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Characteristics of Employee-Initiated Complaintp@stions Occurring in Wisconsin

To ensure that U.S. employers protect employeas &ocupational hazards,
OSHA is authorized to conduct workplace inspectioBmployees have the legal right to
initiate an OSHA inspection predicated on occupetidazards.

The study employed a survey research design aglidata from OSHA'’s IMIS.
The sample consisted of 304 programmed inspeciind<85 employee-initiated
complaint inspections in the state of Wisconsintlha period of June 23, 2006 to June
23, 2007, inclusive. Five independent variablessvexamined: llype of inspection, 2)
establishment union status, 3) establishment §)ziype of complaint inspection, and 5)
the establishment SIC code. Six dependent vasaldze examined: 1) mean number of
violations per inspection, 2) mean monetary penadtyviolation, 3) mean monetary
penalty per inspection, 4) mean number of houratspe inspection activities, 5) mean
percent monetary penalty reduction, and 6) meacepeinformal conference
participation. It was hypothesized that there widug significant differences between
each level of each independent variable with refezd¢o each dependent variable.

It was found that the mean informal conferenceigggtion percentage was
significantly higher for programmed inspections.@%) than for employee-initiated
complaint inspections (80.8%). It was found tlmet tnean number of hours spent on
inspection activities was significantly higher aianized establishments (39.3 hours)
than non-unionized establishments (29.4 hoursya#t found that small establishments
(less than 100 employees) had a significantly highean number of violations per

inspection (6.5 violations) and significantly loweean monetary penalties per violation
iX



($302.53) than medium-sized establishments (betd&86rand 500 employees) [2.7
violations and $578.59, respectively] and largal@ghments (more than 500
employees) [2.0 violations and $527.13, respectjaatd that large establishments had
significantly lower mean percent monetary penadyuctions (47.3%) than small
establishments (34.8%). It was found that the nmeamber of violations per inspection
was significantly higher for employee-initiated hbacomplaint inspections (4.8
violations) than for employee-initiated safety-cdampt inspections (3.5 violations), that
the mean monetary penalty per violation was sigaiftly higher for employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspections ($568.64) than for xyge-initiated health-complaint
inspections ($278.23), and that the mean numblkowfs spent on inspection activities
was significantly higher for employee-initiated hbacomplaint inspections (37.5 hours)
than for employee-initiated safety-complaint ingpets (27.8 hours). It was found that
manufacturing establishments had significantly lomean percent monetary penalty
reductions (35.2%) than transportation, commurocet electric, gas, and sanitary
services establishments (63.9%) and that retaletesstablishments had significantly
lower mean percent monetary penalty reductionslL@@bthan transportation,
communications, electric, gas, and sanitary sesvistablishments (63.9%).

A qualitative comparison was utilized to constrpessible strategies to prevent
or mitigate employee-initiated complaints for these independent variables that can
easily be influenced by an employer: type of ic$io@, union status, and type of

employee-initiated complaint inspection.



CHAPTER |
Introduction
To ensure that U.S. employers protect their em@syeom occupational hazards,

the Occupational Safety and Health Administrati®®HA) is authorized to conduct
workplace inspections (Occupational Safety and tHeatt [OSH Act] of 1970).
Inspections are categorized as either programmedmogrammed (OSHA, 1994a).
Programmed inspections are scheduled inspecti@igated on selection criteria,
whereas unprogrammed inspections are unschedwudpdations in response to hazardous
occupational conditions such as imminent dangatalifies, catastrophes, complaints, or
referrals (OSHA, 1994a). Section 8(f)(1) of theHDAct of 1970 provides employees or
a representative of employees with a mechanismitiate an OSHA inspection. Thus, if
an employee or a representative of employees laslithat a violation of a safety or
health standard exists, which may produce physigah, an inspection may be initiated
by notifying the Secretary of Labor or a represevedi.e., OSHA) of the hazard [29
C.F.R. 81903.11 is the OSHA standard that outltheggeneral regulatory complaint
procedures that are mandated by the OSH Act of {I941for, 2006a)] (OSH Act of
1970). For purposes of internal agency data engodiomplaints are further bifurcated
into safety complaints (predominantly safety-redat@nd health complaints
[predominantly health-related] (OSHA, 1994b). Apg@ix A contains the OSH Act of

1970 sections that pertain to employee rightsléoctomplaints with OSHA.



CHAPTER I
History of Complaint Policies and Procedures

Excluding the most current complaint policy andgadures, there are at least 11
previous complaint policies and procedures thansed from November 1971 to June
1996. However, a Freedom of Information Act reqieshe OSHA Directorate of
Enforcement programs produced only eight of thedrhplaint policies and procedures
(the Field Information Memorandum #76-9 of MarchL876, the Field Information
Memorandum #76-20, and the various revisions okl Operations Manual (FOM)
were not located, so these will not be summarizéthe major deviations of each of the
previous eight complaint policies and procedurdh wie present complaint policy and
procedures are delineated below.

Compliance Operations Manual-November 15, 1971.

The major deviation of the Compliance Operations )\t is that if time and
resources permit, the inspection must be comprérernwwever, if time and resources
do not permit, the inspection must cover compléerhs unless it is believed that similar
conditions exist in other areas of the establish{i@8HA, 1971).

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.12-December 1, 1977.

The major deviations of OSHA Instruction CPL 2.12 delineated below:

1) Regardless of the source or method of recdiptpmplaints must be reviewed and
evaluated by the Area Director for safety and tmeadpercussions, for classification as
imminent danger, serious, or other-than-serioud,fanscheduling of an inspection

(OSHA, 1977).



2) All complaints classified as serious must beeslcted for inspection after imminent
danger and fatality/catastrophe inspections, maishépected within three working days
(otherwise delay justification must be noted), angst encompass the entire
establishment (time and resources, permitted) ssrtlgere was a recent inspection and
similar complaint items do not exist in other areathe establishment (OSHA, 1977).
3) All complaints classified as other-than-seriausst be classified as formal or
nonformal complaints (OSHA, 1977).
4) Formal complaints must be scheduled for inspadifter fatality/catastrophe and
serious-complaint inspections and must be inspegtituin 20 working days (OSHA,
1977). Nonformal complaints must be scheduledrfgpection within 20 working days
(if 30 working days have lapsed, an employer p@ditoon letter may be sent to the
employer) and must be limited to the complaint Bl@SHA, 1977).
5) Nonformal complaints that are not investigatethiv 40 working days must be
reevaluated to determine whether the complaint gglnexists and must consider the
industry’s incident rate (OSHA, 1977).
OSHA Instruction CPL 2.12A-September 1, 1979.

The major deviations of OSHA Instruction CPL 2.1&2#% delineated below:
1) A letter must be sent to the complainant infargnihe complainant of the letter sent to
the employer and instructions informing the commai to notify OSHA if corrective
action has not been taken within 30 calendar dajfsam adverse action has been made
against the complainant (OSHA, 1979). If an emeidyils to respond or responds with

an inadequate action within the specified period tire complainant informs OSHA that



corrective action has not been taken within 30redde days, an inspection must be
scheduled per Chapters VIII and XI of the FOM (OSHA79).
2) For every tenth employer abatement letter, treaAirector must schedule an
inspection within 30 calendar days limited to tlenplaint items (OSHA, 1979).
3) For nonformal complaints that involve immineander or an extremely serious
working condition, an inspection must be conduet@tin 24 hours (OSHA, 1979).
4) Predicated on agency experience and efficiem@gresource utilization, complaint
inspections in high-hazard industries must be cemgmsive (OSHA, 1979).
5) Prior to an inspection of a complaint that isrenthan 20 working days old, the
complainant must be contacted to ascertain thesstdtthe hazard; if the hazard has been
abated, a letter must be sent to the complainémtnming the complainant that an
inspection will not be conducted (OSHA, 1979).
OSHA Instruction CPL 2.12B-February 1, 1982.

The major deviations of OSHA Instruction CPL 2.12% delineated below:
1) Complaints classified as serious must be intsgeeithin 5 working days (OSHA,
1982).
2) Complaints classified as other-than-serioustrasnspected within 30 working days
(OSHA, 1982).
3) If a complaint does not establish that threaphysical harm or an imminent

danger exists, an inspection will not be condu¢@8HA, 1982).



OSHA Instruction CPL 2.12C-July 25, 1983.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.12C is identical to OSHAtstion CPL 2.12B and is
incorporated into Chapter IX of OSHA InstructionICP.45A [the revised FOM]
(OSHA, 1983). Thus, the aforementioned major dena of OSHA Instruction CPL
2.12B are identical to the major deviations of OSHstruction CPL 2.12C.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.45B-June 15, 1989.

The major deviations of OSHA Instruction CPL 2.4&% delineated below:

1) If the signed OSHA-7 form or letter is not meted within 10 working days, the
complaint will be changed to a nonformal compld®EHA, 1989). If the signed
OSHA-7 form or letter arrives after 10 working daysd the employer has not been
contacted, the complaint will be classified asrani@ complaint (OSHA, 1989).

2) Serious, formal complaints must be investigatetin 30 working days of the receipt
of the complaint, and other-than-serious, formahptaints must be investigated within
120 working days of the receipt of the complaint;

3) If resources do not allow investigations per éifiorementioned timeframes, a letter
must be sent to the complainant explaining theydahal indicating when an inspection
may occur (OSHA, 1989).

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.103-September 26, 1994

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.103 is identical to OSHAthugtion CPL 2.45B and is
incorporated into Chapter |, Subsection C of tresspnt OSHA Instruction (OSHA,
1994). Thus, the aforementioned major deviatidr@®HA Instruction CPL 2.45B are

identical to the major deviations of OSHA InstroctiCPL 2.103.



OSHA Instruction CPL 2.115-June 14, 1996.

The major deviations of OSHA Instruction CPL 2.5kB delineated below:

1) The terms “formal complaints” and “nonformal qolaints” are not used; instead, the
terms “complaint inspections” and “complaint inugations” are used (OSHA, 1996).

2) A complaint investigation is conducted for coaipts that do not meet the specified
complaint inspection criteria (OSHA, 1996). A cdaipt investigation consists of
OSHA informing the employer about the alleged hdgaia telephone or fax or by letter
and requires a written response within five workalays (OSHA, 1996).

OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-140-June 23, 2006.

The major provisions of the current complaint pelcand procedures are
delineated below.

Pertinent changes to the current complaint poliy procedures include the
revised definition of the term complaint and thmseatement of the delineation between
non-formal and formal complaints (OSHA, 2006a).eTérm complaint is defined as
“notice of an alleged safety or health hazard (avieich OSHA has jurisdiction), or a
violation of the Act, submitted by a past or preésamployee or representative of
employees” (OSHA, 20064, 1 VII). A non-formal cdaipt is defined as “Any
complaint alleging safety or health violations tbaes not meet all of the requirements of
a formal complaint identified above and does nobhedrom one of the sources identified
underReferralin VII.H. below” (OSHA, 20064, | VII). A formalamplaint is defined as

a



Complaint made by a current employee or a reprateatof employees that
meets all of the following requirements:
1. Asserts that an imminent danger, a violatiothefAct, or violation of an
OSHA standards [sic] exposing employees to physiaah exists in the
workplace;
2. Is reduced to writing or submitted on an OSH#; and
3. Is signed by at least one current employeenpi@yee representative. (OSHA,
20064, 1 VII)
For an inspection to commence, predicated on a [zntpat least one of the
following criteria must be met:
1) avalid, formal complaint must be submitted,
2) an alleged disabling injury or iliness has aoed because of the hazard, and it is
believed that the hazard still exists,
3) an imminent danger condition exists,
4) the establishment and alleged hazard are cd\sre local, regional, or national
emphasis program, the Site Specific Targeting RIBQSHA'’s current strategic plan,
5) the employer does not provide an adequate nsgpiw an OSHA inquiry, or the
complainant provides evidence that the employ@&sponse is insufficient or false
6) the establishment has a history of egregiouBulyfailure-to-abate, or repeat
citations within the past three years,
7) an inspection is requested by an 11(c) invasiign response to employee

discrimination predicated upon safety or healthditbon complaints,



8) an inspection is scheduled or has commenceg astablishment and the area office
receives a non-formal complaint, and the infornrapertaining to the non-formal
complaint may be incorporated into the scheduleahgioing inspection,

9) itis reasonable to believe that an employateua8 years of age is exposed to a
serious safety or health hazard, or

10) a written, signed complaint from a current &yee or employee representative
alleging a recordkeeping deficiency, which may Higa serious safety or health hazard
(OSHA, 20064a).

A complaint that does not meet one of the aforerapat criteria to warrant an
inspection is handled via an inquiry (OSHA, 2006Ah inquiry consists of OSHA
informing the employer about the alleged hazarddelephone or fax or by letter and
requires a written response within five working si@8SHA, 2006a). If the employer
does not provide a written response or the writésponse is insufficient, an inspection
may be scheduled (OSHA, 2006a). Refer to the Apiped for OSHA Instruction CPL

02-00-140.



CHAPTER 1l
Why Study Employee-Initiated Complaints?

There are two reasons to study employee-initiatedplaints: the magnitude of
the issue is enormous and the issue has not hedirgdEextensively.

The following statistics were obtained via the greged Management
Information System (IMIS), which is OSHA'’s databalsat contains data pertaining to
over 2.5 million inspections that have been conellisince 1972 in Federal OSHA and
state plan states (OSHA, 2006b; OSHA, 1994b).

From June 23, 1996 to June 23, 2006, there weB8B@mployee-initiated
complaints, resulting in 172,340 violations and &B24,952 in monetary penalties.
During this same time period, the mean number aftions per employee-initiated
complaint inspection was 4.2, the mean monetargalpeper violation resulting from an
employee-initiated complaint was $744.60, and teammonetary penalty per inspection
resulting from an employee-initiated complaint #2s125.22. The aforementioned
statistics indicate that employee-initiated comglanspections are an enormous issue,
particularly regarding monetary penalties.

Welil and Pyles (2006) conducted a study to detegrthie reason(s) employees
file complaints with OSHA. Weil and Pyles (200&genined 80,413 employee-initiated
complaints nationwide from 2001 to 2004 and foumat OSHA violations were
positively correlated with employee-initiated comipts. However, OSHA violations
only accounted for 25 to 29% of the variability@$HA complaint rates [i.e., there are

other variables besides OSHA violations that actéarthe remaining 71 to 75% of
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variability in OSHA complaint rates] (Weil & Pyle2D06). Thus, 71 to 75% of the
variability in OSHA complaint rates was unaccourfizd

Similarly, the U.S. General Accounting Office [GA(004) conducted a study
to determine, among other issues, to what degr@dogee-initiated complaints resulting
in inspections led to identification of serious &ias. The GAO (2004) found that
approximately one-half of inspections initiated gmployee complaints, resulted in
serious violations. Correspondingly, the GAO (20f@und a positive, albeit, weak
correlation between injury and illness rates pér fL@l-time workers and complaint
inspections per 100 full-time workers.

The Weil and Pyles (2006) study and the GAO (208gdrt indicate that further
study is needed in this field of occupational sagehce only 25 to 50% of employee-
initiated complaint variability was accounted for.

The Present Study’s Rationale

The general statistics pertaining to employeeadteti complaint inspections, the
Well and Pyles (2006) study, and the GAO (2004dregemonstrate the need to study
employee-initiated complaints that result in ingpets in general industry. However, to
fully uncover the remaining variability (i.e., reas) for employee-initiated complaints to
OSHA, the differences among and between employiéated complaint inspections
must be investigated. Only then can the underly@agons driving employee-initiated
complaints be investigated. Thus, the presentysiullifocus on identifying differences
among and between employee-initiated complaintdagpns and not the underlying

reasons driving employee-initiated complaints. Bhead goals of the study are: 1) to
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lay the foundation for future research to identifgre differences among and between
employee-initiated complaint inspections and )ravide employers with valuable
information to qualify and quantify approximate doyge-initiated complaint inspection
ramifications and identify and develop customizidtegies to the prevent or mitigate

the concomitant ramifications.
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CHAPTER IV
Literature Review

A scant number of studies (i.e., five) have beemoated to ascertain the
characteristics of employee-initiated complainpexions. Thus, the literature review
will focus on the five studies that examined empleynitiated complaint inspections.

As previously mentioned, Weil and Pyles (2006) earteld a study to determine
the reason(s) employees file complaints with OSIHA & there were substantial
differences between specific industries for théfeing dependent variables: 1)
employee complaint rate per 100,000 employees)@iliness rate per 100,000
employees, and 3) the number of injuries/illnegerscomplaint case conducted. Weil
and Pyles (2006) found that OSHA violations wersifpeely correlated with employee-
initiated complaints. The correlations between @S#blations and employee-initiated
complaints ranged from 0.50 to 0.54 (Weil & Pyl2806). Thus, OSHA violations
accounted for 25 to 29% of the variability in OSldédmplaint rates, as mentioned
previously (Weil & Pyles, 2006). Additionally, Weind Pyles (2006) found substantial
differences between specific industries for allelegent variables. Table 1 displays the
employee complaint rates per 100,000 employeesmumy/illness rates per 100,000
employees, and Table 2 displays the number ofiggliinesses per complaint case
conducted for the examined industries. It mustdied, however, that Weil and Pyles
(2006) did not conduct statistical tests to detaemi the differences were statistically
significant. Thus, it is difficult to ascertain ether the differences were due to chance or

a significant difference.
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Scherer and Owen (1995) conducted a study to deterifrthere were significant
differences between programmed inspections andam@linitiated complaint
inspections for the following dependent variablé$lost workday injury rate, 2) whether
an employee walkaround was conducted, 3) unionstd) number of inspection hours,
5) number of employees, 6) number of violationanirmal settlement percentage, 8)
penalty reduction, and 9) penalty remitted. Sahanel Owen (1995) examined 3,000
programmed inspections and 3,000 employee-initiatadplaint inspections nationwide
from 1972 to 1991 and found significant differenbesween programmed inspections
and complaint inspections for all nine of the dejeet variables. Table 3 displays the
results pertaining to lost workday injury rate, raenof inspection hours, number of
employees, number of violations, informal settlebhy@rcentage, penalty reduction, and
penalty remitted between programmed inspectionseamnuoyee-initiated complaint
inspections. Additionally, Scherer and Owen (1985)Nd that the probability of having
union status and whether employee walkarounds earducted was significantly higher
for employee-initiated complaint inspections thangrogrammed inspections.

Weil (1991) conducted a study to determine if theeee significant differences
between employee-initiated complaint inspectiorsuaing at unionized establishments
and employee-initiated complaint inspections ogngrat non-unionized establishments
for the following dependent variables: 1) whetheremployee walkaround was
conducted, 2) inspection duration (hour/employ8gy,olations per employee, 4)
monetary penalty per violation, and 5) type of eon (physical inspection or no

physical inspection). Weil (1991) examined an @a#ped number of manufacturing
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establishments nationwide for 1986 and found sultisieor significant differences
between employee-initiated complaint inspectiorsuaing at unionized establishments
and employee-initiated complaint inspections odgngrat non-unionized establishments
for all dependent variables. Tables 4, 5, 6, @, &display the results pertaining to
whether an employee walkaround was conducted, atispeduration (hour/employee),
violations per employee, monetary penalty per wiofg and type of inspection (physical
inspection or no physical inspection), respectivdtynust be noted, however, that Weill
(1991) did not conduct tests to determine if tHeedences between whether an employee
walkaround was conducted and the type of inspe¢pbwgsical inspection or no physical
inspection) were statistically significant. Thugs difficult to ascertain whether the
differences were due to chance or a significariedghce.

