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in part. The Postal Service wiclated Articlie
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The grievance 1s
f the Agreement Dy
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) P13 ide safe working conditions by the manner
which it dealt with dust generated by the maintenance procedures used to clean

processing eguipment. There 1z insufficient evidence tc sstablish
tract wviciatien in management’s handling of noise generated by =
ceduras., Management shall cease and desist from using compressed ailr i
20 psi to clean the OCK, BCS and DBCS machines at the facility, shal
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rovide working vacuum cleaners to all technicians cleaning such machines, shal
irect and menitor technicians to ensure maximum use of vacuums and minimum us
f compressed air and shall provide Technicians with sufficient time to utilize
such cleaning techniques, shall clean floors, trays and other accessible, non-
vertical surfaces in proximity to the machines on the same or more frequent basis
than the machines, shall develop a2 mechanism to clean other surfaces in proximity
to the machines which accumulate dust on & periodic basis, shall provide dust
masks tc employees and shall warn employees in advance of cleaning and shall not
require employees to reenter work areas while levels of dust hazardous to health
and/cr safety remain. Management shall make diligent efforts to alleviate the
rnroblem of dust aggravated by the cleaning, shall repcrt to the Union at least
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once gquarterly as to its efforts, and respond promptly and substantively to Union
complaints and inguiries on this issue, in writing, 1f regquested. However,

management shall not be required te purchase and install air filtration or other
mechanisms teo alleviate the dust problem which are not established to be
effective.
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BAWARDED

The grievance is sustained in part. The Postal Service violated Article
the Agreement by failing to provide safe working conditions by the manner
ch it dealt with dust generated by the maintenance procedures used to clean
eguipment. There is insufficient evidence to establish
ion in management’s handling c¢f noise generated by suc
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a
ract vioclatls h
edures. mManagement shall cease and desist from using compressed air
ss of 30 psi to clean the OCR, BCS and DRCS machines at the facility, shal
vide working vacuum cleaners tc all technicians cleaning such machines, shall
irsct and moniter technicians to ensure maximum use of vacuums and minimum use
f compressed air and shall provide Technicians with sufficient time to utilize
uch cleaning technigues, shall clean floors, trays and other accessible, non-
vertical surfaces in proximity to the machines on the same or more fregquent basis
+han the machines, shall develop a mechanism to clean other surfaces in proximity
ta the machines which accumulate dust on a periodic basiz, shall provide dust
masks to employses and shall warn employees in advance ¢f cleaning and shall not
require employees Lo reenter work areas while levels of dust hazardous to health
and/cr safety remain. Management shall make diligent efforts to alleviate the
problem of dust aggravated by the cileaning, shall report to the Union at least
once guarterly as to its efiforts, and respond promptly and substantively to Union
compialints and inguiries on this issue, in writing, if regquested, Howaver,
management shall not be reguired T purchase and install alr filtration or other
mechaniems to alleviate the dust problem which are not esztablished to be

g o i
gfifective.
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BACKGROUND

service and the hmericam Dcﬁtai Workers Unicn a
ion grievance filed to protest the failure of the Postal Service
e dust and noise created by the air cleaning
™
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processing machinery and to regquire USPS to purchase and install an
2ir filtering system. The Pocstal Service denied the grievance, and
rhe Union appeal ] T

= ]
ed it to arbitration. I was selected by the Parties
&

~ther. For the Union testified Steward and Safety Committes Member
Marciz Hinton, Mail Handler and Safety Committee Member Szl Plle,
iorkplace safaty educator Alyce Sowdy-Wright and bargaining unit
members Harmen Bailey, Al Falzone, Steve Starx and Bob Perry. For
che Employver testified Supervisor of Maintenance Operations and Roy
=z, Dickerson and Human kesources Specialist Ann Dunlap. Witnesses
were sworn. At the conclusion £ the hearlnq the ev*aent ary
[=]

There is no dispute as to the arbitrability ¢of the grievancs;
and T find it to be preoperly before me, ready for decisicn. This
Opinion and Award is issued upon consideration cf the record and
the arguments of the Parties. It interprets and applies the

Naticnal Agreement.

ISSUES FOR DETERMINATION

e pParties were in disagreement as to the phrasing of the
The Union asserted that the issues are whether the Fostal
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issues.

Service violated the Agreement by the noise and dust generated
through the maintenance procedures on the mail processing
equipment: and if not, whal shall be the remedy? The Employer
asserted that the issues are whether the Postal Service violated
the Agreement when it falled to install an air filtration system at
the Raleigh P&DC; and, if not, what shall be the remedy?

