25, and
Tables III-21 and III-22.

Figure III-24 On—call or on-site contract physician
{by major industrial group)
Figure III-25 On-call or on-gite contract physician
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table III-21 Humber and percent of plants and employees in plants -
which have at least a part-time on-call or on-site
. contract physician (by major industrial group)
Table III-22 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have at least a part-time on-call or on-site
contract physician (by 2-digit SIC)

{3) Response 17.2 — Employee health care provided at an off-site location by
contract medical sources

The estimates of the plants which provide employee health care by
contract at an off-site location, and the workers in those plants (by
number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-26,
I1I-27 and III-28, and Tables III-23 and III-24.

Figure III-26 Contract health care provided off-site
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-27 Contract health care provided off-site
(by 2-digit SIC)
Figure III-28 Plants providing health care by contract
Table IXI-23 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have health care provided at an off-site location
(by major industrial group)
Table III-24 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have health care provided at an off-site location
(by 2-digit SIC)
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FIGURE lll - 22

EMPLOYED OR CONTRACT PHYSICIAN ON-3ITE
(NOES 1981-1983)

40-49
50-59
E J0-79
B8O
ALL
<o 110 20 3’(3 4B B8O (- 1=3 7’0 B‘D —910
PEROENT OF THE WORKFORCOCE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-19
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE A CONTRACT OR EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE AT LEAST PART-TIME
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07
13
15-17 ny=* 25* 142+ 9345* 53942% 63286*
(118) (29) (116) (9431) (36205) (35565)
. r 10.5% 1% A% 22.9% 2.1
20-39 467* 1144 2190 3800 31679* 333511 4726749 5091939
(178) (153) (212) (345) (11995) (52829) (394014) (405481)
iy 4 3.6% 34.9% 2.0% "y 5.2% 51.2% 26.4%
40-49 1361 221* 85* 1672% 85119* 75289* 182651* 343059*
(801) (121) (37) (820) (51353) (43224) (62824) (98582)
2.6% 3.9% 18.1% 2.8% 5.9% 6.5% 31.8% 10.9%
50-59 221 221* 33162 3316
(223) (23) (3348) (3348)
10-79 89* 134* 223+ 25136 141717 166853*
(58) (107) (113) (15145) (85968) (84932)
3.8% 37.8% 3% 5.4% 0.7% 7.6%
80 465% 1254 1906 3626 19473* 372158 2836822 3228452
(261) (241) (313) (430) (9813) (77540) (361301) (350076)
16.4% 57.9% 92.5% 51.3% 19.2% 69.6% 93.9% 88.2%
ALL 2630% 214 4340 9684 148931* 806094 7941880 8896905
(897) (318) (396) (1027) (58566 ) (104408) (546291) (552421)
.6% 5.4% 46.0% 1.9% 1.3% 8.2% 63.T% 26.6%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
-..No facilities observed.

107



WATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983) TABLE ¥0. III-20

SIC

COOE

3

15

16

LI

21

24

N

SMALL
(8-95)

=
(1s)

XYY

&~
(6)
14.6X

60
(14)
1.5%

34
44)

1=
(81)
1.8%

"o

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH

HAVE A CONTRACT OR EMPLOYED PHYSICIAN ON SITE AT LEAST PART-TIME

PLANTS
MED UM
(100-439)

canw

11.8%

2.1

212
(110)
.

LARGE TOTAL SMALL
(>500) (8-99)
8 125+ 345+
5) (mmn (3431)
2% 5% 1.
I7* 7=
(28) (28) .-
15.9% .
150+ 167=
{1 (12) con
26.9% |19+ 9
54 58t 258
{34) (33) (345)
68.0% 53.3% 3.8
9% 126+
(S7) (91) aee
26.3%X 2.7
7= q7*
(41) 41 aee
42 .
12 21>
(10) (6) ree
11.5% 22
3= 18*
1) (29) .-
2.7 32
94 25 4856*
(56) 22) (6014)
£3.72 3.8% 3.5%
65+ 99* Z700*
(27) (49) (3560)
20.7X K3 -6%
prrof 633 8944*
(67) (125) ¢7-7))
- .2 4.9%
10)= 136
{42) (50) .-
100.0% .72
116* 122=
(62) (65) .ee
S1.7% L4 -
13« 150~ 3452
(22) az) {3468)
.12 1.5% 1.5%

233% S
{59) {119) .
1.5%

108

EMPLOYEES

MED [UM
(100-499)

2141
(1963)
re3

4952~
(9613)
1.9%

35265+
(30477)
12.5%

87333
{25020}
33.5%

11069*
(8113)

1241

LARGE
(>500})

32925+
{20856)
4.8%

21017+
{21480)
20.8%

151616
(55181)
30.8%

98088
(66468)
91056%

(63995)
N.x

41062%
(40384)

21621
(22969)

20917
{22806)
17.0%

109617
(64003)
53.0%

1188112
{36078)
R -

369319+
{99311)
n

117545+
(70259)
100.0%

166533
(71907)
nas

159639*
(52866)
10.3%

98346+
(66339)
96.3%

1165432
(10762)
16.3%

£1062%
(40984)
3.8

29762%
(21403)
-1

25869*
(25811)
0%

149739+
(1nssny
3

121511+
(35142)
10.3%

465597
(99221)
50.7X

1286 14~
{69792)
58

1677742
(T1758)
2

-

21500+
4.8%

5125719
(85935)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC SMALL
CODE (8-99)
56
52)
3%
3
(&5)
2%
36 M
(55)
.6%
37
38
9
41 202+
{210)
6%
2
45
48 486
(606)
3.3
L 673
(511)
50
L)) 221
(223}
2.4%
S5
12
n
5
1%
80 465*
(261)
16.4%
Al 2630
(920)
6%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

.vn

1254
(241)
57.9%

2666
(318)
5.4%

...Mo facilities observed.

ann

1
M)
2.9%
261
(57)
62.%
124+
29.6%

0=
(10)
3.0%

™
(17)
8.4
26%
{14)
18.0%
34
{21)
99.0%
18*

(22)
10.3%

134
(107)
39.3%

¥
(313)
92.5%

4340
(400)
46.0%

{14)

S19*
(607)

3626
(430)
51.3%

9636
n3)
1.9%

108

TABLE W0. 111-20

SMALL

(8-99)
4051

(3728)

301>
(4010)
%

3616%
(4555)
1.6%

33989+
(42440)

45265+
(33958)

16.8%

19473
(9813)
n.x

143931*
(58351)
1.4%

The estimate may be unreliable.

EMPLOYEES

MEDIUM
(100499}

54293
(22438)

.

18869+
(12658)
2.9%

21225
(13672)
8x

5290+
(4892)
2.2%

1338
(1609)
-

XYY

372158
(7758Q)
69.6%

790488
{100272)
8.1X

(CONTINUED)

LARGE
(>500)

170148
{97292)
43,5%

667842
(114933)
60.0%

S06715*

(1521715)
2.9%

1311363

(252118)
86.6%

193387#
{86350)
£2.0%

194662
(18968)

1417171
(85968}

2836822
(361301)
93.9%

7341880
(534541)

TOTAL

228492
15.2%
690513
(110136)
29.0%

531557
{155313)
21.0%
1316653
70.0%

194725=
(86197)
25

19466%

166853+
(84932)
15.2%

3228452
(350076)
88.2%

8681299
(553724)
2%.71%
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FIGURE lll — 23

EMPLOYED OR CONTRAGT PHYSICIAN ON-SITE
(NOES 1681-1683)
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FIGURE Il — 24
ON-CALL OR ON-SITE CONTRACT PHYSICIAN
INOES 1981-10980)
o7
13
g 15-17
20-39
E 40-49
& .59
§ J0-79
80
ALL
° 10 20 PYS so ac
PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-2]
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE AT LEAST A PART-TIME ON-CALL OR ON-SITE CONTRACT PHYSICIAN
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL NEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL mEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) {>500) (8-99) (100—499) (>500)
1]
13 32« 95 3160% 7071* 10231*
(56) (29) (60) {2805) (6311) (6621)
T2 3.0 1.0% 1.5% . 2.
15-17 418* 89 22 528* 19794 31435 41174 92403*
(382) (65) {29) (396) (14156) (24274) (37548) (45024)
42 2.1% 9.1% . 9% . 17.8% 3.
20-39 4289 2622 1411 8322 165324 615233 2607967 4
(901) (331) {197) (1022) (30872) (78262) (298945) (299120)
8% 8.3% . . . 9.6% 31.6% 1.
4049 457% 491 65* 1012% 13640+ 123558+ 11703 248901*
(300) (146) (70) (338) (8962) (44457) (85750) (7171151)
. 8.4% 13.8% ;3 1.02 10.7% 9. 7.
50-59 1544% 15442 24325
(704) (704) (13138) (13138)
2.6% . 2.5% 1.
70-79 155+ 126¢ 280 26814 106519* 1
cee (99) (101) (133) _as {16442) (15914) {75082)
6.6% . . . 3.8 6.1
80 327> 819 1059 2206 18 258233 1587918 1864659
(246) (147) (249) (415) (12604) (50197) (305992) (308479)
11.5% 37.8% 51.4% 31.2% 18.2% 48.3% 52.5% 51.
ALL 7099 4201 2682 13987 248750 1062345 4455281 5766376
(1268} (409) (342) (1416) (39662) (107338) (444448) (445599)
1.6% 8.4% 28.4% 2.1% 2. 10.8% . 17.3%

#*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be wareliable.
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SATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

13

15

7

21

24

n

SMALL
(8-99)

449¢
(224)

285%
(213)
x

=
(58)
1.%

MEDIUM
(100-499)

W=
(69)
.

129+

201
(83)
17.5%

26
(43)
2.9%

249+
(105)
15.9%
(56)
4.8

180+
15.6%

112=
(123)
38.3X

245¢
(146)

n=
7.0%
2]2%

(96)
18.5%

LARGE
(>500)

5
(5)
EN, 4

172

(28)
15.9%

T8*
(45)
13.9%

66
(56)
®. 3

16
6.5%

39+
(38)
38.7X

(29)
W1

96
(54)
S2.2Z%

136*

#0.3%

TABLE MO. III-22

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE AT LEAST A PART-TIME ON-CALL OR ON-SITE CONTRACT PHYSICIAN

TOTAL

1.0%

425
(230)
4.32

408
(116)

112

SMALL
(8-99)

3160*
1.5%

B35
{3431)
=

13062*
(9533)

31076*
{11907)

14520+
(1sn
8.0%

4638
(3524)

11195=
(1255)
4.7%

ENPLOYEES

MEDIUM
(100-493)

20795+
{14621)
10.0%

78435«
{28419)

LARGE

2015T*
(21701)

Z1017*
(21480)
20.8%

36223
(28020)

117563
68111)

81648+
(40067)

220734+
(124395)
#6.3%
40181
(57619)
35.0%

40709*
17.8%

TOTAL

102371
(8621)

S1270*
(31808)
=

31341
(18100)
6.3%

37191*
(3977}
et

140046
(36767)
9.0%

25744
(28069)
22.6%

94891+

62916+
(39524}
"

32440
(15174}
5.6%

46498
(28716)
9.0X

206171
(15237)
32.9%

129666*
(47048)
10.9%

291444
(129751}
382

53838+
(53142)
24.3%

81445+

(40755)
10.8%

98745+
7.2

360259
(82341)
33.62



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1883)

SIC

CODE

k})

41

51

T2

1)

16

All

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

SMALL

(8-99)
636*

(383)

110*
(110)
-5%

335+
(249)

81*
(84)

207T*
(195)
1.™%

235*
(210)

316*
(222)

141
(141)
T2

426
(391)
1.4%

1118*

12.3%

can

327*
(245)
11.5%

7099
(1110)
1.6%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)

400
(99)
12.8%

131
(67)

93+
(56)
3.5%

13
(19)
1.4%

12
31)
1.5%

180+
35.3%

12#
(81}

48
(50)
5.3%

552
{50)
3.0%

n.9%

5
(57)

»

819
(147)
ar.sx

4159
(429)
8.4%

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
(>500)
29*
8.3%
271
35.3%
1471
18.7%
135
(33)
32.3%
5%

(51)
2.

(20)
34.8%

6
7)

30¢
(12)
17.6%

126*
(101)

TOTAL

10.7%
281%

(39)
1.3%

1118*
12.0%

2206
(415)
N.x

13940
(1315)
2.8%

TABLE MO. II1-22

SMALL
(8-9%)

17416*
(8076)

2426*
(2426)

12424=
(9299)

9375*
(8598)
1.5%

18950*
(10458)
10.2%

18508*
(12604)
18.2%

248150
(37936)

113

EMPLOYEES

REQIUM
(100-499)

83303*
(24622)
14.0%
20484%
(10527}
%

25480*
(16973)
4.6%

6317*
(8782)
X

5572
(14162)
3.7%

34456*
(26114)

2085T*
(151718)
6.1%

12246%
(12616)
6.9%

.

8821
(8829)
10.TX

17993+
(13750)
5.1%

258233
(S0197)
48.3%
1046739

(107502)
10.7%

(CONT INUED)

LARGE
{>500}

68789
{50719)
19.6%

477244
(150595)
42.9%

347289=
(129211)
29.4%

597030
(134289)
39.42

85496
(83074)
18.6%

39148*
(33907)
52.3%

S4130*
{69298)
20.5%

106519
(15974)
32.4%

1587918
{305992)
52.5%

4455281
(514655)

1864659
(308479)
51.0%
5750770
(484921)
.32
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FIGURE lll — 26
CONTRACT HEALTH CARE PROVIDED OFF-SITE
(NOES 1981-19883)
o7
13
§ 15-17
20-39
E 40-49
® =q-590
§ 70-79
80
ALL
° 10 20 30 <0 =0 &0 70
PERCOENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPUSURE SURVEY (1981-1883)  TABLE NO. IIE-23
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE HEALTH CARE PROVIDED AT AN OFF-SITE LOCATION
EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL MEDILM LARGE TOTAL . SMALL NEDTUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) {100-429) (>500)
07 2001% 0 2071* 39749* 7009* 46758*
(916) (67) (892) (22123) {6680) (20611)
36.0% 00.0% ;i ) 100.0% )
13 24762 33)% 4806 109626* 54027% 163654%
(1350) (179) (1367) (32051) (28522) (41550)
52.1% 32.5% 29.7% 52.5% 31.1% 39.5%
15-17 32706 2615 195+ 5516 776489 409883 178920* 1265291
(2335) (406) (zn (2306) (59309) (13281) (101037) (118087)
3472 63.1% 80.7% 36.0% 37.0% 55.6% ) “n
20-39 84417 23386 &218 112022 2193056 4704043 4374305 11871403
(3551) (1550) (252) {4083) (85215} (342055) (188240) (425301)
55. 1% 73.6% 67.3% 58.6% 60.5% 3. 52.9% 61.6%
4049 24436 4019 328* 28534 750869 800006 367126% 1918001
(2581) (129) (33) (2616) (93843) (157361) (104103) (213476)
) 68.8% 70.2% 4. 52.4% 69.4% 64.0% 60.
50-59 23574 1868% 25442 53 279351* 814571
(2301) (563) (2316) (53729) (81457) (97974)
50.4% 70.2% a.mn% 47.6% X 53,
70-79 27190 1267 136* 28593 563518 255176 148984* 967738
(3185) (267) (58) (3218) (72506) (42216) (62497) (93119)
.= 54.0% 38.3% I ) 54.9% 03.9% M.
80 710 509% 192% 1811% 24939+ 108137% 317476* 450552
(346) (157) (69) (356) {10030) (33438) (94301) (94379)
25.0% 23.5% 9.3% 20.0% o ask 20.2% 10.5% 12.3%
ALL 199561 34065 5069 238695 5593526 6617632 5386810 17597968
(6537) (1883) (310) (6879) (a7121) (396631) (263208) (519352)
48.4% 68.1% 53.7% 46.9% 50.5% 67.1% ) 52.7%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE %0. I1I-24

SIC
CODE

0

5

16

n

21

24

n

MMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE HEALTH CARE PROVIDED AT AN OFF-SITE LOCATION

EMPLOYEES
SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SWLL MEDIUM LARGE
(8-93)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99) {100-493) (>500)

2001* 10~ 2071 39749 7009
(916) (67) .- (892) (22123) (6580) ‘en
36.0% 100.0% 38.8% 38.3% 100.0%

4476 331 4806 109626 54027

(1350) (119) ven (1361) (32051) (24522) .-
S2.1% 32.5% 9.7% 52.5% 3.1

1421 843 105+ 8475 162831 141212 9LET9*
(997) (193) {101) (1065) (25503) (26128) (77088)
29.8% 85.22 17.9% 2.8 28.9% i . R

3766* 491= 90 4347 94400 T2262* 0241

(gzg (.n (57) (1181) (26471) - (30425) (48892)
21514 1181 22694 519258 196408+

(Z351) (307) . (2330) (S517197) {55934) ver
37.0% 61.5% 31.82 4.52 .

6815 2598 482 9895 252387 536021 433973
(641) (355) () (807) {19171} (83762) (100568)
59.7% 80.8% 86.2% 65.2% 65.0% 79.6% 88.2%

26* 2= 58+ 1608* 30064

(42) vee (61) (72) {2605) . (471020)
86.5% 41.0% 53.5% 96.2% 2%6.8%

1346 1073 203 2622 S1308 217079 182088*
(291) (182) (14) {423) (10693) {33310) (771292)
45.9% 67.6% 67.8% 5442 54.0% §2.52 69.7%

£341 2088 227 6656 164938 406632 192142
{487) (221) (9) {599) (20020) (38634) (76875)
3.7 67.3% 8.7 £2.0% 38.9% 66.7X 92.59%

4462 31 b Lid 5390 153046 11633 84209+
(835) (166) (13} (943) (21618) {30338) (s2011)
4.7 72.4% 93.5% 5.1% 50.4% n.m 9.

2118 735 82 2995 15118 167634 69558*
{408) (115) (714) (462) (10870) (29765) (62426)
52.3% 63.2% 69.0% 56.0% 54.02 65.4X 56.6%

2138 987 114 3838 103757 156891 89302
{S51) (218) (49) {583) (18601) (31213) (40042)
66.6% 62.9% 8.2 65.1% 15.4% 55.7% o.2

6280 1285 223 188553 265274 221621+

{1205) {180) (88) (1281) (238246) (47102) (16483)
347X 68.6% 10.6% .4 n.ex 65.8%

3686 898 214 4199 12912 182189 185136+
(517) (139) {13) (S04) (11938) (343173) (60516)
59.7x n.& 56.4% 62.2% 7182 69.8% 38.92

487 181 el J24= 37048 S0598= 50954~
{262) (15) (33) (287) (16064) (20286) (2313)
48.2X 61.9% 54.8% 51.5% 75.8% 80.0% £3.3%

44718 1076 123 S617 159530 205859* 115969*
{810) (254) {S0) {966) (23868) (S2001) (42015}
66.7% 70.0% §5.0% 67.0% 70.9% 69.9% 49,62

470* 410 25% 906* ez 106195* 15664+
{230) (122) (24) {212) (6084) (35130) (16901)
50.5% 12.1% 100.0% 8.8 o . 100.0%

5521 1718 88 6387 162702 167391 62238*
(898) (153) {54) {945) (20023) (33638) (42004)
62.8% 16.8% 41.7% 63.9% 68.6% 80.12 48.2%

2160 1006 184+ 3951 98463 193821 289287
{409) (196) {46) (487) {13191) (46061) (66071)
66.8% 68.6% 54.7% 66.5% n.m 62.3% 46.5%

116

1222381
(119372)

31672+
(46881)

456475
(88437)

164312
61.5%
378838
65.4%

312310
(68610)

349949
(53238)
682454
(M3431)
57.6%
497097
(65117)

132600
(43859)

481358
(61039)

136031
(39441)

392331
(50140)
68.2%

581570
(71378)
54.3%



NMATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (193)-1983)

SIC
£oDE

3

k -}

L))

51

PLANTS
SMALL MED UM
(8-99) {100-499)

12849 2210
(1261) {225)
69.4% .1
15364 2142
1212) (143)
. 80.5%
3105 21m2
{526) (125)
a.7% 80.9%
2364 1031
{596) {115)
59.5% 86.7%
sS4 139
{321} (136)
S4.1% n.xa
3691 486*
(653) (953)
56.3% 60.9%
20T 92¢
(131) (19)
9.5 18.0%
10926 9
(r14) (217)
. 65.7%
1304* 396%
(683) (311)
0.2 67.1%
3444 523
(1232} (233)
3.8 58.0%
5358 1632+
(1499) (535)
65.2% . %
13321 1631
{2269) (457)
43.9% 5%
&30 231
tnn) (237)
48.6% 100.0%
5822
(1322) -
30.8%
668 3=
(1546) (124)
. 4.0%
6531 774
(1232) (193)
12461 5g%
(2858) (60)
£1.6% 99.7%
3530+ 123%
(1013) (94)
36.2% 100.0%
710+ 509+
(346) (157)
5.0 8N
198308 - 33662
(1016) (1029)
44.4% 67.9%

rd_error >25% of the estimate,

*Standa
...Mo facilities observed

LARGE
(>500)
259

(64)
.