Scherer, Kaufman, and Ainina (1993a) conductedidysio determine if there
were significant differences between employeeateti complaint inspections occurring
at unionized establishments and employee-initiatedplaint inspections occurring at
non-unionized establishments for the following defent variables: 1) number of
inspection hours, 2) violations per covered empoyd whether an employee
walkaround was conducted, 4) lost workday injuite &) penalty reduction, 6)
investigation length, and 7) whether an informatflement occurred. Scherer et al.
(1993a) examined 5,304 unionized manufacturingoistanents and 9,992 non-
unionized manufacturing establishments nationwidef1972 to 1990 and found
significant differences between employee-initiatedhplaint inspections occurring at

unionized establishments and employee-initiatedptaimt inspections occurring at non-
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unionized establishments for all seven of the ddpetvariables. Table 9 displays the
results pertaining to the number of inspection Bpuiolations per covered employee,
lost workday injury rate, penalty reduction, andastigation length between employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at unied establishments and employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at nonemized establishments. Additionally,
Scherer et al. (1993a) found that the probabilitgraployee walkarounds and informal
settlements was significantly higher for employeiiated complaint inspections
occurring at unionized establishments than for eyg®-initiated complaint inspections
occurring at non-unionized establishments.

Scherer, Kaufman, and Ainina (1993b) conductedidysto determine if there
were significant differences between employeeatetii complaint inspections occurring
at small establishments (fewer than 100 employaed)employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at large establishments (rttaae 500 employees) for the
following dependent variables: 1) number of ingechours, 2) violations per covered
employee, 3) whether an employee walkaround wadwziad, 4) lost workday injury
rate, 5) penalty reduction, 6) investigation lengthd 7) whether an informal settlement
occurred. Scherer et al. (1993b) examined 7,448l smanufacturing establishments and
4,226 large manufacturing establishments nationdvm@a 1972 to 1990 and found
significant differences between employee-initiatedhplaint inspections occurring at
small establishments and employee-initiated complaspections occurring at large
establishments for all dependent variables excegfatstigation length. Table 10 displays

the results pertaining to the number of inspectiounrs, violations per covered employee,
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lost workday injury rate, penalty reduction, andastigation length between employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at snestlablishments and employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at large establishts. Additionally, Scherer et al.
(1993b) found that the probability of employee veatiunds was significantly higher for
employee-initiate complaint inspections at largalelsshments than for employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at sneatlablishments, and the probability of
informal settlements was significantly higher fon@oyee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at small establishments thaemployee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at large establishments.

The aforementioned studies contained several lifoita apiece, which are
summarized below:
1) outdated employee-initiated complaint inspediaere examined (Weil, 1991; Weil
& Pyles, 2006; Scherer & Owen, 1995; Scherer,.etl803a; Scherer, et al., 1993b).
2) employee-initiated complaint inspections ocagrduring the previous OSHA
complaint policy and procedures directive(s) weaneined [i.e., results may be outdated
and difficult to interpret] (Weil, 1991; Weil & Pgt, 2006; Scherer & Owen, 1995;
Scherer et al.,1993a; Scherer et al., 1993b).
3) specific Standard Industrial Classification (pt@©des were not examined [i.e., only
generic industries were examined] (Weil & Pyle)@0
4) overwhelmingly manufacturing establishments wex@mined (Weil, 1991; Scherer &

Owen, 1995; Scherer et al., 1993a; Scherer et293b).
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4) key outcome variables were not examined m@an number of violations per
inspection, mean monetary penalty per violationamonetary penalty per inspection,
mean number of hours spent on inspection actiyitiesan percent monetary penalty
reduction, and mean percent informal conferenceggaation] (Weil & Pyles, 2006)
[i.e., mean monetary penalty per violation and meanetary penalty per inspection]
(Weil, 1991; Scherer & Owen, 1995; Scherer et @03hR; Scherer et al., 1993b).
Currently, studies that investigate the differdmracteristics between employee-
initiated safety-complaint inspections and emplelyaated health-complaint
inspections or the different characteristics betw8EC codes do not exist. Given that
only five studies have been conducted examiningtiagacteristics of employee-initiated
complaint inspections and given the aforesaid mgttron, it is imperative that more
studies be conducted to ascertain the characbsristiemployee-initiated complaint
inspections. Specifically, the different charaistérs between employee-initiated safety-
complaint inspections and employee-initiated heattinplaint inspections and the
different characteristics between SIC codes netag¢ssnvestigation. More in-depth
investigation is crucial because if there are malld and statistically significant
differential characteristics between the subcaiegaf the forthcoming independent
variables, employers may utilize this informationdentify and develop customized
strategies to mitigate employee-initiated compktotOSHA and/or be capable of

handling OSHA inspections predicated on employeeptaints more efficiently.
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CHAPTER V
Background Statistics

The following statistics were obtained via the IMIS

From June 23, 1996 to June 23, 2006, inclusiveetivere 3,183 general industry
employee-initiated complaint inspections in Wiseonuring the same time period,
there were 3,994 programmed and unprogrammed @rg@employee-initiated
complaint inspections) general industry inspectionBis comparison portrays the near
parity of employee-initiated complaint inspectionals compared to all other inspection
totals combined.
Programmed Inspections versus Employee-Initiateshi@aint Inspections

Table 11 displays the statistics pertaining to progned inspections and
employee-initiated complaint inspections that ocediin general industry in Wisconsin
from June 23, 1996 to June 23, 2006, inclusives TAble 11 demonstrates there were
slight to moderate differences between programmsgections and employee-initiated
complaint inspections. However, significant difeces were not calculated since the
underlying data were not obtained.
Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurratgJnionized Establishments versus
Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurratgNon-Unionized Establishments

Table 12 displays the statistics pertaining to éygé-initiated complaint
inspections conducted at unionized establishmerseaployee-initiated complaint
inspections conducted at non-unionized establisksrtéat occurred in general industry

in Wisconsin from June 23, 1996 to June 23, 2Q@8usive. As Table 12 demonstrates,
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there were slight to substantial differences betweraployee-initiated complaint
inspections conducted at unionized establishmerseaployee-initiated complaint
inspections conducted at non-unionized establiskengnowever, significant differences
were not calculated since the underlying data wetebtained.
Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurraigsmall Establishments versus
Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurratgMedium-Sized Establishments
versus Employee-initiated complaint inspectionsiotweg at Large Establishments

Table 13 displays the statistics pertaining to éygé-initiated complaint
inspections conducted at small establishments (fédvam 100 employees), employee-
initiated complaint inspections conducted at medsined establishments (between 100
and 500 employees), and employee-initiated compliagpections conducted at large
establishments (greater than 500 employees) tleatiexl in general industry in
Wisconsin from June 23, 1996 to June 23, 2006usicé. As Table 13 demonstrates,
there were slight to substantial differences betweraployee-initiated complaint
inspections conducted at small establishments,@maptinitiated complaint inspections
conducted at medium-sized establishments, and geglmitiated complaint inspections
conducted at large establishments. However, sogmf differences were not calculated
since the underlying data were not obtained.
Employee-Initiated Safety-Complaint InspectionsusrEmployee-Initiated Health-
Complaint Inspections

Table 14 displays the statistics pertaining to @ygé-initiated safety-complaint

inspections and employee-initiated health-complaspections that occurred in general
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industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 1996 to Jung2®B®6, inclusive. As Table 14
demonstrates, there were slight to substantiaddiffces between employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspections and employee-initidtedlth-complaint inspections.
However, significant differences were not calculladence the underlying data were not
obtained.
Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurratdifferent SIC Coded
Establishments

Table 15 displays the statistics pertaining to @ygé-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at the six different SIC abéstablishment types (i.e.,
manufacturing; transportation, communications, teleogas, and sanitary services;
wholesale trade; retail trade; finance insuranod,raal estate; and services). The SIC
codes 1011 to 1499 and 9111 to 9999 (i.e., minmeypaublic administration and
nonclassifiable establishments, respectively) weteexamined because OSHA does not
have jurisdiction over these industries. The Sd@es 0111 to 0971 and 1521 to 1799
(i.e., construction and agriculture, forestry, &istling, respectively) were not examined
because the scope of this study only includes gémetustry establishments. As Table
15 demonstrates, there were slight to substariffatehces between employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at the six différ8iC coded establishment types.
However, significant differences were not calculladence the underlying data were not

obtained.
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CHAPTER VI
Research Objectives

There are three main objectives of this studytoIpodify the earlier studies by
ameliorating the aforementioned limitations (iexamining a more representative
proportion of manufacturing establishments, exangraurrent programmed inspections
and employee-initiated complaint inspections, arduiding employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at medium-sizedldghments in the examination of
establishment size), 2) to ascertain the outcoiffierdnces between employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspections and employee-initidtedlth-complaint inspections, and 3)
to ascertain the outcome differences between shdiferent SIC coded establishment
types.

To accomplish objective number one, a combinadiomanufacturing and other
types of establishment will be examined, currenggpsmmed inspections and employee-
initiated complaint inspections will be examineth@oyee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at medium-sized establisheeit be examined, and two new
dependent variables will be examined: 1) mean naop@enalty per violation and 2)
mean monetary penalty per inspection. Dependerahlas pertaining to injury/iliness
rates and lost workday injury rates were not inetlith the present study because these
data may be entered into the IMIS sporadicallye @iapendent variable pertaining to
whether an employee walkaround was conducted wascladed in the present study

since nearly all employees utilize this right.
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To accomplish objective number two, one new inddpahvariable will be
examined: type of employee-initiated complainpeion (i.e., employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspection or employee-initiatedlth-complaint inspection).

To accomplish objective number three, one newpeddent variable will be
examined: SIC coded establishment type (i.e., fi@@twring; transportation,
communications, electric, gas, and sanitary sesymolesale trade; retail trade; finance

insurance, and real estate; and services).
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CHAPTER VII
Method

Research Design

The study will utilize a survey research desigie Tationale for using a survey
research design is that the study will attemptathgr data about employee-initiated
complaint inspection characteristics. The survdybe semi-longitudinal since changes
will be tracked over a one-year period of time.
Sample

The sample will consist of all employee initiatemhplaints resulting in
inspections in the state of Wisconsin for the peondJune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. All data pertaining to the sample vaé obtained via the IMIS.
Procedure

To be included in the study, an employee of a gdnedustry establishment must
initiate a formal complaint resulting in an OSHApection. Since OSHA's current
complaint policies and procedures (OSHA Instruct@?L 02-00-140) are effective June
23, 2006, sample data will be collected for theqaeof June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, for all employee-initiated complaintspections in Wisconsin to obtain the
most representative and reliable data. Howeveasnsure that informal settlement data
are obtained for the sample, data collection (estetly for informal settlement data of
included employee-initiated complaint inspectionswring between June 23, 2006 and
June 23, 2007, inclusive) will conclude 15 workaays after June 23, 2007, inclusive,

(i.e., until July, 16, 2007, inclusive) predicamd OSHA contest notification procedures
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(Labor, 2006b). As previously mentioned, five ipdadent variables will be examined:
1) type of inspection (programmed or complaint)e&ablishment union status
(unionized or non-unionized), 3) establishment ¢&reall, medium-sized, or large), 4)
type of complaint inspection (safety or health)] &) the SIC coded establishment types.
Six dependent variables for each of the independmmdbles will be examined: 1) mean
number of violations per inspection, 2) mean marygb@nalty per violation, 3) mean
monetary penalty per inspection, 4) mean numbéoafs spent on inspection activities,
5) mean percent monetary penalty reduction, amde@n percent informal conference
participation.

Hypotheses

Since the amount of research pertaining to emplayiéiated complaint
inspections in general industry is sparse to n@tert, specific hypotheses could not be
formulated. Thus, more generalized hypothesesheiflormulated, specifically that there
will be significant differences between the differévels of each independent variable
in relation to each dependent variable. The géimethhypotheses are listed below:

It is hypothesized that there will be significaiffetences between programmed
inspections and employee-initiated complaint inipaes with reference to the mean
number of violations per inspection, the mean manygbenalty per violation, the mean
monetary penalty per inspection, the mean numbhoofs spent on inspection activities,
the mean percent monetary penalty reduction, amdigan percent informal conference

participation.
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It is hypothesized that there will be significarffetences between employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at unied establishments and employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at nonemized establishments with reference
to the mean number of violations per inspectioa,rttean monetary penalty per
violation, the mean monetary penalty per inspectiioa mean number of hours spent on
inspection activities, the mean percent monetanalbg reduction, and the mean percent
informal conference participation.

It is hypothesized that there will be significarffetences between employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at snealablishments, employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at medium-sizedldghments, and employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at large establishts with reference to the mean
number of violations per inspection, the mean manygpenalty per violation, the mean
monetary penalty per inspection, the mean numbhoofs spent on inspection activities,
the mean percent monetary penalty reduction, amdigan percent informal conference
participation.

It is hypothesized that there will be significarffetences between employee-
initiated safety-complaint inspections and emplelyaated health-complaint
inspections with reference to the mean numberations per inspection, the mean
monetary penalty per violation, the mean monetanajty per inspection, the mean
number of hours spent on inspection activitiesnigan percent monetary penalty

reduction, and the mean percent informal conferg@acgcipation.
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It is hypothesized that there will be significarffetences between employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at mamtiiaing establishments, employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at tramsgtion, communications, electric, gas,
and sanitary services establishments, employeetsdt complaint inspections occurring
at wholesale trade establishments, employee-iedtiabmplaint inspections occurring at
retail trade establishments, employee-initiated glamt inspections occurring at finance,
insurance, and real estate establishments, andgegpinitiated complaint inspections
occurring at services establishments with referéadke mean number of violations per
inspection, the mean monetary penalty per violatibea mean monetary penalty per
inspection, the mean number of hours spent on atigpeactivities, the mean percent
monetary penalty reduction, and the mean percéminiral conference participation.
Possible Limitations of the Present Study

It is expected that the present study will poss¢s$sast nine limitations, which
are listed below:

The first limitation of the present study is thia¢ turation will only encompass
one year. The short duration of the present stody preclude a representative sample
of the total inspection population.

The second limitation of the present study is tmy a limited number of
establishments will be examined for programmedeanspns versus employee-initiated
complaint inspections, and an even more limited lmemof establishments will be
examined for employee-initiated complaint inspatsio The limited sample size of the

present study may preclude a representative savhfihe total inspection population.
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The third limitation in the present study is tHa¢ geographical area of the
present study will only include Wisconsin. Theiliea geographical area of the present
study may preclude a representative sample ofbtiaéihspection population.

The fourth limitation in the present study is tbaty general industry
establishments will be examined. The lack of examg industries other than general
industry in the present study may preclude a reptasive sample of the total OSHA
inspection population.

The fifth limitation of the present study is thatly private sector establishments
will be examined. The lack of examining public tee@stablishments in the present
study may preclude a representative sample obotlaé @SHA inspection population.

The sixth limitation of the present study is thatyoFederal OSHA
establishments will be examined (i.e., state-ptatesestablishments will be excluded).
The lack of examining state-plan state establishsi@naddition to Federal OSHA
establishments may preclude a representative savhfile total inspection population.

The seventh limitation of the present study is thdépendent and dependent
variable interactions will not be accounted foheTack of accounting for independent
and dependent variable interactions in the prestedty may simplify and dismiss many
of the complex relationships in the data.

The eighth limitation of the present study is timalependent and dependent
variables will not be weighted to reflect their comitant contributions to the results.
The lack of weighting of independent and depenganables may also simplify and

dismiss many of the complex relationships in thiada
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The ninth limitation of the present study is thatne data are missing from the

IMIS. The lack some data may preclude an accuanadeprecise statistical analysis.
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CHAPTER VIII
Results

As previously stated, there are three main ohjestof this study: 1) to modify
the earlier studies by ameliorating the aforememtblimitations, 2) to ascertain the
outcome differences between employee-initiatedtgai@mplaint inspections and
employee-initiated health-complaint inspectiong] 8hto ascertain the outcome
differences between the six different SIC codedtdisthment types.
Descriptive Statistics

Programmed plus employee-initiated complaint inspe@ns. From June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the total nunabg@rogrammed plus employee-
initiated complaint inspections in general industryVisconsin was 589. From June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the total nunaberolations for programmed plus
employee-initiated complaint inspections in generdustry in Wisconsin was 2,396.
From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusivetata¢ monetary penalty for
programmed plus employee-initiated complaint inipas in general industry in
Wisconsin was $1,152,968.57. Table 16 displaysthtistics pertaining to all
programmed plus employee-initiated complaint inipas in general industry in
Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007usiee. Each column in Table 16
corresponds to each dependent variable examinédegpect to all programmed plus
employee-initiated complaint inspections in generdustry in Wisconsin from June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, and is divided arbitrary numerical or non-numerical

categories.
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Programmed inspections. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclushee, t
total number of programmed inspections in gen@alistry in Wisconsin was 304. From
June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, thé notaber of violations for programmed
inspections in general industry in Wisconsin w&33, From June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive, the total monetary penalty forgreonmed inspections in general
industry in Wisconsin was $649,158.20. Table Epldiys the statistics pertaining to
programmed inspections in general industry in Whsao from June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive. Each column in Table 17 corresisaio each dependent variable
examined with respect to programmed inspectiomggeieral industry in Wisconsin from
June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, and/idet! into arbitrary numerical or non-
numerical categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections. From June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive, the total number of employee-&éd complaint inspections in general
industry in Wisconsin was 285. From June 23, 2008une 23, 2007, inclusive, the total
number of violations for employee-initiated comptanspections in general industry in
Wisconsin was 1,163. From June 23, 2006 to Jun2@¥, inclusive, the total
monetary penalty for employee-initiated complaiggections in general industry in
Wisconsin was $503,810.37. Table 18 displays tilgstics pertaining to employee-
initiated complaint inspections in general industryVisconsin from June 23, 2006 to
June 23, 2007, inclusive. Each column in Tabled®esponds to each dependent

variable examined with respect to employee-inidatemplaint inspections in general
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industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to JungZB®7, inclusive, and is divided into
arbitrary numerical or non-numerical categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat unionized
establishments. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclushestdtal number of
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gnionized establishments in
general industry in Wisconsin was 74. From June2BB6 to June 23, 2007, inclusive,
the total number of violations for employee-iniddtcomplaint inspections occurring at
unionized establishments in general industry inddisin was 242. From June 23, 2006
to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the total monetaryafigrior employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at unionized establishmentgeneral industry in Wisconsin was
$159,243.37. Table 19 displays the statisticsajp@rng to employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at unionized establishmentgeneral industry in Wisconsin from
June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive. Eattmooin Table 19 corresponds to each
dependent variable examined with respect to emplaydéated complaint inspections
occurring at unionized establishments in genedlstry in Wisconsin from June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, and is divided arbitrary numerical or non-numerical
categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat non-unionized
establishments. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusivetatad number of
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gon-unionized establishments in
general industry in Wisconsin was 211. From Jue2R06 to June 23, 2007, inclusive,

the total number of violations for employee-iniddtcomplaint inspections occurring at
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non-unionized establishments in general industiisconsin was 242. From June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the total moygtanalty for employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at non-unionizetdl@shments in general industry in
Wisconsin was $344,567.00. Table 20 displays tilstics pertaining to employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at nonemized establishments in general
industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to Jung2®®7, inclusive. Each column in
Table 20 corresponds to each dependent variablaiegd with respect to employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at nonemized establishments in general
industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to JungZB®7, inclusive, and is divided into
arbitrary numerical or non-numerical categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat small establishments.
From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusivetata¢ number of employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at small establishta in general industry in Wisconsin
was 123. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 200ugive, the total number of violations
for employee-initiated complaint inspections ocmgrat small establishments in general
industry in Wisconsin was 803. From June 23, 2008une 23, 2007, inclusive, the total
monetary penalty for employee-initiated complaigpections occurring at small
establishments in general industry in Wisconsin $2&3,076.87. Table 21 displays the
statistics pertaining to employee-initiated commiamspections occurring at small
establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. Each column in Table 21 correspondsaich dependent variable examined

with respect to employee-initiated complaint ingpmets occurring at small
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establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, and is divided into arbitrary numeriocalnon-numerical categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat medium-sized
establishments. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusivetatad number of
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gnedium-sized establishments in
general industry in Wisconsin was 61. From June2RB6 to June 23, 2007, inclusive,
the total number of violations for employee-inigdtcomplaint inspections occurring at
medium-sized establishments in general industi/isconsin was 162. From June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the total moygtanalty for employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at medium-sizedl@sghments in general industry in
Wisconsin was $100,855.50. Table 22 displays tilgstics pertaining to employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at medisized establishments in general
industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to Jung2®®7, inclusive. Each column in
Table 22 corresponds to each dependent variablaiegd with respect to employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at medisized establishments in general
industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to JungZB®7, inclusive, and is divided into
arbitrary numerical or non-numerical categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat large establishments.
From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusivetata¢ number of employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at large establishts in general industry in Wisconsin
was 101. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 200ugmve, the total number of violations

for employee-initiated complaint inspections ocmgrat large establishments in general
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industry in Wisconsin was 198. From June 23, 2008une 23, 2007, inclusive, the total
monetary penalty for employee-initiated complamggections occurring at large
establishments in general industry in Wisconsin $£89,878.00. Table 23 displays the
statistics pertaining to employee-initiated commianspections occurring at large
establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. Each column in Table 23 correspondsaich dependent variable examined
with respect to employee-initiated complaint ingmets occurring at large
establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, and is divided into arbitrary numericalnon-numerical categories.
Employee-initiated safety-complaint inspections.From June 23, 2006 to June
23, 2007, inclusive, the total number of employsigated safety-complaint inspections
in general industry in Wisconsin was 160. FromeJ28, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, the total number of violations for emyse-initiated safety-complaint
inspections in general industry in Wisconsin wa8.56rom June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive, the total monetary penalty for égpe-initiated safety-complaint
inspections in general industry in Wisconsin wa$6341.00. Table 24 displays the
statistics pertaining to employee-initiated safebyaplaint inspections in general industry
in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to June 23, 20@3dusive. Each column in Table 24
corresponds to each dependent variable examinéde@gpect to employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspections in general industrMisconsin from June 23, 2006 to June

23, 2007, inclusive, and is divided into arbitratymerical or non-numerical categories.