[




ssed on a review of the record and the arguments of the
g, I find the issues to be whether the P 1
ne

vinlated the Agreement in the manner in which it dealt with dust
znd neise generated by the malintenance procedures used te clean

ng equipment; and, 1f not, what shall be the remedy?
e i e

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND FINDINGS

The Raleigh P&DC Operaticn

es petween the wvarious machines.

The Cleaning Process and its Consequences

Because large amounts of dirt and debri from the maill
zccumulate in the sorters, they are cleaned each day. Varicus
witnesses testified that although the oostal Service instructs
maintenance employees to “vacuum” as much of the dirt and debris
frem the machines as possible, they testified that vacuuming 1s
cnly infrequently employed. Instead, as chserved during an agreed
zite wvisit, the sorters are cleaned by taking & hose with
compressed air and “hilowing” the dust, dirt and debrig out of the

prior to the cleaning, Mall Processing employees are supposed
+o be warned and removed from the arsa. However, the Union

elicited testimony indicating that coften employees are neither
warned or removed to adjacent sorters, o0 mast report back to the

work ares immediately after the cleaning is performed while high
concentrations of dust are still in the air. In additicn, although
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rhe blowing is supposed to be performed at a specific, relatively
iow pressure {30 pounds per square inch, or Y, the Union

introduced evidence that the ~leaning occurs at a much higher
o

Steve Stark testified that he has worked as an MPE 6 and 7,
and now works as an ETS. He currently works on Tour 2 and, as part
~f Postzl Maintenance, he cleans the autcmated equipment. He
tastified that the cleaning is performed between 7 a.m. and 3:30C
o.m. DBCSs are cleaned anvtime during the Tour; OCRs are generally
cieaned before Noon. ©He tsctified that 1f he only uses a vacuum tO
-lezn, ne cannct get all of the dirt and dust. As such, blowing

uipmen £ 1.7 a4 at t!

e pressure. o
gulator IO which all automation eguipment is

@ red. He
testified that 50 - 60 psi is used for the printers. He testified
+hat he believes that more than 30 psi of pressure is used. He
srknowledged that employees are instructed to utilize vacuuming as
much as possible and to let the supervisors know when cleaning was

ccur so that clerks could be moved tO manual cperations during
e cleaning. He further restified that signs warning employees of

cl

00O
e
eaning are placed in the aigles.

mep Perry testified that he nwas been emploved by the Postal
Service since December 199490, and has been an BT since 1%36. He
has worked on Tour 2 Ior years. During that time, he has been
responsible for FMS on the automatic equipment. Mr. Perry
tesrified that when the machines are blown out with compressed air,
mail, paper and dust are plown ouf. He testified that heavy matter
falle down but that light dirt and dust fleats in the air. Ee
restified that the alr pressure IUDS off of the house COmMpressol
and regulator; the air pressure is not regulated at the machine.
He testified that the alr pressure far cleaning is about 50 to €U

by

psi. He also testified +hat he sometimes has been instructed to
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varuum oult the machines. Before he oleans he informs employees
. L. - yx A 1. 1 S = 5

rhat nes 1s abgout Lo Ciean, ne testiiied.

&l Falzone testified  that he wag & m&aili  ProCessor
approximately twelve years ago. Since that time he runs BCE #4.
He testified there 1g a lot of dust that cannct be effectively

] 1ls cff of erhead equipment.

= = - 3 — 1 - "~ L7 e . - - - e
performed; all cleaning L5 pe formed by blowing. He stated that
3 - H I 3 . - . - - 5 -
when blowing is conducted, dust Comes down afterward and setties on

Ms. Hinton testified that no time Iis given for dirt and dust

+~ settle pefore emplovees must resume working. As such, employees
return to the work area which has been cleaned while dust is still
in the air che acknowledged that there have been scne
improvements made Lo move emplovees away from the area while
cleaning was perfcrmed. She testified that there is no time

netween the cleaning and returning to wWork.
g

gal Pile, a Mailhandler on Tour 2, Safety Captain, and member
of the Safety Committee, testified tha the problem with blowing is
fhat it “never leaves the building”; it ‘ust hangs in the alr, is
kicked up from the floor and Dblown inte zdiacent areas. He
testified that the Postal Service has made efforts to “clear cut”
employees whe are working on the machines which are cleaned, but
not these working on adjacent machines. He testified the Union has
reaised the issue quarterly but the Postal Service merely responds

?ﬁ

at it will “investigate” the situation.

