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Abstract

Toward A Spatial Understanding of Latin American Immigrant

Worker Population Fatalities.

by

Robert Stewart

Chairperson of the supervisory committee: Professor Ines Miyares
Department of Geography

The object of this dissertation was to conduct a geographical immigrant labor
population analysis of the work spaces where Latin American immigrant watker f
accidents occurred and were investigated by OSHA in NYC's Brooklyn and Manhatt
from 1995-2004. The purpose of this analysis was to identify spatial trends and to
develop a spatial profile or spatial model of these fatal accident sitel.th&/i
identification of spatial factors that are related to Latin Americarkevdatal accidents,
OSHA could implement an improved spatial strategy for identifying hazasdsngs
violations, and thus preventing these fatalities before they occur.

The US Dept. of Labor/ Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
reported that the total amount of occupational fatal accidents went up from 1,729 to 1,966

in the years 1997 to 2005. In addition, in the U.S., the Hispanic worker fatality rate has



increased sharply from 4.50 per 100,000 in 2003 to 4.90 in 2004. Thisis an 11%
increase (Smith, S., et al, 2006). The New York State (NYS) Trial Law\ssschation
of OSHA reported that from 1994-2004 in NYS, most of the occupational fatal accidents
occurred in New York City (NYC), and in NYC most occupational fatal accidents
occurred on construction sites. Sixty seven percent occurred with workers whaspoke
foreign language on the job, usually Spanish. Brooklyn was reported as the county that
had the most accidents in the state (NYS Trial Lawyers Assoc. of OSHA, 200&se
statistics clearly identify a need to reduce the occupational faideatcate, especially
for Latin American immigrants in NYC.

The research concludes that Latin American occupational fatal acaitenéve
a unique, and a statistically significant relationship with the following independent
variables: union status; job size; median residential household income; and rasidenti

population density.



Acknowledgements

I would like to thank each of my four advisory committee members for providing
their specific areas of expertise that helped bring this interdisaipliaaearch project to
fruition.

| thank my primary advisor Dr. Ines Miyares for her leading edge knowliedg
Latin American migration studies. | thank her for her steadfast suppoenpatiand
feedback, which without | could not have completed this project.

| thank Dr. Yehuda Klein for his statistical expertise in helping to decide which
statistical methods were best for examining fatal accident spatietrsat

| thank Dr. Jack Caravanos for his expertise in occupational safety and health and
helping to bridge the gap between geographic studies and occupational safetglind h

| also thank Dr. Charles Heatwole for providing his background in the broader
discipline of human geography and his help in initially focusing my research to Lati
American migration studies and bringing me together with my primary advisénes
Miyares.

Additionally | would like to thank my employer, the US Department of
Labor/Occupational Safety and Health Administration for providing me with the
necessary data and my position as a fatal accident investigator which provideduge

for virtually limitless field work.

Vi



Dedicated to the seventy Latin American immigrant workers that died inndustrial
accidents in the boroughs of Brooklyn and Manhattan from 1995 -2004. Latin
Americans are the ethnic group that had the most occupational fatal accides in
that time and space. This dissertation’s job is to identify spatial p&trns of Latin
American immigrant worker population fatalities and offer techniques to prevent

these accidents in the future.
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Definitions:

The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 and the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration:

The law called the “Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970” creaged th
agency within the United States Department of Labor called the “Occupafiafedy/
and Health Administration” (OSHA), and numerous safety regulations. @y is
tasked with enforcing these safety regulations. Before 1970, occupationaksafet
health was managed by diverse and inconsistent state laws and there were no
comprehensive laws in the U.S. for worker safety and health. Failure to follow OSHA
requirements can result in penalties for the employer of up to $70,000, and 6 months in
jail. The purpose of this law and agency is to provide employees in the Unitexl State
with safer work spaces by reducing worker accident rates as wedlrksr fatal accident
rates (OSH Act of 1970, as amended through 2004; US Dept. of Labor, 2007).

Since the main focus of this dissertation is fatal occupational accidents, with
specificity to Latin American immigrant workers, it is important to uatierd OSHA's
definitions with respect to “Occupational Fatal Accident”, and “Immigramgduage

Worker”.