35

Employee-initiated health-complaint inspections.From June 23, 2006 to June
23, 2007, inclusive, the total number of employsigated health-complaint inspections
in general industry in Wisconsin was 125. FromeJ28, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, the total number of violations for emysde-initiated health-complaint
inspections in general industry in Wisconsin wag4.6Brom June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive, the total monetary penalty for égpe-initiated health-complaint
inspections occurring at unionized establishmentgeneral industry in Wisconsin was
$187,569.37. Table 25 displays the statisticsajrrg to employee-initiated health-
complaint inspections in general industry in Wissiarfrom June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive. Each column in Table 25 corresisaio each dependent variable
examined with respect to employee-initiated heattmplaint inspections in general
industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to JungZB®7, inclusive, and is divided into
arbitrary numerical or non-numerical categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat manufacturing
establishments. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclushestdtal number of
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gnanufacturing establishments in
Wisconsin was 197. From June 23, 2006 to Jun2@3/, inclusive, the total number of
violations for employee-initiated complaint inspens occurring at manufacturing
establishments in Wisconsin was 890. From Jun@@36 to June 23, 2007, inclusive,
the total monetary penalty for employee-initiatethplaint inspections occurring at
manufacturing establishments in Wisconsin was $£89637. Table 26 displays the

statistics pertaining to employee-initiated commiamspections occurring at
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manufacturing establishments in Wisconsin from 2$e2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. Each column in Table 26 correspondsaich dependent variable examined
with respect to employee-initiated complaint ingfmets occurring at manufacturing
establishments in Wisconsin from June 23, 200@&it@ 23, 2007, inclusive, and is
divided into arbitrary numerical or non-numericategories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat transportation,
communications, electric, gas, and sanitary serviseestablishments.From June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the total nunab@mployee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at transportation, commurocat electric, gas, and sanitary
services establishments in Wisconsin was 26. Rhone 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, the total number of violations for emyse-initiated complaint inspections
occurring at transportation, communications, electras, and sanitary services
establishments in Wisconsin was 61. From Jun@@36 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the
total monetary penalty for employee-initiated coanqi inspections occurring at in
Wisconsin was $30,930.50. Table 27 displays thissics pertaining to employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at tramsgtion, communications, electric, gas,
and sanitary services establishments in Wiscomsm flune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. Each column in Table 27 correspondsaich dependent variable examined
with respect to employee-initiated complaint ingpmets occurring at transportation,
communications, electric, gas, and sanitary sesvestablishments in Wisconsin from
June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, and/idet into arbitrary numerical or non-

numerical categories.
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Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat wholesale trade
establishments. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclushestdtal number of
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gvholesale trade establishments in
Wisconsin was 16. From June 23, 2006 to June@3,Anclusive, the total number of
violations for employee-initiated complaint inspens occurring at wholesale trade
establishments in Wisconsin was 45. From Jun@@36 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, the
total monetary penalty for employee-initiated coammt inspections occurring at
wholesale trade establishments in general industvyisconsin was $14,897.50. Table
28 displays the statistics pertaining to employetated complaint inspections occurring
at wholesale trade establishments in Wisconsin fiare 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. Each column in Table 28 correspondsaich dependent variable examined
with respect to employee-initiated complaint ingfmets occurring at wholesale trade
establishments in Wisconsin from June 23, 200&it@ 23, 2007, inclusive, and is
divided into arbitrary numerical or non-numericategories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat retail trade
establishments. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclushestdtal number of
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurmgetail trade establishments in
Wisconsin was 19. From June 23, 2006 to June@3,Anclusive, the total number of
violations for employee-initiated complaint inspens occurring at retail trade
establishments in general industry in Wisconsin @&as From June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive, the total monetary penalty for égpe-initiated complaint inspections

occurring at wholesale trade establishments in Bvisin was $24,775.00. Table 29
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displays the statistics pertaining to employeadted complaint inspections occurring at
retail trade establishments in Wisconsin from J2B8,€2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive.
Each column in Table 29 corresponds to each depéndeable examined with respect
to employee-initiated complaint inspections ocagrat retail trade establishments in
Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007ugiet and is divided into arbitrary
numerical or non-numerical categories.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat finance, insurance,
and real estate establishmentsFrom June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclushee, t
total number of employee-initiated complaint indpEts occurring at finance, insurance,
and real estate establishments in Wisconsin equaled From June 23, 2006 to June 23,
2007, inclusive, the total number of violations pepection, total penalty per violation,
and total monetary penalty per inspection for timpleyee-initiated complaint inspection
occurring at finance, insurance, and real estasbkshments in Wisconsin equaled zero.
From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusivetata¢ number of hours per inspection
for the employee-initiated complaint inspectionwting at finance, insurance, and real
estate establishments in Wisconsin equaled 26m Bume 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, the
mean percent monetary penalty reduction for thel@ysp-initiated complaint inspection
occurring at finance, insurance, and real estasbkshments in Wisconsin was not
calculated since a total monetary penalty was segssed for this inspection. From June
23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, the mean informal cenfar participation percentage for the
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@dinance, insurance, and real estate

establishments in Wisconsin was not calculatedesamcinformal conference was not
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conducted. It should be noted that since thereamgsone employee-initiated complaint
inspection occurring at finance, insurance, antesiate establishments in Wisconsin, a
table was not created to display the data.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat services
establishments. From June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclushestdtal number of
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurm@gervices establishments in
Wisconsin was 26. From June 23, 2006 to June@B,Anclusive, the total number of
violations for employee-initiated complaint inspens occurring at services
establishments in Wisconsin was 100. From Jun@@35 to June 23, 2007, inclusive,
the total monetary penalty for employee-initiatethplaint inspections occurring at
services establishments in Wisconsin was $37,293Ta@ble 30 displays the statistics
pertaining to employee-initiated complaint inspaes occurring at services
establishments in Wisconsin from June 23, 200@&t@ 23, 2007, inclusive. Each
column in Table 30 corresponds to each dependeiaila examined with respect to
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurm@gervices establishments in
Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007ugmnk and is divided into arbitrary
numerical or non-numerical categories.

Inferential Statistics

Programmed inspections versus employee-initiated ogplaint inspections. It
was hypothesized that there would be significaffiéinces between programmed
inspections in general industry in Wisconsin fraime 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,

inclusive, and employee-initiated complaint inspets in general industry in Wisconsin
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from June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive. pragrammed inspections in general
industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to JuneZ?2®7, inclusive, versus employee-
initiated complaint inspections in general industryVisconsin from June 23, 2006 to
June 23, 2007, inclusive, only one dependent viariahs significantly different between
the two types of inspections: mean informal cogrfiee participation percentage. A chi-
square test of independence revealed that meamaf@onference participation
percentage was significantly different (i.e., higfe programmed inspections than for
employee-initiated complaint inspections) betweenttvo inspection types? (1) =
3.876, p = 0.049. Table 31 displays the resultsapeng to all dependent variables for
programmed inspections versus employee-initiat@ptaint inspections. Table 32
displays the results pertaining to the chi-squese @f independence for programmed
inspections versus employee-initiated complainp@asions.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat unionized
establishments versus employee-initiated complaimispections occurring at non-
unionized establishments.It was hypothesized that there would be significa
differences between employee-initiated complaispéttions occurring at unionized
establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, and employee-initiated complaint inspetd occurring at non-unionized
establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. For employee-initiated complaint insj@aes occurring at unionized
establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,

inclusive, versus employee-initiated complaint epons occurring at non-unionized
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establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfidune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive, only one dependent variable was sigaiftty different between the two types
establishments: mean number of hours spent oedtisp activities. A univariate
analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that the meamber of hours spent on
inspection activities was significantly higher Employee-initiated complaint inspections
occurring at unionized establishments than for eyg®-initiated complaint inspections
occurring at non-unionized establishments, F (8) 277.439, p < 0.01. Table 33
displays the results pertaining to all dependenabées for employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at occurring unionized essabhents versus employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at non-unionizelgisshments. Table 34 displays the
results pertaining to the chi-square test of indelpace for employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at unionized establishmeatsus employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at non-unionized establishimen

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat small establishments
versus employee-initiated complaint inspections oacaring at medium-sized
establishments versus employee-initiated complaiimspections occurring at large
establishments. It was hypothesized that there would be signifidifferences between
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurghe three different sizes of
establishments in general industry in Wisconsimfilune 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007,
inclusive. For employee-initiated complaint insji@as occurring at the three different
sizes of establishments in general industry in bAstm from June 23, 2006 to June 23,

2007, inclusive, three dependent variables wengfgigntly different between the three
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different sizes of establishments: mean numbeiadétions per inspection, mean
monetary penalty per violation, and mean percematary penalty reduction. A
univariate ANOVA revealed that the mean numberiofations per inspection was
significantly different between employee-initiateaimplaint inspections occurring at the
three different sizes of establishments, F (2, 2888.91, p < 0.000. A Tukey Honestly
Significant Difference (HSD) post-hoc test reveaieat employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at small establishments hsigraficantly higher mean number of
violations per inspection than employee-initiatedhplaint inspections occurring at
medium-sized establishments and employee-initieb@aplaint inspections occurring at
large establishments (p < 0.000 and p < 0.000ectsely). However, the Tukey HSD
post-hoc test revealed that there were not sigmifidifferences in the mean number of
violations per inspection between employee-inidatemplaint inspections occurring at
medium-sized establishments and employee-initieb@aplaint inspections occurring at
large establishments. A univariate ANOVA revedlest the mean monetary penalty per
violation was significantly different between emye-initiated complaint inspections
occurring at the three different sizes of estabfishts, F (2, 285) = 4.25, p <0.05. A
Tukey HSD post-hoc test revealed that employegateid complaint inspections
occurring at small establishments had significaltlyer mean monetary penalties per
violation than employee-initiated complaint inspec$ occurring at medium-sized
establishments and employee-initiated complairgensons occurring at large
establishments (p < 0.05 and p < 0.05, respec)ivetpwever, the Tukey HSD post-hoc

test revealed that there were not significant diffiees in the mean monetary penalty per



43

violation between employee-initiated complaint esfions occurring at medium-sized
establishments and employee-initiated complairgensons occurring at large
establishments. A univariate ANOVA revealed tlnat tnean percent monetary penalty
reduction was significantly different between enygle-initiated complaint inspections
occurring at the three different sizes of estabfishts, F (2, 197) = 3.80, p <0.05. A
Tukey HSD post-hoc test revealed that employegteid complaint inspections
occurring at large establishments had significalotlyer mean percent monetary penalty
reductions than employee-initiated complaint insijpes occurring at small
establishments. However, the Tukey HSD post-hsicreeealed that there were not
significant differences in the mean percent mowygt@nalty reduction between
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gmall establishments and
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gnedium-sized establishments and
between employee-initiated complaint inspectiorsuaing at medium-sized
establishments and employee-initiated complairgensons occurring at large
establishments. Tables 35 through 41 displayttesscs pertaining to all dependent
variables for employee-initiated complaint inspees occurring at the three different
sizes of establishments.

Employee-initiated safety-complaint inspections vesus employee-initiated
health-complaint inspections. It was hypothesized that there would be significa
differences between employee-initiated safety-campinspections in general industry
in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2Q@3dusive, and employee-initiated

health-complaint inspections in general industriMisconsin from June 23, 2006 to June
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23, 2007, inclusive. For employee-initiated safetynplaint inspections in general
industry in Wisconsin from June 23, 2006 to JuneZ?2®7, inclusive, versus employee-
initiated health-complaint inspections in genenalustry in Wisconsin from June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, three dependemdhies were significantly different
between the two types of inspections: mean numbeplations per inspection, mean
monetary penalty per violation, and mean numbérooirs spent on inspection activities.
A univariate ANOVA revealed that the mean numbeviofations per inspection was
significantly higher for employee-initiated healttbmplaint inspections than for
employee-initiated safety-complaint inspection$l F285) = 4.68, p < 0.05. A
univariate ANOVA revealed that the mean monetanmatg per inspection was
significantly higher for employee-initiated safetgmplaint inspections than for
employee-initiated health-complaint inspection§]1 F285) = 11.96, p < 0.01. A
univariate ANOVA revealed that the mean numberafrlB spent on inspection activities
was significantly higher for employee-initiated hkacomplaint inspections than for
employee-initiated safety-complaint inspectiong§1F278) = 9.25, p < 0.01. Table 42
displays the results pertaining to all dependenabées for employee-initiated safety-
complaint inspections versus employee-initiatedthe@omplaint inspections. Table 43
displays the results pertaining to the chi-squesé @f independence for employee-
initiated safety-complaint inspections versus eryginitiated health-complaint
inspections.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat different SIC coded

establishments. It was hypothesized that there would be signifidifferences between
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employee-initiated complaint inspections occurighe six different SIC coded
establishment types in Wisconsin from June 23, 20Qk&ine 23, 2007, inclusive. For
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurighe six different SIC coded
establishment types in Wisconsin from June 23, 20Q&ine 23, 2007, inclusive, only
one dependent variable was significantly diffeflegitveen the six different SIC coded
establishment types: the mean percent monetaltgeeduction. A univariate
ANOVA revealed that the mean percent monetary peparcent reduction was
significantly different between employee-initiateaimplaint inspections occurring at the
six different SIC coded establishment types, AL8¥) = 5.10, p < 0.01. A Tukey HSD
post-hoc test revealed that employee-initiated damiinspections occurring at
manufacturing establishments had significantly lomean percent monetary penalty
reductions than employee-initiated complaint insjp@s occurring at transportation,
communications, electric, gas, and sanitary seswestablishments (p < 0.01). A Tukey
HSD post-hoc test revealed that employee-initiat@dplaint inspections occurring at
retail trade establishments had significantly lowsran percent monetary penalty
reductions than employee-initiated complaint insjp@s occurring at transportation,
communications, electric, gas, and sanitary seswestablishments (p < 0.05). However,
the Tukey HSD post-hoc test revealed that there wet significant differences in the
mean percent monetary penalty reduction betweenogeg-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at the other SIC coded estainkent types. Tables 44 through 46
display the statistics pertaining to all dependemiables. It must be noted that from

June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, thé notaber of employee-initiated
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complaint inspections occurring at finance, insaggrand real estate establishments in
Wisconsin was one (with two dependent variable gatats missing). Thus, Tukey
HSD post-hoc tests were not performed between graplmitiated complaint
inspections occurring at finance, insurance anbdastablishments and the other SIC
coded establishment types for the mean numberotdtions per inspection, the mean
monetary penalty per violation, the mean monetarnajty per inspection, and the mean

number of hours spent on inspection activities.
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CHAPTER IX
Discussion
Interpretations of Findings

Programmed inspections versus employee-initiated ogplaint inspections. It
was hypothesized that there would be significaffiéinces between programmed
inspections and employee-initiated complaint inipes with reference to the mean
number of violations per inspection, the mean manygbenalty per violation, the mean
monetary penalty per inspection, the mean numbhoofs spent on inspection activities,
the mean percent monetary penalty reduction, amdian percent informal conference
participation.

For comparable dependent variables with the presady, the Scherer and Owen
(1995) study, as previously mentioned in the liemareview, found that there were
significant differences between programmed inspastand employee-initiated
complaint inspections with reference to the nundsenspection hours, number of
violations, informal settlement percentage, penadtuction, and penalty remitted.

As revealed in the results section of the presiatys programmed inspections
were at near parity (i.e., not significantly disgar) with employee-initiated complaint
inspections on nearly all examined dependent viasalbe., five of six dependent
variables). Programmed inspections and employ@atad complaint inspections were
at near parity with reference to the following degent variables: mean number of
violations per inspection, mean monetary penaltyp®ation, mean monetary penalty

per inspection, mean number of hours spent on atigpeactivities, and mean percent
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monetary penalty reduction. Programmed inspectmasemployee-initiated complaint
inspections were significantly dissimilar with reface to the dependent variable of
informal conference participation percentage. &ad displays the means for each
dependent variable for programmed inspections andrfiployee-initiated complaint
inspections.

The discrepancy between the Scherer and Owen (5898y and the present
study with reference to all comparable dependenabies (except for informal
conference participation percentage) may be atgtbto the number of establishments in
the sample, the geographical area examined, tles typestablishments examined, the
time-frame examined, and the OSHA complaint pasi@ad procedures directive(s) in
force. An interesting discrepancy, however, & the informal conference participation
percentage is higher for programmed inspections thiaemployee-initiated complaint
inspections in the present study than in the Sclzem@ Owen (1995) study. The Scherer
and Owen (1995) study examined 3,000 establishmehereas the present study
examined 589 establishments. The Scherer and QM&5) study examined
establishments located in all Federal OSHA stategreas the present study examined
establishments located in Wisconsin. The Scher@iCGawven (1995) study examined
overwhelmingly manufacturing establishments (97 . 28b)ereas the present study
examined predominantly manufacturing establishm@g%). The Scherer and Owen
(1995) study examined programmed inspections ampoy@e-initiated complaint
inspections occurring from 1972 to 1991, whereagtiesent study examined

programmed inspection and employee-initiated compiaspections occurring from
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June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive. Sikyjl#re present study may have
examined a more representative sample of the dunrgpection population since the
present study exclusively examined programmed tigpes and employee-initiated
complaint inspections that occurred since the inoaf the present OSHA complaint
policies and procedures directive (OSHA Instruc@frl 02-00-140) compared to the
Scherer and Owen (1995) study, which examined progred inspections and
employee-initiated complaint inspections that spahb0 OSHA complaint policy
procedures directives. Since there are numerotisoti@logical differences between the
Scherer and Owen (1995) study and the present,studyiot unreasonable that
discrepancies exist.