3




sieaning method utilized has
employees. Ms. H

the

The Alleged Adverse Health Effects in the Workplace

The Union elicited evidence from several emplovees that the

s caused adverse health effects Lo
nton testified that emplovees have experiencead
e

in 3
following adverse health effecis: headaches; sinus conditicns;

tinged mucus from blowing nose; and running eyes from dust and dirt

wi
icles. ©She testified that she herself has had eye, ears, nose
1 s had nosebleeds which have required

a

chere was blowing within two machines employees could lesave the
ea; prior to that time, management stated that there wag no

lem. Ms. Bailey acknowledged that she has not filed an on-ic¢hb

Ty

The Union’s Efforts to Have the Situaticn Rectified

Mz . Hinton testified that she was a Mzil Processcor for 8

years, and has also served as Tour 2 Union Steward and on the
Raleigh P&DC Safety Committee for nearly 3 years. She has also
served as & Safety Captain while a Mail Processor. She testified
shat the “dust problem” at the facility heas evolved since 13884, In
1996, it became a major preblem as fellow emplovees complained of
headaches and runny noses. According to Ms, Hinton, during the
cleaning process, dust and dirt would fly in the air, employees
ware not always warned that cleaning was about to occur and thay
ware exposed.

Ms_ Hinteon testified that she filed se eral reports of hazard,
unsafe condition or practice complaining of the dust condition from




.

1396 o March, 2000. (U. Ex. 1). The problem continually was dirt
n =

and dust and sediment in trays. She said the complaints from
smplovees have been continual since 1996. She testified that the
iszue wag also raised in Safety Committee meetings on February 22,
2000, (U. BEx. 2}, January G, 2001, (U. Ex. 3); and on March 27,
2001. (U. Ex. 4}.

Tn that regard, the Safety Committee Meeting minutes reflect

~mat on February 22, 2000, Ms. Hinton “expressed concern” about

1=+ sn the workroom floor; and that the Plant manager stated in
< . i

sum the machines to the extent possi]

e mail Processing
hat an Zmplover
1T Y Lasl

L. EX. Z1 . h

e
Commitites Meelling
emplovees getiing
management agai

The Site Inspection cf the Workplace

puring a site visit of the area coenducted during the hearing
and with the participation of Party representatives, the air

appeared reasconably clear except that when the machines were
«leaned using air nozzles, dust flew everywhere and hung in the
air. It was also cobserved that dust had accumulated thick on many
curfaces, like light fixtures ang wventilators. The letter trays
were alsc observed to be in a dusty condition on the bottom. The
nozzle blew dust up from the floor and adjacent areas as it was

over sprayed. No attempt was made by the technician observed to
yee a vacuum; indeed there did no appear to be any vacuum in the

ared.




The 1%%7 Grievance

[Bly copY afety

and healt! ed in

this case Sate.

The Senicr otify

the local put .
J. Ex. DI

cn July 22, 1887, the Postal Service advised the Senior Safety
=nd Health Specialist in respense Lo The grisevance ithat, a8 2
corractive achion, “Money has been requested for € [illter systems
for rtne OCE and BCS egquipment for an estimated cost of $8G,0C0.
This system would run through the machines and would eliminate most
~¥ rhe dust in the area.” {Id.i. The recocrd reflects, however,

iltraticn svstem was elther purchased cor installecd in the

al Service

ist Dunlap acknowledged that the Pos
t grievance

1

d a filter system as indicated in th
resclurion.  She testified that the agreement reached to resoclve
the 1997 grievance “ig not consistent with the ELM requirements”
because budget procedures say different corganizatiocnal levels must
crovide funding to abate unsafe/unhealthful work conditiocns. She
stated that, nevertheless, the money was requested but a filter
system was never purchased because it learned that the same tType of
system in place at another facility did not work effectively. She
testified that there has been a proposal to purchase another system
but that has not been effected, either, for reascns not stated.

“The OSHA “General Duty Clause”

Ms. Gowdy-Wright, a laber educator from the North Carclina

¢afety and Health Proiject (the “Project”), testifiled that under
0SHA, an emplover has a general duty to provide emplovees with a




.

lzce of employment which is

from recognized hazards., (U, Ex.
She pointed out that the i

Service, under Article 19 of
L3

4

testif'ed that the cen@?al duty clause delineates an emplover
cbligations, which are useful o define when there ar
g rds . She testified that there are no special standards for
g

L.

al industry.

standards.