Occupational Fatal Accident:

OSHA has defined an occupational fatal accident as a fatal accident tinat a&c

a result of a work-related incident in which OSHA has jurisdiction. FrequeSiyA

XV



does not have jurisdiction over workers employed by local municipalities. Imgae a
examined in this study both New York City (NYC) and New York State (NYi§)leyee
fatalities are handled by the New York State Department of Labor, Farbjaoyee

Safety and Health (PESH) (NYS Dept. of Labor, 2007). OSHA also does not have
jurisdiction over any “on road” traffic or vehicular accidents. Thesenaestigated and
recorded by the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) amdeehf

through the various local police departments (US Dept. of Transportation, 2007)y, Finall
OSHA does not have any jurisdiction over any fatal accidents related tqogései

safety. These are covered by the US DOT Division of Pipeline Safety (piSdbe
Transportation, 2007). Therefore this dissertation excludes any empl®lesctatients

caused by fires and/or explosions involving natural gas distribution pipelines.

Immigrant Language Wor ker:

OSHA has defined an “Immigrant Language Worker” as any worker who
immigrated to the United States from a foreign country, or a worker whasarpri
language is other than English, or a worker of Latin American origin. OSidpted this
definition in 2001 as a method to keep track of growing immigrant worker fatalities,
especially the noticeable growth of victims of Latin American origiefoBe this
definition was implemented, no records were kept by OSHA with regard tthieity
of victims’ of worker fatalities (US Dept. of Labor/OSHA, 2005-2009). The rebea

used this data to identify immigrant victims that were of Latin Amararggin. This

XVi



dissertation determined the ethnicity of each fatal accident victim by ctingla Google

Genealogy Search, using the name of each victim.

Hazardous or High Risk Work Area/site:

For the purposes of this dissertation hazardous or high risk work area/shie will
defined as work area/site that has more than the average occupataireddatents. In
this study we are using zip code areas as one of our geographical boundariesth®ne
main goals of this dissertation is to define a more clear definition of hazaydbigh
risk work area/site for Latin American immigrant workers. The démithat will be
proposed in the hypothesis section of this dissertation is that these sitevavilidtams
that are mostly non-union, and the victims will be on smaller size jobs. The zip code
areas where these fatalities occur will also have higher worker populatisitiels,
higher residential population densities, fewer OSHA inspections, more erdatihen

OSHA inspections are done, and lower median household incomes.

XVii



| — Introduction:

Why Study Latin American Occupational Fatal Accidents? :

From 1997-2005 the annual amount of occupational fatal accidents in the U.S.
rose from 1,729 to 1,966, which is an all-time high (U.S. Dept. of Labor/OSHA, 2005-
2009). From 2003 to 2004 the occupational fatal accident rate in the US rose from 4.00
to 4.10 per 100,000 workers. This was the largest rise in 10 years. The Hispanic worker
fatality rate increased even more sharply from 4.50 per 100,000 in 2003, to 4.90 in 2004.
(Smith, S., et al, 2006) From 1994-2004, Manhattan and Brooklyn were the counties that
had the highest proportion of occupational fatal accidents in New York State. kManhat
had 24% and Brooklyn had 13%. In NYC from 1994 to 2004, most of the occupational
fatal accidents occurred on construction sites, and 67% occurred with workers who spoke
a foreign language, usually Spanish (NYS Trial Lawyers Assoc. of O36135). In
contrast to NYC, only 13% of occupational fatal accidents in the US between 1996 and
2001 involved foreign born workers (Loh and Richardson, 2004). Out of the 210 fatal
accidents being examined in this study, 126, or 60% of them, occurred on construction
sites. The author believes that this is due to the steady rise in constructiayowmgrion
in Brooklyn and Manhattan from 1995 to 2008 which is indicated by the amount of

construction permits issued. (Line Graph 1).
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Line Graph 1 - Construction Permits Issued per Year, 1995-2008 (US Census,
2006-20009).
The amount of permits is measured in units. For example a one family private home
would be one unit, and a 100 family apartment building would be 100 units. Permit units
IS a more accurate measure of the amount of new construction. If we just lotked at
number of permits, the 100-family apartment building would have only one permit as
would the one-family private-home, and this would lead to inaccurately small

construction rates for large unit buildings. From 1995-2004 there was a steauty ri

permit units, except in Manhattan from 2002-2004, where there was a drop in



construction. The author believes that this drop in construction was as a result of the