For the present study, a plausible explanatiome@fignificantly higher informal
conference participation percentage for programmsgglections than for employee-
initiated complaint inspections is that these dighiments have had past programmed
inspections, are in industries with higher injuigéss rates, or are in industries that are
targeted by OSHA special emphasis programs, allha¢h increase the probability of a
programmed inspection. Thus, these establishnmeaysbe more conversant with OSHA
procedures pertaining to informal settlement carfees since there is presumed
knowledge that a programmed inspection may ochMoreover, establishments that are
more conversant with OSHA procedures and possesprissumed knowledge may be
better prepared and in a more advantageous positiparticipate in an informal
conference as opposed to an expedited informa¢setht agreement (EISA) [if

eligible].
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Since discrepancies exist between the Scherer amoh QL995) study and the
present study and questions still exist in thegarestudy, it is imperative that more
research is undertaken to reconcile the differené€egure research needs will be detailed
in a forthcoming subsection of the discussion.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat unionized
establishments versus employee-initiated complaifrispections occurring at non-
unionized establishments.It was hypothesized that there would be significant
differences between employee-initiated complaisp@ttions occurring at unionized
establishments and employee-initiated complairgensons occurring at non-unionized
establishments with reference to the mean numbeotztions per inspection, the mean
monetary penalty per violation, the mean monetanajty per inspection, the mean
number of hours spent on inspection activitiesnigan percent monetary penalty
reduction, and the mean percent informal conferg@acgcipation.

For comparable dependent variables with the prestady, the Scherer et al.
(1993a) and the Weil (1991) studies, as previoasntioned in the literature review,
found that there were significant or substantifedences between employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at unionized essabhents and employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at non-unionize@lggshments with reference to the
number of inspection hours, number of violationsqmered employee, penalty
reduction, whether an informal settlement occuresdt whether an employee

walkaround was conducted, inspection duration (femoployee), violations per
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employee, monetary penalty per violation, and typ@spection (physical inspection or
no physical inspection), respectively.

As revealed in the results section, employee-iiticomplaint inspections
occurring at unionized establishments were at paaty (i.e., not significantly
dissimilar) with employee-initiated complaint ingfiens occurring at non-unionized
establishment on nearly all examined dependenabi@s (i.e., five of six dependent
variables). Employee-initiated complaint inspecti@ccurring at unionized
establishments and employee-initiated complairgensons occurring at non-unionized
establishments were at near parity with refereadbé following dependent variables:
mean number of violations per inspection, mean r@opgenalty per violation, mean
monetary penalty per inspection, mean percent naopeenalty reduction, and informal
conference participation percentage. Employedated complaint inspections occurring
at unionized establishments and employee-initiatedplaint inspections occurring at
non-unionized establishments were significantlgidnslar with reference to the
dependent variable of mean number of hours speimtspection activities. Table 48
displays the means for each dependent variableniployee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at unionized establishmendsfar employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at non-unionized establishtmen

The discrepancy between the Weil (1991) and Scletr@r (1993a) studies and
the present study with reference to all compardbfeendent variables (except for the
mean number of hours spent on inspection actiyitresy be attributed to the number of

establishments in the sample, the geographicale@ained, the types of establishments
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examined, the time-frame examined, and the OSHAptaimt policies and procedures
directive(s) in force. The Weil (1991) study exasd an unspecified number of
manufacturing establishments (presumably numbemnitige thousands), and the Scherer
et al. (1993a) study examined 15,296 establishmehisreas the present study examined
285 establishments. The Weil (1991) and Scherak. €1993a) studies examined
establishments located in all Federal OSHA stategreas the present study examined
establishments located in Wisconsin. The Weil (3%%udy examined an unspecified
percentage of manufacturing establishments (prelslymaer 50%) and the Scherer et al.
(1993a) study examined overwhelmingly manufactugstablishments (94.39%),
whereas the present study examined predominantiyfaeturing establishments
(63.2%). The Weil (1991) study examined employagated complaint inspection at
unionized establishments and employee-initiatedptaimt inspections occurring at non-
unionized establishments occurring in 1986; theegahet al. (1993a) study examined
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gnionized establishments and
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gon-unionized establishments
occurring from 1972 to 1990, whereas the presewtystxamined employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at unionized essabhents and employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at non-unionizelgisshments occurring from June 23,
2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive. Similarly, thesent study may have examined a more
representative sample of the current inspectiomuladipn since the present study
exclusively examined employee-initiated complangpections occurring at unionized

establishments and employee-initiated complairgensons occurring at non-unionized
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establishments that occurred since the inceptiagheopresent OSHA complaint policies
and procedures directive (OSHA Instruction CPL 021d0) compared to the Weil
(1991) and Scherer et al. (1993a) studies, whiemaxed employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at unionized establishmentseanployee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at non-unionized establishim#rat spanned an outdated OSHA
complaint policy and procedures directive and 1H@8omplaint policy and

procedures directives, respectively. Since thezenamerous methodological differences
between the Weil (1991) and Scherer et al. (199Ra)ies and the present study, it is not
unreasonable that discrepancies exist.

For the present study, a plausible explanatiom@fignificantly higher mean
number of hours spent on inspection activitiesfmployee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at unionized establishmdrdaa for employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at non-unionized establishtmenthat unions may encourage more
employee participation during OSHA inspections ttiegir non-existent counterparts at
non-unionized establishments. Thus, all or mogileyees at unionized establishments
may show potential safety or health hazards (ivalé of hazard severity) to OSHA
inspectors, which has the potential to prolongitispection. Moreover, unions may
encourage more employees to call the pertinent O8tdA office to provide further
information or to provide further safety or hedlwards, which has the potential to
increase the number of hours spent on inspectitivitees.

Since discrepancies exist between the Weil (198d)Scherer et al. (1993a)

studies and the present study and questions sl ia the present study, it is imperative
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that more research is undertaken to reconcileifferehces. Future research needs will
be detailed in a forthcoming subsection of the wkson.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat small establishments
versus employee-initiated complaint inspections oacaing at medium-sized
establishments versus employee-initiated complaiimspections occurring at large
establishments. It was hypothesized that there would be signifighfierences between
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gmall establishments, employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at medisized establishments, and employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at laeggablishments with reference to the
mean number of violations per inspection, the nmaanetary penalty per violation, the
mean monetary penalty per inspection, the mean auofthours spent on inspection
activities, the mean percent monetary penalty reclucand the mean percent informal
conference participation.

For comparable dependent variables with the prestady, the Scherer et al.
(1993b) study, as previously mentioned in theditizre review, found that there were
significant differences between employee-initiatedhplaint inspections occurring at
small establishments and employee-initiated complaspections occurring at large
establishments with reference to the number ofaapn hours, number of violations per
covered employee, penalty reduction, and wheth@nfanmal settlement occurred.

As revealed in the results section, employee-iitiacomplaint inspections
occurring at small establishments were at neatyp@re., not significantly dissimilar)

with employee-initiated complaint inspections ocmg at medium-sized establishments
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and large establishments on half of examined dep@ndriables. Employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at small establishts, medium-sized establishments,
and large establishments were at near parity widrence to the following dependent
variables: mean monetary penalty per inspectiammumber of hours spent on
inspection activities, and informal conference ipgration percentage. Employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at snestlablishments, medium-sized
establishments, and large establishments werefisigmily dissimilar with reference to
the dependent variables of mean number of violatmer inspection, monetary penalty
per violation, and mean percent monetary penattyeeon. Employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at small establishta were significantly dissimilar to
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gnedium-sized establishments and
large establishments with reference to the aforé¢ioed dependent variable. However,
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurgnedium-sized establishments and
employee-initiated complaint inspections occuridarge establishments were at near
parity with reference to the aforementioned depehdariable. Employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at large establishts were significantly dissimilar to
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gmall establishments with
reference to the aforementioned dependent varidthbevever, employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at small establishta and employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at medium-sizedl@ghments were at near parity with
reference to the aforementioned variable, and eyephinitiated complaint inspections

occurring at medium-sized establishments and ereplayitiated complaint inspections
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occurring at large establishments were at neatypatih reference to the aforementioned
dependent variable. Table 49 displays the meansaich dependent variable for
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gmall establishments, medium-
sized establishments, and large establishments.

The discrepancy between the Scherer et al (19988Yy sind the present study
with reference to all common dependent variableg pgaattributed to the number of
establishments in the sample, the geographicale@&ained, the types of establishments
examined, the time-frame examined, and the OSHAptaimt policies and procedures
directive(s) in force. The Scherer et al. (1998by examined 11,668 establishments,
whereas the present study examined 285 establistkm&he Scherer et al. (1993b) study
examined establishments located in all Federal OStdfes, whereas the present study
examined establishments located in Wisconsin. Sdteerer et al. (1993b) study
examined overwhelmingly manufacturing establishmé¢nod percentage was given),
whereas the present study examined predominantiyfaeturing establishments (i.e.,
63.2%). The Scherer et al. (1993b) study examimggkections occurring from 1972 to
1990, whereas the present study examined inspsaticeurring from June 23, 2006 to
June 23, 2007, inclusive. Similarly, the preséntlg may have examined a more
representative sample of the current inspectiomuladipn since the present study
exclusively examined employee-initiated complanspections occurring at small
establishments versus employee-initiated compiaguections occurring at medium-
sized establishments versus employee-initiated &ntpnspections occurring at large

establishments that occurred since the inceptiagheopresent OSHA complaint policies
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and procedures directive (OSHA Instruction CPL 021d0) compared to the Scherer et
al. (1993b) study, which examined programmed inspes and employee-initiated
complaint inspections that spanned 10 OSHA compfmhcy procedures directives.
Since there are numerous methodological differebeeseen the Scherer et al. (1993b)
study and the present study, it is not unreasortabtediscrepancies exist.

For the present study, a plausible explanatiom@fignificantly lower mean
number of violations per inspection for employegated complaint inspections
occurring at large establishments and medium-sagablishments than for employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at snesffablishments is that large and
medium-sized establishments may possess the resouecessary to prevent safety and
health violations (i.e., a safety manager, a safatiget, etc.). Additionally, large and
medium-sized establishments may possess the resouecessary to negotiate the
removal of violations. In contrast small estabigmt may not possess the resources
necessary to prevent safety and health violatiods@ negotiate the removal of
violations.

For the present study, a plausible explanatiom@fignificantly lower mean
monetary penalty per violation for employee-ingi@dicomplaint inspections occurring at
small establishments than for employee-initiatethjglaint inspections occurring at large
establishments and medium-sized establishmerttaismall establishments are
typically given a 60% discount for monetary peratper inspection, which large and

medium-sized establishments are not given.
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For the present study, a plausible explanatiom@fignificantly higher mean
percent penalty reduction for employee-initiatechptaint inspections occurring at large
establishments than for employee-initiated compliaispections occurring at small
establishments and medium-sized establishmentstidarge establishments may possess
the resources necessary to negotiate the reduntimonetary penalties (i.e., safety
manager, lawyers, etc.). Moreover, large estateiis may possess the resources
necessary to participate in an informal confereagcepposed to an EISA, which
potentially increases the reduction in monetaryafiess. In contrast small and medium-
sized establishments may not possess the resmgcessary to negotiate the reduction
in monetary penalties.

Since discrepancies exist between the Scherer @t983b) study and the present
study and questions still exist in the present\stitds imperative that more research is
undertaken to reconcile the differences. Futusearch needs will be detailed in a
forthcoming subsection of the discussion.

Employee-initiated safety-complaint inspections vesus employee-initiated
health-complaint inspections. It was hypothesized that there would be significant
differences between employee-initiated safety-campinspections and employee-
initiated health-complaint inspections with refezerto the mean number of violations
per inspection, the mean monetary penalty per tawlathe mean monetary penalty per
inspection, the mean number of hours spent on atigpeactivities, the mean percent

monetary penalty reduction, and the mean percémtnral conference participation.
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As previously mentioned in the literature revielagre are not any studies that
investigate the different characteristics betweaapleyee-initiated safety-complaint
inspections and employee-initiated health-complaispections, so a comparison
between past studies and the present study caanoatle.

As revealed in the results section, employee-iitissafety-complaint inspections
were at near parity (i.e., not significantly disgar) with employee-initiated health-
complaint inspections on half of all examined dejsart variables. Employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspections and employee-initidtedlth-complaint inspections were at
near parity with reference to the following depemderiables: mean monetary penalty
per inspection, mean percent monetary penalty temyand mean informal conference
participation percentage. Employee-initiated saéetmplaint inspections and employee-
initiated health-complaint inspections were sigrafitly dissimilar with reference to the
following dependent variables: mean number ofatiohs per inspection, mean
monetary penalty per violation, and mean numbérooirs spent on inspection activities.
Table 50 displays the means for each dependerablarior employee-initiated safety-
complaint inspections and employee-initiated heattimplaint inspections.

A plausible explanation of the significantly lowmean number of violations per
inspection for employee-initiated safety-complanspections than for employee-
initiated health-complaint inspections is that OSid8pectors may investigate health-
related hazards in more depth than safety-reladedrds. Moreover, it is possible that
OSHA inspectors focus more resources investigdteadth-related hazards than safety-

related hazards. Both of these explanations maplyelated with the significantly
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higher mean number of hours spent on inspectianities for employee-initiated health-
complaint inspections compared to employee-inidiaafety-complaint inspections.
Thus, employee-initiated safety-complaint inspewitypically result in lower mean
number of violations per inspection than employ@gated health-complaint inspections.

A plausible explanation of the significantly lowmean monetary penalty per
violation for employee-initiated health-complainspections than for employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspections is that health-reldtadards may be less severe, on
average, than safety-related hazards, so the catasdrmonetary penalty is
appropriately commensurate. This explanation neagdsrelated with the higher (albeit
not significantly higher) mean monetary penalty ipgpection for employee-initiated
safety-complaint inspections compared to emplopgeied health-complaint
inspections. Thus, employee-initiated health-camplinspections typically result in
lower mean monetary penalties per violation thaplegee-initiated safety-complaint
inspections.

A plausible explanation of the significantly lowmean number of hours spent on
inspection activities for employee-initiated safegmplaint inspections than for
employee-initiated health-complaint inspectionthet health-related hazards typically
require sampling and other sophisticated methodgtioer data compared to safety-
related hazards, which typically do not requirbeit Thus, employee-initiated health-
complaint inspections typically result in lower maaumber of hours spent on inspection

activities than employee-initiated safety-complamsipections.



61

Since questions still exist in the present studig, imperative that more research
is undertaken to reconcile the differences. Futesearch needs will be detailed in a
forthcoming subsection of the discussion.

Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurringat different SIC coded
establishments. It was hypothesized that there would be signifidifferences between
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurm@gnanufacturing establishments,
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@dgransportation, communications,
electric, gas, and sanitary services establishmentployee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at wholesale trade estabkstis) employee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at retail trade establishsesiployee-initiated complaint
inspections occurring at finance, insurance, aatlegstate establishments, and employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at seegiestablishments with reference to the
mean number of violations per inspection, the nmaanetary penalty per violation, the
mean monetary penalty per inspection, the mean auofthours spent on inspection
activities, the mean percent monetary penalty reclucand the mean percent informal
conference participation.

As previously mentioned in the literature revielgre are not any studies that
investigate the different characteristics betwekh &de establishment types pertaining
to employee-initiated complaint inspections, s@@parison between past studies and
the present study cannot be made.

As revealed in the results section, employee-iitiacomplaint inspections

occurring at the six different SIC code establishtigpes were at near parity (i.e., not
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significantly dissimilar) on all examined dependeatiables except one. Employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at the different SIC code establishment types
were at near parity with reference to the followdependent variables: mean number of
violations per inspection, mean monetary penaltyp®ation, mean monetary penalty
per inspection, mean number of hours spent on atigeactivities, mean percent
monetary penalty reduction, and mean informal aamiee participation percentage.
Employee-initiated complaint inspections occurratghe six different SIC code
establishment types were significantly dissimild@thweference to the following
dependent variable: mean percent monetary peretyction. Table 51 displays the
means for each dependent variable for employer @it inspections occurring at the six
different SIC code establishment types.

A plausible explanation of the significantly lowggrcent monetary penalty
reduction for employee-initiated complaint inspens occurring at transportation,
communications, electric, gas, and sanitary sesvestablishments than for employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at mamctiiang establishments and retail trade
establishments is that transportation, communinatielectric, gas, and sanitary services
establishments may be more conversant with ocaupaltsafety regulations because
these establishments may be regulated by varigusdatery agencies (i.e., OSHA, EPA,
etc.) compared to one or only a few regulatory amgenfor the two other establishment
types.

Another plausible explanation of the significarldyer percent monetary penalty

reduction for employee-initiated complaint inspens occurring at transportation,
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communications, electric, gas, and sanitary sesvestablishments than for employee-
initiated complaint inspections occurring at mawctiiang establishments and retail trade
establishments is that the hazards of the two tgp&C coded establishments may
differ markedly.

It should be noted that there has not been a logs®arch to accurately
characterize modern employee-initiated complaisp&ctions, so the aforementioned

discrepancies are not unexpected.



64

CHAPTER X
Discussion Continued
Qualitative Comparison of Each Independent Variakid Reference to Each
Dependent Variable
As Tables 47 through 51 demonstrate, the mearesafdr of the dependent
variables may not be significantly dissimilar, that does not diminish the real-world
impacts of the differences. An example is theeddéhce between the mean monetary
penalty per inspection for employee-initiated coam inspections occurring at
manufacturing establishments and for wholesalestemtiablishments. The mean
monetary penalty per inspection for employee-itetiacomplaint inspections occurring
at manufacturing establishments was $2,009.72, eglsethe mean monetary penalty per
inspection for employee-initiated complaint insp@ae$ occurring at wholesale trade
establishments is $939.09 (refer to Table 51). nEfieugh the mean monetary penalty
per inspection was $1,070.63, the difference issigtificant. Any competent business
that wants to remain profitable would rather bed$939.09 as opposed to $2,009.72.
Thus, to demonstrate the real-world impacts, whiey be dismissed by statistical tests,
between each independent variable with refereneat¢b dependent variable, a
gualitative comparison will be constructed.
As previously mentioned, not attaining statidtgignificance does not
necessarily imply that a particular result posse=es real-world impact than a result
that achieves statistical significance at an abyttevel. Thus, qualitative comparisons

between each level of each independent variable neference to all examined
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dependent variables were constructed. For eaditajive comparison, each dependent
variable result was compared with all other lewdlsach independent variable. The
level of the independent variable with the lowemtner (i.e., mean number of violations
per inspection, mean monetary penalty per violatioean monetary penalty per
inspection, and mean number of hours spent on atigpeactivities) for each dependent
variable was indicated with an “X.” The level bktindependent variable with the higher
number (i.e., mean percent penalty reduction ar@hnrdormal conference participation
percentage) for each dependent variable was iradicaith an “X.” The level of the
independent variable with a higher number of “Xs&ynibe considered more
“advantageous” notwithstanding statistical sigrfice (e.g. programmed inspections).
Since the independent variables of size of estabknt and different SIC code
establishment types possess multiple levels, & ‘@as®” and a “worst case” were
determined. For the “best case,” the level ofitidependent variable with the lowest
number (i.e., mean number of violations per ingpacimean monetary penalty per
violation, mean monetary penalty per inspectiow, mx@an number of hours spent on
inspection activities) for each dependent variads indicated with an “X,” and the
level of the independent variable with the highmshber (i.e., mean percent penalty
reduction and mean informal conference participagiercentage) for each dependent
variable was indicated with an “X.” For the “worsise,” the level of the independent
variable with the highest number (i.e., mean nunaberolations per inspection, mean
monetary penalty per violation, mean monetary ggmar inspection, and mean number

of hours spent on inspection activities) for eaepahdent variable was indicated with an
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“X,” and the level independent variable with thevest number (i.e., mean percent
penalty reduction and mean informal conferenca@pation percentage) for each
dependent variable was indicated with an “X.” Tésel of the independent variable
with the highest ratio of “Xs” in the “best cas@’“Xs” in the “worst case” may be
considered the most “advantageous” notwithstansgiatistical significance (e.g.,
employee-initiated complaint inspections occur@gnedium-sized establishments and
employee-initiated complaint inspections occurgvholesale trade establishments).
Tables 52 through 56 display the qualitative congoar of each independent variable

with reference to each dependent variable.
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CHAPTER XI
Discussion Continued
Study Limitations and Further Research Needs
The present study possesses at least nine liamtathat require amelioration to
further investigation in this area of occupatiosafety. The first limitation of the present
study is that the duration was only one year. Jhit duration of the present study may
preclude a representative sample of the total ctgpepopulation. However, as
previously noted, OSHA recently updated its comylablicies and procedures directive,
so a longer study utilizing data from the updatechplaint directive for the present study
was unfeasible. The second limitation of the preseudy is that only 589
establishments were examined for programmed ingpesctersus employee-initiated
complaint inspections and only 285 establishmemewxamined for employee-initiated
complaint inspections. The limited sample sizéhefpresent study may preclude a
representative sample of the total inspection . The third limitation of the
present study is that the geographical area oclydied Wisconsin. The limited
geographical area of the present study may pre@duderesentative sample of the total
inspection population. The fourth limitation okthresent study is that only general
industry establishments were examined. The lagkkamining industries other than
general industry in the present study may precludegpresentative sample of the total
OSHA inspection population. The fifth limitatio thhe present study is that only private
sector establishments were examined. The lackahaing public sector

establishments in the present study may precludprasentative sample of the total
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OSHA inspection population. However, it must béedahat Federal OSHA’s
jurisdiction does not extend to public sector dsgments. The sixth limitation of the
present study is that only Federal OSHA establistisn@ere examined (i.e., state-plan
state establishments were excluded). The lackah@ing state-plan state
establishments in addition to Federal OSHA esthblents may preclude a
representative sample of the total inspection . The seventh limitation of the
present study is that independent and dependeablainteractions were not accounted
for. The lack of accounting for independent anpeshelent variable interactions in the
present study may simplify and dismiss many ofabmplex relationships in the data.
The eighth limitation of the present study is tinaependent and dependent variables
were not weighted to reflect their concomitant ctttions to results. The lack of
weighting of independent and dependent variablesate simplify and dismiss many
of the complex relationships in the data. Themlimhitation of the present study is that
some data were missing from the IMIS. The lackesadlaa may preclude an accurate
and precise statistical analysis. It is appanenhfthe results of the present study that
valuable insights into the various characteristicemployee-initiated complaint
inspections were garnered. However evident theeafentioned limitations of the
present study are, they should serve as a guidettme research needs.