The Postal Service’s Efforts
toe Rectify the Dust Conditions

SMO Dickerson testified that he is familiar with the cleaning

methods used by the mechanics; he stated that they are required to
vacuum “as much as pcssible” and then to blow. However, he
conceded that vacuuming alene cannot completely clean the sorters.

He tezﬂ‘l::wc ed that emplovees ars required to leave the work area
when the blowing is conducted. He stated that signs are supposed
to be placed in the aisles where emplovees must traverse prior to
when the cleaning is commenced. He testified that he did not know
how soon afrer the blowing is conducted emplovees are reguired to
return te the work ares.

T ig the responsibility of manpagement to provide safe and

healthful working conditions in all postal- ~gwned or postal-
leased installations.




c to the Union’s

szsertions, the ailr nozzles used by USPS at the P&DC compliy wWith
e if a nozzle is found not

£ the standard rson festified
+hat c¢leaning is performed at 0 psi. He

r
t Les ¢ that the
compressed alr used to clean the sorters runs cff o

=« the other equipment. He also testified that the compressed alr
~smes from three separate IR compresscers, and that the house air
ssur rs T

e

the Emplover had tests conduct

t or noise problem; the test res

ity fell within OSHA limits on both dust and noise. {(See
i} Ms. Dunlap testified tests were conducted both in

June of 19928 and in March 2000, with similar resultis.

The Grievance

The Union filed the class action grievance at issue in this
proceeding on or about March 2, 2000, alleging that mail processors
and ETs are exposed to high concentrations of ncise and dirt
generated through the BCS, DBCS and OCR maintenance cleaning. APWU
further asserted that 1its earlier requests and subseqguent
Aiscussicns since 19%6 have not produced any major changes or
corrections to the procedure used by ETs Lo ciean the automated

ol

R

equipment. {J. Bx. ).




yUsps’ g Denial of the Grievance

sach of the steps

_ ed grievance prccedure. In its Step 2 response O
March 21, 2000, USFS asserted that there have been no viclations ¢

sirles 14 and 15 and that there are “no reascnable grounds t
Aetermine such a hazard exists.” It pointed out that two tests had
meon conducted regarding dust at t*he work site, and both indicated
nat the dust levels were below OSHA PEL standards. In addition,
i~ rmontended that all of the sir nozzles were checked and found to
Finally, the Post

1 service denied the grievance at
b
[

rh N

th

O

ne bhelow 30 psi. 51 Service claimed that a nolse
)

tast conducted while the s2ir hoses were being utilized indicated
#mat +the nolise levels were pelow OSHA standards. The Union
appealed TO arbitration. {(J. Ex. 2. This proceeding followed.

The Union argues that the dispute iz based on the failure oI
the Postal Service to provide an adequate filtration system for
st caused by the cleaning of automation equipment. It points te
+he testimony of the bargaining unit witnesses as describing the
problem, which it contends involves large amounts of dust in the
2ir. The Union asserts that it attempted to resclve the problem
cince 1996 through complaints, committee work and cooperative
sfforts. It contends that, while rhe Postal Service has recognized
the problems and has made some efforts to resolve them, they have
meen insufficient and inconsistent, with little actual change in
the work environment. AFWU points out that its previous efforts
culminated in the resclution of a grievance by the Postal Service’'s
agreement TO implement various changes, including seeking the
surchase and installation of filtration systems. However,
complains the Union, the Postal Service failed to implement that
commitment and, with respect to other commitments made in

o

resolution of the grievance, did so only sporadically.
The Union argues that rhe Emplover’s compllance with
requirements 1S questionable. It points to the concession of SMOC

h

miekerson that the aly pressure used to clean the machines is

P
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essentially unmonitored. The Union asserts that maintenance of &
oroper 30 psi pressure would reduce the ameount of dust bleown into
the air bv the cleaning. The Unicn al

o ! a o the facts and

that the examples he used to support his testimony related to the

£la+ sorrer, rather than OCRs, DBCSs and the other machines which
are the subject to the grievance.