September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in Manhattan, when for a

two-year period of time, economic conditions were not conducive for starting any ne
construction jobs in Manhattan. In that same time span, construction permits and
occupational fatal accidents went up in Brooklyn (Line Graph 2). Notice that in 2008
Manhattan had the highest number of fatal accidents when compared to any ather ye

and to any other county on the chart.
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Line Graph 2 - Occupational Fatalities per Year, 1995-2008 (USDOL/OSHA, 2005-
2009).



The author believes that this peak is where the trend was heading beforptémelfee

11, 2001 terrorists attacks on the World Trade Center caused a recession in comstructi
in Manhattan. It appears that in 2005, construction permits increase and fataltaccide
are quick to follow. Line graphs 3, 4, 5, and 6 were created to more closely illustrate t
differences and similarities with construction permits and occupatioaabfatidents in

the boroughs of Brooklyn and Manhattan. For legibility, there are separate [ gra

for permits and fatalities in each borough because of the large differescale for

each.
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Line Graph 3 — Construction permits issued in Manhattan per year, 1995-2008 (US
Census, 2006-2009).
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Line Graph 6 — Occupational fatal accidents per year in Brooklyn, 1995-2008
(USDOL/OSHA, 2005-2009).

Fatal accidents usually represent only a tip of an iceberg. In other words, when
fatal accidents go up, non-fatal accidents have gone up as well in those@knpéaces.
This phenomenon is called “The Accident Pyramid”, and has been a long-standing theory
in the safety literature. The accident pyramid proposes that for every 300jmon-i
accidents there are 29 minor injuries and one major injury or fatality. Thissrtiest as

the fatal accident rate goes up, the ordinary accident rate risediagbor



| major injury

29 minor injuries

300 non-injury accidents

(Heinrich, 1931).
Chart 1 — Accident Pyramid Chart

The author believes that by focusing on the sites where fatal accidehkelrto
occur, not only can the fatalities be prevented, but 29 other injuries as well.

Insurance companies are very aware of this accident pyramid, and thveyhato
on any fatal site there will be more accidents and increased insurancespaiyoeity
worker accident has a dollar expense attached to it. The dollar costs tec teethe
cost of medical care and rehabilitation. Due to the rising cost of medieairtsurance
costs related to worker accidents have skyrocketed in the same timel8eDC,
2007)

After September 11, 2001, Latin American occupational fatal accidents aiso we
down in Manhattan and stayed level in Brooklyn. However, in 2005 Latin American

fatal accidents hit record highs in Brooklyn (Line Graph 3).



By looking at Line Graphs 1 through 7, we can see that there are some obvious
differences, and similarities in the geography of occupational fatalegnts and Latin
American occupational fatal accidents. In 2002 and 2008, Manhattan has the highest
peaks in occupational fatal accidents. In the same two years, in Manhattatirihe
American occupational fatal accidents show a decreasing trend. In Brookilyg the
years 1996 and 2005, the occupational fatal accidents hit peaks. During the same two

years the Latin American occupational fatal accident also hit its hitymegteaks. It
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Line Graph 7

Latin Fatals per year in Manhattan and Brooklyn, 1995-2008 (USDOL/OSHA,2005-
2009).



appears that the geography of occupational fatal accidents and thapdwogi Latin
American occupational fatal accidents have a more direct geogratatadnship in
Brooklyn, but not as much in Manhattan. The author believes that by examining
geographic variables in more detail, we can understand this relationshig;dhatof the
goals of this study.

This steady rise of occupational fatal accidents, especially with Aenerican
immigrants in NYC, and the increased insurance costs, indicates a need tgateelsa
causes of these occupational fatal accidents for the purposes of controllindunidge
their occurrence in the future.

The purpose of this dissertation is to conduct a geographical analysis of Latin
American immigrant labor with a focus on the work spaces where thosadatalit
occurred in order to determine whether there are spatial patterns to thiesataiid
subsequently develop spatially targeted preventative programs.