To further the investigation into this area of @gational safety, the
aforementioned limitations need to be amelioratetladditional independent and
dependent variables need to be included in futwdiess. To ameliorate the

aforementioned limitations, future studies in thisa of occupational safety need to



69

encompass a longer study duration, encompassddr&leand State OSHA inspections,
encompass all industries within OSHA'’s jurisdicti@e., general industry, construction,
maritime, and longshoring), encompass the privatepblic sectors (where available),
independent and dependent variable interactionsvanghting need to be accounted for
(e.g., utilizing a multivariate analysis of vari@y@ univariate analysis of covariance, or
other equivalent statistical test), and OSHA coamaie officers need to be encouraged to
gather all pertinent inspection data. Additiommlependent variables such as type of
inspection (e.g., partial versus comprehensivedaaspns), time of year (e.g., summer
versus winter), and state versus state or regisugeaegion (e.g., Colorado versus
Florida or Region | versus Region X) should beudeld in future studies to further
investigation in this area of occupational safefylditional dependent variables such as
mean number of different violation types (e.g.j@es, other-than-serious, egregious,
willful, etc.), mean number of violations removedtze informal conference, mean
percentage of inspections where an EISA was offeutdejected and resulted in an
informal conference, mean number of inspectiongltieg in formal litigation, and the
mean employer costs (direct and indirect) of inipas should be included in future

studies to further investigation in this area afugeational safety.
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CHAPTER XIlI
Discussion Concluded
Possible Strategies to Attempt to Prevent or Miegamployee-Initiated Complaints

It must be noted that of the five independent \deis examined, only the
following three can be easily influenced by an esgpt: type of inspection, union status,
and type of employee-initiated complaint inspedioifhe other two variables,
establishment size and SIC code establishment &ypdlifficult for an employer to
influence unless a radical change occurs in thetyidg business. Thus, the following
abbreviated strategies to attempt prevent or ntgigenployee-initiated complaints to
OSHA will focus on the type of inspection, unioatsis, and the type of employee-
initiated complaint inspections.

Although the aforementioned Weil and Pyles (20@6)ly found that OSHA
violations only accounted for 25% to 29% of theiadaitity in OSHA complaint rates, the
results may still be useful to employers that wargirevent or mitigate employee-
initiated complaints to OSHA. The results may bBeful because the 25% to 29%
variability in OSHA complaint rates accounted fgr®@SHA violations denotes that a
successful occupational safety program may betalpartially prevent or mitigate
employee-initiated complaints to OSHA. As the prestudy demonstrates, from June
23, 2006 to June 23, 2007, inclusive, approximat8Bs of inspections (i.e., 285 out of
589 inspections) were employee-initiated complaispections. Furthermore, the
present study demonstrates that programmed inspeand employee-initiated

complaint inspections were at near parity (i.et,significantly dissimilar) on nearly all
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examined dependent variables (i.e., five of sixetelent variables), so were nearly
statistically identical. Thus, an employer’s fisstategy should be to attempt to prevent
employee-initiated complaints to OSHA.

Prevention of employee-initiated complaint inspectins. The following are
two studies that provide a general framework terafit to prevent employee-initiated
complaints to OSHA.

A meta-analysis by Cohen (1977) attempted to tsoeiactors in a successful
occupational safety program. Cohen (1977) detexchthat there were nine general
factors that contributed to a successful occupatisafety program: 1) management
commitment, 2) hazard control, 3) safety traindhgsafety motivation, 5) employee
support, 6) inspection and communications, 7) astithvestigations and recordkeeping,
8) workforce make-up, and 9) safety committeessaidty rules. It must be noted that
deliberately altering the workforce make-up may @t legal method of developing a
successful safety program, so this general factibnot be considered. Table 57
displays the individual characteristics that congpthee aforementioned general factors of
a successful occupational safety program.

A similar study by Smith, Cohen, Cohen, and Cland|(1978) attempted to
replicate the previous study to ascertain moreofadh a successful occupational safety
program. Smith et al. (1978) determined that thezee five general company and four
safety program characteristics that were relatexitmessful occupational safety
programs. General company characteristics includgananagement commitment to

safety (e.g., safety policy statement, safety rdés); 2) highly efficient management
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and plant solvency; 3) amenable industrial and hurekations (e.g., promotion and
advancement opportunities, level of pay, etc.aenable workforce characteristics
(e.q., less turnover, less absenteeism, etc.)5aacthenable plant physical characteristics
[e.g.,housekeeping, plant layout, etc.] (Smithletl®78). Safety program characteristics
included: 1) safety training conducted by lead lyges; 2) frequent, formal safety
inspections; 3) required use of personal proteamq@pment; and 4) high overall
impression of the safety program (Smith et al.,897

If an employer is able to achieve all or nearlyodlithe aforementioned general
factors and characteristics of a successful sgietgram delineated by the Cohen (1977)
and Smith et al. (1978) studies, it is conceivahét occupational safety and health
would improve, which may reduce employee-initiatedhplaints to OSHA. However, it
must be noted that the Cohen (1977) and Smith é1@r8) studies may be outdated, so
may not be as applicable today. Additionally, ammnpolls of safety managers, as
utilized by the Cohen (1977) and Smith et al. ()9%8y be unrepresentative and
unreliable. Lastly, Cohen (1977) and Smith e{E.78) only examined accident rates
and not other indicators such as monetary penaltielations, etc. Thus, an employer
may want to research the issue further before atiemgto implement the
aforementioned general factors and characteristcdesale.

Employee-initiated safety-complaint inspections vesus employee-initiated
health-complaint inspections. If the first strategy of preventing employee-i¢d
complaints to OSHA fails, the second strategy sthtvel to prevent or mitigate employee-

initiated complaints to OSHA by prioritizing safetglated hazards over health-related
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hazards. Although Table Sfemonstrates that employee-initiated safety-complai
inspections and employee-initiated health complaispections are qualitatively similar,
notwithstanding statistical significance, employeiéiated safety complaint inspections
result in approximately 51% higher mean monetanafiees per violation,
approximately 24% higher mean monetary penaltiesnspection, and approximately
6% lower mean percent monetary penalty reductian #mployee-initiated health-
complaint inspections. Thus, employers should entrate primarily on safety-related
hazards such as machinery and machine guardirgpr@rprotective equipment,
materials handling and storage, etc. as opposkdaith-related hazards such as
occupational health and environmental control,d@d hazardous substances, etc.
Employee-initiated complaint inspections at unionied establishments versus
employee-initiated complaint inspections at non-umnized establishments.If the
first strategy of preventing employee-initiated gamnts to OSHA or the fails and the
second strategy of preventing or mitigating empéietiated complaints to OSHA by
prioritizing safety-related hazards over healttatedl hazards fails or produces less than
desirable results, the third strategy should begttempt to prevent a union from forming
or convince employees to abolish the union at staldéishment (both by legal means).
Although Table 53 demonstrates that employee-teii@omplaint inspections occurring
at unionized establishments and employee-initiatedplaint inspections occurring at
non-unionized establishments are qualitatively lsimnotwithstanding statistical
significance, employee-initiated complaint insp@e$ occurring at unionized

establishments result in approximately 8% higheamm@onetary penalties per violation,
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approximately 24% higher mean monetary penaltiesnspection, and approximately
25% higher mean number of hours spent on inspeatitiwities than employee-initiated
complaint inspections occurring at non-unionize@lg@gsshments. Thus, employers
should concentrate primarily on attempting to pré\aeunion from forming or
convincing employees to abolish the union at thaldishment (both by legal means).
The following are two articles that provide a gext@nd rudimentary framework for
strategies to attempt to prevent a union from fagror convincing employees to abolish
the union at the establishment (both by legal means

Lawson (1998) reports that an employee handbookbeaytilized as a tool to
communicate what employees can expect from an gmpénd what the employer
expects from the employer. Thus, misunderstandangsmisinterpretations between
employees and the employer can be avoided withmployee handbook (Lawson,
1998). The following are pertinent advantagesmémployee handbook: 1)
understanding of employer personnel policies aoenpted (it provides information
about discipline, performance standards, etc.gpRsistency and management credibility
are promoted (it provides consistent and fair manent of employees); 3) employment
practices and law compliance are documented (itiges commitment to fair
employment practices and equal employment oppdrésrior employees); and 4) “union
avoidance” may be achieved (Lawson,1998).

Taldone (1984) reports that creating a successipl@yee-relations program will
lessen the likelihood that a union will form or Miticrease the likelihood of convincing

employees to abolish the union at the establishme&aldone (1984) reports that a
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successful employee-relations program is compokesdwven principles: 1) treating
employees with respect; 2) consistently payingregddhat are competitive; 3)
administering fair and uniform discipline; 4) apiply a written equal employment
opportunity policy; 5) discovering job-related pleitms by improving communication; 6)
communicating policies via a company handbook; Anelducating supervisory
personnel in employment law.

If an employer creates an employee handbook amedtby Lawson (1998) and
creates a successful employee-relations prograhmeditoy Taldone (1984), it is
conceivable that the employer may be able to ptexemion from forming or
convincing employees to abolish the union at thaldishment. For more in-depth
instructions pertaining to the creation of an emgp®handbook or to the creation of a
successful employee-relations program, refer todoan(1998) and Taldone (1984),
respectively.

It should be noted that the aforementioned stragegie only speculative until
research is undertaken to determine their efficagditionally, the aforementioned
strategies are rudimentary and presumably not snaduof all possible effective
strategies, so employers should attempt to deasldpest any reasonable strategies to
prevent or mitigate employee-initiated complaim$SHA, to prevent or mitigate
employee-initiated complaints to OSHA by prioritigisafety-related hazards over
health-related hazards, and/or to prevent a ummm forming or convince employees to

abolish the union at the establishment (both bgllegeans).
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Table 1. Complaint Rates and Violation Rates laygtry.

Complaints per 100,000

Injuries/llinesses per 100,000

Industries with Highest Complaint Rates Employees Industries with Highest Violation Rates Employees
Miscellaneous Fabricated Metal Products 122 Meat Products 10,410
Sawmills, Millwork, and Miscellaneous Wood
Products 88 Air Transportation 10,250
Iron and Steel Foundries, and Primary and Other Sawmills, Millwork, and Miscellaneous Wood
Aluminum Industries 73 Products 7,357
Fabricated Structural Metal Products 66 Miscellaneous Fabricated Metal Products 6,941
Construction 61 Nursing and Personal Care Facilities 6,368
Plastics and Miscellaneous Rubber Products 60 Residential Care Facilities Without Nursing 6,029
Automotive Repair and Related Services 47 Groceries and Related Products 5,912
Blast Furnaces, Steelworks, Rolling and Finishing
Mills 43 Motor Vehicles and Motor Vehicle Equipment 5,877
Miscellaneous Paper and Pulp Products 42 Plastics and Miscellaneous Rubber Products 5,667
Farm Machinery and Metalworking Machinery 42 Furniture and Fixtures, and Wood Buildings 5,495
Industries with Lowest Complaint Rates - Industries with Lowest Violation Rates -
Accounting, Auditing, and Bookkeeping
Insurance 2.7 Services 367
Computer and Data Processing Services 2.3 Banking 365
Credit Agencies 2.1 Credit Agencies, Not Elsewhere Classified 353
Banking 1.9 Colleges and Universities 313
Security, Commodity Brokerage, and
Accounting, Auditing, and Bookkeeping Services 1.8 Investment Companies 312
Security, Commodity Brokerage, and Investment
Companies 1.7 Legal Services 284
Legal Services 1.5 Beauty and Barber Shops 267
Child Day Care, Family Child Care Homes 1.4 Offices of Dentists and Optometrists 173
Savings Institutions, Including Credit Unions 1.3 Religious Organizations 133
Religious Organizations 1.0 Elementary and Secondary Schools 84

From Weil and Pyles (2006), pp. 75 and 76.




80

Table 2. Injuries/llinesses to Complaint Ratiolbgustry.

Industries with Highest Injuries/llinesses to
Complaint Ratio

# of Injuries/llinesses per
Complaint Case

Industries with Lowest Injuries/llinesses to
Complaint Ratio

# of Injuries/llinesses per
Complaint Case

Average Across All Industries 119 -

Nursing and Personal Care Facilities 661 Construction 51

Child Day Care and Family Child Care Homes 573 Beauty and Barber Shops 41
Industrial and Miscellaneous Chemicals

Air Transportation 559 Manufacturing 40

Savings Institutions, Including Credit Unions 529 Automotive Repair and Related Services 33

Department Stores 499 Elementary and Secondary Schools 16

From Weil and Pyles (2006), p. 78.
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Table 3. Univariate ANOVAs and Means between Rrogned Inspections and Employee-Initiated Complasyections.

Means
Dependent Variable F p Programmed Complaint
Lost Workday Injury Rate 62.78 <0.01 8.66 7.13
Inspection Hours 284.86 <0.01 263.18 143.65
Number of Employees 158.53 <0.01 351.26 107.10
Violations 103.85 <0.01 5.43 3.80
Informal Settlements 209.64 <0.01 21.13% 9.79%
Penalty Reduction 92.11 <0.01 14.09% 7.51%
Penalty Remitted 191.09 <0.01 $851.45 $331.61
From Scherer and Owen (1995), p. 251.
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Table 4. Percentage of Employee Walkaround Rightzed by Establishment Size.

Establishment Size

% of Inspections with Employee Walkaround

Union Non-union
1to 99 47.8 2.7
100 to 249 59.3 2.6
250 to 499 63.7 2.6
500+ 69.8 3.7
From Weil (1991), p. 29.
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Table 5. Coefficients for Inspection Duration (Wemployee) by Establishment Size.

Establishment Size

Inspection Duration

1to 99 0.262*
100 to 249 0.720*
250 to 499 1.000*
500+ 1.690*

* Significant at the 0.01 level

From Weil (1991), p. 29.




Table 6. Coefficients for Violations per Employ@eEstablishment Size.

Establishment Size

Violations per Employee

1to 99 -0.005*
100 to 249 0.014*
250 to 499 0.025*
500+ 0.053*

* Significant at the 0.01 level

From Weil (1991), p. 29.
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Table 7. Coefficients for Monetary Penalty per [dtmn by Establishment Size.

Establishment Size

Violations per Employee

1to 99 -5.250

100 to 249 18.050*
250 to 499 32.210*
500+ 67.480*

* Significant at the 0.01 level

From Weil (1991), p. 29.
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Table 8. Type of Inspection (Physical InspectioNo Physical Inspection) by

Establishment Size.

% of Inspections

Physical Inspection Union Non-Union

Establishment Size

1to 99 66.5 53.0
100 to 249 79.9 72.5
250 to 499 84.4 75.6
500+ 90.4 80.9

No Physical Inspection
Establishment Size

1to 99 33.5 47.0
100 to 249 20.1 27.5
250 to 499 15.6 24.4
500+ 9.6 19.1

From Weil (1991), p. 30.




Table 9. Univariate ANOVAs and Means between Eryppdolnitiated Complaint
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Inspections Occurring at Unionized EstablishmentsEBmployee-Initiated Complaint

Inspections Occurring at Non-Unionized Establishteen

Means

Dependent Variable F Union Nonunion
Inspection Time On-Site 338.13 0.00 141.39 76.56
Violations per Covered Employee 5.71 0.02 1.43 1.00
Lost Workday Injury Rate 355.94 0.00 5.11 2.91
Penalty Reduction 97.72 0.00 0.04 0.02
Length of Investigation 47.45 0.00 176.20 154.98
From Scherer et al. (1993a), p. 59.




Table 10. Univariate ANOVAs and Means between Exyge-Initiated Complaint
Inspections Occurring at Small Establishments amglByee-Initiated Complaint

Inspections Occurring at Large Establishments.

Means
Dependent Variable F Small Large
Inspection Time On-Site 338.13 0.00 70.26 hrs 147.16 hrs
Violations per Covered Employee 5.71 0.02 0.84 hrs 1.70
Lost Workday Injury Rate 355.94 0.00 2.58 hrs 4.47
Penalty Reduction 97.72 0.00 1.97% 4.46%
Length of Investigation 47.45 0.06 | 161.54 days 168.17 days
From Scherer et al. (1993b), p. 78.




Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for Programmespéctions vs. Employee-Initiated

Complaint Inspections (June 23, 1996 to June 23620

Programmed Inspections

Complaint Inspections

Total # of Inspections 2,728 3,183
Total # of Violations 8,844 8,771
Mean # of Violations/Inspection 3.2 2.8
Mean Penalty/Violation $459.03 $638.90
Mean Penalty/Inspection $1,488.13 $1,760.53
Mean Hours/Inspection 9.1 7.6
Mean Percent Penalty Reduction 46.4% 47.0%
Mean Percent Informal Conference Participation 54.0% 55.6%

89
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Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for Employeeiiigd Complaint Inspections Occurring
at Unionized Establishments vs. Employee-Initiafernplaint Inspections Occurring at

Non-Unionized Establishments (June 23, 1996 to 23n2006).

Unionized Establishments Non-Unionized Establishments
Total # of Inspections 854 2,329
Total # of Violations 1,696 7,075
Mean # of Violations/Inspection 2.0 3.0
Mean Penalty/Violation $1,024.27 $546.52
Mean Penalty/Inspection $2,034.15 $1,660.20
Mean Hours/Inspection 8.9 7.1
Mean Percent Penalty Reduction 46.4% 47.1%
Mean Percent Informal Conference Participation 55.0% 55.8%
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Table 13. Descriptive Statistics for Employeetiigd Complaint Inspections Occurring at Small Blssaments vs.
Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspections Occurraigedium-Sized establishments vs. Employee-l itiat

Complaint Inspections Occurring at Large Establishta (June 23, 1996 to June 23, 2006).

Small Establishments Medium-Sized Establishments Large Establishments
Total # of Inspections 1,866 993 324
Total # of Violations 6,234 2,103 434
Mean # of Violations/Inspection 3.3 2.1 1.3
Mean Penalty/Violation $489.55 $1,040.01 $851.97
Mean Penalty/Inspection $1,635.52 $2,202.55 $1,141.22
Mean Hours/Inspection 6.6 8.3 10.7
Mean Percent Penalty Reduction 48.3% 44.9% 52.4%
Mean Percent Informal Conference Participation 45.2% 41.9% 30.2%




Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for Employeeiigd Safety-Complaint Inspections vs.
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Employee-Initiated Health-Complaint Inspectionsn@23, 1996 to June 23, 2006).