The Union alsc challenges W properly

red from the area during cleanirt adequacy

e signs, the usage and visib ts is

icient. 17 points Lo tesTimo witnesses

erral notificetion is not glv ilearn

the cleaning from the nolse afte Thus,

tends, the Emplover’s efiort tion

As Lo argument presented by the FPostal

Service raly that

The PEL used ince

respiratory from

shorter, but expcsuke o levels of dust. It contends

that, 1n any ards zlone are not sufficient tco establish

rhe Employer’s compliance with Article 14 and the ELM.

e lementaticn of the terms of the priocr
1 on (U. Ex. %) would be sufficient to resclve the
problem. It asserts that there was a filtration system which had
reen used at the former GMF with positive results. It contends that
the evidence establishes that the Zformer system significantly
reduced dust, but the Postal Service failed to install elther a new
system or the former system. It concedes that the obligation of
the Dpstal Service under that settlement with respect o the filter
system was only an obligation toO request funding. However, it
points cut that despite the availability of funding, but a
determinaticn by the Pcstal Service that the system the Postal
Cervice had hoped to purchase turned out Lo pe inadeguate. The
argues that the Postal Se ervice was then o i

f‘“‘

an &iter ative svstem, but points out that
tmat the Postal Service sought such a system.

?v\v}
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The Union urges that the grievance be sustained and that, by
way of remedy, the Postal Service be required teo install filtration
=vetem adequate to alleviate the qust pollution faced by employees.

The Postal Service argues that the evidence establishes that
+ has not viclated the Agreement. T+ asserts that the evidence is
that Maintenance employees have been instructed to use the vacuums
rhe first instance, and cnly use the compressed ailr to blew when
cessary. 1t further contends that the evidence is thalt employees

ructed o leave the area before cleaning of the sorters is
4 to avoid dirt and dust kicked up in the clesaning process,

~he ET testified that he advises emplovyees that he 1is to
& £

,,,..x
=

and that T fie L
commence cleaning. According to the Postal Service, emplcvees are
made zware of the ¢leaning and may remcve themselves from the area
o avoid expesure To dust. 1T contends that while the conditions
may represent & nuisance for employees and Dbe uncemiortable, 1t
does pot constitute a hazard to hezalth cr safsty.

¢ further contends that the testing that has besen cor
reveals levels below OSHA in both neise and dust. Based on th
rests, 1t asserts that the Union has not proven that condlt

have created a safety cor health hazard. Moreover, it peints out
that no rtestimeny was introduced that indicated that any employees
nave ever suffered any on-Jjcb injuries from either dust or nolise,
and no employees have ever filed and on-job injury claims.

“he Postal Service alsc peints out that the Ffacility 1is
equipped with an efficient facility-wide air filtration system, for
which filters are changed monthly. Tt argues that an additional
fFiltration system is not necessary, as indicated 1in the Lests

conducted on individual employees.

Citing authority, the postal Ssrvice argues that it need only
meet OSHA standards; where the air sample is shown not to be in
excess of OSHA standards, & safety/health Thazard is not

sz that compliance is to be measured
sn the basis of applicable OSHA standards, not more restrictive
3

rinally, the Postal Sarvice contends that I should not
-

consider the remedy set forth in the resclution of the 1887




grievance because the instant grievance makes no mention of the
in

srior resclution. It argues that the Union’s Cngestzon this
regard constitutes a new argument which should not be consi tder in
chis proceeding. The Postal service asserts that if the Unicn was
scing to challenge the resolution, it should have made that fact
~lear in the grievance. For these reasocns, USPS urges that I

DISCUSSICN AND ANALYSIS

U8PS’ Obligaticn to Provide a Safe Workplace

ft
<
M
}W..»
O
i
£

states ™
orkplace
including
anvircnmental conditieons.” Applicabl
raquire the Fcstal Service to provide emp
in which to work. {See e.g., EILM Cect
Agreement by Article 13). In additicon
sbligaticn, under the general duty
Safety and Health Act, to provide worke
In this dispute, the Unicn had the burden tc establish, by a
sreponderance of the evidence, that the Postal Service’s action
vislated the Agreement. For the reasons set forth below, 1 find
that the Postal Service did viclate RArticle 14 c¢f the Agreement and
the general duty to provide its employees with a safe and non-
hazardous work place in the manner it dealt with dust® generated by
leaning the mall processing machines.

The evidence establishes that the Parties have been aware for
vears that dust and dirt presents an unhealthful and potentially
unsafe condition for employees, contributory to wvarious, mostly

here iz insufficient éV’ﬂﬁﬁw& to establish a contract viclation
in ﬁa“agﬁmeﬁ“fﬁ handling of noise generated by such prooedures, &G
significant evidence was offered with respect to that issue; and it is
not further addressed.