400
(98)
51.02
617*
(162)
18.3%
180
{18)
0.1
{139)
68.4%

328
(217)
97.0%

13=
{19)
.0%

122¢
%.9%

192¢
(69)
9.3%

5053
(210)
$3.6%

5893
{544)
55.7%

5

{626)
64.1%

2478
61.0%

x
{1192)

2292+
46.53

1931
{1747)

1623+
(138)
5.5

3987+
{1294)
5.5%
2
(1756}
69.4%
14952
(2295)
46.5%

4667
(1252)

5822
(1322)
29.8%

4992

{1562)
7427
(1237)
£

12520
(2871)
.12
3653
(1041)
37.0x
1=

{356)
20.0%

237022
(1407)

TABLE W0. 111-24

SMALL
(8-99)
410155

(30072)

FER
403482
135714

(18429)

86821
(15181)
68.4%

61678
(8758)
59.0%

102804
(18364)
62.0%

60111
(19329)
5.1

322149
(55501)

(23808)
55.0%

123812=
(61892)

163729~
{47051)
347844
{61260)
35.2%

91139+
23262)

96231*
(25454)
n

111312
(34318)
29.3%
182963
(36994)
o.a%
19652)

(83420)
47.6%

12182
(18183)
40.8%
24939
(10030)
24.5%

5555064
(171776)
50.4%

The estimate may be unreliable.
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{CONTINUED)

MEDIUM LARGE
(100-4939) (>500)
456314 226719+
(43092} (57299)
16, 64.6%
336384 440163+
(21817} (114198)
81.1% 39.5%
447231 T14469
(24268) (144344)
80.9% 65.5%
218530 454973+
(25473) (145119)
9.4 30.1%
144299 259267*
(27060) (15894)
74.2% .
103066* 189904
(202856) (119941)
69.0% 90.7%
15395=
(13204) .
18.9%
177534 251
(46360) (21152)
68.6% 1.
S405T+ 200231+
(42037) (88237
. 75.8%
10403T= 37029+
(40322) (29526)
59. 52.8%
378368 o
(147496) (43101)
9% 59.
252339
(73612) .
21013%
(27013) —e-
100.
40456 10670
{18114) (15114}
9.2 100.
182141 138314*
{31924) (59138)
8238
(8380) ‘en
100.0%
24341
(19716) aee
100.0%
108137= 317476*
(33438) (94301)
. 10.52
6547017 5377805
(209654) (211073)
67.0% LR

TOTAL

1093189
(74018)
72.8%

1380029
{119787)
58.0%

1357414

465245~
(127549)
61.3%

395774>
(193855)

-

15506*
(263713)
7.9
524881
(75802)
63.9%

x

296895
(97733)
65.8%

264879
(93352)
9.8

628753
(177489)
T4.7%
6001783
(101387)
65.7%

118151
(42295)
55.1%

96237+

(25454)
23.6%

162438*
(51115}
34.3%
503418
(75514)
45.8%
204759
(45332)
48.6%

97123
(29777)
41.93

450552
(94379)
12.3%

17479886
(433041)



FIGUREW - 27
CONTRACT HEALTH CARE PROVIDED OFF-SITE

(NOES 1881-1833)
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FIGURE IlIl — 28

PLANTS PROVIDING HEALTH CARE BY CONTRACT
(NOES 1961-1883)

CUNIC 88.1x

ON-8ITE .3x ON-CALL 6.8%

NONE 23.6%
NONE 54% ' ON-IITE 2.8¥
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 18
Estimated Humber of Physician Hours Devoted to Industrial Worker Health Care

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine the amount of physician time
devoted to the health care of industrial workers as a result of management
policy.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

18. Estimate the average number of physician hours that are devoted to your facility per week.

The physician time accounted for here is a measure of the aggregate of:

(1) in-house physician time devoted to worker health care; (2) on-call
physician time devoted to worker health care; (3) contract physician care
provided to workers on-site or off-site as a result of a formal agreement with
management (See the Notes section of questionnaire item 17 for further detail).

Physician time spent on other than direct health care (i.e., research) was not
included in the responses to this question.

To ensure comparability across industry or facility size strata, the hours per
week per facility data was converted to average hours of physician time per
week per 10,000 workers.

Many hospitals (SIC 80) interviewed during the survey had very informal
mechanisms for assigning physician time to employee health. Basieally, this
amounted to an employee seeking care from any available resident physiecian.
Because the hospital industry has this unique view of the assignment of
physician, time to employee health care, data for the hospital industry was not
produced for the published analyses of question Number 18. To have included
this data would have resulted in very deceptive comparisons with other
industries.

Analysis
One analysis of the responses to question 18 is presented.

Response 18 — Average number of physician hours per week per 10,000
workers

The estimated average number of physician hours per week per 10,000
workers devoted to health care are displayed in Figures III-29 and
III-30, and Tables III-25 and III-26.

Figure III-29 Estimated number of physician hours a week per 10,000

workers
(by major industrial group)
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Figure III-30 Estimated number of physician hours a week per 10,000

workers
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table IIXI-25 Average number of physician hours a week per 10,000
workers (by major industrial group)
Table III-26 Average number of physician hours a week per 10,000

workers (by 2-digit SIC)
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o7

13

15-17

20-39

40-49

S0O-5e

MAJOR INDUSTRIAL GROUP

70-79

ALL

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PHYSICIAN HOURSD

A WEEK PER 10,000 WORKERS
fNONES 1981-1883)

FIGURE Ill -~ 29

10 20

100

70 ®0
HOURS PER WEEK
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (198)-1983) TABLE NO. 111-25
AVERAGE MUMBER OF PHYSICIAN HOURS A WEEK PER 10,000 WORKERS
PLANT SIZE
PAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE ALL
GROUP (8-99) (100-439) (>500)
o7
13 5= 42%
{5} (19) van (27)
15-17 5 46* 34 38
(8) (18) Q15) ()]
20-39 50 64 115 82
) {9) 15} 9
40-49 136* 49* LE] 93
(36) (20) an (20)
$0-59 46 59* 43
(m (28) “ee 12)
10-79 25*% 107* 90* 53
m (64) 39) (14)
ALL 53 59 109 3
{6) {8) 12) (6)

=Standard error >25% of the estimate.
...No facilities cobserved.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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FIGURE IIl - 30
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1933) TABLE M0. I1I-26

SIC

o

16

7

21

24

n

SMALL
(8-99)
5¢
(s5)
24=
9
80
(29)
30+
€3}
61
(24)
305*
{915)
&
1)
[ 1o
9)
20+
{8)
=
(4]
b2*
1)
22
9)
66
{15)
18*
(22)

25

(8)

227
(45:1)]

231
(150)

AVERAGE NMUMBER OF PHYSICIAN HOURS A SEEX PER 10,000 WORKERS

PLANT SITE
MEDIUN LARGE
(100-499) {>500)
2
19) .ee
9% 1%
(57) ' (6)
ol 59*
an (29)
22¢
a3
58 9z=
() )
212+
.es 215)
203+ 269*
(135) (265)
14 o2+
5} (13)
S4* 65
(19) (96)
50+ %
(32) (18)
43= 195+
) - (e
22s 40*
m an
1522 224
(38) (%6)
220* . 332
(126) 1)
29 149*
an LE1T]
21> 21
(19} (10)
9* L ool
O3} {60)
127+ 1522
67) {52)

124

(L}
n
)
214
(182)
198+
(158)
30
(13}
38
(13)
30*
(1s)
7
(46)
28+
(8)
72
(25)
W2
(53)
()
18+
()
133
(r8)

155
()



MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1931-1983)

SIC

4

51

16

ALL

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL MEDIUM
(8-93) (100-499)
48% 0
(22) 15)
47* 51
(12) Q2)
20 36
1)) (6)
51* 100+
21 (45)
5t 3
a9 (19)
10% 30%
(5) an
164* 67
9) (24)
115% 2
(39) (&)
68% 3
{52) (35)
10 3%
(59) )
304x 28*
(173) (33)
46 59*
Qan (28)
552
(z2) .e-
35
(19) .es
8 4=
(6) (4)
4 138>
(13) (e4)
32
(19) ver
ne 45
an (37)
54 60
(6) (8)

...N0 facilities observed.
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The estimate may be unreliable.

TABLE NO. TII-26 (CONTINUED)

td 67

(23) (10}

a8 67

(16) 8)

69 54

2) (8)

104 100

05) (14)
140* 98+

(93) (51}
20% 19*

(59) {12)
124>

(53}
SI* 80*

(29) (26)
53% 51*

(19) (15)
154+ 61%

(90) {37)
84 126*

(43) (63)

9

.- (2}
48*

.o (24)
26*

. an
7=

aee (5)
93* a7+

(39} (28)
3

- (19)
15+

- an

109 n

(12} (6)



NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 19
Use of Employed Eurses to Provide Health Care

Intent

The intent of this question is to determine if nursing services are available
to employees on a regular basis from nurses employed by the facility.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

19. Does this facility have one or more nurses on the payroll to provide care for employees?

|-t

Yes
2 HNo
Hotes

Only those situations where Registered Hurses (RN's) or Licensed Practical
Burses (LPN's) were employed by the facility and specifically assigned to
provide nursing services during scheduled hours of duty resulted in a positive
response to this question.

Personnel undergoing on the job training, parmedics, or "visiting nurses™
(from corporate headquarters or government sources) did not satisfy the
criteria for a positive response.

Analysis
Two analyses of the responses tc question 19 are presented.

(1) Response 19.1 and 19.2 - Proportion of the industrial facilities which do
or do not employ nurses

The estimates of the proportion of the plants which do or do not employ
one or more nurses to provide health care to employees are displayed in
Figure III-31.

Figure III-31 One or more nurses employed on-site

(2) Response 19.1 - Presence of employed RN's or LPN's to provide employee
health care on-site

The estimates of the plants which employ one or more nurses to provide
health care, and the workers in those plants (by number and proportion of
the totals) are presented in Figures III-32 and III-33, and Tables III-27
and III-28.

Figure III-32 Nurses employed to provide health care
(by major industrial group)
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Figure III-33

Table III-27

Table III-28

Nurses employed to provide health care

(by 2-digit SIC)
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have one or more nurses employed to provide health
care (by major industrial group)
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which have one or more nurses employed to provide health
care (by 2-digit SIC).
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FIGURE lIl - 31

"ONE OR MORE NURSES EMPLOYED ON SITE
(NOES 1981-1983)

NURSE 11.3%
NONE $9.6% MNURSE &%
NONE 83.7%
SMALL PLANTS MEDIUM PLANTS

NURSE 20x
NONE 97.9%
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FIGURE lll - 32
NURSES EMPLOYED TO PROVIDE HEALTH CARE
(NOES 1981-1903)
o7
13
§ 15-17
20-39
E 40-49
; S0-59
= 70-79
8o
ALL
< TO 20 30 43 20 [ _2=3 ;O B8C _9'0
PERCENT ©OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL DCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. II[-27
KUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
HAVE ONE OR MORE NURSES EMPLOYED TO PROVIDE HEALTH CARE
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL mEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL WEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07
13 a0* 40% 15189* 15189*
{31) @3N (11898) (11898)
3.9% 4 8.7% N ; 2
15-17 I* 37* 4 2340 83146% 85486*
(8) (19) (21} (2608) (26819) (27804)
Y- 4 15.3% .0% . . 2.6%
20-39 3842 4109 4712 9205 21080* 1205197 7129080 8355357
(176) {630) (243) (197) (8186) (175854) {36335%5) (447750)
3% 12.9% 15.2% 4.8 5% 18.9% 86.3% 43.4%
4049 656 357 169* e 42127 97522% 268476 408125
(503) (148) {81) {504) (34076) (39350) (63619) (81424)
1.2 6.1% 36.1% 2.0% 2.9% 8.5% 46.8% 12.9%
$0-59 43% 3% 13054* 13054*
(21) {27) (8272) (8272)
1.6% R 4 ¥4 9%
70-79 395+ 138 205% 31 10435% 42342% 207252% 260029*
(482) (76) (119) (484) (12070) (22909) (104011) (103040)
5% 5.9% 57.8% 1.0% ) 9.4 61.0% 11.8%
80 851 968 1845 3670 30882¢ 281623 2852000 3170505
(442) (186) (289) (538) (13739) (60214) (348930) (343119)
30.% 44.7% 89.5% S1.9% 30.4% 53.8% 93 4% 86.7%
ALL 2291 5661 6968 14920 104525 1663268 10539953 12307745
(844) {679) (404) {1190} (39530) (191938) {519003) (580035}
5% 11.3% 73.8% 2.9% 9% 16.9% 84.5% 36.8%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...Mo facilities observed.
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-28

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
‘HAYE ONE OR MORE MURSES EMPLOYED TO PROVIDE HEALTH CARE

15

16

”

21

24

33

s
(5)
W.6X

9
Q21

=
(8)
6%

res

523
(128)
16.3%

382*
(113)

40%
(31)

LARGE TOTAL SMALL
~ (2500) : (8-99)
ree (31) .ee
o
13+ 20+
(1) (8) vee
9.9% K
24
(19) 9) .-
44) 263
{90) 061)
18.9% 6.3
60 65+ 59t
(38) (36) (345)
16.1% 59,2% 13.82
255+ 894 1289%
{65) (263) (2929)
5.2 18.6% 6.9%
15+
(68) () .
19*
(8) 9)
18.1% .
e
(33) (96) vee
39.9% 2.
214
(n) (190) .ee
100.0% 8.
199> 216*
(86) (92)
63.0% LT
129 664
(50) (164) .-
86,52 8.6%
101= 243*
42) (69)
100.0% s
193 206
(74) (8s) .-
86.0% .
184+ 38
(1) (108)
0.9z 3.
294+ 758 5160+
(15) (140) (4229)

87.2% 12.82 4.2%
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EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM
(100-499)

s

15189«
(1nss8)

2340
(2608)
L2

LARGE
(>500)

411613

(84030) -

10 1415.*
(68062)

229089+
(81745)

87. 7%

108295+
(66356)
52.0%

35767
{18789)

-

66155*
{34507)

100.0%

574511
(97812)
92.4%

TOTAL

15189
(11898)

51486*
(131M4)
5.1

33999+
(23264) -
n

578295
(95347)
3.2

101734+
(67909)

356532
(87295)
0.9

112402¢
(66246)

371908*
(17476}
6.9%

95263
(39688)
18.4%

292811
(90956)
46.8%

242415
(62408)

545325
(113925)
59.4%

155022*
(71575)

230560*
(T1464)
30.6%

168775+
(54732)
29.3%

693960
(106377)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIORAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC SMALL
CODE (8-99)
3
(23)
%
35
3% U
(55)
6%
37 E ol
{15)
8%
38
39
L)) 202*
€210)
Q
45
48
9 453*
(396)
5.5%
50
St
S5
T2 15+
(24)
%
73 3rg~
(484)
2.3
-
76
0 857
(442)
3.2%
Al 2291
(152)

error >25% of the estimate.

968
(186)
5541
(5719)
n

*Standard
-«.M0 facilities observed.

LARGE
(2500)

217
(14)

678
{14)
86.5%

S44=
{131)
69.1%

391
(e4)
93.9%

396*
{130)
95.1%

36
{26)
10.7%

205%
(119)

1845
(289}
69.5%

6968
(484)
13.9%

TOTAL

705
{151)

1217
(153)
4.5%

9zT=
(251)
8.82

618
{136}
1.3

450~
(3
%

163~
(249)
2.1

15
(24)
®

122%
(485)

3610
(538)
51.9%

14806
(1166)

TABLE WO. [1I-28

SMALL
(8-99)

2203
(2221)

3516%
1.6%

1954=
(4362)
1.5%

5865
(6101)
5.0%

L

36262%
(31700)
13.5%

950*
(1479)
2%
9486*
(12089}
%

30832*
(137139)
30.4%

104525*
(36519)

The estimate may be unreliable.
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{CONTIMUED)
EMPLOYEES
REDIUM LARGE
(100-499) {>500)
121082* 262158*

(34385) {103336)

20.3% T4.7%
1 101

(42112) (129024)
3. 91.
99218% 998261

(39946) (179991)
18.0% 84.4%
51412* 1491527

(17385) {233950)
21.5% 98.5%
16839* 445979*

(12733) (125897)

8. 96.
38461*

(B0OSTS) (24337)
5. 19.71%
17956 34461

(22209) (35274)

6.9% %13
7769= 88689
(1;69) {45201)
TO083*
ves (43687)
100.0%
41313* 75231
(26709) (54990)
.73 51.3%
13054*
(8272) een
.6%
42342% 207

(22909) (104011)

12.1% 63.
287623 2852000

{60214) (348930)
53.8% .

1641873 10539953

(180285) (554497)
16.9% 84.6%

TOTAL

385442»
(116367)
5.7%

1171643
{129804)
9.2

1101096
(195611)
56.0%

1544893
(235823)
82.2%

462817+
(126498)

96458*
(44062)
2).4%

70083
(43681)
10.48%

152812%

{65131)
18.2%

13054=
(8272)
1.4%

950+
(1479)
.1

259080
(103021)
23.6%



-FIGURE ! - 33
NURSES EMPLOYED TO PROVIDE HEALTH CARE

- (NOES 1881-1883)
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 20
Estimated Number of Burses Employed to Provide
Health Care to Industrial Workers

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine the number of nurses (Registered
or Licensed Practical) employed by industrial facilities.

This item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

20. How many registered nurses and licensed practical nurses are on the payroll at this facility?

Notes

The number of nurses accounted for in this question includes only those
directly employed by management to provide nursing care to employees. They
may or may not be on-site (visiting nurse programs), but must be direct
employees whose job function is to provide nursing care to the facility's
workers.

Student nurses, visiting or detailed nurses from corporate headquarters,
government-employed nurses, or paramedical personnel were not included in the
responses to this question. See the Notes section of questionnaire items 14
and 19 for further definitions and qualifications.

Again, as in question 18, no hospital (SIC 80) data is presented here. Many

hospital respondents gave their total nurse employment as a response, since no
formalized program of health care for employees existed.

Analysis
Three analyses of the responses to question 20 are presented.

(1) Response 20 - Estimated number of Registered Nurses and Licensed
Practical NHurses employed by industry

The estimates of the number of Registered and Licensed Practical Burses
employed by industrial facilities to provide nursing care to workers are

presented in Tables III-29 and III-30.

Table III-29 Estimated number of Registered and Licensed Practical
Nurses employed in industry (by major industrial group)
Table III-30 Estimated number of Registered and Licensed Practical

Nurses employed in industry (by 2-digit SIC)
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(2)

3

Response 20 - Estimated number of nurses (RN or LPN) employed per 10.060
workers

The estimated number of Registered or Licensed Practical Nurses employed
per 10,000 workers is displayed in Figures III-34 and III-35, and Tables
III-31 and III-32.

Figure III-34 Estimated number of nurses employed per 10,000 workers
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-35 Estimated number of nurses employed per 10,000 workers
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table III-31 Estimated number of Registered or Licensed Practical
Nurses per 10,000 workers (by major industrial group)
Table III-32 Estimated number of Registered or Licensed Practical

Nurses per 10,000 workers (by 2-digit SIC)

Response 20 - Estimated proportions of Registered and Licensed Practiecal
Nurses employed by plant size.

The estimated proportions of Registered and Licensed Practical Nurses
erxployed to provide nursing care to industrial workers by plant size are
displayed in Figure III-36.

Figure III-36 Estimated proportions of Registered and Licensed

Practical Nurses employed in industry by plant size -
excluding hospitals.
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-29

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF REGISTERED AND LICENSED
PRACTICAL MURSES EMPLOYED IN INDUSTRY

NUMBER OF REGISTERED NURSES NUMBER OF LICENSED PRACTICAL NURSES
PLANT SIZE PLANT SIZE
MAJOR SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-4%9) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07
3 40* A0
.ee aes .es . aen (31 eee (31)
5.1X 1.8%
15-17 49* 49 7= 5+ 12%
. . (21) (21) .o (8) (5) (13)
20-39 282* 4386 10568 15236 150 697* 1233 2080*
(166) (697) (658) (1060) (171) (358) {(231) (568)
16.5% 83.1% 94.7% 83.6% 100.0% 88.6% 99.4% 95.5%
40-49 656* 120* 262* 1637* 3* 3*
(503) (439) {92) (110) . .ee 3) 3)
38.3% 13.6% 2.3% 9.0% 6.2 0.1X
50-59 20* 20* 43* 43*
.o (19) “es (19) ane (21) . (27)
0% 1 5.5% 2.0%
T10-19 114> 152* 356* 1283*
(966) (81) (226) (984) .e- .es ..o ces
4H.22 i, 4 3.2 7.0%
ALL 171* 5219 11235 18225 150* 187* 1241 2178*
(1101) (828) (702) {1611) {171) (360) (231) (510)
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...Mo facilities observed.
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

07

| ]

%

"

2

24

N

SMALL
(8-99)

MUPEER OF REGISTERED NURSES
- PLANT SIZE

MEDIUM
{100-499)

55%
(57}
1.7
410
.

| L
(35)

641
12.9%

3.5%

VABLE W0. I11-30

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF REGISTERED AND LICENSED
PRACTICAL MURSES EMPLOYED IN IMDUSTRY

LARGE
(>500)

353
(109)
n

281
91
2.5%

1078*

o

353
(194)

340
129)
ox

»

321
(152)
21.8%

961
(316)
Sx

TOTAL

P

1
91
6%

T63*
(296)
4.3%

{83)
1.2

1719*
{832)

!