Safety-Complaint Inspections | Health-Complaint Inspections
Total # of Inspections 1,670 1,513
Total # of Violations 4,746 4,025
Mean # of Violations/Inspection 2.8 2.7
Mean Penalty/Violation $743.86 $515.13
Mean Penalty/Inspection $2,114.00 $1,370.39
Mean Hours/Inspection 5.9 9.4
Mean Percent Penalty Reduction 48.2% 44.8%
Mean Percent Informal Conference Participation 58.0% 52.6%
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Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Employeetiigd Complaint Inspections at Different SIC Coéstiablishments

(June 23, 1996 to June 23, 2006).

Manufacturing | Transportation, etc. | Wholesale Trade | Finance, etc. | Services
Total # of Inspections 2,124 251 236 38 399
Total # of Violations 6,548 387 405 57 979
Mean # of Violations/Inspection 3.1 1.5 1.7 15 2.5
Mean Penalty/Violation $687.28 $662.97 $546.02 $774.26 | $370.54
Mean Penalty/Inspection $2,118.79 $1,022.19 $937.02 $1,161.39 | $909.17
Mean Hours/Inspection 8.1 6.7 6.0 7.0 6.7
Mean Percent Penalty Reduction 47.2% 42.4% 43.8% 35.6% 50.7%
Mean Percent Informal Conference Participation 59.1% 45.5% 44.7% 38.1% 49.0%
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Table 16. Frequencies for Programmed Inspectitus BEmployee-Initiated Complaint Inspections (J28e2006 to

June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes

127 Inspections 196 Inspections 196 Inspections 385 Inspections 57 Inspections 354 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 hours Over 0% to 33% No

310 Inspections 375 Inspections 255 Inspections 139 Inspections 184 Inspections 65 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

97 Inspections

14 Inspections

90 Inspections

51 Inspections

119 Inspections

170 Inspections

Over 10 Violations

Over $4,000

$5,000.01 to $7,500

Missing

66.5% to below 100%

55 Inspections

4 Inspections

34 Inspections

14 Inspections

33 Inspections

Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 14 Inspections 2 Hours 23 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
44 Violations $6,968.19 $0 243 Hours 173 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$76,650.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 17. Frequencies for Programmed Inspectidunse( 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes

60 Inspections

92 Inspections

92 Inspections

209 Inspections

26 Inspections

194 Inspections

1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
165 Inspections 203 Inspections 147 Inspections 66 Inspections 102 Inspections 27 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

51 Inspections

7 Inspections

41 Inspections

22 Inspections

66 Inspections

83 Inspections

Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to below 100%
28 Inspections 2 Inspections 14 Inspections 7 Inspections 19 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
7 Inspections $0 10 Inspections 2 Hours 6 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
32 Inspections $6,968.19 $0 243 Hours 85 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$76,650.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 18. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections (June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
67 Inspections 104 Inspections 104 Inspections 209 Inspections 57 Inspections 194 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 hours 0.5% to 33% No
164 Inspections 190 Inspections 127 Inspections 66 Inspections 184 Inspections 27 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

46 Inspections

8 Inspections

49 Inspections

22 Inspections

119 Inspections

83 Inspections

Over 10 Violations

Over $4,000

$5,000.01 to $7,500

Missing

66.5% to below 100%

27 Inspections

2 Inspections

20 Inspections

7 Inspections

33 Inspections

Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 4 Inspections 2 Hours 23 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
44 Violations $5,600.00 $0 243 Hours 173 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$28,000.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 19. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Unionized Establishta¢June 23,

2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
25 Inspections 40 Inspections 40 Inspections 29 Inspections 4 32
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
38 Inspections 29 Inspections 17 Inspections 20 Inspections 17 7
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing
6 Inspections 4 Inspections 7 Inspections 13 Inspections 10 35
Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
5 Inspections 1 Inspection 6 Inspections 2 Inspections 3
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 4 Inspections 6.5 Hours 5
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
44 Violations $5,600.00 $0 222 Hours 35
Maximum Minimum
$28,000.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 20. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Non-Unionized Es&biients

(June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
42 Inspections 64 Inspections 64 Inspections 137 Inspections 27 Inspections 128 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
107 Inspections 140 Inspections 84 Inspections 53 Inspections 66 Inspections 31 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

40 Inspections

6 Inspections

49 Inspections

16 Inspections

42 Inspections

52 Inspections

Over 10 Violations Over $4000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
22 Inspections 1 Inspection 14 Inspections 5 Inspections 11 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 0 Inspections 3 Hours 12 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
28 Violations $5,000.00 $0 167 Hours 53 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$7,500.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 21. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Small Establishméhise 23,

2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes

14 Inspections 24 24 Inspections 79 Inspections 21 Inspections 82 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No

53 Inspections 99 Inspections 69 Inspections 29 Inspections 41 Inspections 21 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

32 Inspections

0 Inspections

20 Inspections

12 Inspections

30 Inspections

20 Inspections

Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
24 Inspections 0 Inspections 9 Inspections 3 7 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 1 Inspection 3 Hours 4 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
44 Violations $2,000.00 $0 129 Hours 20 Inspections
Maximum Min
$27,000.00 0%
Max

100%
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Table 22. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Medium-Sized Estinlients (June

23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
12 22 Inspections 22 Inspections 41 Inspections 2 Inspections 38 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
40 37 Inspections 41 Inspections 16 Inspections 27 Inspections 4 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing
8 2 Inspections 17 Inspections 4 Inspections 7 Inspections 19 Inspections
Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
1 0 Inspections 3 Inspections 0 Inspections 3 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 0 Inspections 6 Hours 3 Inspections
Max Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
11 Violations $3,500.00 $0 139 Hours 19 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$7,245.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 23. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Large Establishméhise 23,

2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes

41 Inspections 58 Inspections 58 Inspections 56 Inspections 8 Inspections 40 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No

52 Inspections 35 Inspections 19 Inspections 28 Inspections 15 Inspections 13 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

6 Inspections

6 Inspections

12 Inspections

14 Inspections

15 Inspections

48 Inspections

Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
2 Inspections 2 Inspections 9 Inspections 4 Inspections 4 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 3 Inspections 3 Hours 10 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
17 Violations $5,600.00 $0 222 Hours 49 Inspections
Maximum Min
$28,000.00 0%
Max

100%
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Table 24. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Sat&mplaint Inspections (June 23, 2006 to June&@a@7).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes

40 Inspections 59 Inspections 59 Inspections 115 Inspections 19 Inspections 90 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No

90 Inspections 90 Inspections 56 Inspections 32 Inspections 48 Inspections 21 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

19 Inspections

9 Inspections

30 Inspections

12 Inspections

28 Inspections

49 Inspections

Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
11 Inspections 2 Inspections 11 Inspections 1 Inspection 6 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 4 Inspections 3 Hours 10 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
44 Violations $5,600.00 $0 222 Hours 49 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$28,000.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 25. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated He&lomplaint Inspections (June 23, 2006 to JunQ@Qa7).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
27 Inspections 45 Inspections 45 Inspections 62 Inspections 12 Inspections 70 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
55 Violations 80 Inspections 50 Inspections 40 Inspections 35 Inspections 17 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

38 Inspections

27 Violations 0 Inspections 21 Inspections 17 Inspections 24 Inspections
Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
16 Inspections 0 Inspections 9 Inspections 6 Inspections 8 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 0 Inspections 3 Hours 7 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
28 Violations $2,000.00 $0 167 Hours 39 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$7,500.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 26. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Manufacturing Estdbiients (June

23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
44 Inspections 64 Inspections 64 Inspections 117 Inspections 24 Inspections 111 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
100 Inspections 126 Inspections 78 Inspections 55 Inspections 61 Inspections 28 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

32 Inspections

5 Inspections

37 Inspections

23 Inspections

39 Inspections

58 Inspections

Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
21 Inspections 2 Inspections 14 Inspections 2 Inspections 8 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 4 Inspections 3 Hours 6 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
44 Violations $5,600.00 $0 222 Hours 59 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$28,000.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 27. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Transportation, Comitation,

Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services Establishm@oise 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
11 Inspections 16 Inspections 16 Inspections 14 Inspections 1 Inspection 11 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
9 Inspections 9 Inspections 5 Inspections 6 Inspections 3 Inspections 4 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

5 Inspections 1 Inspection 2 Inspections 4 Inspections 3 Inspections 11 Inspections
Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
1 Inspection 0 Inspections 3 Inspections 2 Inspections 3 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 0 Inspections 8.5 Hours 5 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
11 Violations $3,500.00 $0 118.5 Hours 11 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$7,000.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 28. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Wholesale Trade Hstaients

(June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes

6 Inspections 8 Inspections 8 Inspections 12 Inspections 1 Inspection 8 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No

6 Inspections 7 Inspections 7 Inspections 3 Inspections 4 Inspections 1 Inspection
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

3 Inspections 1 Inspection 1 Inspections 1 Inspection 3 Inspections 7 Inspections
Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
1 Inspection 0 Inspections 0 Inspections 0 Inspections 0 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 0 Inspections 6 Hours 1 Inspection
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
12 Violations $2,100.00 $0 93 Hours 7 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$4,850.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 29. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Retail Trade Estainlisnts (June

23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
2 Inspections 5 Inspections 5 Inspections 14 Inspections 3 Inspections 12 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
12 Inspections 14 Inspections 10 Inspections 2 Inspections 7 Inspections 3 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

4 Inspections

0 Inspections

2 Inspections

0 Inspections

3 Inspections

4 Inspections

Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
1 Inspection 0 Inspections 2 Inspections 3 Inspections 1 Inspection
Minimum Min Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 0 Inspections 12 Hours 1 Inspection
Maximum Max Minimum Maximum Missing
11 Violations $1,284.38 $0 56.5 Hours 4 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$5,610.00 0%
Maximum

100%




108

Table 30. Frequencies for Employee-Initiated Camplinspections Occurring at Services Establisimglune 23,

2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Penalty Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Reduction Participation
0 Violations $0 $0 0 to 30 Hours 0% Yes
3 Inspections 10 Inspections 10 Inspections 17 Inspections 2 Inspections 18 Inspections
1 to 5 Violations $0.01 to $2,000 $0.01 to $2,500 30.5 to 60 Hours Over 0% to 33% No
17 Inspections 15 Inspections 8 Inspections 8 Inspections 8 Inspections 2 Inspections
6 to 10 Violations $2,000.01 to $4,000 | $2,500.01 to $5,000 Over 60 Hours 33.5% to 66% Missing

3 Inspections 1 Inspections 7 Inspections 1 Inspection 4 Inspections 6 Inspections
Over 10 Violations Over $4,000 $5,000.01 to $7,500 Missing 66.5% to Below 100%
3 Inspections 0 Inspections 1 Inspections 0 Inspections 2 Inspections
Minimum Minimum Over $7,500 Minimum 100%
0 Violations $0 0 Inspections 7.5 Hours 4 Inspections
Maximum Maximum Minimum Maximum Missing
11 Violations $2,475.00 $0 81 Hours 6 Inspections
Maximum Minimum
$5,775.00 0%
Maximum

100%
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Table 31. Inferential Statistics for Programmesplections vs. Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspei(June 23,

2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Penalty Reduction Participation

F (1,589) = 0.004, p = F (1,589) = F(1,589)=0.891,p | F(1,575)=1.449, | F=(1,416)=0.2086, 2(1)=3.876,p=
0.952 0.367, p =0.545 =0.346 p =0.229 p = 0.650 0.049
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Table 32. Chi-Square for Mean Percent Informalf€amce Participation between Programmed and Eraploy

Initiated Complaint Inspections (June 23, 2006u0e]23, 2007).

Inspection Type

Informal Conference Total
Yes No
Complaint Count 160.0 38.0 198.0
Expected Count 167.3 30.7 198.0
Programmed Count 194.0 27.0 221.0
Expected Count 186.7 34.3 221.0
Total Count 354.0 65.0 419.0
Expected Count 354.0 65.0 419.0
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Table 33. Inferential Statistics for Employee-btiéd Complaint Inspections Occurring at Unionigstiablishments

vs. Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspections Ocagyiat Non-Unionized Establishments (June 23, 20QRine 23,

2007).
Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation | Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection Penalty Reduction Participation
F (1,285)=2.425,p= | F(1,285) = F (1,285) = 1.724, F (1,278) = F=(1,197) = 1.394, 2(1)=0.048,p=
0.121 0.148,p=0.701 | p=0.190 7.439, p = 0.007 p =0.239 0.826
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Table 34. Chi-Square for Mean Percent Informal €marice Participation between Employee-Initiated glamt

Inspections at Unionized Establishments vs. Em@dpéiated Complaint Inspections at Non-Union Bishments

(June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Informal Conference Total
Yes No

Union Count 32.0 7.0 39.0

Expected Count 315 7.5 39.0

Union Status Non-Union Count 128.0 31.0 159.0
Expected Count 128.5 30.5 159.0

Total Count 160.0 38.0 198.0

Expected Count 160.0 38.0 198.0
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Table 35. Inferential Statistics for Employee-btiéd Complaint Inspections Occurring at Small Blsthments vs.
Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspections Occurradiedium-Sized Establishments vs. Employee-Im@itiat

Complaint Inspections Occurring at Large Establishta (June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean # of Mean Mean Mean Mean Percent Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection | Penalty Reduction Participation

F (2,285) =28.913,p= | F(2,285) =4.254, | F (2, 285)=0.205, F (2,278) = F=(2,197) = 2(2)=3.600,p =
0.000 p =0.015 p =0.815 1.997, p=0.138 3.803, p = 0.024 0.165
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Table 36. Tukey HSD for Mean Number of Violatigres Inspection for Employee-Initiated Complaintgastions

Occurring at Small Establishments vs. Employeadt@tt Complaint Inspections Occurring at Mediume8iz

Establishments vs.

June 23, 2007).

Employee-Initiated Complainpéttions Occurring at Large Establishments (Jun@@36 to

Mean Difference (1

minus 2) Significance
Small Medium 3.8727 0.000
Large 4.5681 0.000
Medium Small -3.8727 0.000
Size Large 0.6953 0.641
Large Small -4.5681 0.000
Medium -0.6953 0.641
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Table 37. Tukey HSD for Mean Monetary Penalty getation for Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspeatis

Occurring at Small Establishments vs. Employeadtatt Complaint Inspections Occurring at Mediume8iz

Establishments vs. Employee-Initiated Complainpétiions Occurring at Large Establishments (Jun@36 to

June 23, 2007).

Mean Difference (1

minus 2) Significance
Small Medium -276.0642 0.036
Large -224.6060 0.049
Medium Small 276.0642 0.036
Size Large 51.4582 0.895
Large Small 224.6060 0.049
Medium -51.4582 0.895
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Table 38. Tukey HSD for Mean Monetary PenaltyIpspection for Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspeics

Occurring at Small Establishments vs. Employeadtatt Complaint Inspections Occurring at Mediume8iz

Establishments vs. Employee-Initiated Complainpétiions Occurring at Large Establishments (Jun@36 to

June 23, 2007).

Mean Difference (1

minus 2) Significance
Small Medium 241.5650 0.086
Large 212.9735 0.852
Medium Small -241.5650 0.859
Size Large -28.5915 0.998
Large Small -212.9735 0.852
Medium 28.5915 0.998
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Table 39. Tukey HSD for Mean Number of Hours Spmminspection Activities per Inspection for Empteylnitiated
Complaint Inspections Occurring at Small Establishta vs. Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspectioms@ring at
Medium-Sized Establishments vs. Employee-Initidetdnplaint Inspections Occurring at Large Establishta (June

23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Mean Difference (1
1 2 minus 2) Significance

Small Medium 2.7985 0.782

Large -5.3587 0.304

Medium Small -2.7985 0.782

Size Large -8.1572 0.147
Large Small 5.3587 0.304

Medium 8.1572 0.147
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Table 40. Tukey HSD for Mean Percent Penalty Reoilmdéor Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspectionsddrring at

Small Establishments vs. Employee-Initiated Conmplaispections Occurring at Medium-Sized Establiehts vs.

Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspections Occurratdg.arge Establishments (June 23, 2006 to Jun2(g,).

Mean Difference (1

minus 2) Significance
Small Medium -4.6281 0.607
Large -12.4214 0.018
Medium Small 4.6810 0.607
Size Large -7.7933 0.334
Large Small 12.4214 0.018
Medium 7.7933 0.334
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Table 41. Chi-Square for Mean Percent Informalf€@mce Participation between Employee-Initiateth@laint

Inspections Occurring at Small Establishments wsplgyee-Initiated Complaint Inspections Occurrind/dium-

Sized Establishments vs. Employee-Initiated Complaispections Occurring at Large Establishmeniad 23, 2006

to June 23, 2007).

Informal Conference Total
Yes No

Small Count 82.0 21.0 103.0

Expected Count 83.2 19.8 103.0

Medium Count 38.0 4.0 42.0

Size Expected Count 33.9 8.1 42.0
Large Count 40.0 13.0 53.0

Expected Count 42.8 10.2 53.0

Total Count 160.0 38.0 198.0

Expected Count 160.0 38.0 198.0
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Table 42. Inferential Statistics for Employee-btiéd Safety-Complaint Inspections vs. Employeé&dted Health-

Complaint Inspections (June 23, 2006 to June 23720

Total # of
Violations/Inspection

Total
Penalty/Violation

Total
Penalty/Inspection

Total
Hours/Inspection

Total Percent
Penalty Reduction

Informal Conference
Participation

F (1,285) = 4.679, p =
0.031

F (1,285) = 11.963,
p = 0.001

F (1,285) = 1.859,
p=0.174

F(1,278) =
9.248, p = 0.003

F (1,197) = 0.459, p
=0.499

2(1)=012,p=
0.912
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Table 43. Chi-Square for Mean Percent Informalf€@mce Participation between Employee-Initiatefétya

Complaint Inspections and Employee-Initiated He&@tmplaint Inspections (June 23, 2006 to June @37Q

Informal Conference Total
Yes No

Safety Count 90.0 21.0 111.0

Expected Count 89.7 21.3 111.0

Complaint Type Health Count 70.0 17.0 87.0
Expected Count 70.3 16.7 87.0

Total Count 160.0 38.0 198.0

Expected Count 160.0 38.0 198.0
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Table 44. Inferential Statistics for Employee-btéd Complaint Inspections Occurring at Differ&h€ Coded

Establishments (June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Total # of

Total Total Total Total Percent Informal Conference
Violations/Inspection Penalty/Violation | Penalty/Inspection Hours/Inspection | Penalty Reduction Participation
F (5,285 =33.102, p F (5,285) = F (5,285) = 0.968, F (5,278) = F (4,197) = 5.095, 2(4)=2.096,p=
=0.299 0.571,p=0.722 | p=0.438 1.401,p=0.224 | p=0.001 0.718
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Table 45. Tukey HSD for Mean Percent Penalty Reoilmdéor Employee-Initiated Complaint Inspectionsddrring at

Different SIC Coded Establishments (June 23, 26QRihe 23, 2007).