14



minor, physical respenses, sSome requiring medical attenticon. The
parties attempted to resclve the lssues through settlement of The
1997 grievance, but have not done so. I am persuaded that the
3 1
w 1ly

T
iirt T =3
iculate matter remains for scme time. In the <cleaning
rved, the Technician made not even a cursory effort to wvacuum.
and dust flew everywhere, the dust hanging in the air.
, it is apparent that the general building ventilation and
tion system 1s neil ther ;‘Le%de +o clean the air, ncr does it

The Emplover does not dispute that employees are directed to
resume work immediately after the cleaning is completed.
Therefore, employees are directed by management to return te the
sorters wnile dirt and dust remain floating in the air and,
consequently, breathe in the dust. For this reason, warning
empleyee« that the cleaning is about to occur and temporarily
elocating them to an adjacent work area does not prevent them from
scoming exposed, on a daily hasis, to high concentrations of the
irborne particulate matter. Beltler notice, & broader evacuation
nd 2 time of return which recognizes the dust hanging in the air
needed. Any delay can be shor rened by using cleaning regimens

which lsave less dust in the air.
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Service’s contention Lhat Toeg

r
b
e

rasts it perfcrmed, which showed dust levels to be within allowa
OSHA limits, absclves it of any more general obligaticn to provide
a safe work place to emplcoyees. First, the Parties’ Agreement does
not state that the Postal service must provide a work place which
merely meets OSHA levels. The provisions agreed to by the Postal
Service essentially restate the general duty clause of QSHA. Had

irhe decision relied upon by the postal Service, USPS and National
rssociation of Letter Carriers, Branch 283, Case No. G9ON-4G-C $30538381,
{Brandon, Arb. 1894) (NALCY is distinguishable and, rherefore, not
dispesitive of the issue. In that case, the Grievant was asthmatic and
hyperallergic and essentially sought an accommodation (a transfer) based
on that condition. In that regard, the arbitrator found that there was
nothing in the language of the Agreement or the OSHA standards presented
to him which indicated compliance was Lo he measured on a flexible scale
mased on the peculiar madical condition of an emplovee. In addition,
nrbitrater Brandon stated that meeting OSHA standards “represents &
ressonacle effort” to achleve a safe work environment; he did not state
that it represented conclusive proof that the work environment was safe.

Finally, it doss not appsar +hat the arbitrator in NALC addressed the
ostal Service’s cbligation, as presented in this dispute, %o provide
s safe work environment under OSHAR's general duty clause.

16




: a
sbligation to provide a safe work place, it could g
~hat it would be obligated to provide a work place which mesls
mipimum OSHA regulrements. 1+ 4did not do sgo, and, theresiore, LTS
ral 3

znce on the “Industriel Hyglene Report,” reflecting that its

noa imits does nobt insulate 1t
tion under the Aqreement . Where, &s here, there is
d ) rod s chbiective

7l
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i«wJ
’rm‘
0
0
oy
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th
oy
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% oot

ed

fforts to actually correct the
; r O nanagement nas been,
put most charitably, neglectful of its obli gat*ons to the employees

3
j#4
fos
?

and, more probably, disingenuous in its atated commitment o
sclving this problem. This t cease. The Award establishes 2
framework to accomplish that end.

ne to the appropriateness of the Unicn’s specific regquested
remedy of uninstalling the specizl filter system, I am not
persuaded. The settlement does not reguire the Postal Service to
engage in &n exercise in futility, as the reports furnished to
management suggest i+ would do if it were O expend $80,000 to
install an ineffective machine. Despite the Union’s specific
remedy regquest, I am not preparec to srder installation of such
devices. Indeed, short of a shroud over each machine, my
“V&Ei@ﬁ. dees not persuade me that any filter system will

1

oODser

prevern sphstantial exposure 350 long as Management USes nigh
pressure air to clean anvacuumed machines and leaves floors, travs,
and surfaces inadegquately cleaned.

17



This is, at bettom, a leng-term situation which should be
explored at the national level, since many facilitles naticnwide
use these machines and since effective solutions to this national
problem would benefit from the kind of atitention and resources
naticnal handling can bring to bear. I so reccommend, althougn I
lack authority to compel such freatment. In the meantime, the
award reflects my determipations as to the most practical local

amelicration of the preblem.

O
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