529*
{201)

314
(137)
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MUMBER OF LICENSED PRACTICAL MURSES
PLANT SIZE

SMALL
{8-99)

ase

HEDIUN LARGE
(100-433) (>500)
(31) cer
5.3
8 5
66* 87
(712) (28)
8.4 1.0%
95+
(126) {50)
1.7 -
23
(26) (29)
9% 3.02
g
(8) -
1.1
28 2z
{54) (46)
3.6% L7
40+
. (35)
3.z
3IEr
aee (51)
2.9%
92*
aee (56)
1.2
i6*
ce- (14)
s 4
18
(20) .-
2.3%
158 200~
{126) 04)
20.7% %.1X

A
(31)
1.8%

12+
a3)

153
(15)
7.0%

18*
(20)

359+
(197}



MNATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE WO. I11-30 (CONT INUED)

NUMSER OF REGISTERED MURSES MUPEER OF LICENSED PRACTICAL NURSES
PLANT SIZE PLANT SIZE
s1c SMALL  MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDILM LARGE TOTAL
COE (8-99)  (100-499) (2500} (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
u 1= 454 454* 91 16 8o g 104+
(8) (162) (152) (224) 2n (45) (21) (ST}
. 9.1% 4.0% 5.1% 10.6% 10.2% 61 4.
35 465 1389 1854 106* 260% 366%
a29) (204) (235) (s1) (93) (115)
9.3X 12.4% 10.3% 13.5% 21.0% 16.
36 8rr 268+ 1008 1363 71 221 298¢
(0) ¢97) (184) (268) (101) (144) (sn
. 5.4% . 7.6% 9.0% 18.3% 13.73
k1) 34> 164* 1463 1662 43* 0o 143>
(15) (62) (233) (269) (33) (79) (85)
2.0% 3.3% 13.0% 9.3% 5.5% 8.1% 6.6%
38 5= 1782 836> 19¢ 19*
. 3N (244) (246) .- . (28) (28)
1.1z 6.9% ', 3 1.5% 8y
9 127 90* 21 262 26
(252) (18) (229) (19) (19)
2.5% 8% .2 2.5 .2
41 202* 202*
(210) (210)
2 48 28+ 75+ 3 3
(59) 35) {14) 3) (3)
1.0% ¢ 1 .3 Y. ] -
45 150 60* 135«
(7s) (20) 8)
1.5% 5% 8
43
. - (57) (57) ..
0 4532 94n
(396) (60} (29) (40G) . . .-
26.5% 1.9% . .
50 2% o
. 9) . 19) (21 @n
o5 I 5.5% 2.0%
51
55
72 15¢ 15¢
(24 (24)
6% .0X
I T59* 152¢ 356+ 1267
(967) (81) (226) (985)
a8 EN .2 1.3
5
76
ALL i 4983 1235 1792¢ 150 787 1241 2178*
(911) (676) (685) (1658) () (352) (229) (560)
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TStandard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be wnreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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TABLE NO. III-31

NUMBER OF RN's PER 10,000 WORKERS

PLANT SIZE
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE ALL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
o7
13
15-17 2x <1
ces . (4})
20-39 1% 1 13 8
(>.25) m 1)) {<.5)
40-49 S 6% 5%
(4) (5) ) (2)
50-59 <1 <1 _
10-719 6* 10* 6*
m (2) 4) (4)
ALL 2= 5 12 6
Qo) 4} ) )

s*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.
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m

e
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)
ESTIMATED MUMBER OF REGISTERED OR LICENSED PRACTICAL NURSES PER 10,000 WORKERS

SIC
CODE

o7

13

15

1%

17

21

24

31

TABLE NO. III-32

MUMBER OF RN°'s PER 10,000 WDRKERS
PLANT SIZE

SMALL NEDIUM
(8-99) (100-499)

7
ae- 2)

Lin
() -

6= 16
(6) {8)

2*
.-- (2)

5
.ne (4]

<1

25
... (24)

28*
—ae (10)

"
.en 4}

6*
ees 1)

6% n=
L)) ()]

LARGE
(>500)

24+
zr}

18
(10}
&~
(2)
1=
Q13)
=
)
7
2}
8
)
a3
(4)
30
(6)

15
(3}

25*
m

15=
(8)
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<)

<1

24
(23}

15¢
m

1>
>.25)

2%
m

32
{2)

2
{4)
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)
24

10}

5
(1}

B8*
(2}

3
3)
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. 111-32  (CONTINUED}

MUMBER OF RN's PER 10,000 WDRKERS NUMBER OF LPN's PER 10,000 WORKERS
PLANT SIZE PLANT SIZE
sic SMALL MED UM LARGE ALL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE ALL
CODE {8-99) {100-499) {>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
34 <1 8* 13 [ <1 I* <1 Lhd
3) (2) m m en (>.25)
k-1 T* 12 8 ¥ = *
2) (4] m m (1)) m
36 &= 5% 9 1 bid 2= *
{5) 2) (1)) ()] (2) ()] (1
37 3 t il 10 9 * 1= i
(6) 3) m (4)] n n (>.25)
38 3= 17 n < <1
aee 2) @) (2) ces
39 8 &~ &= 1= <1
. (£} {15) ) . (4)
[} 1= 10%
(20) - .es ) - ver
42 2= & | ad <1 <}
cea (2) 2) (43
45 T= 2= 3*
“es (1) ) 2} cee .
4 13 1
een wen (6) ) cen .- vee aen
9 1= 2* 6* T
(14) {3) (5) 5) cee . ees
50 <1 <1 1% <1
ees ... ——- {1 ees
s1
55
72 <1 <1
3 18% 4 1 128
21 (2) 1) (¢ )] - .o . eee
5
T6
ALL = L) 12 & <1 1= 1 =
(4} ()] o m (>.25) (<.25) (2.25)

aStandard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...Mo facilities observed.
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FIGURE lll - 36
ESTIMATED PROPORTION OF R.N.s and L.P.N.s EMPLOYED
IN INDUSTRY BY PLANT SIZE - EXCLUDING HOSPITALS
(NOES 1981-1883)
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 21
Estimated Number of Nurse Hours Devoted to Industrial Worker Health Care

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine the amount of nurse time devoted
to the health care of industrial workers as a result of management policy.

Thzs xtem was dxsplayed on the questionnaire as:

21. Est1mate the average number of nurstng hours that are devoted to your facility per week.

hours

Notes

The nurse time accounted for in the responses to question 21 is an aggregate
of: (1) in-house nurse time; (2) nurse time provided on a contractual basis;
(3) nurse time provided by corporate nurses who were not direct employees of
the surveyed facility; (4) any nurse time devoted to health care of employees,
if that time is ultimately paid for by facility management.

Services provided by government-employed nurses are not included.
As explained in the Notes section of questions 18 and 20, nurse hours provided
for employee health care in the hospital industry are not presented in these
analyses due to the characteristics of employee health care in the hospital
industry.
Analysis
Two analyses of the responses to question 21 are presented.
(1) Response 21 - Average number of nurse hours per facility

The estimates of the average number of nurse hours devoted to employee

health care per facility per week are displayed in the first four columns
of Tables III-33 and III-34.

Table III-33 Average number of nurse hours per facility and per
10,000 workers (by major industrial group)
Table III-34 Average number of nurse hours per facility and per

10,000 workers (by 2-digit SIC)
(2) Response 21 — Average number of nurse hours per 10,000 workers
The estimated average number of nurse hours per week devoted to employee

health care per 10,000 workers is displayed in Figures III-37 and ITI-38,
and the second four columns of Tables III-33 and III-34.

Figure III-37 Estimated number of nurse hours a week per 10,000
workers
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-38 Estimated number of nurse hours a week per 10,000
workers

(by 2-digit SsIC)
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TABLE NO. ITI-33

ESTIMATED NURSE HOURS PER 10,000 WORKERS
PLANT SIZE
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(24)

24
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29*
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)
ESTIMATED AVERAGE MUMBER OF WURSE HOURS A GEEX PER FACILITY AMD PER 10,000 MORKERS
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TABLE NO.. 111-34

ESTIMATED MURSE HOURS PER 10,000 WORXERS
: PLANT SIZE
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)
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(8-99;

<1

<1

<1

<]
®

)

<1

<1

™
(m

3
)
<1
<]
<]
<1

2*
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MEDIUM
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TABLE %0. T1I-34 (CONTINUED)

ESTIMATED NURSE HOURS PER 10,000 WORKERS

ALL SMALL
(8-99)
2 28*
{<.5) 10)
3 33
(<.5) (8)
5 [74d
(4}] 9
12% 148¢
(4) (232)
=
2) wes
i 13*
(1) 9
[l 1505
(L)) (1556)
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(39)
1 6*
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sStandard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...Mo facilities observed.
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NOES QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO. 22
Examination or Tests Provided By Industrial Facilities

Intent

The intent of this question was to determine whether there was a company
policy to provide preventive medical program services (examinations and
tests), and to define which workers received these services on a periodic
basis.

This overall item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

22. Do you provide the following examinations or tests to all or to selected groups of employees
on a periodic basis?

Yes,
Yes, Yes, for
A AN selected
Exec. & Production Mgnt and/or
Yes, Mgmt Morkers Production
No All Only Only Workers
Opthalmology 1 2 3 ] 5
Audigmetric 1 F4 3 4 5
Blood tests 1 2 3 4 5
Urine tests 1 2 3 4 5
Pulmonary function 1 2 3 4 5
Chest X-rays 1 2 3 4 5
Allergy/Sensitization 1 2 3 4 5
Immunizations (flu, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5

Notes

Each of the fivé possible answers within each of the eight tests categorized
here is separately defined.

(1) A "no” response indicated that no tests were provided to any worker in
the facility.

(2) A "yes, all” response indicated that an employer provided the specific
test or examination to every employee in the facility without regard to
that employee's exposure to potential occupational safety and health
hazards.

(3) A "yes, all exec. and mgmt. only” response indicated that examinations or
tests were provided only to managerial or executive employees.
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(4) A "yes, all production workers only” response indicated that tests or
examinations were provided only to workers directly involved in the
production of the commodity or service preduced by the facility.

(5) A "yes, for selected mgmt. and/or production workers” response indicated
that some, but not all of the workers in a facility were provided with
the specific test or examination.

Because of the many analyses possible on the responses to question 22, some
categorization was necessary. Accordingly, the five possible responses to
each test/examination inquiry were grouped into one of two general responses.

(1) Since response 1 ("no™), and response 3 ("yes, all exec. and mgmt. only")
indicated that none of the general workforce would have been provided
with tests or examinations, they were grouped together for analytical
purposes.

(2) Since response 2 ("all"), response 4 ("yes, all production workers
only”), and response 5 ("yes, for selected mgmt. and/or production
workers™) indicated that at least some of the workers directly involved
with the production of a service or commodity would have been provided
with tests or examinations, they were grouped together for analytical
purposes.

Since some question might exist as to the responses to each of the five
possible answers for each question, a graphic representation of the estimated
frequency of each of the five responses was produced for each of the eight
tests/examinations in question 22.

Due to the number of analyses performed on question No. 22 responses, a
listing and discussion of the analyses is presented in both an overview
(Tables III-35 through III-44, and Figures III-39 through III-50) and by
specific test/examination. Each group of analyses associated with a specifie
test/examination is presented separately, following an illustration of the
specific item on the questionnaire.

Overview Analysis
Five overview analyses of the responses to question No. 22 are presented.
(1) Response 22.2 - Provision of screening tests to all employees

The estimates of the plants which provide at least one of the eight
screening tests or procedures to all workers, and the workers in those
plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures
III-39 and III-40, and Tables III-35 and III-36.

Figure III-39 One or more screening tests provided to all workers
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-40 One or more screening tests provided to all workers

(by 2-digit SIC)
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(2)

3

4)

Table III-35 Number and percent of plants and employees in plante
which provide one or more screening tests to all workers
(by major industrial group)

Table III-36 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

, which provide one or more screening tests to all
employees (by 2-digit SIC)

Response 22.3 - Provision of screening tests to management personnel

The estimates of the plants which provide at least one of the eight
screening tests or procedures to management only, and the workers in
those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in
Figures III-41 and III-42, and Tables III-37 and III-38.

Figure III-41 X One or more tests provided only to management
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-42 One or more tests provided only to management
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table III-37 Bumber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide one or more screening tests to management
" only (by major industrial group)
Table III-38 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide one or more screening tests to management
only (by 2-digit SIC)

Response 22.4 — Provision of screening tests to production workers only

The estimates of the plants which provide one or more screening tests or
procedures to all production workers only, and the workers in those
plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures
III-43 and III-44, and Tables III-39 and III-40.

Figure III-43 One or more tests provided to all production workers
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-44 One or more tests provided to all production workers
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table III-39 Bumber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide one or more screening tests to all
production workers (by major industrial group)

Table III-40 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide one or more screening tests to production
workers (by 2-digit SIC)

Response 22.5 - Provision of screening tests to selected employees

The estimates of the plants which provide at least one of the eight tests
or procedures to selected employees only, and the workers in those plants
(by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-45
and IXI-46, and Tables III-41 and III-42.

Figure III-A5 One or more tests providéd to selected workers
(by major industrial group)
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(5)

Figure III-46

Table III-Al

Table III-42

One or more tests provided to selected workers

(by 2-digit sIC)
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide one or more screening tests to selected
workers (by major industrial group)
Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide one or more screening tests to selected
employees (by 2-digit SIC)

Response 22.2, 22.3, 22.4, or 22.5 - Provision of screening tests to at
least some employees

The estimates of the plants which provide one or more of the eight
screening tests or procedures to at least some employees (production or
management), and the workers in those plants (by number and proportion of
the totals) are displayed in Figures III-47, III-48, III-49, and III-SO,
and Tables III-43 and III-44.

Figure III-47
Figure III-48
Figure III-49
Figure III-50

Table III-43

Table III-44

Screening tests provided to some workers
(by major industrial group)

Screening tests provided to some workers
(by 2-digit SIC)

Plants providing some screening tests

Workers in plants providing some tests

Humber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide screening tests to at least some workers
(by major industrial group)

Humber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide screening tests to at least some employees
(by 2-digit sIC)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. ITI-35
KUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS TO ALL WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDTUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
(7]
13 340* 32 312 8278* 7071 15349+
(233) (29) . (242) (5028) (6377} .es (10207)
4.0% 3.1 . 4.0% an 3.7%
15-17 883 952 23 1001* 14773 21262* 25913% 67948
(455) (68) (33) (464) (7111) (22705} {(26710) (34032)
9% 2.3% 9.6% . 1% . . 2.2
20-39 11540 8629 2944 23114 411214 1845736 3626216 5943225
(1531) (826) (264) (1851} (59599) (186348) (342316) (416954)
1.5% . 41.0% 2.1 10.2% 28.9% 3.9 30.9%
40-49 7606 1137 1T 8861 217306 22536]® 117366 560034
(1457) (11 (78) (1586) (46666} (78393) (59877) (114950)
14.3% 19.5% 25.0% 14.9% 15.2% 19.5% 20.5% 17.7%
50-59 1657* 167 1823* 49373* 50155% 99527
(803) (125) (813) (24377) (37714) (44813)
2.8% 6.3% 3.0% 4.8 12.3% .
70-79 4170 313+ 142+ 4625 100689* 74086% 159140* 333914
(1063) (126) (110) (1036) (30912) (27884) (89066) (95636)
5.7% 13.4% 40.0% 6.1% 1.2% 15.9% 46.9% 5.2
80 1845% 1621 1875 5340 68710 407857 2690542 3167109
(627) (254) (297) (759) (15092) (1621) (326370) (320514)
. 74.8% 91.0% 75.6% 67.6% 76.3% 89.0% 86.6%
ALL 28041 11994 5101 45136 930404 2637527 6619177 10187107
(2222 g‘lg& (421) (2927) (87081) (222312) (485726) (549739)

a5tandard ervor >25% of the estimate.

...M0 facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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FIGURE Il — 40

ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL WORKERS
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY {1981-1983)

SIC

COOE

07

15

L1

2

24

3

SMALL
(8-99)

4.0%
331*
1.32

399*
(335)
3.5

152*
(15))

142%

=
(6)
4.6%
319

(159)
10.9%

202
(4)
1.6%

1005*
(%07)

25
(63)
6%

387
()
.

1092=

1382=
{425)

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100499}

asa

475+
(144)
41.0%

683>
{114)

TABLE WO. I11-36

MUMEER ANO PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS YO ALL EPPLDYEES

LARGE
(>500)

TR

T3
(35)
72.2%

160

(16)
n.3%

TOTAL

1992
a13)
n.

51
(37)
Sz

1182
{219)
24.5%

423+
()67}
2.2

14002
()
nmn»

155=

1157+
(342

19.62

1569*
(410}

1.2

2301
29.8%

37
{139)
24.0%

766
(163}

(55)
4.7

1355%
(351)

1469
24.7%

SMALL
(e-93)

18574
{5916)

20229*
{8528)
8.5%

43407
(11310)
3LZ

154

MEDIUM
(100-433)

174513
50.3%

31199*

7390
(31184)

16222
12.0%

9691
(16956)
6%

ari152x
(68410)
48.2X

82069

188060+
(13183}
72.0%

306660*
(151272)
£9.3%

TOTAL

15343+
(10207)

40572

21362
(16900)
3.62
5614
(5360)
~

489586
(90101)
3.

82327
{68177)
.22



NATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC SMALL
CODE (8-99}

34 27715*%

37 HI=

2.5%

39 n»
{117)
.%

41 863+
{373)
19.5%

£ 3965+
{995)
19.8%

352
{245)
10.9%
48 877

{132)

6.0%
{142)
18.92

S0 1244+
(699)

51 413
4.5%

12 1234+

16

80 1845~
(627)
65.0%

am 28041
(2660)

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)

nm
(181)
35.6%

856
am
1%
£92%

(158)
18.3%

230
(84)
19.3%

187*
(72}
19.5%

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
{2500}
171
{50)
49.4%
369
(65)
4a.1%

275%
{130}
4.9

7>
43.2%

6%
(14)
46.7%

30*
(712)
17.6%

TOTAL

2057
(734)
18.5%

2654
{526)
9.9

8713%
{280)
8.3%

495*
{163)
8.9%

461>
(149)
11.4%

343
(319)
4.5%

955%
(414)
19.4%

4133
(1026)
¥

839*
(331)
21.1%

1008*
(125)
6.4%

1883*
(827)
18.4%

M=
(706}
4.4%

5340
(7159)
75.6%

45114
(2732)

TASLE W0. III-36

- SMALL
(8-99)

B634%
(6877)

6741*
(5071)

1322*
(1325)
1.3%

3344*
(3507)

18953+
(8901)
16.1%

84876

68710
{15092)
67.6%

930404
(91416)
8.4%

155

EMPLOYEES
Tum

{100-499)
222894
(38565)
37.4%

151290
{28495)

108540
(328%6)
19.6%

55954+
(19628)

30140
15.5%

(CONT INUED)

(>500)

205111
(66922)
58.6%

511128
(79487)
46.0%

284594«
(102721)
24.1%

409128
(69449)
27.0%

254822+
(115923)
§5.3%

20532*
{20670)

75139*
(38243}
28.4%

23804%
(21666)
33.0%

18424%
{43651)
12.6%

2690542
{326370)

!

6619177
{425533)

-

TOTAL

21476*
(9623)

288332
(96390)
26.2%

24106*
(12166)
5.7%

3167109
(320514)
86.6%

10180590
(5173714)



FIGURE lII - 41
ONE OR MORE TESTS PROVIDED ONLY TO MANAGEMENT
MOES 188 i-1888)
o7
113
g 15-17
20-35
E 40-49
50-59
g FO-T9
80
ALL
o - 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIOMAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. I11-37
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS TO RANAGEMENT ONLY
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
PAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP {8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07
13 = 71* 11258* n
ves {65) PR (65) .e- (10218) .en (10218)
7.0% . 5% 2.
-1 95 89* 36* 219% 3934= 20668 21661 46263
(18) {67) (38) {116) (2678) (15248) (23411) (30555)
1% 2.1% 14.7X 2% -2% . 9.2% 1.5%
20-39 463= 165¢% 1137 21448 108940= 156240 292628
(197) (166) (58) {183) (9925) (39933) (48594) (54945)
3% 1.5% 2.6% . . 1.7% 1.9% 1.5%
40-49 298> 138 53 489* 12926* o 64314*
{192) {86) (53) {227) (8311) (15016) (26519) (34308)
6% 2.8% 11.3% . . 2. 4. 2.0%
50-59 460% 460* T363* 7363
(444) ver ces {444) (7098) cosn ese (7098)
8% .8% 1% 5%
70-79 325% 325+ 11527 11527
(248) ees e {248) (9857) ces aee (9857)
A% . . 5%
80
ALL 1687* 761> 254= 2102 63200* 165921* 204332 433453
(583) (209) {88) (601) (17953) (46443) (60:% (73?63%

*5tandard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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FIGURE Ill - 42

ONE OR MORE TESTS PROVIDED ONLY TO MANAGEMENT

=21

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICA
=EERREEELEE IR PR PSRN S

{NOES teB1-1083)
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> 3 4 s & 1
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORCE

157




MNATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-}933)

I!BERMPERCENT PLANTS
FNVI[EME(RMESMEI!W TESTS TO MANAGEMENT OKLY

Sic

CODE -

13

5

o

21

24

N

SMALL
(8-99)

ave

rres

5%
(18)

MEDIUM
(100-439)

9>
(67)

LARGE
- (2500)

E
(38)

e

aee

ol
{2
2.8

18

(20)
4.5%

7=
{28)
20.0%

TOTAL

e
{65)

.

3%
(33)
32

184=
(104)
4

158

TABLE NO. III-38

AND_EPPLOTEES IN PLANTS MHICH

SMALL
(8-93)

- 3934
(2678)

"en

2936
{4109)
.17

39682
{4105)
. = .

e

EMPLOTEES

MEDIU®

- {100-499)

see

20668+ .
(15248)
.25

5830
(6380)

ans

182471
(13741}
k3

LARGE

21651
(z3a )
2.4

en

28132%
(21763)
2.3

15004
(12219)
2.8%

TOTAL

11258
(10218)

21661
(zza0)
3.7%

24603
(15483)
1.6%

5830+
(6380)

18241
(13741)
2.6%

13958
(8654)
2.2%

12259
(13519)
1.0%
12804+
(14334)
1.2



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1943)

SIC

34

4

51

12

16

an

SMALL MEDIUM
(8-99)  (100-499)

160+
(135)

T4+
(69)
1%

.t

87
(rn

1687
(603)

52
(33)
1.7%

24
@n
7%

6+
(41}

32*
(36)

ne
(13)
.1

*%
{105)
5.7%

ese

[

‘e

675*
(187)
1.8

LARGE
(>500)
5’
(24)
1.3%
1=
@

15+
m)
1.9%

254
(84)
2.7

TOTAL

. |
{41}
A%

26

(94)
-3

92
(43)

52%
(a1

A60*
(844)
2.

o
(121)
5%

238
@an
2.4

2616
(539)
5%

TABLE W0. I[1-38  (CONTIMUED)

EMPLOYEES
SMALL MEDIUM LARGE
(8-99) {100-233) - (2500}
15960 . 18698
- (10486) (17846)
8437% 9123+ 40219*
(4889) (10260) (24903)
1.4 1.4% 3.6%
194171 24544+
. (14777) (16467)
10474
ces (12368) ees
4%
J382* 1338+
{5562) (1609) e
1.2 T3
25% 9101*
(aa32) {20560)
2.0% 6.1
12926*
(&3n) —e- ese
12170~
ces (9720} .o
6.
.o wes (26519)
18.
{7098) cee .-
2.8
6760
(94C8) —- .ee
1.ex
4767
(#133) vee .ee
2.71%
63200% 153035* 204332*
(18565) (42340) (59462)
N3 1.6% 1.6%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be wnreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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FIGURE lll — 43

ONE OR MORE TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL PRODUCTION WORKERS
(INOES 39681-1983)
o7
13
g 15-17
20-39
40-49
50-59
g TO-79
80
ALL
o 1 z > PA = e
PEROENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-39
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS TO ALL PRODUCTION WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDILM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) {8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 162= 1622 4547 4547
(162) . ces {162) (8528) . cee (4528)
2.9% 2.9% 4.8 .
13 105 105> 16854* 16854*
.e- (83) ree (83) ces (12291) e (12297)
10.3% .15 9.7% 4.7%
15-17 39 60* 499+ 22321 7895% 3022
(290) (68) (301) (15706) (8994) (18546)
5% 1.4% .S% L) 3 1.% .
20-39 2613 1683 £53% 4808 107828 359147 530939 99794
(572) (298) (n9) (601) (19128) (68866) (117781) (116544)
| ;3 5.3% 7.2% 2.5% 2.3% 5.6% 6.4% 5.2
40-29 1514 65* 76% 1655+ 44999* 13666* 142485
(518) (65) (18) (587) (16211) (13666) (60938) (58888)
8% 1.1% 16.3% 2.8% 3.% 1.2% 14.6% 4.5%
50-59 5552 108 663 18533* 16924 354512
{4715) (98) .as (511) {16102) (15649) een (2513%)
9% 4.1% L 1.6 4.7% .
70-79 440 13* 512¢ 6858* 27853% 3AT1*
(440) (61) (434) (8003) (23178) (29641)
6% 3.7% 1% S5 6.0% .
80 160+ 30% 190+ 214571 72828* 94284
(112) (22) (120) (15262) (28185) (36904)
T7.4% 1.5% 2.7% 4.0% ;3 2.6%
ALL 5782 2254 559% 8595 205092 463797 687586 1356475
(1091) (362) (144) (1s?) (34942) (78590) (135513) (142962)
. 4.5% 5.9% . 1.9% AT 5.5% 4%

sStandard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...Mo facilities observed.
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FIGURE Ill — 44

ONE OR MORE TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL PRODUCTION WORKERS

ATION
RREIFHTR

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFIC
B NS a5 S R NS R RN S SRR RN

{(NOES 1@81-1833)
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4
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983)

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLAXTS MHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS TO PRODUCTION WORKERS

SIC

o7

13

15

17

21

2

n

SMALL,
(8-99)

162+
(162)
2.9

233
215)
-

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)

(42)
5.9

LARGE
(>500)

S4=
(32)
15.9%

TOTAL

162=
(162)
2.9%

105*

(83)
L

233*
(215)

2.6%
(4
51
LS
4=
(30
503%
an)
.53

29
(195)
3.