Mean Difference (1
minus 2) Significance

Manufacturing Transportation, etc. -28.7068 0.001
Wholesale Trade -7.5379 0.915

Retail Trade 0.1265 1.000

Services -13.6101 0.183

Transportation, etc. Manufacturing 28.7068 0.001
Wholesale Trade 21.1689 0.297

Retail Trade 28.8333 0.021

Services 15.0967 0.429

Wholesale Trade Manufacturing 7.5379 0.915
sic Transportation, etc. -21.1689 0.297
Retail Trade 7.6644 0.955

Services -6.0722 0.977

Retail Trade Manufacturing -0.1265 1.000
Transportation, etc. -28.8333 0.021

Wholesale Trade -7.6644 0.955

Services -13.7367 0.526

Services Manufacturing 13.6101 0.183
Transportation, etc. -15.0967 0.429

Wholesale Trade 6.0722 0.977

Retail Trade 13.7367 0.526
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Table 46. Chi-Square for Mean Percent Informalf€@mnce Participation for Employee-Initiated Connia

Inspections Occurring at Different SIC Coded Essdihents (June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Informal Conference Total
Yes No

Manufacturing Count 111.0 28.0 139.0
Expected Count 112.3 26.7 139.0

Transportation, etc. Count 11.0 4.0 15.0
Expected Count 12.1 2.9 15.0

Wholesale Trade Count 8.0 1.0 9.0
sic Expected Count 7.3 1.7 9.0
Retail Trade Count 12.0 4.0 15.0
Expected Count 12.1 2.9 15.0

Services Count 18.0 2.0 20.0
Expected Count 16.2 3.8 20.0

Total Count 160.0 38.0 198.0
Expected Count 160.0 38.0 198.0




Table 47. Means for Programmed Inspections vs.|l&mep-Initiated Complaint

Inspections (June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Programmed Complaint Total
Number of Violations/Inspection 4.1 4.1 4.1
Penalty/Violation $406.88 $441.21 $423.89
Penalty/Inspection $2,135.39 $1,767.76 $1,957.50
Hours/Inspection 29 32.9 30.4
Percent Penalty Reduction 38.1 39.1 38.6
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No)* 87.8; 12.2 80.8; 19.2 84.5; 15.5

*Signifies that differences are statistically significant.
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Table 48. Means for Employee-Initiated Complamggections Occurring at Unionized
Establishments vs. Employee-Initiated Complainpéttions Occurring at Non-

Unionized Establishments (June 23, 2006 to Jun@@37).

Union Non-Union Total
Number of Violations/Inspection 3.3 4.4 4.1
Penalty/Violation $468.79 $431.54 $441.21
Penalty/Inspection $2,151.94 $1,633.02 $1,767.76
Hours/Inspection* 39.3 29.4 32
Percent Penalty Reduction 43.7 38 39.1
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) 82.1;17.9 80.5; 19.5 80.1; 19.9
*Signifies that differences are statistically significant.
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Table 49. Means for Employee-Initiated Complanggections Occurring at Small
Establishments vs. Employee-Initiated Complainpétiions Occurring at Medium-
Sized Establishments vs. Employee-Initiated Compliaispections Occurring at Large

Establishments (June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Small Medium Large Total
Number of Violations/Inspection* 6.5 2.7 2.0 4.1
Penalty/Violation* $302.53 $578.59 $527.13 $441.21
Penalty/Inspection $1,894.93 $1,653.37 $1,681.96 $1,767.76
Hours/Inspection 30.7 27.9 36.1 32
Percent Penalty Reduction* 34.8 39.5 47.3 39.1
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) | 79.6; 20.4 90.5; 9.5 75.5; 24.5 80.8; 19.2

*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.
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Table 50. Means for Employee-Initiated Safety-Ctamp Inspections vs. Employee-

Initiated Health-Complaint Inspections (June 23)@@ June 23, 2007).

Safety Health Total
Number of Violations/Inspection* 3.5 4.8 4.1
Penalty/Violation* $568.64 $278.23 $441.21
Penalty/Inspection $1,976.51 $1,500.56 $1,767.76
Hours/Inspection* 27.8 37.5 32
Percent Penalty Reduction 38 40.6 39.1
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) 81.1;18.9 80.5; 19.5 80.8; 19.2

*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.
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Table 51. Means for Employee-Initiated Complamgpections Occurring at Different SIC Coded Essdintients

(June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Transportation, Wholesale Retail Finance,

Manufacturing etc. Trade Trade etc.** Services Total
Number of Violations/Inspection 4.5 2.3 2.8 35 0 3.8 4.1
Penalty/Violation $483.26 $293.33 $325.20 $355.45 $0.00 $421.56 $441.21
Penalty/Inspection $2,009.72 $1,189.63 $939.09 $1,303.95 $0.00 $1,434.35 $1,767.76
Hours/Inspection 33.7 36.8 22.8 21.9 26 26.4 32
Percent Penalty Reduction* 35.2* 63.9* 42.8 35.1* - 48.9 39.1
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) 80; 20 73.3; 26.7 88.9; 11.1 80; 20 - 90; 10 80.8; 19.2

*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.

**Excluded because only one case

is included in the present study.
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Table 52. Qualitative Comparison between Prograthimgpections and Employee-Initiated Complaint étpns

(June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Programmed Complaint Total Programmed Complaint
Number of Violations/Inspection 4.1 4.1 4.1 - -
Penalty/Violation $406.88 $441.21 $423.89 X -
Penalty/Inspection $2,135.39 $1,767.76 $1,957.50 - X
Hours/Inspection 29 32.9 30.4 X -
Percent Penalty Reduction 38.1 39.1 38.6 - X
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No)* 87.8;12.2 80.8; 19.2 84.5; 15.5 X -
Number of Xs 3 2

*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.




131

Table 53. Qualitative Comparison between Empldy@eted Complaint Inspections Occurring at Unized

Establishments and Employee-Initiated Complainpdasions Occurring at Non-Unionized Establishméhtse 23,

2006 to June 23, 2007).

Union Non-Union Total Union Non-Union

Number of Violations/Inspection 3.3 4.4 4.1 X -
Penalty/Violation $468.79 $431.54 $441.21 - X
Penalty/Inspection $2,151.94 $1,633.02 $1,767.76 - X
Hours/Inspection* 39.3 29.4 32 - X
Percent Penalty Reduction 43.7 38 39.1 X

Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) 82.1;17.9 80.5; 19.5 80.1; 19.9 X

Number of Xs 3 3

*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.
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Table 54. Qualitative Differences between Emplelyggated Complaint Inspections Occurring at Small
Establishments, Employee-Initiated Complaint Insipes Occurring at Medium-Sized Establishments, Bngbloyee-

Initiated Complaint Inspections Occurring at LaEgtablishments (June 23, 2006 to June 23, 2007).

Best
Small Medium Large Total Small Medium Large

Number of Violations/Inspection* 6.5 2.7 2 4.1 - - X
Penalty/Violation* $302.53 $578.59 $527.13 $441.21 X - -
Penalty/Inspection $1,894.93 $1,653.37 $1,681.96 $1,767.76 - X -
Hours/Inspection 30.7 27.9 36.1 32 - X -
Percent Penalty Reduction* 34.8 39.5 47.3 39.1 - - X
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) | 79.6; 20.4 90.5; 9.5 75.5; 24.5 80.8; 19.2 - X -
Number of Xs 1 3 2
*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.
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Table 54. Cont.

*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.

Worst
Small Medium Large Total Small Medium Large
Number of Violations/Inspection* 6.5 2.7 2 4.1 X - -
Penalty/Violation* $302.53 $578.59 $527.13 $441.21 - X -
Penalty/Inspection $1,894.93 $1,653.37 $1,681.96 $1,767.76 X - -
Hours/Inspection 30.7 27.9 36.1 32 - - X
Percent Penalty Reduction* 34.8 39.5 47.3 39.1 X - -
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) 79.6; 20.4 90.5; 9.5 75.5; 24.5 80.8; 19.2 - - X
Number of Xs 3 1 2




134

Table 55. Qualitative Comparison between Empldy@eted Safety-Complaint Inspections and Empleiregated

Health-Complaint Inspections (June 23, 2006 to AH007).

Safety Health Total Safety Health
Number of Violations/Inspection* 3.5 4.8 4.1 X
Penalty/Violation* $568.64 $278.23 $441.21 - X
Penalty/Inspection $1,976.51 $1,500.56 $1,767.76 - X
Hours/Inspection* 27.8 37.5 32 X
Percent Penalty Reduction 38 40.6 39.1 - X
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) 81.1; 18.9 80.5; 19.5 80.8; 19.2 X
Number of Xs 3 3
*Signifies that differences are statistically
significant.
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Table 56. Qualitative Comparison between Empldy@eted Complaint Inspections Occurring at Diffat SIC

Coded Establishments (June 23, 2006 to June 23)200

Transportation, Wholesale Retail Finance,

Manufacturing etc. Trade Trade etc.** Services Total
Number of Violations/Inspection 4.5 2.3 2.8 35 0 3.8 4.1
Penalty/Violation $483.26 $293.33 $325.20 $355.45 $0.00 $421.56 $441.21
Penalty/Inspection $2,009.72 $1,189.63 $939.09 $1,303.95 $0.00 $1,434.35 $1,767.76
Hours/Inspection 33.7 36.8 22.8 21.9 26 26.4 32
Percent Penalty Reduction* 35.2* 63.9* 42.8 35.1* - 48.9 39.1
Percentage Informal Conference (Yes; No) 80; 20 73.3; 26.7 88.9; 11.1 80; 20 - 90; 10 80.8; 19.2

Number of Xs

*Signifies that differences are statistically

significant.

**Excluded because only one case

is included in the present study.
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Table 56. Cont.

Best
Manufacturing Transportation, etc. Wholesale Trade Retail Trade Services
- X - - -
- X - - -
- - X - -
- - X - -
- X - - -
- - - - X
0 3 2 0 1
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Table 56. Cont.

Worst
Manufacturing Transportation, etc. Wholesale Trade Retail Trade Services
X - - - -
X - - - -
X - - - -
- X - - -
- - - X -
- X - - -
3 2 0 1 0




Table 57. Characteristics of Successful Safetgiara Factors.

Management Commitment Characteristics

The safety officer holds a high rank

Top-management officials are involved personally in safety-related actions

Safety is given high priority in meetings and operations

Management sets unambiguous safety policies and objectives

Hazard Control Characteristics

A high level housekeeping activities exists

A logical layout of work processes exists

Adequate environmental controls exist

A large number and diversity of safeguards on machinery exist

Safety Training Characteristics

New employee orientation incorporates safety topics

Employees are given initial and refresher safety training

Supervisors are given specialized safety training

A diversity of training techniques are utilized

Safety Motivation Characteristics

A humanistic approach is utilized to correct safety violations

Employee families are included in safety-related promotions,

Specifically designed safety displays are utilized for hazard recognition

Individual praise is given for safe employee behavior

Employee Support Characteristics

Job placement and advancement processes are established

Employee counseling services exist

Employee recreational facilities exist

Inspection and Communications Characteristics

Daily contact between the employee and supervisor pertaining to safety exists

Formal inspections at regular and frequent intervals are conducted

A smaller span of supervisory control exists

Frequent informal contacts between employees and top-management exists

Accident Investigations and Recordkeeping Character istics

Lost-time and non lost-time injuries are investigated and recorded

Property accidents and near misses are investigated

Frequent use of investigative results to initiate hazard control exists

Safety Committees and Safety Rules Characteristics

Safety committees hold regular and frequent meetings

Regular review and revision of safety rules exist

Evidence of employee compliance with safety rules exists

From Cohen (1977), from p. 173.
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Appendix A. OSH Act of 1970 sections that pertaiemployee rights to file complaints

with OSHA.

(N (1) Any employees or representative of empley@bo believe that a violation of a
safety or health standard exists that threatensigdlyharm, or that an imminent danger
exists, may request an inspection by giving ndaicee Secretary or his authorized
representative of such violation or danger. Anyhsonictice shall be reduced to writing,
shall set forth with reasonable particularity tmeumnds for the notice, and shall be signed
by the employees or representative of employe@saaopy shall be provided the
employer or his agent no later than at the timasgpection, except that, upon the request
of the person giving such notice, his name and#mes of individual employees
referred to therein shall not appear in such capynoany record published, released, or
made available pursuant to subsection (g) of #asien. If upon receipt of such
notification the Secretary determines there areaeable grounds to believe that such
violation or danger exists, he shall make a spéaggection in accordance with the
provisions of this section as soon as practicdbldetermine if such violation or danger
exists. If the Secretary determines there are asor@able grounds to believe that a
violation or danger exists he shall notify the enygles or representative of the
employees in writing of such determination.

(2) Prior to or during any inspection of a workm@aany employees or representative of
employees employed in such workplace may notifySberetary or any representative of

the Secretary responsible for conducting the inspedn writing, of any violation of
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this Act which they have reason to believe existsuch workplace. The Secretary shall,
by regulation, establish procedures for informalew of any refusal by a representative
of the Secretary to issue a citation with respeetrty such alleged violation and shall
furnish the employees or representative of emp®yeguesting such review a written
statement of the reasons for the Secretary'sdisabsition of the case.

From OSH Act of 1970 §8.
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Appendix B. OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-140.

DIRECTIVE NUMBER: CPL 02-00-140 EFFECTIVE DATE: 6/23/2006

SUBJECT: Complaint Policies and Procedures

Purpose:

Scope:

References:

Cancellation:

State Plan
Impact:

Action Office:

Originating
Office:

Contact:

ABSTRACT

This instruction revises complaint pofi@ed procedures, and includes
instructions for handling complaints received elagically from OSHA's
public webpage.

This instruction applies OSHA-wide.
See paragraph llI.

OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-103 (2.1@3hapter 1, paragraph C1 through
C4, C6 through C8 and C10; Memorandum dated Jul{ta29 from Deputy
Assistant Secretary R. Davis Layne to the Regidwaiahinistrators and State
Plan Designees entitled Child Labor: Respondingdmplaints Alleging
Hazards to Workers Under 18Years of Age.

State intent required; see paragraph V.
[State Adoption Summaly

National, Regional Area Offices aSthte Plan Offices.

Directorate of Enforcement Programs.

Directorate of Enforcement Programs

200 Constitution Avenue, N.W., Room N3119
Washington, DC 20210

(202) 693-2100

By and Under the Authority of

Edwin G. Foulke, Jr.
Assistant Secretary
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Executive Summary

This instruction provides comprehensive guidancénéndling complaints relating to
workplace safety and health conditions. It defiogiscal terms relevant to the complaint
process, including complaint, formal complaint, aefrral, and outlines the conditions
a complaint or referral must meet in order to watrean on-site inspection. This
instruction discusses protocol for dealing withcelenic complaints, which are becoming
a more common method of filing complaints with kgency, and introduces an
electronic code to facilitate tracking of these ptamts. Procedures for receiving
information via telephone, as well as for handlbognplaints filed in multiple area
offices, are addressed. Additionally, detailedceaures for conducting both on-site
inspections and phone/fax inquiries are delineated.

Significant Changes

The distinction between formal and non-formal coainis has been
reestablished.

The termsomplaintandreferral have been redefined so as to be mutually
exclusive of one another.

The terminvestigationhas been replaced wiilquiry.

The policy has been revised to clarify that classg information received as a
“complaint” or a “referral” does not in itself deteine whether an inspection will
be conducted as a result. Rather, an inspectiviggered based on the gravity
and likelihood of the potential workplace hazard.

Procedures for handling complaints submitted vidd®S public website are
outlined.

A provision has been added to establish that recéipformation giving
reasonable grounds to believe that a worker un8eears of age is exposed to a
serious violation of a safety or health standard serious hazard will result in an
inspection if the information relates to constrantimanufacturing, or agriculture,
or other industries as determined by the Area Darec
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Complainant Protection

Recording in IMIS

APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B

Purpose This instruction revises policies and proceddoesandling complaints
relating to workplace safety and health conditi@rs] includes procedures for
handling complaints received electronically frore @SHA public website.

Scope This instruction applies OSHA-wide. States WitSHA-approved State
Plans are encouraged to adopt similar policiesriay choose to experiment with
other alternatives. See paragraph V., below.

References

A.

OSHA Instruction 03-06 (IRT 01) (03-06 (ADM 01)jhe IMIS
Enforcement Data Processing Manual: Table of Castand Chapters 1
through 7.

OSHA Instruction IRT 01-00-007 (ADM 1-1.31IMIS Enforcement Data
Processing Manual for Use with the NCR Computetesys

OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-051 (2-0.51&nforcement Exemptions
and Limitations under the Appropriations Act.

OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-103 (2.103Fjield Inspection Reference
Manual (FIRM).

OSHA Instruction FAP 01-00-003 (1,3jederal Agency Safety and
Health Programs.

OSHA Instruction STP 01-00-002 (2.22/tate Plan Policies and
Procedures Manual.

Executive Order 1219&)ccupational Safety and Health Programs for
Federal Employee&ederal RegisterFebruary 26, 1980 (45 FR 12769).

Elements for Federal Employee Occupational Safetyrdealth
Programs29 CFR1960.
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I.  Memorandum dated October 1, 1998 to Regional Adstratiors and State
Plan Designees from Deputy Assistant Secretary Efaanton, Jr.
regarding Referrals in Exempt SIC Codes.

V. Cancellations

A. OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-115 (2.115), Complainti€les and
Procedures.

B. OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-103 (2.103), Field Insii@n Reference
Manual (FIRM), Chapter 1, paragraphs C1 through@athrough C8,
and C10.

C. Memorandum dated July 13, 1999 from Deputy Assistatretary R.
Davis Layne to the Regional Administrators and&Bian Designees
entitled Child Labor: Responding to Complaints glteg Hazards to
Workers Under 18 Years of Age.

V. State Plan Impact This instruction describes a Federal program gbaStates
are expected to have enforcement policies and guses in place which are at
least as effective as those in this instructioreseninspection policies must be
accessible to all interested parties on the Stat€dPwebsite or submitted to
OSHA in electronic format for posting to OSHA's \séb. If posted on a State
Plan's website, the link to the specific policy mios submitted to OSHA for
posting to OSHA's website as well.

In addition, because of the significant naturehef policy changes contained in
this instruction, notice of intent (to maintain tB&ate's current procedures or
adopt identical or revised procedures in respomskis Instruction) is required.

With regard to complaints received electronicafisoigh OSHA's public
webpage and referred to the State for responses3taust continue to coordinate
with their Regions to assure timely acceptancaiohsomplaints and appropriate
response.

VI.  Background. In 1996, OSHA revised its policy on complainteeTreworked
policy eliminated the distinction between "formalid "non-formal” complaints,
and instead classified complaints as those thattreson-site inspections and
those that result in investigations using telephdere and similar means.
However, this reclassification blurred the distiootbetween a complaint and a
referral, leading to confusion as to how to han@ligous scenarios that may arise.
This revision of the 1996 directive reestablistiesfbrmal and non-formal
complaint distinction, while further clarifying thifference between a complaint
and a referral. The definitions of each are nowually exclusive, and the steps
that should be taken in response to each are gleatlined.
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Additionally, on July 13, 1999, OSHA issued a meamolum to provide more
effective protection for minor workers (under 1&sgeof age), who are especially
vulnerable to workplace hazards. The guidanceigeavin this memorandum is
now incorporated in this instruction; see ParagndphA.9.

Furthermore, advances in technology now allow eygss to review the rights,
protections and opportunities available to themeunde Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970 (the Act) on the Internet. Cdanpts about safety and health
hazards at the workplace can also be filed by werkia the Internet. This
webpage for employees can be viewed at
http://www.osha.gov/as/opa/worker/index.htiod is available through OSHA's
public website atvww.osha.gov This instruction includes information for
Federal offices and State Plan offices on how talleathese complaints received
electronically.

These procedures continue to provide for quicklugem of complaints, speed
hazard abatement and enable OSHA to focus its ¢tisperesources on the
workplaces where they are most needed. The potinjinues to protect the right
of current employees and their representativegg@dmplaints about workplace
safety and health hazards.

VII. Definitions.

A. Complaint Notice of an alleged safety or health hazar@(evhich
OSHA has jurisdiction), or a violation of the Astyjbmitted by a past or
present employee or representative of employees.

B. Formal Complaint Complaint made by a current employee or a
representative of employees that medit®f the following requirements:

1. Asserts that an imminent danger, a violation ofAleg or
violation of an OSHA standards exposing employegshiysical
harm exists in the workplace;

2. Isreduced to writing or submitted on an OSHA-hfpand

3. Is signed by at least one current employee or eysplo
representative.

C. Non-formal ComplaintAny complaint alleging safety or health violatson
that does not meet all of the requirements of m&complaint identified
above and does not come from one of the sourcesifidd undemReferral
in VII.H. below.
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Inspection An on-site examination of an employer's worksaaducted
by an OSHA compliance officer, initiated as theutesf a complaint or
referral, and meetingt least oneof the criteria identified in VIII.A
(below).