Using geographic theory and techniques to study death rates is not uncommon. In
fact, occupational fatal accident rates are a small subset of death rategahic
studies of death rates in the US and United Kingdom have yielded substanttalinesul
showing causal relationships (Murray, 1967). An example of fruitful geographic studies
of death rates was in the examination of AIDS. In these studies, unlike manfatdaher
diseases of the African tropics, AIDS had a proven ability to take root in tem|aerdse
(Shannon, et al, 1991; Gould, 1993).

Since most of the occupational fatal accidents in NYC occurred on construction
sites and with Latin American workers, this study’s main focus will be on theation

of Latin American immigrant workers to NYC and to their employment at those



construction accident sites. In different areas of the United States, ogfnatary

factors may dominate. For example, high hazard mining or lumber jacking work spaces,

where little or no construction is going on, may have high numbers of worker fatalitie

along with different migratory forces driving workers to those specific jbh®vever, in

the areas being examined in this study, there are no mining or lumber jackingpopera

and therefore no mining or lumber jacking work space fatalities. Similarye ®f these

other high hazard work spaces are in areas with low immigration rates, aresak a

have a low number of immigrant fatalities (USDOL/OSHA, 2007-2009). What this

means is that this study may identify some migratory elements thatrgrgpeeific to

the geography of the area, and may not be able to be applied to any other areas. On the

other hand, this study hopes to find migratory trends that can be applied to other

geographic areas and be used to prevent worker fatalities in those avells asis

project will attempt to identify and add an understanding both types of migratory.trends
Migration experiences of immigrants cannot be adequately explainedriglea s

theory, but only by a host of theories operating simultaneously at different geographi

scales (Airriess and Miyares, 2007, p., 16). In addition, in the geographical antigr

labor population literature, theories are well developed relating to distinctoxoekf

population migration patterns that have been know to grow in workplaces associated with

certain areas and markets (Bowen, et al, 1995; Gilbertson, 1995; Harvey,1997; Kim,

1981; Min, 1988; Miyares, 1998; Portes and Zhou, 1992; Waldinger and Bozorgmehr,

1996). These theories will all be discussed in depth in the second chapter.
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Positionality of the Researcher

The position of the researcher is that of an OSHA Compliance Officer
(Investigator) from the period of 1990 to present, whose job it is to investigate
occupational fatal accidents in Brooklyn and Manhattan in order to determine the
employer’s compliance with OSHA safety regulations. The majority ofata¢ &dccidents
being studied in this dissertation were either directly investigated bysbarcher or the
researcher was consulted by other investigators. The researcheadasirgne highest
level of proficiency as an investigator established by OSHA. Thatie@b-12 Stepl0.
The researcher has also received the Secretary of Labor's Awdgdeptional
Achievement on three separate occasions, and has been the only OSHA Compliance
Officer to ever receive the US Department of Justice’s Office of thAttéfsney Award.

All four awards were as a result of fatality investigations that hawudtedsn successful
criminal prosecutions. Individually, the researcher has been involved with rmadre fat
accident investigations and more fatal-related criminal prosecutions thathan

OSHA compliance officer since OSHA's inception in 1970. It should be noted here that
as a normal course of business, the author has easy access to the fatal acaident dat
presented in this dissertation however the type of analyses done here in thigtdisser

not part of the author’s duties or job description and this dissertation goes greatly above
and beyond the author’s call of duty as an OSHA Compliance Officer.

The researcher has also worked with the NY City Police Department since 1982
as an Auxiliary (volunteer) Police Officer, presently as a Lieuteassigned to the 81
Precinct in Brooklyn, which is located in the study area. This police department

experience has given the researcher a perspective of comparison bedlieewqrk and

11



OSHA work. The most important comparison is NYPD’s present spatial strategy f
preventing felonies versus OSHA'’s spatial strategy for preventicigpational fatal
accidents. NYPD’s spatial strategy is to identify spatial trends andigsrédr felons and
then focus police manpower in those areas to prevent crime. The author believas that t
same spatial tactic can be used to prevent occupational fatal accidents. [Tigs wil
discussed more in depth.