86
(51)
5.6x

234*
(157)
2.3

454+
(218)
1.6%

TABLE WO. 11140

SMALL
(8-99)

4547
(4528)

ol
(6873)
.32

18875+
(19717)
0.2

6313
(7007)

2188~
(1jo1)
8.8%

12292

-

15073+
(10497)
9%

162

WP
MEDILM
{100-499)

16854~
(12297)
9.7%

ew

35117
(28191)

see

en

4=
1n.ox

56843+
(56040)
®%.2

39236%
(30142)

32557
{15939)

LT

2952*
(5934)
1.3%

59375+
(55961)
1.5

15723

43315+
(30872)
o / 3
66536*
(22652)
1.z

35008~
(19921)
4.€X

10406+
(T748)

29403%
(21422)

93161*
(a1447)
-



MNATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC
CooE

34

£

51

72

16

ATt

SMALL
{8-99)
A3
(245)
2.3%

65*%
(68)

203
(191)

352*
{315)
3.9%

5782
{1108)
n

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499}

(12)
5.4%

wn
e

e

36
(35)
2.8

36r
(45)
29.4%

160+
(M)
T.4%

2254
(419)
4.5%

LARGE TOTAL
(>500}

22 622%
{21} (258)
6.5% 2.8%

163+
{69) (224)
20.8% 2.7

23 148
(21} (91)
2.9% 1.8%

157*
{4) z2)
. 2.

9% 241
(19) (128)
4.5% 5.9%

.ee (200)
2.9%

306*
—e- (228)
6.2

14 1243%
(12) (523)

16.9% 5.8%

12+ 56*
{15) (60)
8.4% 1.42

S0+ S0
{15) (13)

29.1% .
3=
. (239)
1.0%
352
ee (375)
186+
.- (149)
1.0%
326*
ven (430)

30+ 190=
(22) (120)
.71

1.5%

559
(146) 11s2)
5.9% =

*Standard ervor >25% of the estimate.
...M0 facilities observed.

8595

The estimate may be unreliable.

TABLE NO.

SMALL
(8-99)

15484%
(5128)

2159*
(2248)

5319+

6343~
(6564)
5.0%
4527
(4673)
3%
1659*
{1710)
0%
8452%
1.2%
34124=
{¥5057)

2413+
{2977)
n

15014*
(14336)
2.4

205092
(3Nn20)
1.9%

163

I1I-40  (CONTIMUED)

EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM LARGE
(100-499) (2500)
Qa0 1367+
{20265) (13553)
7.1 “n
93464+ 191089+
(29817) (80130)
TR .=
nar 22156+
(12010) (24872)
-] 1.9%
8327 15866*
(8152) (16246)
3.5% 1.0%
19870* 39333+
(14057) (37089)
10.2% 5%
8615+
(14525)
5.8%
13666+ 19905*
(13666) 071323)
. 26.5%
25630*
ver {24078)
.73
38285%
. (48501)
2%.1%
16924+
{15649) ves
15181
(14269) —.e
3
12672
(15755)
218572 728282
(15262) (28185)
4.0% 2.6
63797 637586
(89525) {142790)

TOTAL

12263
(17603)
4.8%

286712
(85140}
12.0%

44912%
(31824)
%

x

30536
{19349)
1.6%

63730
(36891)

-

10274=
(14606)
2.0%

8462%

67695+
(25281)

28043
(245715)
6.2

38285*
(48601)
4.6%

31938*
(23598)
3.5%

18183*
(19376)
0%

4284
(36904)
1356475

{158858)
an



FIGURE lll - 45
ONE OR MORE TESTS PROVIDED TO SELECTED WORKERS
CNOER 19081-1983)
o7
13
g 1S5-17
20-39
E 40-49
E so-s59
g T0-79
80
ALL
o = 10 1= 29 2s 30 3= <0 “s =0
PEROENT OF THE WORKrOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-41
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS TO SELECTED WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR smALL REDIUR LARGE TOTAL SMALL mEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-493) {>500)
07 295+ 295* 15999 15999*
(238) .es ees (238) (14202) e eee (14202)
5.3% 5.2% 15.4% 14.5%
13 233+ 114 46 393* 9793* 19423+ 31383 60598
{160) (12) (52) (168) (6510) (12192) (35291) (35873)
2.7% 1n.2% 100.0% an 7% n.a 100.0% 14.6%
15-17 2317 122% 140+ 3180 70525% 117392+ 151398* 339314
{546) (257) (122) (653) (17874) {38286) {88365) {94459)
2.5% 17.48% 51.8% 3.2% 3.4% 15.9% 64.12 1.0%
20-39 11966 1923 3670 23559 552450 1791140 5920452 8264043
(1778) (828) @M (2011) (67400) (208979) (368547) (516370)
7.8% 5.0% 58.5% 12.3% 12.0% 28.7% 71.6% .
40-49 10453 2381 218* 13061 284910 473685 348186 1106781
(1450) (500) {105) (1518) (37342) (119967) (87409) (159314)
19.7% 0.7% 46.5% 22.0% 19.9% a.n 60.7T% 35.0%
50-59 7985 707* £692 175994 933472 269342
(1336) (325) (1315) (33791) (40543) (47576)
B.7X 26.6% . 15.7% 22.8% 17.6%
70-79 2889* 260* 80> 3228+ gz211* 62936* 95946 241154
(1167) (109) (44) (1168) (33581) (20155) (64711) (79343)
3.9% n.z 22.5% 4.3% 5.9% 13.5% 28.3% 1n.0%
80 316+ 527* 785 1628 12071% 122025+ 1347028 1481124
(248) (132) (126) (318) (11270) 31321) (244227) (250715)
.12 2a.4% 38.1% 3.2 1.9% 22.8% . .
ALL 36463 12635 4938 54037 1204014 2679948 7894393 11778355
{2913) (1069) (346) {(3225) (94325) (248527) {465140) {611430)
8. 1% 25.3% 52.3% 10.6% 10.9% 1.% 63.3% 35.3%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
..M facilities observed.
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FIGURE lll — 46

ONE OR MORE TESTS PROVIDED TO SELECTED WORKERS

{NOES t881-1683)

1ON
833

AT
B

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFIC
=B B E LR RE R PSEEE SR

o w© ®» W 4 o @ 7 80
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. 11142

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREEMING TESTS TO SELECTED EMPLOYEES

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
sIc SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE ToTAL
€CO0E (8-99) {100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)

01 295* 295+ 15999* 15999*
(238) e e (238) 14202) .- aae (14202)
5.32 5.2 15.4% 14.52

3 233> ) ol 46* 393= 9793~ 19423 31383* $0598*
. (160} (12) (52) (168) (6510) (12192) (35291) (35873)
2.T%X nz 100.0% 4.71% 4.7 n.za 100.0% .6

15 366+ 458~ 12 896+ 16090* 86 150* 88625+ 190866%
(252) {2038) (95) (344) mix) (34173) (66883) (73065)
1.5% 9. 53.5% 3. 2.9% £.5% 65.7% 21.3%

16 159~ 201 68~ 10271 21108 24167 62772 108643+
(262) (131) (62) (302) (1561) (14952) (48489) (49962)
6.7% 7.9 63.3% .25 7.4% 1.9 62.0% 18.3%

n” 1193* 63 1257= 33327 6474 39801
(551 (67) cen (558) {15230) (6839) .- (16313)
. . - 2nm . 5%
20 1909 864= 303* 3075 90541 185185+ 30688T* 562613
(397) (343) (14) (549) (17319) (84468) (106907) (113693)
16.7% 26.9% S54.7% 20.22 3.3 27.5x 82.42 31.5%

21 & 36* a0 258+ 55808+ S56066*
(6) “ee (60) (60) (345) ven (50579) (50438)

14.6% 5.1 36.7% 13.8% ®.n% .

z 34* 334* 9= 547 3324 71891 165625% 240847
(47) (88) (69) (126) (4511) (18409) (62012) (10154)
1. 21.02 59.7% ns3z .n 20. 63.4% TR

a3 282* 44+ 58 384 9024 8452 16621 94143
(178) (35) (L)) (mz) (5616) (6866) (48463) (47265)
2.3% L& an 2.2 2.1 - 1.4 36.8% 1.6
F. ) 16> 438+ 19* 1283 48467 92226* 35767 176459
(311 (146) ®) (348) 2112) (27443) (18189) (£3295)

1.2 £2.5% 137 10.7% 16.0% . 38.7x .

3 202 211 J2r A45* 7989 49413= 48937* 106339*
(155) (1%2) (25) (222) (€119) (29900) (30396) (42916)
4.8% 19.92 26.72 8.3% 5. 7% 19.3% 39.9% 20.53
26 Q6% 532 156+ 1125+ 31031 113613* 151104* 295814
(137) {186) (56) (324) a2 (41908) (42380) (67758)
10.€% 3.9% 3.z 19.% 22.5% .41 n3.0x a1.32
2 1022 684 22 1932 30926+ 124941+ 253999+ 409866
(481) {156) (94) (508) (12808) {31888) (13320) (83490)
5.6% 36.5% L= 9.5% 6.5% 34.6% 73.5x 34.63

28 73 346% 175% 1495 51044 114378* 229068* 394490*
(146) {124) (52) (230) (8049) (35298) (90999) (99117)
15.82 29.83 %.22 n.a 8.2 3.9 48.12 4.02

23 9%* 26% 59* 182 J667* &T50% T5019* 03436+
(109) (35) (39) (m9) (4156) (6386) (70084) (71863)
9.5% 9.0% 58.1% 1B.0% 3.9% 1.5% 63.82 37.62

30 506¢ 387* 9% 9842 21542+ 80602+ 31767* 2991
(299) (104) (41) (364) (12762) (22914) (44311} (60637)
1.5% 24.8% 4.3 11.6% 12.2x 21.4 56.4% 3L

N 3z« 3= 36 104822 4015% 144896*
.- (38) (10) (38) .- (12234) (11440) (15853)
5.1 14.0% 2.42 1.7% 25.6% 8.2
k74 1163% 369 184+ 1717 54139 87565+ 128993* 270696
(300) (121) [¥)}) (333) (13850) (30952) (49637) (55919)
3.2 36.5% 99.9% .z 2.8x 41.9% 100.0% f1.1%
B 616% S72* 260 1448 269552 110368+ 545892 683215
(268) (170) (58) (344) (11532) (29001) (16122) (89534)
.9 39.0% 7n.3% 24.4% 19.52 35.5% ar1.8% 63.8%
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1933)

SIC

41

51

2

76

1))

tandard error >25% of the estimate.
observed

SMALL
(8-99)

35594
(3619)
8.0%

*5
..o facilities

PLANTS

MEDILM

(100-439)

1098

(141)

35.22

142

{170)

a.8x

(143)

23.4%
131*

~%

221
09

-
-t

]
a8

36%
(45)
9.4

Fr4ad
(132)
4.4

12432
(861)

-

-

185
(126)

4938
(424)

TOTAL

3436
(573)
15.6%

174
(367)

1652
(431)
15.6%

1027*
(213)
18.42

s20%
(151)
12.8%

519>
(417)
6.T%

1280*
(547)

.

1030
{1147)

J08*
(12)
17.8%

J083*

1888*
(718)
18.4%

5148
(1183)
16.0%

3544
{786)
n

-

216*
{241)
1.0%
1509*
(192)
8.2%
1458+
(8s0)

45
(45)

1628
(318)

52964
(3919)
10.5%
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TABLE WD. TII1-42

SMALL
(8-99)

69256
(15010)

33792
(15240)
5.6%

15113*
(9334)
6.6%

32059
(16763)
5. 2%

2273
(3424)
%

15095=

(1639)
.12

12071
(12100

n.%
1184376

(114849)
10.7%

The estimate may be unreliable.

{CONT IMUED)
EMPLOYEES
MEDIUN LARGE
{100-439) (>500)
243543 310928+
(31658) (113459)
40.8% 88.6%
176806 128799
(43045) (140164}
26.TX 65.5%
178611 939835
(38034) (191976)
32.3% 719.5%
4219} 1441511
(18092) (248428)
17.6% 95.2%
7172 210407
(18519) {115061)
24.3% .
48846* 19466
(141027) (18968)
2.n i, 3
43215+
(26171) .
53.0%
137004+ 22218+
(38234) {(14343)
. Tz
A4T505% 2039932
{47505) {75933)
43.5% n.zx
52921 37029+
(32612) (29526)
K 52.8%
159397 84944~
{65182) (53036)
37.5% .
66335%
(21378) .
21013~
(27013) ven
100.0%
95946%
(17150) (641711)
14, 29.2%
12672*
(15755) .-
52.7%
122025* 1347028
(31321) (244227)
22.8% .
2646305 1894393
(111842‘% (516743)

TOTAL

§23127
(126569)
L 4

939396
(140274)
39.5%
1133560
(192192)
51.1%
1515761
(241433)
80.6%

319801
(120953)
2.1

83407
(135556)
15.9%

79501*
(28641)
39.9%

342251
(47518)
J%

2607122

8211
(9165}

187217*
(74300}
7.0

32569%
(18596)
1.7%

13156%
(15699)
6.5%
1481124
(250715)
40.5%
1725074
(594628)



FIGURE lll - 47

BCREENING TESTS PROVIDED TO SOME WORKERS
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80
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PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. ITI-43
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROYIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS TO AT LEAST SOME WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SRALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500}) {8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 457 457* 20546 20546*
{295) .es .ee (295) {15118) ces cae (15118)
. 8.1% 19.82 18.6%
13 5713 290* 46* 910 18071* 41535~ 31383x 96989*
(256} (138) {52) (223) (71543) (22013) (35291) (42697)
6.7% 28.5% 100.0% 9.8% 8.6% 21.3% 100.0% .
15-17 3502 811 157« 4530 104115 145955 163367 413437
{683) (269) (125) (121) {24516) (40571) (88842) (9619))
3.7 21.0% 65.0% 4.6% 5.0% 19.8% 69.2% 13.5%
20-39 24270 15679 5207 45156 1030025 3378833 1458991 11867849
(2158) (1272} (233) (2645) (69111) {282319) (337469) {553929)
15.8% 49.4% 83.0% 23.6% 22.3% 53.0% 90.2% 61.6%
40-49 18483 3617 354+ 22454 518655 718599 468715 1705969
(2096) (828) (123) (2461) {63920) (176664) (98302) (230107)
34.8% 61.9% 15.71% 37.8% 36.2% 62.3% 81.7% 54.0%
S0-59 10145 962 11107 234313 154050+ 388423
{1387) (354) cen (1408) (371015) (557191} .ee (66206)
17.48% 36.2% 18.2% 20.8% 31.1% .
70-79 7823 524> 196* 8543 201345 136868 215460* 553673
(1606) (149) (115} {1536) (43316) (30629} (103590) (110848)
10.7% 22.4% 55.3% 11.3% 14.5% 29.5% 63.5% .
80 2161= 1924 2010 6095 80782 469697 2938054 3488533
{695) (268) (312) (821) QO116) (12567) {363130) (363842)
76.1% 88.8% 97.5% 86.2% 79.5% 87.9% 97.2% .
ALL 67414 23867 9N 99252 2207911 5051537 11275970 18535418
(3828) {1617) (445) (4328) {115364) (349802} (524673) (721209)
15.0% 41.7% 84.4% 19.5% 19.9% 51.2% 90.4% 55.5%

*5tandard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
---Mo facilities observed.
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (T1981-1983)

SIC

o7

15

16

7

21

24

3

SMALL
{8-99)

(109)

1053*
(336)
15.71%

(39

5.3%

1812%
21.3%

1259
(244)

PLANTS
MEOIUM
(100-499)

290*
(138)

(208)
41.48%

”™
(131)
17.9%

212%
(121
1n.%

1718
(419)

TABLE NO. I11-44

NUMEER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE ONE OR MORE SCREENING TESTS TO AT LEAST SOME EMPLOYEES

UARGE
{500)

97.8x

30.4%
19*
(8)
8.1
119+
99.62
214

(713)
100.0%

(93)

93.8%
101=
100.0%

193*
{14)
86.0%

3=
(10)
14.0%

184x
{11)

37
(59)
4.1

TOTAL

716.2%

1450
{215)

T76=
4.9%

2655
(474)

708*
(232)

2123
{318)

3210

15.8%

3460
{466)
44.9%

462
(19
2.9%

1772
20.9%
1942
(83)
2.7
7183
(526)
.83

(334)
£7.1%

SMALL

(8-99)
20546

(15018)

18071*
(7543)

19072
(11760)
LR -

21286*
(10272)

571571
(24558)
4.6%
122914
(24503)
31.6%
258+
(345}
13.8%
1651
{1703}
15.6%
22556+
(12153)
5.3%

91991*
(263t1)

12788

56205+
(14744)

66529
(15673)
13.91
90374
£11026)
50.0%

667+
{4156)
e.9%

49475%
(13313)
22.0¢

2188+
(1707)
3

74367
{16925)
s

73159
(12762)
52.8%

170

MED IUM
(100499}

47535%
(22013)
£

86150+
(340173)
43.5%
24167=
(14952)
35037
(20168)
10.62

391061*
(103361)
58.0%

223039
(53969)
N.2%

194261
(43051)
53.8%

-

211843
s1. 2%

60212+
21521)
95.22
101858~
(27514)
34.6%

29520+
(17165)
2.1%

167586
(33767)
80.2%

271589
(3113)
87.3%

88625
(66889)

14742+
(41142)
3.8

455647
(162879)

112133+
(67512)
100.0%

257102

99451
(52874)

5767
{18789)
8.3

122998+

206864
(65220)
280559
(68845)
L

470067
(99069)

V17545
(70259)

100.0%

216359*
(74266}

4015+
(11440)
25.6%
128993*

(49687)
100.0%

594583
(83056)
%

TOTAL

20546*
(15118)
18.6%

96959
(42697)

193847
(13223)
21.62

126795+
{41222)
21.4&

92794+
(29821)

969622
(121474)
62.4%

112391
(67449)

487392

-

e
(61569)

269042
(39120)

210704
(71889)

486108

541350
(94218)

112284
(108436)

1814824~
81.8%
367692
{81850)
48.8%

36122
(19513)
20.5%
370947

939331
(83437)
1. 7%



MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

PLANTS
SIC SMALL MEDIUM
CODE (8-99)  (100-439)
k) 4659 1952
(811) (175)
5.2% 62.5%
35 2130 1602
(531) (258)
9.4% £7.0%
36 634 1091
(375) (160)
37 64T 333*
(ze1) (97)
16.3% 8.0%
38 306> 5ig
(168) (122)
n.a 541
39 687 358+
(230) (705)
10.5% 44.9%
L)) 2212 329~
(106) (126)
42 10976 1014*
{1382) (282)
54.8% 68.4%
45 892x 534
(524) (381)
48 8771 4719
(132) (233)
6.0 53.m%
9 2656* 928>
{1099) (331)
32.3% 49.8%
50 6026 125*%
(1289) 217)
19.9% 40.2%
Sl 3659 2371
{820) (231)
40.1% 100.0%
55 A60%
(add) ven
2.4%
12 1450 42
{788} {43)
7.0% 6.3%
B 3460 446
(678) (140)
20.9% 29.9%
n 2376
(1015) aes
9.2
16 537+ 36*
(515) (45)
5.5% 29.4%
80 2161 1924
(695) (268)
76.1% 88.8%
an 66545 23556
(4138) (1038)
14.92 41.5%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
{>500)
34

(89)
98.5%

690
(717)
88.0%

665+
{176)

(99)
93.5%

g

(naz)
84.9%

36

{26)
10.7%

.o

ruw

196+
{115}
57.4%

2010
(312)
97.5%

971
(539)
84.6%

TOTAL

6951
(199)
31.6%

4421
(651)
16.5%

239
(493)
2.6%

1369

24.5%

nn
(&31)

1082*
(699)
4.1

541>

574+
(543}
5.8%

(821}
86.2%

98072
{4453}
19.4%

TABLE MO. [FT-44

257
{15125)
32.6%

7363*
(7098)

24178*
{14039)

109731+
{34144)

56676%
{2314])
13.7%

10761*
(9858)
6.0%

80782
(y116)
79.5%

2183274
{127361)
19.8%

{CONTINUED)
EMPLOYEES
MEDIWM LARGE
(100-499) {>500)
402286 345264+
(34499} {103625)
67.4% 98.4%
323893 1030460
(52614} {134605)
K 92.6%
270631 1045187
(36977) {217653)
49.0% .
T4693* 1472960
(22646) (261722)
3tz 97.3%
86780 423038+
(21666) (119842)
44.6% 91.9%
88089+ 39998+
(176195) (24337)
58.9% ¥
58610
(32330) ves
7L
185778+ 42123*
{53387) (22071)
71.8% 56.3%
101262 258326+
{14123) (79623)
92. 97.8%
100895* 37029*
{42994) (29526)
57.2% 52.8%
212490 131237+
(80331) (60964)
49. .
127037
(46775) v
“.
27013*
{27013) o
100.
5510
(5565) e
6.7%
118685 215460*
(29184) (103590)
. 65.5%
12672
(15755) eer
52.1%
469697 2938054
(12561) (363130)
87.9% 97.2%
4938490 11275970
(210960) (553171)
511 90.5%

TOTAL

899816
{12450}
59.9%

1440551
(135137)

1344885
(227194)

1586850
(255416)
~©

925212
zz313)
69.2X
152910+
(112541)
29.1%
1223171
(37700)
61.4%

517512
(68141)

389698
(97914)
86.4%

158851*
(59474)
23.6%

438395
(123652)

2313
(65776)
2.