Inquiry. A process conducted in response to a complaiatreferral that
does not meet one of the identified inspectioreadat It does not involve
an on-site inspection of the workplace, but ratB8HA advises the
employer of the alleged hazard(s) or violationgddgphone, fax, e-mail,
or by letter if necessary. The employer is requtcedrovide a response,
and the Agency will notify the complainant of tmesponse via
appropriate means.

Electronic Complaint A complaint submitted via OSHA's public
webpage. All complaints submitted via OSHA's publebpage are
considered non-formal.

Permanently Disabling Injury or lllnes&n injury or iliness that has
resulted in permanent disability or an illness tkathronic or irreversible.
Permanently disabling injuries or illnesses inclualg are not limited to:
amputation, blindness, a standard threshold shiiearing, lead or
mercury poisoning, paralysis or third-degree burns.

Referral Information received from one of the sourcetetidelow
alleging a hazard or a violation of the Act beli@\e exist in a workplace.

1. CSHO referral - information based on the direct observation of a
CSHO. (Code 14A a&. CSHO (Within Office)

2. Safety and health agency referral- from sources including, but
not limited to: NIOSH, state programs, consultatistate or local
health departments, local police and fire depantsjenedical
doctors, as well as safety and/or health professsan other
Federal agencies. (As appropriate, code 14B.aBederal
OSHA,; C. State OSH; F. Consultation; G. State/Local
Governmentpr |. Other.)

3. 11(c) complaint referral - made by an 11(c) discrimination
investigator when an employee alleges that he ®msts
discriminated against for complaining about satethealth
conditions in the workplace or for refusing to doalegedly
imminently dangerous job or task. (Code 14A as D.
Discrimination)
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Other government agency referral made by other Federal,
State, or local government agencies or their engasy (As
appropriate, code 14A & Other Federal AgencyrG.
State/Local Governmeit

Media report - either news items reported in the media or
information reported directly to OSHA by a mediaisi®. (Code
14A as HMedia)

Employer report — of accidents other than fatalities and
catastrophes. (Code 14Ala®ther)

I.  Representative of Employeésy of the following:

1.

An authorized representative of the employee banggiunit, such
as a certified or recognized labor organization.

An attorney acting for an employee.

Any other person acting in a bona fide represergatapacity,
including members of the clergy, social workergusges and other
family members, and government officials or nonpmfoups and
organizations acting upon specific complaints amdries from
individuals who are employees.

The representational capacity of the person filing
complaints on behalf of another should be ascexthin
unless it is already clear. In general, the affié@mployee
should have requested, or at least approved ofilitig of
the complaint on his or her behalf.

VIIl.  Criteria Warranting an Inspection .

A.  Whether the information received is classified asm@plaint or a referral,
an inspection of a workplace is normally warrarifeat least oneof the
conditions below is meb(t seeXlIl.A.2):

1.

A valid formal complaint is submitted. Specifigalthe complaint
must be reduced to writing or submitted on an OSH&rm, be
signed by a current employee or representativenpi@yees, and
state the reason for the inspection request wabaeable
particularity. Additionally, there must be reasblgagrounds to
believe either that a violation of the Act or OSHKHfandard that
exposes employees to physical harm exists, oathanminent
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danger of death or serious injury exists, as peit Section
8(f)(1) of the Act.

The information alleges that a disabling injuryiloress (as
defined in VII.F., above) has occurred as a resulhe complained
of hazard(s), and there is reason to believe bieah&zard or
related hazards still exist.

The information alleges that an imminent dangeragibn exists
(see CPL 02-00-103 (2-0.103), the Field Inspecieference
Manual, for additional procedures to be followed).

The information concerns an establishment andleged hazard
covered by a local, regional, or national emphpsigiram, the
Site Specific Targeting Plan, or the Agency's aurgtrategic plan.

The employer fails to provide an adequate resptmaa inquiry,
or the individual who provided the original infortian provides
further evidence that the employer's responsdsse far does not
adequately address the hazard(s).

The establishment that is the subject of the in&drom has a
history of egregious, willful, failure-to-abate, @peat citations
within the Area Office's jurisdiction during thegtdhree years, or
is an establishment or related establishment irttiteanced
Enforcement Program. However, if the employer hasipusly
submitted adequate abatement documentation foe thekations
demonstrating that they have been corrected amgtbgrams
have been implemented to prevent a recurrencezairtis, the
Area Director will normally determine that an inspen is not
necessary.

An 11(c) discrimination investigator or Regionalp®uwisory
Investigator requests that an inspection be coeduatresponse to
an employee's allegation that the employee wasidis@ted
against for complaining about safety or health dons in the
workplace or for refusing to perform an allegedhyminently
dangerous job or task.

If an inspection is scheduled or has begun at &abkshment and
a complaint or referral that would normally be hiaaddvia inquiry
is received, that complaint or referral may, atAnea Director's
discretion, be incorporated into the scheduledngoing
inspection. If such a complaint is formal, the céamant must still
receive a written response addressing the comptams.
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9. If the information gives reasonable grounds tods&ithat a
worker under 18 years of age is exposed to a sevimlation of a
safety or health standard or a serious hazardnesite inspection
will be initiated if the information relates to cstruction,
manufacturing, agriculture, or other industrieslatermined by the
Area Director. (Limitations placed on OSHA's aities in
agriculture by Appropriations Act provisions wiklmbserved.

See OSHA Instruction CPL 02-00-051 (2-0.51J)).

NOTE: The information does not need to allege #hethild labor
law has been violated.

10. The information received is a signed, written coanpl from a
current employee or employee representative theged a
recordkeeping deficiency that indicates the existesf a serious
safety or health violation.

B. In order to schedule an inspection of an emplayeamni exempt industry
classification as specified by Appropriations Aobyisions (see OSHA
Instruction CPL 02-00-051 (2-051J)):

1. The information must come directly from a currempdoyee; OR

2. It must be determined and documented in the chesthit the
information came from a representative of the elygxdosee
VII.1.) with the employee's knowledge of the remettive's
intended action.

IX.  Electronic Complaints Received via the OSHA PublitVebsite

A.  Electronic complaints submitted via the OSHA publibsite are
automatically forwarded via e-mail to a designateea Office in the
appropriate state. That Office then forwards tleetebnic complaints to
the appropriate Area Office in the state.

B. Each Area Office manages a "Complaints" mailbox protesses
electronic complaints according to internal compuig@rocessing
procedures. The complaints mailbox is monitoretlydaid every
incoming complaint is reviewed for jurisdiction.

1. If the complaint falls within the jurisdiction ofi¢ Area Office, the
complaint is entered into IMIS and processed aalusu

2. If the complaint falls within the jurisdiction ohather Area
Office, the complaint is forwarded appropriately.
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Area Offices will coordinate with State Plan stategstablish how
electronic complaints will be processed. Aftercldag agreement on the
procedures for receiving electronic complaints, Stete establishes its
own internal procedures for responding to such damis. These
procedures may be the State's usual proceduréamalling unsigned
complaints or they may include some further coatiomn with the
complainant prior to action. See also sectiondgova. In State Plan
states, the Federal Monitoring office will screba tomplaints unless
other arrangements have been made. If the comddiswithin the
individual State Plan's jurisdiction, the Screen@ijce will follow the
procedures developed with the State Plan for psicgshe complaint.

Complete an OSHA-7 form for all complaint infornmatireceived. In
order to facilitate the tracking of electronic cdapts, enter the following
code in the Optional Information field:

N-11-LOGXXXXXX

Where N-11 indicates that the complaint was filkstteonically;

The digits followingLOG are the unique compliant ID/log
numbers assigned to the electronic complaint wheogssed by
the Salt Lake Technical Center. The log number waay and
does not have to be exactly six digits. In entetiregcode, there is
no space between the word LOG and the digits thlaiw.

Information received electronically from a curremiployee is considered
a non-formal complaint until that individual proessla signed copy of the
information. The employee can send or fax a sigrogry of the
information, request that an OSHA-7 form be sensign the information
in person at the Area Office.

Normally a complainant is given five working dagsformalize an
electronic complaint. The Area Office must actyigllow up on
information received electronically in order to yiste the employee with
the opportunity to make the complaint formal.

All complaint related material received electrofiicahould be printed
and date stamped with the date the material wamisigiol and received.
When these dates are not the same, the Area Dingdtaletermine the
appropriate date for the incoming material.
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X. Information Received by Telephone

A. During the course of telephone contact with théecaDSHA will attempt
to obtain the following information:

0.

Whether the caller is a current employee or an eyad
representative.

The exact nature of the alleged hazard(s) andabis lof the
caller's knowledge, as the individual receiving ithfermation
must determine, to the extent possible, whethemtioemation
received describes an apparent violation of OSHWAdsrds or the
OSH Act.

The employer's name, address, telephone and fakerspas well
as the name of a contact person at the worksite.

The name, address, telephone number, and e-madssldf any
union and/or employee representative at the warksit

B. As appropriate, OSHA will provide the caller witietfollowing
information:

0.

2.

Describe the complaint process, and if approprtateconcepts of
"inquiry” and "inspection,” as well as the relatadvantages of
each.

If the caller is a current employee or a represamaf employees,
explain the distinction between a formal complaintd a non-
formal complaint, and the rights and protectioret tccompany
filing a formal complaint. These rights and praieacs include:

The right to request an on-site inspection.

Notification in writing if an inspection is deemed
unnecessary because there are no reasonable gtounds
believe that a violation or danger exists.

The right to obtain review of a decision not topiest by
submitting a request for review in writing.

If appropriate, inform the complainant of rightsctanfidentiality
in accordance with Section 8(f)(1) of the Act foivate sector
employees, and Executive Order 12196 dated FebA&ry980
for Federal employees, and ask whether the congriainishes to
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exercise this right. When confidentiality is receels the identity
of the complainant is protected regardless of tmmélity of the
complaint.

3. Explain Section 11(c) rights to private sector eoypks and
employees of the U.S. Postal Service, or reprisdl a
discrimination protection provided by Executive e&rd2196, 29
CFR 8§ 1960.46 and the Whistleblowers Protectioncfdt989 to
Federal employees. (See OSHA Instruction FAP 0D@®for
reports of reprisal or discrimination from Fedezaiployees.)
XI.  Procedures for Handling Complaints Filed in Multiple Area Offices or
Regions

A. When a Regional Office determines that multiplecef within the
Region have received the same complaint from arlame or an
employee representative regarding a hazardousteamdr a deficiency
in an employer's safety and health program, ahdafRegional Office
suspects the same complaint has been filed in pleiRegions, the
Regional Office should contact the Director or Digdbirector of the
Directorate of Enforcement Programs (DEP).

B. DEP will query all 10 Regions and coordinate witk Directorate of
Cooperative and State Programs to query the SkateSRates in order to
determine whether similar complaints have beeu filemultiple offices.

0. If multiple Regions have received the same compl#ne National
Office will address the complaint with the emplayer

1. Area Offices should indicate in IMIS that these ptaimts have
been transferred to the National Office. In fidsh, selectA.
Federal OSHAInN field 45b., selectD0 — National Office The
complaint should then be closed using fié&i

XIl.  Procedures for an Inspection

A. Upon receipt of a complaint or referral, the Aragebtor (or his or her
designee) will evaluate all available informatiardaxercise professional
judgment as to whether there are reasonable grdoradieve that a
violation or hazard exists.

0. If necessary, reasonable attempts will be madentact the
individual who provided the information in orderdbtain
additional details or to clarify issues raisedha tomplaint or
referral. See Appendix B.
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The Area Director may determine not to inspectcditg if he or
she has a substantial reason to believe that tiaitam
complained of is being abated.

Where a complaint has been submitted but, in toepsional judgment
of the Area Director, there are no reasonable gisto believe that a
violation or hazard exists, no inspection or ingwiill be conducted.

0.

Where a formal complaint has been submitted, tineptainant
will be notified in writing of OSHA's intent not toonduct an
inspection, the reasoning behind the determinatiad,the appeal
rights provided under 29 CFR 1903.12. The justtfan for not
inspecting will be noted in the case file.

Where a non-formal complaint or referral has badmstted, if
possible, the individual providing the informatiatil be notified
by appropriate means of OSHA's intent not to cohdadnquiry
or inspection. The justification for not inspectiwgl be noted in
the case file.

If the information contained in the complaint ofereal meets at least one
of the inspection criteria listed in VIII.A. abovand there are reasonable
grounds to believe that a violation or hazard sxiste Area Office is
authorized to conduct an inspection.

0.

If appropriate, the Area Office will inform the iimidual providing
the information that an inspection will be schedu@d that he or
she will be advised of the results.

After the inspection, the Area Office will send tindividual a
letter addressing each information item, with refiee to the
citation(s) or a sufficiently detailed explanatiimn why a citation
was not issued.

If an inspection is warranted, it will be initiated soon as resources
permit. Inspections resulting from formal comptaiof serious hazards
will normally be initiated within five working days

XIIl. Procedures for an Inquiry.

A.

If the complaint or referral does not meet theecridt for initiating an on-
site inspection, an inquiry will be conducted. OSWill promptly
contact the employer to notify it of the complaintreferral and its
allegation(s).
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B. If anon-formal complaint is submitted that does meet any of the
inspection criteria, the complainant may be giviea {5) working days to
make the complaint formal.

0. The complainant may come into the Area Office agd the
complaint, or mail or fax a signed complaint lett@lOSHA.
Additionally, an OSHA-7 form can be mailed or faxedhe
complainant, if appropriate.

1. If the complaint is not made formal after five (8prking days,
OSHA will proceed with the inquiry process.

C. The employer will be advised of what informatiomeeded to answer the
inquiry and encouraged to respond by fax or e-nkaaiployers are
requested to do the following (for differing Fedekgency procedures,
refer to FAP 01-00-003, Federal Agency Safety ardlth Programs):

0. Immediately investigate and determine whether tmepaint or
referral information is valid and make any necegsarrections or
modifications.

1. Advise the Area Director either in writing or viangail within five
(5) working days of the results of the investigatinto the alleged
complaint or referral information. Although the doyer is
requested to respond within the above time fratreeetmployer
may not be able to complete abatement action dahniaigtime, but
is encouraged to do so.

2. Provide the Area Director with supporting documéataof the
findings, including any applicable measurementsionitoring
results, and photographs and/or videos that thdagmpbelieves
would be helpful, as well as a description of aagrective action
the employer has taken or is in the process ohtgki

3. Post a copy of the letter from OSHA where it isdigaaccessible
for review by all employees.

4. Return a copy of the signed Certificate of Postothe Area
Office.

5. If there is a recognized employee union or safatyteealth
committee in the facility, provide it with a copy OSHA's letter
and the employer's response.
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D. As soon as possible after contacting the empldlgernotification letter
will be faxed to the employer, or mailed where ar is available. Sample
letters to complainants and employers are provatethe NCR. Note that
some of these letters are for private sector udesame are for Federal
Agency use. If e-mail is an acceptable means gioreding, this should be
indicated in the notification letter and the propemail address should be
provided.

E. If no employer response or an inadequate empl@gonse is received
after the allotted five working days, additionahtact with the employer
may be made before an inspection is scheduledmaitily, if the
employer provides no response or an inadequatemsspor if OSHA
determines from other information that the conditias not been or is not
being corrected, an inspection will be scheduled.

F.  The complainant will be advised of the employez'sponse, as well as his
or her right to dispute that response, and of i& to request an
inspection if the alleged hazard persists.

0. When OSHA receives an adequate response from thiogen
and the complainant does not dispute or objedtig¢agd¢sponse, an
on-site inspection normally will not be conducted.

1. If the complainant is a current employee or a regnéative of
employees and wishes to dispute the employer'®snssp the
disagreement must be submitted in writing and sigtteereby
making the complaint formal.

If the employee disagreement takes the form ofitemr
and signed formal complaint, refer to procedureslit
above.

If the employee disagreement does not take the &dran
written and signed formal complaint, some discret
allowed in situations where, in the professiondgjment of
the Area Director, the information does not warr@ambn-
site inspection. In such situations, the complainall be
notified of OSHA's intent not to conduct an insp&t@and
the reasoning behind the determination. This d&atis
should be sufficiently documented in the case file.

G. If asigned complaint is received after the commlaiquiry process has
begun, the Area Director will determine whetherahieged hazard is still
likely to exist based on the employer's responsklbgrcontacting the
complainant. The complainant will be informed ttreg inquiry has begun
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and that the complainant still retains the rightequest an on-site
inspection if he or she disputes the results atidJes the hazard still
exists.

H. The complaint must not be closed until OSHA conéirtimat the hazard
has been abated and eliminated.

Complainant Protection.

A. ldentity of the complainantpon request of the complainant, his or her
identity will be withheld from the employer in acdance with Section
8(f)(1) of the Act. No information will be given thhe employer that
would allow the employer to identify the complaihan

B. Discrimination Protection

0. Section 11(c) of the Act provides protection formoyees who
believe that they have been the subject of an advanployment
action in retaliation for engaging in activitiesated to workplace
safety and health. Any employee who believes teairtshe has
been discharged or otherwise discriminated agaysny person
as a result of engaging in such activities maydildiscrimination
complaint. Such a complaint must be filed withindzy/s of the
discharge or other discrimination.

1. Complainants should always be advised of their)lrigbts and
protections upon initial contact with OSHA and waeer
appropriate in subsequent communications.

Recording in IMIS. Information about complaint inspections or ingggrmust

be recorded in IMIS following current instructiogiven in the IMIS manual.
Refer to OSHA Instruction 03-06 (IRT 01) (03-06 (MDD1)), The IMIS
Enforcement Data Processing Manual: Table of Castand Chapters 1 through
7.
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APPENDIX A
PDF[26KB]

APPENDIX B
Complaint Questionnaire

Obtain information from the caller by asking thdwing questions, where relevant.

For All Complaints:

1. What is the hazard?

2. How are workers exposed to this hazard? Desthié unsafe or unhealthful working

conditions; identify the location.

3. What work is done in the unsafe/unhealthfua@rédentify, as well as possible, the
type and condition of equipment in use, the mate(@g., chemicals) being used, the
process/operation involved, and the kinds of waekd done near the hazardous area.

Have there been any recent chemical spills, rebe@seaccidents?

4. With what frequency are workers doing the thsk leads to the exposure?
Continuously? Every day? Every week? Rarely? Faor lomg at one time? How long

has the condition existed (so far as can be detexd)? Has it been brought to the
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employer's attention? Have any attempts been toact&rect the condition, and, if so,

who took these actions? What were the results?

5. How many shifts are there? What time do thagt® On which shift does the

hazardous condition exist?

6. What personal protective equipment (e.g., hggsrotection, gloves or respirators) is
required by the employer relevant to the alleggabsure? Is it used by employees?
Include all PPE and describe it as specificallpassible. Include the manufacturer's

name and any identifying numbers.

7. How many people work in the establishment? Hoamy are exposed to the

hazardous conditions? How near do they get th#éizard?

8. Is there an employee representative or a unitime establishment? Include the

name, address, and telephone number of the una/orathe employee representative(s).

For Health Hazards

9. Has the employer administered any tests tam@te employee exposure levels to the

hazardous conditions or substance? Describe testse Can the employees get the
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results (as required by the standard)? What weredsults?

10. What engineering controls are in place indtea(s) in which the exposed employees
work? For instance, are there any fans or acalstisulation in the area which may

reduce exposure to the hazard?

11. What administrative or work practice contiads the employer put in place?

12. Do any employees have any symptoms that may be@en caused by exposure to
hazardous substances? Have any employees evetréad by a physician for a work-

related disease or condition? What was it?

13. Have there been any “near-miss” incidents?

14. Are respirators worn to protect against heladtrards? If so, what kind? What

exposures are they protecting against?

15. If the complaint is related to noise, whafinfy, hearing protection is provided to and

worn by the employees?

16. Do employees receive audiograms on a regakis®
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For Safety Hazards:

17. Under what adverse or hazardous conditionsrapgoyees required to work? This

should include conditions contributing to stresd asther” probability factors.

18. Have any employees been injured as a resthisohazardous condition? Have there

been any “near miss” incidents?

From Occupational Safety and Health Administra(@®06a).