The researcher’s position as an OSHA investigator specializing in oangati
fatal accidents has given the researcher a unique opportunity as a geogyagiiserve
two primary categories of occupational fatal accidents. Those two detegce: fatal
accidents caused by normal human error, which occur at a regular rai teelaen
hours worked; and fatal accidents caused by employers who take advantage of and abuse
workers, particularly Latin American workers. The researcher hageddhat the latter
has a greater degree of preventability and therefore has chosen to reagarch
American immigrant worker population fatalities.

Academics have the potential to participate in social change, but we must find
ways to collaborate effectively with each other and with those beyond theracade
world. By using mixed methods including statistical methods and field work from
different positions and perspectives, scholars create the conditions for rigbty var
research products that might connect to broader sets of audiences (Moun2)@3xl
This researcher hopes that his perspective as an academic, an OSHA tioveatigaan

NYPD auxiliary police officer, will result in this research projeat@uoplishing that.

12



OSHA's Current Spatial Strateqy for Preventing Fatalities:

OSHA's manpower presently consists of approximately 1,000 inspectors
nationwide, doing an average of 35 inspections per year each. Nationwide, there are
approximately 6 million inspectable workplaces in the United States (US C208&3.

With OSHA'’s present amount of manpower, it would take approximately 171 years to
inspect allof these workplaces. For the purposes of preventing fatal accidents, it is not
necessary to inspect every workplace in the United States, but to inspeotkptaees

that have common workplace fatality risk factors, and hopefully to inspect those
workplaces before the fatalities occur. OSHA's current predominant! Spittagy for
conducting inspections is to conduct inspections where OSHA has received a complaint
from a worker, passerby, or governmental agency, or to conduct inspections where
OSHA has learned that a worker fatality has occurred. Complaints arlgvags or

high hazard work environments; many are for low hazard white collar jobs. Thus OSHA
spends a much of time doing inspections relating to low hazard issues such as dust and
sanitation.

The OSHA law requires that employers keep records of and report all work-
related fatalities to OSHA within 8 hours (Code of Federal Regulations 29, 2006), or
receive a penalty up to seven thousand dollars (Occupational Safety and Hedl®i7Act
as amended through 2004; USDOL/OSHA, Field Inspection Reference Manual, 2007).
These requirements, along with the cooperation from local authorities suchpatidbe
department, fire department, and medical examiner, have proven effective in OSHA
being able to promptly investigate and gather data for all fataltigeeiareas included in

this study.

13



In Brooklyn and Manhattan, OSHA has deemed scaffolds and demolition jobs as
spaces that are high hazard. OSHA has created a local emphasis program
(USDOL/OSHA, LEP, 2007) that permits OSHA inspectors to do an inspection of any
scaffold or demolition job they encounter. However, this is rare because OSHA
inspectors are typically too busy handling complaints and fatal accidents and do not have
time to scout for the most hazardous spatial profile.

Scouting for spatial profiles has proven effective in crime fighting foNehs
York City Police Department (NYPD). Former NYPD Police Commissidtidram
Bratton’s theory was to fight crime by looking for criminals in the spttasfit the
spatial profile for criminals, (i.e. urinating in public, jJumping subway turkesyyhoping
to prevent bigger crimes before they happen, and possibly catching crimamdésd for
more serious crimes (Bratton, 1998). This author believes that a similar ppagiam
to prevent work space fatalities can be developed for OSHA as a resultsitithis
OSHA could send inspectors to areas with a specific spatial profile assogigt Latin
American fatal accidents for the purposes of preventing Latin Americaupatonal

fatal accidents.