87337
(35012}
.z

T363%
(2098)
1.8%

29683
€13147)
6.32

A43876%
(119492)
40.4%

56676
(23141)
13.4%

23434=
(23125)
11.6%

3488533
(362842)
95.3%

18462734
(670191)



FIGURE Ill - 49

PLANTS PROVIDING SOME SCREENING TESTS
(NOES 1981-19883)

TESTS 47.7%

TESTS 15X

NOKE 65x

NONE §2.9%
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LARGE PLANTS ALL PLANTS
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FIGURE Ill - 50

WORKERS IN PLANTS PROVIDING SOME TESTS
(NOES 1981-1983)

TESTS 61.2x
TESTS 198%

NONE 80.1%

HONE 48.6%

NONE 9.8%

NONE 44.5%
ALL PLANTS
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Analysis of Opthalmology Tésting
(see text on questionnaire item ?2 for definitions and notes)

This sub-item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

Opthalmology 1 , 2 3 4

o

(Note: Response categories are as shown in the display of question 22.)
Three analyses of the responses to the opthalmology sub-item are presented.

{1) Response 2, 4, or 5 — Provision of opthalmology tests to all, production,
or selected workers

The estimates of the plants which provide opthalmology testing to all
workers, production workers or selected workers, and workers in those
plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures
ITI-51 and IIT-52, and Tables III-45 and III-46.

Figure III-51 Opthalmology tests provided to all or selected workers
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-52 Opthalmology tests provided to all or selected workers
(by 2-digit sIC)

Table III-45 Number arnd percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide opthalmology tests to all or selected
workers (by major industry group)

Table III-46 Humber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide opthalmology tests to all or selected
workers (by 2-digit SIC)

(2) BResponse 1 or 3 — No provision of opthalmology tests, or testing of
management personnel only

The estimates of plants which either do not provide any opthalmology
tests or provide them only to management personnel, and workers in those
plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures
III-53 and IXI-54, and Tables IXI-47 and III-48.

Figure III-53 Opthalmology tests not provided or for management only
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-54 Opthalmology tests not provided or for management only
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table IXI-47 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no opthalmology tests or examine
management only (by major industrial group)

Table III-48 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no opthalmology tests or examine
management only (by 2-digit SIC)
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(3) Response 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 - Provision of opthalmology tests

The estimated proportions of plants and workers in those plants
corresponding to each of the five possible responses to the opthalmology
inquiry are presented in Figure III-5S.

Figure III-55 Provision of opthalmology tests
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FIGURE liI — 51

COPFTHALMOLOGY TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
(NOE® 1981-1003)

o7

13

§ 15-17
20-39
%40’49
s50-59

g 70-79

80

ALL

PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE

o = 10 1S 20 2s 30 3 <0

NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-45

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE OPTHALMOLOGY TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS

PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL WEDIU™ LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM
GROUP {8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99} {100-499) (>500)
o7 144= 144* 5158
(138) —ee --- (138) (5510) . .e-
2.6% 2.62 5.6%
13 457 187* 46* 690* 15855* 29206* 31383+
(221) (106) (52) (202) (7035) (16103) (35291)
5.3% 18.4% 100.02 1.2 7.6% 16.8% 100.0%
15-17 2153« 136* 105% 3594 74839 117763* 113114
(173) (265) (103) (814) (22085) (38920} (80420)
2.9% 17.8% 8.2 3.62 3.62 16.0% 47.9%
20-39 11059 6123 an 20453 420877 1298615 5244586
21 (553) (232) {1229) 3121) (1327192) (372366)
1.2 19.3%2 52.Z& 10.7% 9.1 20.4% 63.5%
40-49 15382 1941 232 17555 411088 414577 342761*
(2034) (428) (103) (2248) (61846) {98220) (99597)
28.9% 3.2 49.6% 29.5% 28.7% 35.92 59.7%
50-59 8966 150 9711 195047 121718
1372) (316) . (1214) {31492) (52980) -
15.42 28.2% 15.9% 17.3% 29.8%
70-719 4076* 398* 172 #4646 93221* 108121* 200873*
(1150) (131) (Mz) (1150) (33364) (21681) {102687)
5.62 17.0% 43.6% 6.1% 7.7% 23.3% 59.2%
80 54* 529 £37 1421 2663+ 145835+ 1254847
(64) {109) (163) {169) (3148) (37881) {190976)
1.9% 28.4% 40.6% 20.1% 2.6% 21.3% 41.5%
ALL 42891 10664 4663 58219 1225349 2235836 71187563
(3085) (836) (342) {3261) (91470) (184561} (450894)
9.5% 21.3% £9.4% 1.4% 1n.1% 2.71% 57.6%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.

TOTAL

5158+
(5510)
5.2

T16444*
(41340)
18.5%

305716*
10.0%
6964078

1168426
(159487)
31.0%

316765
(66264)

408215*
(112014)
18.6%

1403345
(181031)
£%

-

10648748
31.9%

176
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WATIORAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SERVEY {(1981-19€3)

Sic

n

21

24

N

SMALL
(899} (

s
(138)

457
(221)
5.3%

464
(369)
1.9%

943
{4713)

1345+
{578)

-

1607
{426)
|18 4

L
(14)
1 3

- 2T5%
(160)

1119=
322)
6.
1631
26.4%

96*
-(109)

*%*
(50)

wse

138
(414)
1.8

A96*

{259)
12.0%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
100-299)

57.0%

"=
(124)

288
(148)
18.7%

546
(124)

E1bad
(180)

TABLE MO, IEI-#6

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH

PROVIDE OPTHALMOLOGY TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS

LARGE
(>500)

a6
{52)
100.0%

{96)
49.8%

(37
34.9%

284
(106)

e
21.6%
" 200s
(1)
66.5%

2z
an
n.ox

12

()
.52

178r -

83.01
3=

41.32
310

81.6x
101=

161
(69)
7.9

134
(62)
12.9%

251
(57)
14.3%

TOTAL

144x
(138)

6§90
(202)
1.2

990*
(421}
3.8%

1135=
(492)

1469
(513)

2114
(530)
17.92

21
(25)
.7z

421
(159)
8.92

255+
142)
1.6%

679*
(292)

219+

849+
(245)
.

25
337)
2602
(409)
1.7Z
315+

£95*
(1e3)
5.8%

1219
7.2

118
18.8%

SMALL
(8-99)

5758
(5510)

15855+
(70335)
7.6%

11627
(9650)
2.7%

24212%
(10446)

38341=
(16510)
3.7

(16301)
16.22

258+
(345)
13.8%

992T=
(7987)
3z

-

. 1.9%

2354
(2560)
1.0%

35432+
(10413)

22515+
ansg)
16.3%

EMPLOYEES
MEDILM LARGE
{100-493) (>500)
29206 31383+
(¥6103) {35291)
16.8% 100.0%
86 150> 68468+
(341713) (T2307)
09.5% 50.8%
17243 44646
(12690) (38319)
. “,
14369
(12505) aes
178426% 2512071
(61024) {96006)
26.5% S1.12
4515)
- {41947)
40.32
59772 142634
(28484) {54207)
7.2 .
e 52389
(11915} (Z1886)
2. 512
21621*
£19349) (22969)
18.4% 29.9%
(19493) ces
13.
64313 181965+
(20250) {72750)
22.8% 88.0%
32550+ 156223
(14182) (501314)
160306 385208
(30587) (78366)
61.5% R
20684 117545+
{(16579) ('40259)
55185+ 196679
(28339) (L rra)]
18.7% 4.2z
115930 101627*
{29875) (48533)
. 8.
87520+ 525058
{38189) (92021)

TOTAL

S758%
(5510}

76444
(41340}
18.5%

166245
(14829)
18.6%

86161
(39411)
14.5%

53310+
(19377)

492714
(91444)
L7

45409*
(417128)
39.8%

202406*
{69071)

T642T=
{30019)

85503+
{31955)
8%

38257
(22459)
7.42

263072
(81287)
2.0x
223057
(S3116)
18.8X

608999
(77186)

341895+
(76226)

254218
(85976)
n.=

-

52989
(61131)
4.0%

635094
(104579)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

37

41

51

4

75

76

AN

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
(8-99)

2482x
(669)
13.4%

1009*
(466)
4.5%

464*
(292)
.

55
(57)
2.1%

1939~
{768)

9359
(1287}

683*
(551)
2.1

751

1857
(581)
1.2

1921

(921)
7.3%

299*
{415)
nx

S4=
(64)
19X

42254
{3325)

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100--499)

5719

529
(109)
4.2
10615

{838)
21.4%

...No facilities observed.

LARGE
{>500)

n

(nmuy

!

258
12)

«

1713
41.5%
35

(26)
10.72

2=
(112)
$0.5%

437
{163)
40.6%

4663
(360)
49.5%

824
14.8%

09*
(133)
10.1%

245
214)

(808)

10305
(1394)
41.7%
173+
19.4%

901*
11
X

2599+
(950)
5.4
1

582
(1253)
18.1%

(896)
4.7

2426
(566)
13.22

1921
(921}
7.3%

299+
(415)
3.0%

1421
(169}
"

$7532
(3745)
.42

TABLE NO. T11-46

- SMALL
{8-99)
67934
(16167)
12.2%

31373
(13069}
6.2%

2223*
(2205)
1.3%
52229*
(19915)
44.4%
231423
47.8%
22623*
(15924)
29.2%
16143*
(anz2)
3.8%
17158
28.6%
1347122

(3173)
21.4%

(15125)
32.6%

The estimate may be unreliable.

179

(CONTINUED)
EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM LARGE
(100-499) {>500}
130088 192475*
{24155) (84174)
21.8% 54.8%
110738 114098
(24376) {132263)
16.8% .
99911* 8268313
(36988) (174567)
18.1% 69.9%
29672 1101026*
{16496) (278583) .
12. 72.7%
33424 186853
(14576} (82956)
. £40.6%
37246 39958+
(51092) (24337)
24,91 19.1%
58610*
(32330) ven
7n.9%
157110 23910*
(40951) (13768)
. 32.0%
190241
e (82889)
72.0%
28342* 23804*
(20146) (21666}
16.1% 34.0%
149791 104805*
(66916) (55062)
35.2% 71.5%
94705*
(45868) .
21013*
(21013) .e-
100.0%
108121* 200873
(27681) (102687)
30.9% 61.1%
145835* 1 7
(37881) (190976)
1.3 41.5%
2221688 7187563
(154795} (459800}
2.1% SI.T%

TOTAL
390497 -
{95102)
26.0%
862209
{135106)
36.2%

926745
{188507)
47.1%

1160314
(277208)
61.7%

224805*
(87872)
29.6%

. T9467*
(55977)
15.1%

110839*
(39465)
55.6%X

412503
(51798)
$0.2%

212864
(84963)
41.2%

68288*
(40792)
10.2%

331754
(101606)
39.4%

229421*
{63391)
25.1%

87337*
(35012)
a.2x

35155+
(111941)
31.9%

50766*
{22118)
12.0%

5994%
{7820}
3.0%

1403345
{183031)

10623087
(512941}
N7
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FIGURE Il - 53

COPTHALMOLOGY TESTS NOT PROVIDED
(NOES 68 1-1888)

OR FOR MANAGEMEMNT ONLY

80
ALl
o 10 20 30 40 50 eo 70 ®0 100
PEROENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. 11147
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE NC OPTHALMOLOGY TESTS OR EXAMINT MANAGEMENT OWLY
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SmALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) {>500)
07 5419 JO* 5490* 97924* 7009 104934*
(1542) (67) ven (1529} (29580) (6680) P (29294)
97.8% 100. 97.5% 94.4% 100.0% 94.8%
13 8141 832> 8972 193103 1447371 337839
(1876} (305) ene (2027} (40048) {56603) cea (82041)
. 81.6% 92.9% 92.4% 83.22 81.5%
15-17 91579 3408 138 95126 2028054 619336 122943* 2766333
(2431) {500) M (2545) (28014) (104802) (56871} (120385}
97.1% 82.2% . 9.4% 96.4% 84.0% . 90.0%
20-39 142184 25631 2999 170813 4194818 5082198 3020734 122977151
(2113) {(1734) (21) (3598) (66019) (318849) (245390) {A414T3)
92.82 80.7% 47.8% 89. 90.9% 79.6% . 63.
40-49 371710 3903 236 41909 1022781 138131 230983* 1992500
(2539) (Bg6) (87) (2632) {93798) (191071) (83762) (228416)
n.m 66.8% 50.4% 70.5% 71.3% 64.1% 0. 63.
50-59 49425 1908* 51334 929328 287109* 1216436
(3733) (576) ee (3856) (80030) (89018) ere (1258471)
. 71.8% 84.1% 82.72 70.2% .
70-79 69057 1949 182% 71188 1293953 356391 1386871 1789031
(4078) (331) (80) (4038) (80225) (61839) (58219) (106776)
. 83.1% 51.5% 93.9% 92.9% 76.7% 40.8% 81.4%
80 2185* 1637 1224 5646 98981 388649 1767829 2255460
(821) (276) (217) (162) (22220) (68662) {284000) (288192)
93.1% 75.6% 59 4% 79.9% 97.8% 72.7% 58.5% 61.6%
ALL 406361 39339 47719 4504718 995494) 7624166 5281176 22160283
(7540) (2158). (333) (8103) (172496) (410935) (393080) (620307)
90.5% 78.7% 90.6% 88.6% 88.9% 17.3% - .

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

...No facilities observed.
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE NO OPTHALMOLOGY TESTS OR EXAMINE

SIC
CoDE

o7

13

15

1%

n”

21

24

n

SMALL
(8-99)

54192
(1542)
97.4%

8141
{1876)
S4.72

24451
{1689)
98.1%

10341
{1438)
91.6%

56787
{1758)
97.7%

9805
(697)

26*
(42)
86.5%

2932
(393)
100.0%
12333

{759)
93.6%

10251
95.8%

4117
(471)

(190)
93.3%

16999
(1091)
93.8%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100499}

3055
(161)
93.5%

935
(343)
8)1.4%

891
(152)

12
(212)
%.7%

1698
(194)
90.6X

£99%
(145)

176
{11)

1249
81.3%

569
(131)
100.0%
466
(120}
46.0%

1096
(213)
.

LARGE
{>500)

78.0%
99+
(65)
n.”w
216*
9.2
92
(75)
19
99.62

(10)
7.2

186%
(81)

70+
(62)
18.4%

21.9%

(24)
100.0%

{38)
26.9%

86%

{54)
25.6%

TOTAL

5490
(1529)
97.5%

8972
(2021)

25168
{1684)
96.2%

3715
(1417)
90.9%

58582
(1871)
97.62

12473
(112)

88*
(s7)
80.3%

4332
M.’

15603
[¢22)]

11284
(m)
7 4

5126

95.9%

5047
{79¢6)
85.6%

18882
(1062)
93.0%

51
66.3%

1090%
(319)

-

1976
€1345)

1525
(372)
100.0%

8275
(1175)
4821
(518)

TABLE NO. IL[-48

92.4%

551262
(44674)
97.9%

259818
(44684)
91.5%

1212975
(39262)

325352
(17114)

1608*
(2605)

106032
(5145)
100.0%

4139717
{8142)
9. 1%

279592
(21245)
92.1%

135761
(19780)
97.6%

120860
(17899)
87.8%

443347
(14927)
92.6%
1024
(11087)
64.9%
31314

(16469)
9IL.1X

222650
(21228)

24888%
=1201)

201728
{15805)

115952
{16889)
0.7

MANAGEMENT ONLY

£2512%
{18214)
67.3%

239344+
(99330)
81.3%

135459+

(34334)
100.0%

93054+
(31981}
44.5%

223561
(48170)
n.sx

LARGE
(>500)

1318459+
(18798)
5.4

TOTAL

104934*
(29294)

337839
(82041)
81.5%

129660
(56296)
81.4% -
506945
(85367)
85.5%
1529728
(92531)
96.6%

1061280
(86177)

68590*
(42231)

-

511793
(82250)
.75

1165836
(69676)

494083
(78041)

480292
(16992)
92.6%
362922
(57996)
$8.0%
96 1727
(96564)
8.
308912
(102553}
T9885*
(24028}
498963
(115813)
66.2%

176011
(38675)

322148
(36971)

435954
(710719}
40.71%



NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983}

SIC
CODE

M

35

37

41

51

12

5

76

an

SMALL
(8-99)

16039
(996)
86.6%

2164)
(1086)
95.5%

1104
(611)
100.0%

3510
88.3%

2634
(517)
98.0%

6501
(662)
.22

2481+
(139)
56.1%

10668
(1519)

2559*
{806)
18.9%

13951
(2124)
94.9%

6202
{1400}

25042
(2443)
82.5%

5455
{1249)
59.

18928
(3032)
100.0%

20629
%24]4)

14718
(1743)

24259
(3539)
92.7%
9452
(2000)
96.9%
185+

(821)
98.1%

404452
(7164)
90.5%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)

2543
(160)
81.5%

2122
{188)

2301
(188)

1088
(10)
9.4x

175
{100)
81.0%

§42=
{1256)
80.4%

18]=
(124)
35.5%

ST
(184)

590¢
- (397)
9.9

167
{155)
85.0%

1365*

1289*
(410}
7.5%

620+
(491)

675*
(190)
100,0%

1091
(222)
n.3%

59
(60)
9.7%

123

(94)
100.0%

1637
(216)
15.6%

38937
(836)
18.6%

rd error >25% of the estimate.

*Standa
...No facilities observed.

1224
(217)

4162
(351)
50.5%

TOTAL

18744
(964)
85.2%

24710
(3094)

89.9%
1444
(1364)
96.8%

2662
(1)
o4.0%

11285
(1545)
§2.3%

(r€2)
n.%

448151
(1313)
88.6%

183

TABLE NO. III-48

SMALL
(8-99)
486951

(18748)
g7.8%

569427
(15032)

230468
(119%06)

97407
(18816)
76.7%

100075
(13962)

163654
(13515)
98.72

V12438
(26959)
96.6%

95981
(22220)
97.4%

9810644
(M13243)
89.0%

The estimate may be wnreliable.

(CONTINUED)
EMPLOYEES
MEDILM . LARGE
(100-499) {>500)
466596 158581
(28362) (54830)
718.2% 45.2%
550382 398835
(24376) (70164)
2% .
4527151 355629
(37019} (87225)
9% B
209512 4)
(28518) (144153)
81.56% 21.3%
160969
(25331) (114849)
. 59.4%
112203* 169372~
{229387) {127002)
75.7% 80.9%
(15313)
28.
101652*

(32030) (44164)
9.3 638.0%
109332* 140 14*
(15829) (40123)
100.0% 28.0%
147980 46280*
(35660} (33466)
83.9% 66.0%
215679* 41760

(121607) (30428)
64.8% 28.5%
188534

(53852) .
66.6%
98575*
(80114) .
100.0%
82220 10670%
(24190) (15114)
100.0% 100..
241592 128017
(48628) (50410}
69.7% 38.9%
8238*
(8380) ver
100.0%
24341
(19716}
100.0%

388649 1767829
(68662) (284000)
2.71% .
1552093 5272171
(126503) (430796)

17.3% 42.3%

TOTAL

1n2128
(61182)
14.0%

1518644
(90240)

1038868
(100096)

719300
(139343)

534587
{126392)
10.42
445228~
(229851)

88336+
(32218)
4.5

408951
(49761)

238219
(84878)
52.8%

603875
(88691)
89.8%

509650
(154089)
.6%

684116
(102796)
74.92

124700
(3%628)
58.8%

407620%
(110347)
100.0%

472910
{62008)
100.0%

148595
{66101)

370748
{53957}
88.0%

196779
(37093)
9r1.0%

2255460
(288192)
61.6%

22634909
(478919)
68.1%



FIGURE Ill — 55

PROVISION OF OPTHALMOLOGY TESTS
(NOES 1981-1983)

SELECTED 6.8x

PRODUCTION .6X
;i MGMT. ONLY .4X

4 ALL 4.1%

NONE 88.2%

PLANTS

SELECTED 18.7%

P 1 PRODUCTION .8%
MGMT. ONLY .8X

NONE 67.5%

WORKERS
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Analysis of Audiometric Testing
(see text on questionnaire item 22 for definitions and notes)

This sub-item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

Audiometric 1 2 3 4

o

(Note: Response categories are as shown in the display of question 22)
Three analyses of the responses to the audiometric sub-item are presented.

(1) Response 2, 4, or 5 — Provision of audiometric tests to all, production,
or selected workers

The estimates of the plants which provide audiometric testing to all
workers, production workers, or selected workers, and the workers in
those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in
Figures III-56 and IXII-57, and Tables III-49 and III-50.

Figure III-56 Audiometric tests provided to all or selected workers
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-57 Audiometric tests provided to all or selected workers
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table III-49 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which provide audiometric tests to all or selected
workers (by major industrial group)

Table III-50 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide audiometric tests to all or selected
workers (by 2-digit SIC)

(2) Response 1 or 3 — No provision of audiometric tests or testing of
management personnel only

The estimates of the plants which either do not provide audiometric tests
or provide them only to management personnel, and workers in those plants
(by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-58
and III-59, and Tables III-51 and III-52.

Figure III-58 Audiometric tests not provided or for management only
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-59 Audiometric tests not provided or for management only
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table III-51 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which provide no audiometric tests or examine management
only (by major industrial group)

Table III-52 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no audiometric tests or examine management
only (by 2-digit SIC)
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{3) Response 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 - Provision of audiometric tests
The estimated proportions of plants and workers in those plants
corresponding to each of the five possible responses to the audiometric
inquiry are presented in Figure III-60.

Figure III-60 Provision of audiometric tests
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FIGURE lll — 56

(NOEE 1981-1903)

AUDIOMETRIC TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTE

D WORKERS®S

80
ALL
o 10 2o 30 0 s0 s0
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORGE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-49
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE AUDIOMETRIC TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) {8-99) (100—499) {>500)
07 151= 151* 10241 10241*
(191) .- .ee (191} (12985) ces .o (12985)
2.7 - - 9.3%
13 386 219> 46% 651* 15449 362717* 31383* 83109*
{212) {113) (52) (204) (7825) (17980) (35291) (41461)
4.5% 21.5% 100.0% - . 20.9% 100.0% .
15-17 2499 658* 123* 3280 79034 90549* 122805% 292388*
(5719) (263) (114) (598) (20551) (32676) {85386) (87150)
2.6% 15.9% 50.8% 3.3% 3.8% 12.3% 52.0% .
20-39 15794 12365 4541 32701 724029 2710930 6824476 10259435
(1598) (1228) {215) (2214) (59265) (264641) (275170) (464810)
10.3% . 72.4% 1n7.1% 15.7% 42.5% 82. 53.3%
40-49 14590 3290 2N+ 18151 396172 645573* 398301 1440045
{1808) (788) () {2189) (58869) {166129) (92022) (206346)
27.5% . 57.8% 30.5% 27.6% 56.0% 69.4% 45.6%
50-59 8207 8§38* 9045 1939717 132266* 326243
(1225) {335) ee (1262) (31463) (55449) eee (60812)
14.1% 31.5% 14.8% 17.3% - 21.3%
70-719 2799* 338> 165* 3302* 58500* 92649% 172957* 324106*
(1155) (114) {(Mz) (1170) (24837) (27879) (89997) (89878)
3.8% 14.4% 46.6% . . 19.9% 50.9% 14.
80 54« 292% 512 858 2663* 79126* 787684 869474
(64) (94) {123) (149) (3148) (28351) (177417) (164156)
1.9% 13.5% 24.8% 12.1% 2.6% 14.8% 26.1% 23.8%
ALL 44481 18001 5658 68139 1480066 31873710 8337606 13605042
{3013) (1528) (319) (3659) (96160) (321994) (363729) (554327)
9.9% . 59.9% 13.4% 13.4% 38.4% 66.9% .

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities cbserved.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1933) TABLE WO. III-50

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE AUCIOREFRIC TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS

SIC
CODE

5

6

n

21

24

N

SMALL

(8-99)
151

(191)

3862

(212)
5%

233
(215)
9%
780
{446)
6.9%
V48T
{6327)
2.6%
2170

{600)
19.0%

B.x
SO*
(3%)
5.3%
1426+
(453)
16.2%
915

2.7%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100—439)

219*
()
21.5%

380+
{207)

155=
)
13.8%

123
(106)
6.4%

1549*
(403)
8.2

660
(141)
41.6x

66t
(48)
.7

855
{137)
14.4%

253
(126)

LARGE TOTAL SMALL
(>500) (8-99)
L b 10241+
. (191) (12985)
2.7% 9.9x
46t 651* 15449
(52) . (204) (18235)
100.0% 6.7% J7.4%
67* 680* 1445+
{96) 3m (6875)
. 2.6% 1.3%
56* 990* 16847
(56) {467} (8933)
52.0% 1.9% 6.6%
1610~ 52148~
- - {632) (23311)
A46* 4164 95217
(138) (800) (25145)
79.8% 21.4% . 24.5%
T9* <ol 258
R
281 1260 16511
(76) {204) {1103)
93.92 26.1% 15.6%
58 257 T7493%
(43) (1z3) (7159)
24.1% 1.6% 1.8%
19= 2655 91991¢
{8) (414) (26311)
18.1X 2.3 T 30.3%
119~ 665 12788~
i e 2
214= 1187 45331
186* 1601 327198*
(90) (215) (11080)
58.9% 1.9% 6.9%
219 2649 69158
A 5 o
101= 3652
(42) (143) .e-
10C.0% 26.0X
193= a4 40970+
(74) - (385) (13559)
86.0% 7.1 18.2%
3= 154 2188
(10) (14) (1107)
14.0% 0.7% 8.68%
184= 2096 54999
(1) (475) (13250)
9.9 21.02 3.2
300 2143 52007
(59) (321) (12165}
89.2% 36.7% 31.62

188

EMPLOYEES
MED UM
(100-499)

Y

36217
(17980)
20.9%

* 4

- 58936
(21170)
.73

17243*
(12690)

.

14369+
(12505)
4.32

337671~
(91639)

»

184141
(40188)

15721
(108335)
2.6%

141284
{23282)
77.0%

60279
{30586)
3.5%

LARGE
(500)

31343
(35291)
100.0%

68468
(12301)
50.8%

54337
{435512)
53.71%

395724+
(120025}
80.5%

112133+
(67572)
100.0%

231280+
(93559)

16627*
36.8%

35767+
(18789)
B.7X

122998+
100.0%

206864
(65220)
100.0%

219393
(66319)
63.5%

AQSA26*
(112468)
8.1
1175452
(70259)
100.0%
216359

(742656)
92.6%

4015¢
(11440)

128993*
(#49687)
100.0%

582201
(80279)
1"

332208
{82317)
4.7%

31919
(19102)
%

291632
(51815)

853786



MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIc
CODE

M

k ]

[}]

51

12

76

AN

SMALL
(8-99)

2904
(613)
15.7%

V229
(390)

301
(131)
4.

186+
{168}

55=
{51)
r 89

271
142)
n

785*
(351)
1.1

9395
(1377)
46.9%

664+
(510)

151
(1z2)

2121
(976)

4548
(1104)
15.0%

3659
(820)
0.1%

o
(8)
.1

S4=

{64)

1.92

a6
(3035)

PLANTS
MEDIUN
(100-499)

1546
(187)

1232
(257)
36.22%

36
(45)
29.4%

292
(94)
13.5%

17776
(798)
s

*Standa
...00 facilities observed.

LARGE
{>500}
2715=
79.4%
625

{74)
79.8%

- 603*
n)
16.6%

325

{81)

18.1%

242+
(94)

10=
{10)
3.0%

35
(34)
2.2

144+
97.6%
3
1)
10.7X

89+
(714)
51.5%

e

S12
(123)
24.8%

5658
(381)
60._0%

TOTAL

4725
{650}
21.5%

3086
(499)
11.5%

1528

(308)
14.4%

T80~
(232)
14.0%

633
(198)
15.6%

584
(663)
7.6%

1113*

(382)
22.6%

10375
(1487)
48.1%

138)*
(668)
B.72

1062+
(7136)
6.8%

3144*
ang)
”

5149
(1137)
16.0%

3896
(896)
41.7%

189

TABLE m0. I11I-50  (CONTINUED)

SMALL
{8-99)

105334
(17272}
19.0%

43730
(123%9)
1.2%

26397«
{11490)
11.5%

10957=
(9492)
8.6%

4527
(4673}
4.3%

T11374=
(5396)
6.9%

30893=
(15160)
26.3%

229195
(35233)
47.0%

21T171=
(16770)
28.0%

16143
(14712}
3.8%

185871
(38109)

133652
(32239)
2.z

60325%
( 'ISIZS%

24617+
(13207)
5.8%

33800
(18363)

483
(423)

-

2663
(3148)
2.6%
1460428
(99444)
1B.2

rd error >25% of the estimate, The estimate may be wnreliable.

EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM
{100-299) (>500)
326174 300979
{38970) (102080)
54.7% 85.7%
243152 972023
(50865) (134031)
36.8% 87.3%
177787 936686
(39053) (203056)
719.2%
65136* 1386971
{22542) (249862)
21.2% 91.6%
52319+ 333026*
(24505) {118021)
26.9% 12.3%
15429+ 19456*
(166049) {18968)
50.5% 3%
58610
(32330} .-
n.e
174656 21944~
(50736) (14011)
67.5% 29.3%
101262* 258326
(14123) (719623}
92.6% 97.8%
51877+ 13226*
(32473) (14092)
29.4% 18.9%
212490~ 104805*
(80331} {55062)
495.9% 71.5%
105254%
(48424) e
3.2
27013+
(27013) e
100.
19977* 172957%
(26853) {89997}
12672%
(15755) ae-
52.
19126 187684
(28351) -(177417)
14.8% 26.7%
3747209 8337606
(158159) (345266)
38.3% 66.9%

TOTAL

732481
(108605)
43.7%

1258905
(140120)
9%

1140871
(214703}

1463064
(244317)

389932%
(121176)

106269*
(162485)
20.3%

89502
(35049)
44,92

425795
(63484)
SL.8%

381304~
(100403)

81246+
(38415)
12.1%

395883
{ne67128)
a.n

(59760)
26.2%

81337
{35012)
41.2%

2771551
(91581)

33400
(18363}
1.9%

13156*
(15699)
6.5%

869474
{164756)
8%

13545243
(421727)
.75



FIGURE lll - 57

AUDIOMETRIC TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
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FIGURE Ill - 58

INOES 319681 -1980)

AUDIOMETRIC TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY

50-59
70-79
80
ALl
o 10 za ) S =0 sa 70 B 20 100
PEROENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE WO. III-S1
“ NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE MO AUDIOMETRIC TESTS OR EXAMINE RANAGEMENT ONLY
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99)  (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-4%9) (>500)
07 5413* 70% 5483 93842 7009* 100451
(1516) (67) cesn (1497) (24956) (6680) .o (23236)
97.3% 100.0% 97.3% 90.1% 100.0% 90.7%
13 8211 800* 9011 193509 137665* BN
(1990) (322) (2154) (42154) (60805) (88134)
95.5% 78.5% 93.3% 92.6% 19.1% 79.9%
15-17 91833 3487 119* 95439 2019859 646551 113252% 2779661
(2335) (483) (62) (2438) (24714) (98508) (53710) (120095)
97.4% 84.1% £9.8% 96.7% 9.2% 81.7% 43.0% .
20-39 137448 19389 1729 158566 3891666 3669884 1440845 9002394
(2752) (1371) (241) (3200) (62923) (243964) (174195) (318857)
. 61.1% 21.6% 82.9% 84.3% 57.5% 17.8% 46.7%
40-49 38562 2554 197* 41313 1037697 507141 175443% 1720881
(2456) (458) (68) (2528) (92943) (126029) (54786) (162311)
72.5% Q% Q2.xn 69.5% 12.4% 4.0% 30.6% 54.4%
50-59 50185 1821 52005 930397 276560* 1206958
(3662) (551) (3797) (78639) (85593) (123185)
85.9% 68.5% 85.2% 82.7% 67.6% 78.7%
70-79 70335 2009 189 12533 1334674 371863 166603* 1873140
(3974) (327) (80) (3938) (76363) (56845) (61248) (108589)
9.2% 85.6% 53.5% 95.6% 95.8% 80.7% £9.1% .
80 2185% 1874 1549 6208 98981 455358 2234992 2189331
(821) (284) (261) (778) (22220) (73370) (315002) (320008)
98.1% 86.5% 5.2  81.8% 97.4% 8s.2% 73.9% 16.2%
ALL 404772 32003 3784 440558 9600224 6072632 4131134 19803989
(7429) (1709) (376) (1745) (167682) (323709) (373106) (529905)
90.1% 64.0% 40.1% 86.6% 86.6% 61.6% B 59.3%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
...No facilities observed.
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FIGURE Il — 59

AUDIOMETRIC TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY
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FIGURE Ill - 60

PROVISION OF AUDIOMETRIC TESTS
(NOES 1981-1983)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

3

15

17

21

24

3

SMALL
{8-99)

5413+
(1516)
97.3%

a21]
(1990)
95.5%

24693
(1751)
9.1%

10505
(1404)

56646
(1729)
97.4%

9242
(873)
81.0%

26%

(42)

86.5%

2613
(361)

-

12381
(7154)
98.9%

8930
(679)

3sn
(475)

3590
{172)
87.3%

11399
(1024)

4541
(451)
13.62

101]

100.0%

5826
(1079}

831
(347)
94.62

13712
(1165)
3.8

3219
1.9%

PLANTS

MEDIUM

(100-499)
T0*

{67)
100.0%

800
(322)
78.5%

127
(181)
85.72

964
(184)

-

1195
(411)

1667
(301)
S51.8%

928
(192)
58.

3037
(163)
97.9%

293«
(131}
5.5%

809
an)
76.2X

518
3.0z

mn
(199)

»

423
(137}
36.
29*
(25)
10.0%
1168

16.0%

468+
(17}
2.2

526
. (No)
51.9%

*

|
(1712)

TABLE M0. 111-52

MUMBER ANO PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IM PLANTS WMICH

PROVIDE MO AUDIOMETRIC TESYS OR EXAMINE MANAGEMENT ONLY

LARGE
{>500)

18t
(21)

184%
(75)
76.0%

(13)
2.1%

130
(64)
41.3%

101
(57}

3=
(45)
13.9%
2

(20)
07.3%

37
(48)
10.6%

TOTAL

5483
(1497)
97.3%

9011
(2154)

{403)
14.0%

1025

(1181)

®.9%
37

(360)
89.92

7893
(1197)
19.0%

3157
(579)

SMALL
(8-99)

93442+
(24956)

193509
(42154)
92.6%

555443
{43492)
98. 7%

1199167

92323
(16474)
61.1%

445333
(15829)

1n1s8l1
(11646)
6.7

AOI80*
(37325)
100.0x
184035

(25131)
81.8x

22700*
(7206)
9.2
182161

{17097)

T6.8%

86461
{17072)

194

EMPLOTEES

MEDILM
(1004299}

1009+
(6680)
100.0%

137665=
(60805)
79.1%

196163

10204+
(17893)
24.9%

229231
(50965}

66018*
(24347)
¥~

219650
(87051)
74.6%

09742*
(31563)
81.0%

101344=
(28716)

85502
(28584)
21.5%

LARGE
(2500)

9813
(11432)
3.8

131810=
(60544)

56588
(48232)
61.3%

aee

39298*
(41899)
6.3%

TOTAL

100451

311742
(88134)
79.92

7161056
(5719)

502685
(84256)

1515920
(98234)

125382
(91549)

1608
(2605)
1.4%

2627266
(46148)
3B.7%

1142422
(60813)

310544
(62431)

322484
(51616)
62.2%

162527
(20292)

800927
{84611)
67.6%

248514
{47795)
2.1z

44023
17114)
19.82
20973
(9411))

144092
(35466)
81.9%

283505
(37133)

211262
(41434)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIc
CODE

n

s

L))

51

T2

16

AN

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

SMALL
(8-99)

15617
(981)
84.3%

21421
(1198)
94.6%

6803
(648)
95.8%

3181
(8s1)
95.3%

{517)
98.0%

(670)

95.9%
3635+

(384)

10632
{1561)
53.1%

2578*
(816)
79.5%

13951
{2124)
94.9%

6039
{1366)
4.7

25801
(2407)

5455
(1243)

18928
(3032)
100.0%

20629
gZﬂl)

15219
(1796)
91.8%

24745
(3188)
94,52
9742
(2197)
99.9%

2785%
(821)

403094
(1428)
90.2%

PLANTS
MEOTUM
(100-439)

1576
(239)
50.5%

2174
(253)
63.8%

2060
{165)
76.T%

921
(144)
77.8%

621
(Ns)

494%
(890)
62.0%

181+
{124)
35.5%

537=
(191)

550
{46)
9.42

594*
(203)
65.9%

X
{410}
50.2%

1201%
66.6%

620*
(491)

675%
(190)

1187
(230)
n.n

59+
(60)
99.7%

87*

(18)
10.8%

1874
(284)
86.5%

31177
(809)
64.1%

...No facilities observed.

LARGE
(>500)
n=

(40)
20.5%

158
(41)

185
(67)
23.5%

9]*
21.8%

174>
(105)
41.8%

328+
217)
97.0%

a7
(36)
57.3%

88.9%

84
61)

13%
(19)
0%

176=
(70)
51.6%

1549
(261)
15.2%

3768
(282)
40.0%

TOTAL

17263
(985)
78.5%

23153
(1203)
83.5%

9049
(658)
85.6%

4199
(825)
86.0%

3829
(528)
8a.4x

1105
(1mas)
92.4%

3816
(1023}

11216
(1621)
51.9%

2637
{813)

14575
{2174}
93.2%

1107
{1530)
69.3%

27002
(2460)

5455
(1243)
58.3%

19548
(3239)
100.0%

21318
(2465)
100.0%

16582
(1693)
90.71%
24804
(3793)

9829
(2202)
99.5%

6208
(1718)
87.8x

438639
(1622)
86.7%

195

TABLE MO. III-52

SMALL
(8-99)

44955)
(18552)
81.0%

563070
(17098)
92.8%

204091
(14364)
88.5%

116065
(17954)
91.4%

100075
{13962)

154503
(14968)

396830
(41469)
94.2%

379876
(59099)
91.9%

177949
{29886)

-

98981
(22220)
97.4%

9564053
(122331)

(CONT [NUED)

LARGE

(2500)
50077%
{3z415)
n

140910
(41881)
12.7X%

245716*
(73699)

127037+
(49890)
8.4

1273712*
(84785)
21. 7%

189904*

(119941}
90.7%

10.71%

P

417151
(59111)
2.2



Analysis of Blood Testing
(see text on questionnaire item 22 for definitions and notes)

This sub-item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

Blood tests : 1 2 3 4

w’

(Note: Response categories are as shown in the display of question 22)
Three analyses of the responses to the blood testing suﬁ-item are presented.

(1) Response 2, 4, or 5 — Provision of blood tests to all, production, or
selected workers

The estimates of the plants which provide blood tests to all workers,
production workers, or selected workers, and the workers in those plants

(by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Fxgures III-61
and IIT-62, and Tables III-53 and IIT-54.

Figure III-61 Blood tests provided to all or selected workers
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-62 Blood tests provided to all or selected workers
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table III-53 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide blood tests to all or selected workers (by
major industrial group)

Table III-54 Bumber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide blood tests to all or selected workers (by
2-digit sIC)

(2) Response 1 or 3 - NHo provision of blood tests or testing of management
personnel only

The estimates of the plants which either do not provide blood tests, or
provide them only to management personnel, and workers in those plants
{by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-63
and III-64, and Tables III-55 and III-56.

Figure III-63 Blood tests not provided or for management only
(by major industrial group)
Figure III-64 Bleood tests not provided or for management only
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table III-55 NHumber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no blood tests or examine management only
(by major industrial group)
Table III-56 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no blood tests or examine management only
(by 2-digit sIcC)
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. (3) Response 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 - Provision of blood testing

The estimated proportions of plants and workers in those plants
corresponding to each of the five possible responses to the blood test
inquiry are presented in Figure IIXI-65.

Figure III-65 Provision of blood tests
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FIGURE lll - 61

BLOOD TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
HOES 198 i-1908)
o7
13
E 15-17
20-39
40-49
& 50-59
s
i 70-79
80
ALL
; 10 20 30 4'0 50 [ -2 ‘;O B-O 9'0
PERCENMT OF THE WORKFOROE
MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-S3
KUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE BLOOD TESYS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) {>500) (8-99) (100-499) {>500)
07 306* 306* 10305% 10305*
(220) (220) (7315) (7315)
13 269* 131 462 447 13234z 19431 31383 6404712
{159) (99) (52) (167) (7284) (14421) (35291) (42104)
an 12.9% 100.0% 4.6% . . 100.0% 15.5%
15-17 312 §17% 118 3167 58242% 113155 114159 285555%
€606) (235) (M2) (666) (15369) (31457) (B0672) (85485)
. 16.3% 48.7% 3.2 2.8% 15.4% . .
20-39 11407 5730 3142 20219 411905 1234917 5369266 7016089
(1600) (577) {Z33) (17122) {49556) (139472) (315052) (385410)
7.48% 18.0% 50.1% 10.6% 8.9% 19.4% 65.0% 36.4%
40-49 11638 1707 182% 13526 353N 375830 234111 1022312
{1559) (375) {53) (1706) (53913) {88641) (84214) (146323)
21.9% 29.2% 38.8% 22.71% 24.6% 32.6% 51.3% .
50-59 7491 569% 8060 168422 97300% 265722
{1270) (302) {(1255) (25430) {52795) (56749)
12.8% 21.4% 3.2 15.0% 23.8% 17.3%
70-19 4449 366% 177 4992 109088 95448% 203994= 408530
(1542) (127) (109) (14713) (32341) (25576) (100787) (99310)
. 15.6% 50.0% 6.6% . 20.5% . 18.6%
80 18852 1551 1788 5225 65201 396674 26271894 3089768
(645) (207) (245) (677) {17298) (61248) (306103) (291838)
66.4% 71.6% 86.8% . . 4.2% 86.9% 84 4%
ALL 39818 10731 5453 $6001 1188767 2332155 8640807 12162329
(3137) (829) (380) (3256) (87738) (190034) (466862) {526629)
8.9% 21.5% 57.8% 1.0% 10.7% 3.1 69.3% .

=Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...NO facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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FIGURE Ill — 62

BLOOD TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
(NOES 1881-1883)

INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION

STANDARD
BN e AR R RN S P NN LSRN RERE RN IR S

('] IID 2'0 3'0 4.0 5'0 6.0 7,0 8’0 9'0
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORCE
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-S4

sIC
#1103

o7

13

15

16

7

24

E}

SMALL
(8-99)

306
{220)

269*
(159}

564+
(396)

1083=
{476)

J25*
(431)
.
1608

(398)
H.n

14.6%

5.92
1270*
(437)
7.0%
1636

(362)
26.5%

sae

210+
(125)
0%

1009*
(392)
11.5%

T6T*
18.6%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
(100-499)

131
{99)
12.9%

451
40.72

103*
(73)

123*
(106)
6.4%

(320)

181
a4)
n.ex

3I3*
33)
1.X

204+
21
1.7

.2z

MUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLAMTS AMD EMPLOYEES IIPI.MI'SH‘I[CI!
PROVIDE BLOOD TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS

EMPLOYEES
LARGE TOTAL © SMALL MEDIUM
{>500} (8-99) (100-493)
306* 10305%
.- (220) (7315) .-
6= L7 13234+ 1943 1>
v L R
67 1og2 10427 838171+
S ow o eEm
S 1236~ 25181 14975=
(56) (439) (10182} (10754)
47.4% 9.9% 91X 1.2%
B848= 22034+ 14369
184 2659 66238 195830*
(70) {535) (16935) (83594)
2.8% 1.5% (19,4 29.1%
14 18 258*
{28) (25) {345) .-
1.52 16.72 3.6
152% 334+ 51422+
2w - an
1> = 2907= 9429
& s oem
jraf 574 19435+ 31687
3I* 310~ 3596* 39035*
ORI
164= 678 13943 44670+
SO B
155% 1565* 35500+ 23333+
A A
239* 2637 61792 202987
(85) (431) (9522) (35562)
62.8% 34.2x o, 3 n.ex
101= 245+ 25434
(42) (138) .ee (16164)
100.0% . 0.2%
155 674* 14749% 50548
(66) (182) (6300) (24319}
67.6% 8.0% 6.6% n.
33¢ 1017=
174 1515% 33070+ 14339+
o= gy cw
260 1520% 39043+ 104936*
1%52 gaa (‘Igﬁg (31867)

200

RARGE
{>500)

174888+
6%

19407% -

{32122)

103303+
39.6%
23565%
(21706)
1422
271621*
(22969)
29.9%
20911*
17.0%

174487*
(60762)

118336+
(49307)
.72

538729
{96559)
86.7%

TOTAL

10305%
(7373)

64047
(42104)
15.5%

166641
{68940)
18.6%

82511

{46441)
13.9%

609606
(1051
66.4%

142979%
(76260)
64.5%

249062%
(83877)
n.n

1017
(53715}

225745
{53086)
39.32

682708
€110984)
63.7%



NAT[ONAL OCCUPATIOKAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1923)

SIC

35

37

41

51

12

73

75

76

All

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
{8-99)

343
219)

.