Importance of the Research:

This study is important because it makes use of and adds to the existing body of
geographical literature in immigrant population labor geography. Thig stushique to
the geographic scientific community in that none of the peer-reviewed geagraphi
literature uses occupational fatal accidents as a variable. In additeostutly is unique

to the safety community because none of the peer-reviewed safetytdeyates

14



occupational fatal accidents a geographer's perspective by comparipgtoutal fatal
accidents to the variables in question by using existing geographic theohoagttt

This study is important because it will help us to understand occupational fatal
accidents for the purposes of preventing them. This study will help us develop a
replicable spatial model or profile for where immigrant occupationdldatadents are
occurring, so a more optimal spatial strategy for conducting OSHA inspectoris
implemented to reduce those fatalities. In addition to OSHA, insurance c@s fiaati
insure employers for workers compensation accident insurance could useotimatidn
as part of their loss control program to prevent Latin American occupatiorial fata
accidents. Once the insurance company spatially identifies a work sitedhat is
likely to have a Latin American fatal accident, then they could impleméstysa
measures to prevent the fatal accidents. Perhaps this model can then be applezd to ot
large or growing cities in the United States to reduce their occupatitalehcaidents as
well.

This dissertation consists of six chapters. The first introduces the research
guestion. The second proposes a conceptual framework of Latin American labor
migration theories. The third examines the evolution of Latin American Laboatiig
theories as a result of the changing immigration laws as well as ginatiom dynamics
created by labor laws. The fourth establishes a spatial hypothesisifoAbarican
occupational fatalities based on the first, second, and third chapters and introduces
guantitative methods to test this hypothesis. The hypothesis is that thesedamtahts
will more likely occur on jobsites that are mainly non-union, and smaller inHiesy

will also be in zip code areas that have lower median household incomes, fewer OSHA

15



inspections, higher average OSHA citation rates, greater worker pops|aitd greater
residential population densities. The fifth is the quantitative analysis ants ralsuig

with a discussion of how this relates the hypothesized spatial characteridtatin
American immigrant worker fatal victims in the zip code areas that had thd_atos
American occupational fatal accidents. The sixth integrates the fip¢ecthand draws
spatial conclusions on how to prevent Latin American occupational fatal acciddms in t

study area and beyond.

16



Il — Conceptual Framework for the Migration of Latin American Immigrant Lab or

to Hazardous Jobsites:

In the introduction we saw that a large percentage of occupational fatigratcci
victims in Brooklyn and Manhattan are of Latin American origin. Of the Latiredgan
fatal accident victims, the author has observed that the two most frequent groups that
emerge are Mexicans and Ecuadorians (Stewart, Field observations 1990i200%).
take a closer look at Latin American immigration with special emphasisrignation
from Mexico and Ecuador.

Of the 27.6 million foreign born residents in the US in the year 2000,
approximately 52 percent were from Latin America (Airriess and Mg;a@007). In
New York City from 1990 to 1997, the native white population decreased by 250,000
(Wright and Ellis, 2001). Latinos are the largest immigrant group in NYC. In 2000
estimated 2.2 million Latinos lived in NYC. Of this Latino group, Mexicanshare t
fastest growing group in NYC. Approximately 250,000 to 275,000 Mexicans lived in
NYC in 2000. This was a big increase from approximately 40,000 Mexicans in 1980.
This growth was due to an economic crisis in Mexico matched by a demand for work in
the US. Mexicans are a highly available and compliant labor force. Fiftgmert
Mexicans in NYC are undocumented and arrive unskilled and uneducated (Smith, R.,
2001).

Up until the late 1990’s, Ecuadorian international migration was primarily to
NYC. Most of the 400,000 Ecuadorians living in the United States are concentrated in

metropolitan New York. They were also having a similar economic crisis ared we
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coming from Canar and Azuay Provinces as farmers with little education alsd skil
Many came to the US to work and would remit their pay back to relatives in Ecuador
(Jokisch, 2002; Jokisch and Pribilsky, 2002).

The majority of undocumented aliens are visa overstayers, that is, entrants on
visas who remain in the United States after the expiration of there visas. iridréynof
undocumented aliens are those who entered the country without valid documents, by
mainly crossing the boarders clandestinely. A widely accepted ¢stiopdéhe INS put
the number of undocumented immigrants in New York State at 540,000 in 1996, the vast
majority of these living in New York City (Kraly and Miyares, 2001; Airriesd a
Miyares, 2007).

There are nine immigrant labor migration theories that can be used to ekplain t
migration of Latin American workers to hazardous worksites. They are nesiecla
theory, new economics of migration theory, dual market theory, world systeory,
network theory, institutional theory, human capital theory, disadvantage theory, and
culture theory. We will now examine how each migration theory can explair iy
American immigrant workers tend to migrate to jobsites that have a parspailial

description consistent with a more hazardous workplace.