910~
20.6%

8107
(1090)

683~
{551)
2.1

126*
(mi
R4

1175*
14.3%

(12zs8)
15.1%

2909+
(824)
3

965
(686)

1833*
{944)
1.1

1642%
(83))

6.3%
g

(8)

T2
1885~

{645)

66.4%

39180
(3578)
8.8%

PLANTS
MEDIUM
{100-499)

452%
(138)
14.5%

735%
{210)
21.6%

365*
(132)
13.6%

70+

88*
(81)
9.7x

671*
(242)

(201)
18.4%

(237)
100.0%

1551
(207)
T1.6%

10703
(679)
21.6%

...M0 facilities observed.

LARGE
{500}

199*
(63)
57.4%

219
(69)
35.6%

454
(110}
SLT%

31g*
(91)
T6.4%

262%
(93)

177
(109)
51.9%

1788
(245)
86.8%

5453
(397)
57.9%

TOTAL

3061
(707)
13.9%

1486
(356}
5.5%

1007*
{676)

2334%
(926)
12.T%

1642
(881)

6.3%

g
(8)

5225
(677)
73.9%
55337

{3709)
10.92

201

TABLE NO. 111-54

SMALL
(8-99)
ST699*

(16143)
10.4%

16404*
(6238)
2.7

6285*
(5098)

.

27635+
(17476)
21.9%

4527*
(4673)
4.3%

8723
(5921)
5.3%

21552*

116787
(27345}
18.5%

51634
(15007}
21.9%

19324+
(14128}
5.7%

51379+

(26353)
13.6%

31901
(171972)
7.7%

483
(423)

65201*
(171298)

64.72
171255

(9078))
10.7%

The estimate may be unreliadle.

EMPLOYEES

MEDIUM

(100-499)

85231~
(21321)
14.3%

152857
(36601)
23.12

77964
(33420)
.12

19198*
(13329)
8.0x

31697+
(34041)
38.92

142694=
(48571)
S5.1%

396674
(61244)
1.2
2325124

(147223)
23.8%

(CONT INUED}

LARGE
(2500)

194966*
(91134)

630874
(117961)
56.7%
848438
(184191)

n.sx

1312587
(217998)
86.7X

333874*
(101626)
J2.5%

15466*
(18968)
9.3

203934*
(100787)
62.0%

2621894
(306103)
86.9%
8640807

(450951)
69.3%

280520%
(96473)
33.3%

187075
(56731)
5%

7864T*
(35369)
n

24834
(13926)
3%

351311*
104495)
31.9%

31901*
(17972)
1.6%

483*
(423)
3089768
(291838)
84.4%

12143186
{453553)
36.5%



FIGURE il — 63

BLOOD TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY

(NOES 1901-1980)

o7 e R L . N -
13 __ _ _ _
g 15-17 ® ]
20-39 i ) i
E 40-40 N R .
B s5-59
g 70-79
80
ALL
° 10 zo 30 40 s0 eo 70 sa P 100
PEROENT OF THE WORKFOROE
MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE MO. III-S5
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE MO BLOOD TESTS OR EXAMINE MANAGEMENT ONLY
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMA MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-—499) (>500) (8-99) {100-499) (>500)
07 52571 10% 53271* 93378% TO09* 10038T*
(1522) (61) ces {1509) (28886) (6680) .es {28672)
. . 6% 90. 100.0% -
13 8328 888* 9215 195724 154512 350236
(1950) (315) e (2091) (41324) (58233) R (83801)
96.9% 87.1% . 93. 88.8% .
15-17 91960 3468 124> 95553 1 121898* 27186494
(2457) (469) {62) {2509) (24541) {101544) (51199) (99884)
97.5% . 51.4% . 97.Z 84.6% 51.62% 90.7%
20-39 141836 26024 3128 170587 4203789 5145896 12245740
(3073) (1767) (238) {(4014) {69798) (318559) (206811) {3989317)
92.6% . 49.9% 89.4% 9. 80. 35. 63.6%
A0-49 41514 4137 28T 45938 1081498 771484 279632 2138614
{2352) {857) (nm2) {2657) {84610) (187556) (86681) (231143)
18.1% 70.8% 61.2% . 5. 67.8% . 67.7%
50-59 S0901 2089* 52990 955953 311526 1267479
(3731) (620) vea (3913) {19830) {94256) ces {134121)
. 18.6% 86.8% 85.0%2 76.2% .
70-719 68685 1981 177> 70843 1284086 369064 135566 1188716
(4202) (335) (84) {4122) (83247) (60135) {62067) (99633)
. 7 84.4% 50.0% 93.4% 92.2% 79.5% . 81.4%
80 954> 616* 213> 1842 36443~ 137811* 394782 569037
(420) 21 (1) (443) (14481) (411718) (118552) (126002)
33.62 28.48% 13.2 26.1% -35.9% 5.68% 13.1X 15.6%
ALL 409435 39213 3989 452696 9891522 752712417 38271933 21246702
(7676) (2177) {304) (8283) (169374) (405710) (266107) {523632)
91.1% 18.5% 42.2% 89.0% . 76.3% 30.7% 63.6%

sStandard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable,
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FIGURE Ill — 64

BLOOD TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATIO
E B3 NG Y g s S S R H R G R R U S SRR SRR R ERRY

(NOES tg81-1883)

10

20

D 40 N 0 70 8@ W
PERCENT OF THE WORKFORCE

-
1

100
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE WO. 111-56

SIC
C00E

07

7

21

24

n

SMALL REDIUR
(8-99) (100-499)

5257
{1522}

-

8328
{1950)
96.9%
24352
{1678)
aN.1%
10203
(1500)

51407
(1700}

9804
(707)

2%
(42)
96,31

2932
(393)
100.0%

12481
(824)

10353
(102)
96.72

4040
(S09)
97.0%

3871
(163)

16848
(167)
93.0%

4537
(429)

-

101+
100.0%

6441

(1153)

96.0%
931

100.0%

1789
(1184)

f

1.

(411)
93.6%

2348
(307)

1407
(152)
88.6%

MUMBER AND

LARGE
(>500)

2"
{42)
R.3%
5
(24)
100.0%
10
[8]))
5.3%
T

(39)
2.5

PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH
PROVIDE MO BLOOD TESTS OR EXAMINE MANAGEMENT OMLY

TOTAL SMALL
‘ (8-99)
53271 93378+
(1509) (28886)
8461 %1%
215 195124
(2091) {41324)
*. s an
25076 552062
(51) (43062)
95.9% %8 1%
1z 258309
(1503) (X5541)
50. 1% K
59203 1229881
Qanmn (34602)
92 6% 9824
12528 322200
(852) (17885)
82.5% we
9] 1608
(58) {2605)
485 106032
{363) {5745)
1.1 100.0%
15781 420997
(842) (10406)
X K3
N0 280212
(165) (26693)
5034 135513
(511) (19904)
S x 97.a%
$218 123611
{801) (16807)
18742 442631
(1355) (16102)
92,31 92.6%
5076 118947
(A14) (9952)
65.8% 65.8%
1360 40980*
{406) (171325)
82.63 100.0%
79 210255
(1370) (26911)
52.0% .
92 24888+
(364) (7207)
s7.8% 100.0%
8479 204090
(1228) (16496)
8.8 K
a“n 99425
(544) (16693)
ja.ax ne

204

EMPLOYEES

MEDIUM

(100-493)

128442
(31073)
94.8%

134645
(32914)
.

206145
(41303)
66.3%

LARGE
(>500)

62395%
(30350)
6.3

59503
(39236)
58.8%

316887=
(89373)

92126*
(63929)
82.1x

1577190
(95602)

178812=
(78134)

64733
(S1314)
J0.

10208 1%
(64510)

-

2311
(22320)
5.7

170480%
(58351)

131514
(91793)

49882+
(26931)
21.32

15664
(16901)
100.0%

10657=
(19042)
.32

82770~

TOTAL

100387=
{28672)

350236
{83301)

129264
{60194)
81.&%

510595
(82579)

1546634
(86046)
9. 1%

na3?
(115090}

94334
(63432}
82.8%

559473
(92214)
18.3%

1200362
(367193)
96.€X

500843
(18195)

>

455001
(78912)
81.7X
392853
(58191)

950681
(944838)

308305*
91731)
33.62

78802
{21784)

S04119
(114034)

168994
{35694)

349392
{31073)
60.7%

389340
{70025)
36.3%



MNATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)

SIC

a7

4]

51

72

n

%

16

AN

*Standard_error >25% of the estimate.

2559*
(B06)
78.9%

14576
(2079)
99.71%
1041
(1618)
85.7%

25768
(2404)

6205
(ng)
68.1X

18928
(3032)
100.0%

19664
(2492)

95.3%

N
{1969)
83.9%

24538
(3122)
9.7

9742
(2197}
99.92

954
{420)
33.6%

407525

(7784)
9.2

PLANTS
REDIUM
(100-499)

2670
(189)
85.5%

2671
(224)
718.4%

2320
{134)
86.4%

1120
(113)
"

a39
(107)
81.7%

706>
{1323}
88.5%

369+
(168)
12.8%

702
(227)
47.4%

590=
(397)
99.9%

814
(168)
90.2%

1191
(443)
64.0%

1410+
(450)
81.6%

620~
(491)
9.9

633
(187)
93

1185
(2z1)
18.3%

59*
{60)

.

123~
(94)
100.0%

616*
(211)
28.4%

38849
(8271)
18.4%

...Mo facilities observed.

132
(19)
100.0%

164
(17)

e

213+
(mn
3.2

3972
(261)
2.1

TOTAL

18927
(1168)
86.1%
25353
(1079)
94.5%
9380
(498)
83. 7%
4762
(803)
85.4%
3627
(557)
89.3%

1245
(13)
9. 2%

38719
(998)
8.7

12669
(1903)
58.73
3206*
{992)
80.6%

15404
(t4rd))
93.5%
8367
(1787}
91.6%
21238
(2434)
84.7%
6205
(mz)
66.4%
19543
(3239)
100.0%
2031
(2522)
95.3%
16070
{1892)
87.3%

24597
(37129)

9865
(2218)
99.9%

1842
(443)
26.1%

450347
(8040)
89.1%
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TABLE NO. III-56

SMALL
(8-99)

437186
(19931)

590396
(9057)
97.3%
228204
(11280)
97.3%
99327
(17451)
18.2%

100075

36443
(yugl)

9847226
(97896)
89.3X

The estimate may be unreliable.

(CONTINUED)
EMPLOYEES
MEDILM LARGE
(100-499) (>500)
511447 156090
(34875) (69849)
. 44.5%
508263 482060
(36599) (92259)
16.9% £3.3%
£74697 333624
(31468) {103900)
85.9% 28.2%
219986 201421
(30290) (86828)
92.0% 13.3%
173629 126523+
(23184) (78596)
89.3% 271.5%
131218 189904*
(248135) (119%4))
87.8% 90.7%
29845
(22268) .
61.1%
116128 52886
(33789) (44449)
44.9% T0.7%
109332+ 14014
(75829) (40123)
100.0% 28.0%
151867 33054
(37866) (28615)
B 4a.2%
250116 101669*
(125397) (59431)
. 69.4%
212951*
(64310) .
98575*
(80174) -
100.0%
16710 10670
(23625) (15114)
. 100.0%
259775 124896*
(47297) (57152)
74.3% 38.
8238*
(8380) .
100.0%
24341*
(19116) .
100.
137811= 394782+
(41178) (118552)
. B.%
7448657 3818927
(141947) (264487)
16.2% 30.7%

TOTAL

1164724
(71238)
71.5%

1580718
(96924)
66.4%

1032525
{110510)
52.5%

520734
(84502)
21.7%

400221
(89398)

478276*
(243183)
9.2x

145925*
(387171)
73.3%

425186
(54574)
51.8%

238219
(84878)
52.8%
611895
(93151)
91.0%

(146151)
66.7%
126469
(105934)
19.5%
133390+
(31235)
62.9%

407620
(110347)
100..
448076
(63286)

748739
{73170)
68.1X
389612
{(60199)
92.4%
202290
(40598)
569037
{126002)
15.6%

21114810
(319103)



FIGURE lll - 65

PROVISION OF BLOOD TESTS
(NOES 1981-1983)

SELECTED 6.3

PRODUCTION .5X
; MGMT. ONLY .5%

y ALL 4.3%

NONE 88.4x

PLANTS

SELECTED 21.1Xx

] SRIrT PRODUCTION 8%
W MGMT. ONLY 8%

NONE 62.7x

WORKERS
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Analysis of Urine Testing
(see text on questionnaire item 22 for definitions and notes)

This sub-item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

Urine tests 1 2 3 4

"

(Note: Response categories are as shown in the display of question 22.)
Three analyses of the responses to the urine testing sub-item are presented.

(1) Response 2, 4, or 5 - Provision of urine tests to all, production, or
selected workers

The estimates of the plants which provide urine testing to all workers,
production workers, or selected workers, and workers in those plants (by

number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures III-66 and
III-67, and Tables III-57 and III-58.

Figure III-66 Urine tests provided to all or selected workers
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-67 Urine tests provided to all or selected workers
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table IXI-57 Humber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide urine tests to all or selected workers (by
major industry group)

Table III-58 Humber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide urine tests to all or selected workers (by
2-digit SIC)

(2) Response 1 or 3 - No provision of urine tests, or testing of management
personnel only

The estimates of plants which either do not provide any urine tests or
provide them only to management personnel, and workers in those plants
(by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in Figures IIT-68
and JII-69, and Tables III-59 and III-60.

Figure III-68 Urine tests not provided or for management only
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-69 Urine tests not provided or for management only
(by 2-digit SIC)
Table III-59 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants

which provide no urine tests or examine management only
(by major industrial group)

Table III-60 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no urine tests or examine management only
(by 2-digit sIC)
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(3) Response 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 - Provision of urine tests

The estimated proportions of plants and workers in those plants
corresponding to each of the five possible responses to the urine test
inquiry are presented in Figure III-70.

Figure III-70 Provision of urine tests
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FIGURE Il - 66

URINE TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
(NOES 1981-19893)

- + —

< 1 20 30 “ad =0 ac 7o

[ j=d

PFERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-57
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE URINE TESTS YO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>300) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 144* 144+ 5758* 5758%
(138) (138) {5510) {5510)
2.6% 2.6% 5.6% 5.2%
13 457* 187* 644* 15855% - 29206* 45061*
(221) (106) cew (200) (7035) (16103) . (14586)
5.3% 18.4% 6.7% 7.6% 16.8% 10.9%
15-17 21Ss 677* 118% 3510 76891* 113155* 114159+ *
(603) (235) (112) (646) (20093) (37457) (80672) (87431)
2.9% 16.3% 48.7% 3.6% 3.7 15.8% 48.4% 9.9%
20-39 10770 5645 3187 19602 3718958 1193197 5211483 6783638
(1829) (583) (194) (1865) (58053) (145207} (300090) (386858)
7.0% 17.8% 50.8% 10.2% 8.2% 18.7% 63.1% .
40-49 14568 2126 182 16876 398856 435135 294111* 1128102
(1847) (393) (53) (1986) (55076) {88927) (84214) {143708)
21.8% 36.4% 38.8% 28.4% 27.8% 31.7% 51.3% 35.7%
$0-59 8134 569 8704 189299 97300* 286599
(1207) {302) m3) (313717) (52195) (56886}
13.9% 21.8% 14.3% 16.8% 23.8% 18.7%
T0-19 3638* 323 117* 4138* 86216% 89938+ 203994= 380148+
(1330) (mmn (109) (1316) (30493) (24855) (100787) {105782)
5.0% 13.8% 50.0% 5.5% 6.2% 19.4% 60.1% 17.3%
80 1057* 1325 1622 4004 37131* 342297 2476471 2855905
(467) (267) (214) (606) (12204) (74498) (290267) (288810)
31.2% 61.2% 18.7% 56.7% 36.5% 64.0% 81.9% 78.1%
ALL 41482 10853 5286 571621 1188964 2300228 8300225 11789416
(3260) (858) (333) (3372) (94507) (199024) (445047) (525391)
9.2% 2.7 56.0% 11.3% 10.7% 23.3% 66.6% .

*5tandard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
-..No facilities observed.
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WATIOMAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983)
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND

SIC
CooE

3

16

7

24

N

SMALL
(8-99)

144
(138)
2.6%

A5T*
(221)

564+
(396)
2.3%

1083
(476)

bl
Wi

i

15.22

PLANTS
MEDILM
(100-499)

18T
(106)
18.4%

451*
(205)
20.7%

103
(13)
.=

123*
(106)
6.4%

738
(131)
63.6%

1N
(124)

219
(122)

Iz22%
(118)
3.8x

526
(176)
35.9%

TABLE NO. IfI-58
EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH

PROVIDE URINE TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS

UARGE
(2500)

196=
|
(28)

17.5%

TCTAL

144
(138)
2.6%

644+
(200)

2537
*69)
6.7%
18
()

a2y

oo 21
(139)

15.6%
416

(164)
4.9%

1550«
(842)
15.5%

1422

3.9%

SMALL
(8-99)

5T58%
(5510)
.6%

15855%
7035)
7.6%

10427*
(1521}
1.9%

25181
(10182)
9. 7%

20683+
(18821)
3.z
63161
(17655)

% .

(12687)
15.3%

28484
(mizi
20.6%

BI’LOYEESV
MEDIUM
(100499}

29206*
(16103)
- 16.8%

<))
. (33788)

14975
(10754)
1.2

14369
(12505)
© A4.3%

183280+
{65741)

10180
(27010)

1.5%
A0G35*

{(24131)

2.2

49310+
(27100)
19.2%

49119
(185717)
17.5%

24443
(14534)

191044
(33014)

13896%
H.a
157642

- (35081)
34.0x

(80638)

180641+

19407
{32122)

17.3%

112745
(49304)
2.2

TOTAL

5758*
(5510)

4506 1*
(14586}
10.9%

166641
18.6%

82511
aun)

55053
(21789)
3.5%

427082
(777155)

19665=
(31893)

17.3%

92641+
41738)
71.5%

g7891*
(36641)
5.2

13823
(378387)
4.2

257413
(64321)
41.72

206284+
(51700)
7.4

645899
(86699)

138229+
(15230)

164086+
(67343)
21.8x

235668
(59146)
4.0%
662385
{98234)
61.8%

182925+
(71829)



NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-¥9¢3)

SI1c
CODE

3

35

37

41

L3

12

16

an

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

SMALL
(8-99)
2342

(636)
12.6%

366*
(207)
1.6%

377>

1057
(467)
31.2%

40845
(3381)
9.1%

PLANTS
MEDILM
(100-499)

410
Mma
13.x%

580*
(176)
17.0%

399

(132)
14.9%

332
(201)
18.4%

23
(231)
100.0%

rew

1325
(267)
6l.x

10650
(815)
21.5%

...No facilities observed.

LARGE
(>500)
205
(82)
$9.1%

291
(64)
I

413
(99)
52.5%

219
(81)
67.1%

214>

(84)
51.4%

0%
(10)

35
(34)

(36)
61.2%

19*
(16)
56.8%

38+
(313)
21.8%

LR

o
—dd
%33

1622
{214)
..

{321)
5%.1%

2942
{1033)
16.0%

971>
(746)
TR
gx
{8)
4004
(606)
56.7%

56781
(3512)
1n.2%
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TABLE NO. I1I-58  (CONTINUED)

SMALL
(8-99)

ST510*
(15156)
10.4%

10679+
(5197}
1.8%

6285%
(5098}
2.2

23123+
(18276)
18.2%

8072
{5862}
1.7%

8399*
(5825)

42268
(12908)
35.9%
238033
(33376)
48.8%
22623
(15924)
2.2
20926*
(15412)
4.9%
63493
(34164)
23.6%
132493+

(33132)
21.0%

56806
(14420)
30.7T%

Lr4 )
{9165)
2.2%

62318
(27445)
14.8%

15203+
(12925)
3.
483
(423)

37131
(12204)

36.5%
1171451

{92511)
10.7%

The estimate may be unreliable.

EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM LARGE
(100499} (>500)
70238+ 210283+
(21511} {104971)
.82 59.9%
108183+ 586317
(32518} {97183)
16.4% 52.1%
86785+ 820615
(32169} (174783)
15.7% 69.4%
19198* 1204233
{13329) {213281)
8.0% 19.5%
26742 305283
{13938) {113490)
13.8% 66.3%
18231 19466*
(32526) (18968)
12.2% 9.3%
47092
(39241} .
57.8%
14604 7= 21944~
(37510} (14011)
56.4% 29.3%
190241
ces (8288%)
72.0%
18455+ 37029=
(17104) (29526)
10.5% 52.8%
189897* 44896
(73060} (40405)
a4.6% 30.6%
10288+
(48460) .-
24.8%
21013+
(27013) .
100.

‘e e

89938+ 203994*
(24835) (100787)
5S.7% 62.0%

342297 2476477
{14498) (290267)
64.0% 81.9%
2266584 8300225
(169137) (438530)
23.2% 66.6%

89360~
(40215)
44.9%

406024

(47503)
212864

41.2%

T6411*



FIGURE Ill - 67

URINE TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
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FIGURE Ill - 68

URINE TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY
(NOES 31081-10980)

80
ALl
o 10 30 40 eo 70 Bo 90 100
PERGENT OF THE WORKFOROCE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983) TABLE NO. III-59
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE NO URINE TESTS OR EXAMINE RANAGEMENT ONMLY
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL REDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) {>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 5419* 70% 5490* 97924* 7009* 104934*
(1542) (67) .- {1529) (29580) (6680) “ee (29294)
97.4% 100.0% 97.5% . 100.0% .
13 8141 832% 46* 9018 193103 1447137* 31383 369222*
(1876) (305) (52) {2052) (40048) (56603) (35291) (99133)
94.7T% 81.6% 100.0% 93.3% 92.4% 83.2% 100. 89.1%
15-17 91617 3468 124> 95210 2022002 623944 121898* 2767844
(2403) (469) (62) (2478) {25145) (101544) {51199) (107168)
97.1% 83.7% S1.4% 96.4% 9. 84.6% 51.6% 90.1%
20-39 1424812 26109 3082 171664 4236737 5187617 3053837 12478190
(3156) (1845) (198) (4035) (75603) {340757) (203243) (447331)
93.0% 82. 49.2% . 91.8% 81.3% 36.9% .
40-49 3718 287* 42588 1035013 718179* 2719632* 2032824
(2412) (824) (112) (2684) (84810) (182300) (86681) (226486)
72.6% 63.6% 61.2% 71.6% 12.2% 62.3% . .
50-59 50258 2089* 52341 935075 311526* 1246602
(3654) {620) ceo (3836) (78334) (94256) e (133144)
86.1% 78.6% . 83.2% 76.2% 81.3%
70-79 69496 2023 1> 71696 1306958 314514 135566% 1817099
(4210) (334) (84) (4159) (82124) (60295) (62067) (100331)
. . 50.0% . 93. 80.6% 39.9% .
80 1782* 842> 439* 3063 64513* 192188 546198* 802899
(620) {215) (154) (597) {18744) (45712) (168706 ) (160937)
62.8% 38.9% 21.3% 43.3% 3. 36.0% 18.1% 21.9%
ALL 407770 39150 4156 451076 9891326 7559774 4168515 21619615
(7615) {2224) (299) (8280) (171031) (421329) (291552) (572012)
. 78.3% 44.0% 88.7% 89.3% 76.T% 33.4% . .

*Standard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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FIGURE Il - 69

URINE TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY
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FIGURE Il — 70

PROVISION OF URINE TESTS
(NOES 1881-1983)
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MNATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES llPI.MTSﬂﬂCH

SIC
CooE

07

15

16

n

21

24

27

3

SMALL
(8-99)

9904
(121)
86.8%

5!

(42)
86.5%

2932
(393)
100.0%
12280
98.1%
10353

(702)
9.7%

(509)
97.0%
3812
92.7%
17039
(1152)
94.0%
4639
(427)
5.2
W=
100.0%

6630
(1144)

901
100.0%

17151
(1158}

(552)
84.9%

REDIUM
(100-293)

g32*
(305)
81.6%

656
{167)

1016
(189)
8%

1795
(411)

2383
(333)
.

1347
(152)
84.8%

{165)
98.9%

TABLE W0. I11-60

PROVIDE MO URIKE TESTS OR EXAMINE MANAGEMENT ON

LARGE
(>500)

%t
(52)
100.0%

(a1}
0%

108*
43.71%

25
(24)

3
(1)
1.9%

68%
{32)
20.0%

TOTAL

5490+
(1529)
91.5%

9018
(2052)

25076
(1671)

nza
{1503)

58860
(1715)

12650
83.3%
91

83.3%

“uto
(368)
91.5%
15533
938.0%
11324
94.7X

5008
(514)
1.7

5114

1894}
(ma3)
93.3%
5125
66.4%
181

84.5%
BC55
(1347)
95.1%
1525

(3712)
100.0%

8445
(1238)
84.5%

517
(624)

.

SMALL
(8-99)

4171313
(8341)
98.4%

284212
(26693)
135513
(19904)
97.8%
120356
(15625}
87.4%

451251
(14340)

122548
(9566)
67.8%

40980
(17325)
100.0%
220394
(27114)
98.0%

24838
(12017)
100.0%

200774
(18904}
¥ 79

109984
{16958)
19.4%

EMPLOYEES

RED[UR
(100-499)

T009*

17.8%

207132

(42752)
80

232357
{49612)
82.5%

336459
(49573)

69187
(23103)

£2572¢
(18214)
61.3%

248693
(971991)
84.42

g
100.0%
135088
205317
0%

148348+
(95315)
56.8%

131810*
(60544)
63.2%

6473
{51314)
70.1%

102081*
(64610)

15867~
(1ag33)
1.x

190791*
(55514)
55.2%

19671+
(78104)
16.7%

120008*
(47195)
5142

15664+
(16901)
100.0%

3607
(11505)
2.8%

93362«
(30854)
15.0%

TOTAL

104934+
(29254)
94.8%

369222
(95133)

729264
(60194)
8. &%

510595
(82519)

1527985
(92449)
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NATIONAL OCCUPATIOMAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1383)

SIC SMALL
CODE (8-99)

3 16178
(1180)
87.4%

E
(1071)
98.4%
36 6721
{488)
9.7x
7 3628

(834)
91.3X

2543
(520)
94.6%

6256
(568)
95.5%

41 3022
(882)
68.4%

a2 10631
(1564)

£5 2559
(606)
78.9%

13825
(2112)
92.0%

6638
{1645)
80.8%
25522
{2314)
64.1%
51 5807
(1019)

S5 18928
(3032)
100.0%

12 20413

(2485)
99.0%

14133
(1792)

15
(3171)
96.3%
16 9742
{2197)
99.92

80 1782
(620)
62.8%

am 405860
(1222)
90.9%

*Standard_error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.

PLANTS
MED UM
(100-493)

2nz2
(200)
86.9%

2825
(205)
83.0x

2286
(190)
85.7%

120
{113}
94.1%

798
(101}
83.4%

106
(1323)
83.5%

218*
(153)
54.5%

642«

(208)
43.3%

590+
(397)
99.9%

814
(168)
90.2%

1099
(#17)
59.0%

1470
(450}
81.6%

620+
(491)

675
(190)
100.0%

1165
(221
78.3%

59%
(60
9.1%

123*

{94)
100.0%

842*
(215)
38.9%

38903
(813)
18.5%

...Mo facilities observed.

LARGE
(>500)

141*
(47)
40.7%

(65)
62.9%

374*
(141}
41.6%

137
32.8%

202*
{114)
48.6%

328*
(217)
97.0%

135
18.0%

13*
(19
1

164*
(17)

-

439>
(154)
21.3%
4139

(282)
a.9%

TOTAL

19031
(1140}
86.6%

25603
(1079)
95.4%

9387
(487)
&8

4885
(7197)
87.6%

3544
(583)
87.2%

7290
(1382)

3300
(921)
66.9%

1320
(1612)
52.4%

3206*
(992)
80.6%

14653
(2165)

1872
(1812}
76.8%

26992
(2429)
84.0%

5807
(1019)
62.1%

19548
(3239)
100.0%

21102
(2536)

15462
(1686)
0%
25267
(3776)

-

9865
(2218)
99.9%

{597)
£4.3%

448902
(7207)
88.8%
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TABLE NO. EIT-60

SMALL
(8-99)

224204
(11280)
97.3%
103899
{17806)
81.8%

96530
(13761)

157418
(13498)
9%

715364
(20674)
64.1%

249770
(39486)
5.2%

177949
{29836)

64513+
(187144)
63.5%

9847029
(107310)
89.3%

(CONTINUED)
EMPLOYEES
MEDIUM LARGE
(100-499) {>500)
140773+
(33795) {38541)
88. 40.1%
526616
32511 (88035}
a3, 47.3%
4658 361847
(32216) (116045)
84. 30.6%
219986 309775
(30290} (103066)
92.0% 20.5%
167651 1551 14*
(25785) (89470)
86. 3.7
131218 1
(248135) {119941)
87.8% 90.
34450+
(18652) .
2.2
112775 52886*
(34650) (44443)
43.6% 70.7%
109332 74014*
(75829) (40123)
100.0% .
157867 33054+
(37866) (28615)
. 41.2%
235573+ 101669*
(121399) (59437)
55.4% 69.4%
212951
(64370) --
5.2
98575
(80174) --
100.0%
82220* 10670*
(24190} (15714)
100.0% 100.0%
259775 124896*
(471291) (57152)
74.3% 38.0%
8238+
(8380) -
100.0%
24341+
{19716) .-
100.0%
192188 546198*
(45712) (168706)
- 18.1%
7507197 4159509
(148302) (316647)
16.8% 33.4%

TOTAL

1164594
{49082)
77.5%

1675674
(100408)

1051928
(117741}

633660
(100862)
33.7%

419295
(94338)
55.2%

478600+
(241914)
9N.x

109814*
{32387)

415430
(58314)
50.6%

238219
(84878)
52.8%

595752
(91679)
88.6%

543118+
(144204)
64.5%

710763
(101336}
77.8%

128219*
(36716)
60.5%

407620*
(110347)
100.0%

464699
(65026)
98.3%

743800
(10181)

406310
(60009)
9.4%

202290
(40598)
99.8%
802899
{160937)

21.9%

21513736
(345326)
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Analysis of Pulmonary Function Testing
(see text on questionnaire item 22 for definitions and notes)

This sub-item was displayed on the questionnaire as:

Pulmonary function l 2 3 4

[

(Bote: Response categories are as shown in the display of question 22.)

Three analyses of the responses to the pulmonary function sub-item are
presented.

(1) Response 2, 4, or 5 '— Provision of pulmonary function tests to all,

(2)

production, or selected workers

The estimates of the plants which provide pulmonary function testing to
all workers, production workers, or selected workers, and workers in
those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in
Figures III-71 and III-72, and Tables III-61 and III-62.

Figure III-71 Pulmonary tests provided to all or selected workers
(by major industrial group)

© Figure III-72 Pulmonary tests provided to all or selected workers

(by 2-digit SIC)
Table IITI-61 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide pulmonary tests to all or selected workers
(by major industry group)
Table III-62 Fumber and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide pulmonary tests to all or selected workers
(by 2-digit SIC)

Response 1 or 3 - No provision of pulmonary function tests. or testing of
management personnel only

‘The estimates of plants which either do not provide any pulmonary

function tests or provide them only to management personnel, and workers
in those plants (by number and proportion of the totals) are displayed in
Figures III-73 and III-74, and Tables III-63 and III-64.

Figure III-73 Pulmonary tests not provided or for management only
(by major industrial group)

Figure III-74 Pulmonary tests not provided or for management only
(by 2-digit SIC)

Table III-63 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no pulmonary tests or examine management
only (by major industrial group)

Table III-64 Number and percent of plants and employees in plants
which provide no pulmonary tests or examine management
only (by 2-digit SIC)
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(3) Response 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 - Provision of pulmonary function tests
The estimated proportions of plants and workers in those plants
corresponding to each of the five possible responses to the pulmonary
function inquiry are presented in Figure III-75.

Figure III-75 Provision of pulmonary tests
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FIGURE Ill - 71

PULMONARY TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
109 1-1983)

o7
13
g 15-17
20-39
E 40-49
& -n-59
g JO-79
80
ALL
o s 10 1= z= 30 3s Y-S
PERCENT OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-61
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH
PROVIDE PULMONARY TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
RAJOR SMALL WEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100-499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) (>500)
07 144 144= 5158 5758
(138) eae .es (138) (5510) . aee (5510)
2.6% 2.6% 5.6% 5.
3 269* 46> 316* 13234+ 31383 4516*
(159) .-- (52) (159) (7284) .- (35291) (33862)
. 100.0% . . 100.0% 10.8%
15-17 1960 568* NI 2644 46308 87626% 125485+ 259419*
{467) (221) {110) (577) (10783) (30704) (82018) {90333)
2.1% 13.1% 48.2% . 2.2% 11.9% 53. 8.4%
20-39 10117 5374 2977 18468 1169273 5261481 6823587
(1705) (699) (193) (1892) (57108) (158189) (276340) (391312)
6.6% 16.9% 47.5% - 8. 18.3% 63. 35.4%
#0-49 10949 208 268* 13255 317242 413594 401567 1132403
(1938) (393) (104) {2091) (51474) {87965) (89624) (158870)
20.6% 34.9% 57.3% . 22. 35.9% 70.0% .
50-59 5679 404+ 6083 137933 17167* 215101
{(1m8) (252) ae {1310) (26841) (43219) o= (48466)
9.7% 15.2% 10.0% 12.3% 18.9% 14.0%
70-79 1580* 305+ 172+ 2057 A6TI8* 86045% 200873+ 333697
(887) (109) (112) (894) (24164) (21239) {102687) {102663)
2.2% 13.0% 48.6% 2.7% 3. 18.5% 59.2% 15.2%
80 952 244+ 631 970 4124* 54636* 940213 999573
(74) (85) a31) (M8) (3644) (22591) (180997) (173055)
3. 11.32 30.6% 13.7% 4.6% 10.2% 3.1 .
ALL 30792 8932 “n 43936 964810 1888342 6961001 9814154
(3018) (881) (304) (3242) (89901} (191897) (368788) (480145)
. 17.9% 44.6% 8.6% 8. 19.2% 55.8% .

xStandard error >25% of the estimate.

...No facilities observed.

The estimate may be unreliable.
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FIGURE llI — 72

PULMONARY TESTS PROVIDED TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION
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n %0 o s s M 8
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983)

SIC -
CODE -

a7

15

16

n

21

24

n

SMALL
(8-99)

144
(138)

269
(159)
%

34
a1
1.2

100+

(101)

172#
(125)

241
{146)

947>
{476)
5.2

1467
(347)

187

PLANTS
MEDIUN
{100-499)

U
(202)

103
9.2%

123+
(106)

639*
(23
19.92

306*
mmn
33+
{35)
L
219
19.1%
197
18.6%
I
(zn
20.0%
1)
(m
4.6%
718
(119)
61.9%
198t
23)
67.62

188

R
NeE

359
am
35.52

336+
(198)

TABLE MO. I1]-62

WUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE PULMONARY TESTS TO ALL OR SELECTED WORKERS

LARGE
(>500)

%6
(52)
100.0%

67
(93)
49.8X

£9*
(43)
5.2

155¢
(66)

(28)
17.5%
241
(83)
82.5%
S8t
(43)
24.n
19*
(8)
18.1%
21
o
17.4%
144

(81)
67.7%

Lo
246%
64.8%
101
100.0%

(s7)
8.

TOTAL

4=
(138)

-

316
(159)

679

390*
(190)
71.3%
§38*
{250)
n.ex
1138
5.6%
2431
31.5%
299*
{140)
21.3%
5052

(s)
6.0%

SMALL
(8-99)
57158+
(5510)
5.6%

13234+
(7284)

10427=
(1521)
1.9%

10300~
(5069)
3.6%

25581*
(15943)
2.0%

41374=
(17606)
10.72

258+
(345)
1.

3324~
(457)
-1
4586+
(4632)
|18,

23632%
(15044)
| &3

6944+
(5416)
.03
12442%

(1815)
9.0%

22803*
(10483)

62976
(10340)
34.8%

11453%
(6324)
5.1

37382%
{16376)
15.8%

344271%
{11061)
24.92

-

EMP
MEDILM
(100499}

141045+

..

81699
(34631)

9429
(9805)
1.5%
31741
(19764)
17.32

66326*
(Z23840)

3LX

79510%

(35396)
25.6%

LARGE
(>500)

313893*
(35291)
100.0%

J2404

5308 1=
{40215)
52.4%

1597 10=
(71028)

19407
(32122)
17.3%

10406%
(40043)
54.6%

339564
(67191)
71

x
(41412)
3B.2

39950
{19011)
2.5%
342129
(69536)
2.0%

19665+
(31898}
17.3%

3123712
(98879)

638036

(M1

.S%

155886*
(75469)
.15

197502%
(65800)

-

1741142
30.3%

653501
61.0%



NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1323)

SIC
CoDE

3

k1)

41

51

12

76

AN

*Standard error >25X of the estimate.

PLANTS

SMALL MEDIUM
(8-99)  (100-499)

2050~
(540)
(118 1

506%
(zz3)
2.

377=
(340)
5.3%

398+
(259)

© 10.0%

S5x
(51)

298~
(19

980*
{314)

1016
(12%)

(364}
13.6%

I5H
(122}
3

1124*
B.7%

2135
{840)
30.0%

216*
(241)
1.0x
1139
(132)
6.9%

216*
{192)
8%

'y
8)

g5%
(1)

30155
{3291)
6.8%

455*
(118)
14.6%

462*
(132)
13.6%

x

- (124)

16.2%

10
(45)
5.9%

269
(109)
18.0%

36
(45)

244
(8s)
1N.3%

8129
(671)
17.6%

...Mo Facilities observed.

-4
76.

LARGE
(>500)

167+
(54

- 48.2%

Ers)
(13)
4a4.2%
395

(96)
50.2%

320>
86)

8%
159+
- {88)
38.3%

auw

45
{36)
54.9%

115+ -
-18.7%

19*
{16)
56.8%

14
51.5%

nz

) (112)

P

631
(131)

4211
(355)
MU.73

TOTAL

7865
(1342}
36.4%

- 555+
(369)

14,02
858+

{am)

5.5%
L e ad

19.3%
3=
(997
b7 g

2972
-31.8%

e

216*
(2a1)
1.0%
1580%
(194)
-6%

216
(192)
8%
&5
45)
Sz

970
(ms)
13.7%

43096
(3‘;'10)

TABLE WO. 115-62

SMALL
(8-99)

624384
(16640)
11.3%

20462
(8302)

The estimate may be unreliable.
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(CONT

EMPLOYEES

MED UM
(100-499)
(29332)
15.6%
1ma2
(Z7244)
16.9%

82457
(27403)
u.9%

19198*
(13329)
8.0%

39591
(16434)
20.4%

30069*
(762719)
20.7%
JA56*
(26114)
42.3%

137143*
GNR)
53.0%

18455~
(17704)
10.5%

183897*

IHUED)

LARGE
(2500)

188391
(71096)

6544551
(114130)
58.0%
802845
(165478)
67.9%
1316345
(248149)
86.9%

218899+
(107039}
47.5%

e

200873
(102681)
61.7X

LYY

e

940213
(180997)
3.1

696100)

TOTAL

344183
(sa11)

176824
(111183)

891587 -
(179448)
5.4

1362619
(2486559)
T2.5%

263017
(103958}
34.6%

38468
(76T1)
1.3%

T1765*
(21126)
36.0%

358824

(49084)

0.7
231762+

(7171230)
51.4%

71627*
(45165)
10.7%

353265*
(Measn)
2.0

140329
(41124)

MTI*
{34365)
35.3%

82171*
(9165)
1.7%

30154
(105463)

10788*
(9611)
2.6%

13156*
(15699)
6.5%

999573
(173055)
21.3%

9768997
(£55744)
29.4%



FIGURE Il - 73

PULMONARY TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY

INOES 1981-1083)

o7

13

g 15-17
20-39

340-49

4

2

50-59
FO-79
80
ALL
o Y zo0 30 40 =0 ) 7o 80 =0 100
PEROENT ©OF THE WORKFOROE
NATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURVEY (1981-1983)  TABLE NO. III-63
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS MHICH
PROVIDE NO PULMOMARY TESTS OR EXAMINE MANAGEMENT ONLY
PLANTS EMPLOYEES
MAJOR SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL
GROUP (8-99) (100—499) (>500) (8-99) (100-499) {>500)
(i} 5419 0% 5490+ 97924* 7009+ 104934
(1542) (67) (1529) {29580) (6680) (29294)
7 97.4% 100.0% 97.5% 93.48% 100.0% .
13 8328 1019+ 9347 195724 173943* 369667
(1950) (331) (2115) (41324) (58021) (84835)
96.9% 100.0% 9%.7% 93.7% 100.0% .
15-17 92373 asn 126* 96076 2052585 649473 110572 2812630
(2414) (460) (59) (2493) {21763) (93521) (51664) (96147)
97.9% 86.3% 51.9% 97.3% 97.8% 88.1X 46.8% 91.6%
20-39 143126 26380 3292 172199 4222862 5211540 3003839 12438241
(3050) (1629) (202) (3909) (74150) (292219) (159971) (377162)
93.4% 83.1% 52.5% 90.3% 91.5% 81.7% 36.3% .
40-49 42203 3806 200 46209 1116627 139720 172171 2028523
(2538) (824) (82) (2899) (84788) (183190) (68072) {223951)
79.4% 65.1% 2.2 .72 77.9% 64.1% % .
50-59 52712 2255* 54968 986441 331659 1318100
(3619) (598) (3804) (79468) (91185) (130803)
90.3% 84.8% 90.0% 81.7% 81.1% 86.0%
70-79 71554 2042 182 73778 1346396 318457 138687* 1863550
{3813) (318) (80) (37718) (69660) (55074) (58219) (99148)
97.8% 87.0% 51.5% 97.3% 96.6% 81.5% 40.8% 84.8%
80 2744 1922 1430 6096 96921 479849 2082463 2659232
{834) (268) (230} (197) (22123) (69146) {304609) (302022)
96.7% 88.T% 69.4% 86.3% 95.4% 89.8% 68.9% 72.7%
ALL 418460 41071 5230 464761 10115480 7971660 5507738 23594877
(7489) (2047) (332) (8130) (165613) (3837151) {359263) (572592)
93.1% 82.1% 55.4% 91.4% 91.3% 80.8% Mu.x 70.6%

*Standard error >25% of the estimate. The estimate may be unreliable.
..-No facilities observed.
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FIGURE lll - 74

PULMONARY TESTS NOT PROVIDED OR FOR MANAGEMENT ONLY
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MATIONAL OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE SURYEY (1981-1983) TABLE WO. I1I-64

WPFEER AND PERCENT OF PLANTS AND EMPLOYEES IN PLANTS WHICH
PROVIDE MO PULMONARY TESTS OR EXAMINE MANAGEMENT ONLY

SIC -
CODE

15

n

21

24

N

SMALL - FMED[UW
(8-99) ' (100-499)

7im
1164)

£106
(413)

B

6524
153)
7.2
9]
100.0%

6
(212)

418

Lal

{67)

1019+

(331)
100.0%

{188)
69.2%

1016
(189)

1795
4
93.6%

=N

{328)
80.71%

3
#

LARGE
(>500)

S52*
(22)
7.4

184>

{15)
76.02

e,

2

{75)
°2.2

T
3.0

212
{91}

134~
{68)
».2a

a; 8o 2o
g R3y ifg

Bp &

18.6%

ENPLOYEES
TOTAL SMALL MEDIUM
(8-99) (100-499) {>500)
S490* 97924 T009*
(1529) {29580) (6680) oee
97.5% 94.8% 100.0%
9347 195724 173943
2113) (41324) {58021) .
9.7% 6. 100.0%
25185 352462 139936 62395+
(1688} (43062) (36673) {30350)
11832 2713789 192784 48177
(1521) (41129) (41809) (32415)
94.62 9%.4% 92.82 47.6%
59059 1226334 316753
(1835) (36943) (81615) .-
98.32 . N, 3
1239 347064 5327135 132065
(817) (18413) (83655) {69127)
88.2% 89.3% M. §7.5%
9= 1608 92726%
(58) (2605) .- {63929)
2.2 8. 1%
o3 102708 259374 39745+
(410} (6883) (36669) (761)
87.8%2 96.9% T4. 7% 5.2
15667 415318 ‘600433 131810
(769) (7336) (30442) (60544)
98.852 98.9% 98.5% 63.2x
11246 21804 151844 56588~
(164) (26632) (24541) {48232)
94,02 9.62 2.7% $1.32
4955 132165 211258 865775~
(493) (19384) (40632) (64261)
2.71% 5.02 8242 70.62
5197 125212 229280 43354
(167) (16612) (48050) (49226)
. 88. 1 91.02 81.52 23.92
19169 455328 348400 225651
(1163) {15463) (48015) {65739)
5282 11763 11305+ 90806%
{412) {9942) (23458) (455713)
$8.5% . 6