Labor Migration Theories and How They Apply to Latin American Immigrant

Workers in New York City:

Neo-Classical Theory:
Neo-classical Theory states that migration of workers acrosaatianal

boundaries is strongly influenced by employment opportunities and wage rates.

18



Employees will migrate where opportunity and earning potential is h{gieress and
Miyares, 2007). Sydney, Australia is a good example of this. In Sydney, whenga chan
in regulation opened up opportunities for immigrant entrepreneurs, the ethnic
entrepreneurs became the defining aspect of Sydney as a cosmopolitanitylobal ¢
Sydney has become the largest immigrant city in Australia for margrelitf immigrant
groups (Collins, 2006).

Another example of Neo-Classical Theory is the Ecuadorian international
migration. Prior to the late 1990s, approximately 400,000 Ecuadorians settled in
metropolitan New York. Ecuadorians in New York City who predominantly left their
farming jobs in the highland provinces of Canar and Azuay, work mainly in menial jobs
and as a group remit millions of dollars annually (Jokisch, 2002). In the mid to late
1990s, Ecuador entered a political and economic crisis just as clandestine tasiospor
to the US became increasingly expensive and dangerous. Within two years Eouadoria
migration diversified radically, and a “new emigration” formed whereratign shifted
to Europe, mostly Spain, but also to France, Italy, and the Netherlands. Prior to 1998, few
Ecuadorians lived in Europe, but now, Ecuadorian are the largest immigrant group in
Madrid and one of the largest in Spain (Jokisch and Pribilsky, 2002).

Neo-Classical Theory also applies to Mexican immigrant migratiorete Work
City. As mentioned above the number of Mexican immigrants in NYC increased from
approximately 40,000 in 1980 to approximately 275,000 in 2000. This growth was due to
an economic crisis in Mexico matched by a demand for work in the US. The Mexica
immigrants who were largely unskilled and uneducated settled in NYC lookijapfor

opportunities that were available in NYC and were lacking in Mexico (SRift2001).
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The majority of occupational fatal accidents in Brooklyn and Manhattan occur on
construction sites. Opportunity and earning potential are relatively high irmmozist.
Unskilled construction workers currently get paid $125 per day, tax free as an
undocumented day laborer (Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009) This is more than
double the minimum wage currently of $7.25 per hour (US Dept of Labor, ESA website,
2009). Latin American immigrants migrate to work on construction sites in the stud
area because in NYC, Latin Americans have the highest population of undocumented and
unskilled labor (Smith, R., 2001; Jokisch, 2002), and are therefore motivated to accept
the more dangerous undocumented day laborer construction jobs with higher pay rather
than the lesser paying jobs that are less hazardous and may even require being

documented.

New Economics of Migration Theory:

This theory explains that the migration of workers is determined by the
availability of unemployment insurance in its various forms, or better atwessdit
reduces the financial risk of the worker (Airriess and Miyares, 2007). This caetbe s
in Miami where general urban and economic development has resulted in the Cuban
ethnic enclave identity decreasing as the Cubans become increasiegigated. The
enclave splintered into specialized clusters of Cuban businesses such asatiorsdi
corporations in Coral Gables, and manufacturing in Hialeah (Alberts, 2006).

In the study area Latin Americans are nogirating to work on dangerous
construction sites for better credit and unemployment insurance. They aaéingigr

there because there is less financial risk by getting much higher pay thangnadra
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less hazardous job. The construction sites they work on offer them jobs as day laborers
where they work “off the books” and can easily avoid paying taxes (Stewaddt, Fie
observations, 1990-2009). Working “off the books” for more money offers greater
immediatesecurity than working “on the books” for less money, no workers
compensation insurance, no medical insurance, and the fear of being at risk of being
discovered as an undocumented when filing tax returns. Being discovered as
undocumented could result in deportation, depending on the circumstances (Stewart,

Field observations 1990-2009).

Dual Market Theory:

This theory states that international migration originates from the labor okeds
modern industrial societies rather than poor economic conditions in the developing origin
countries. Native populations often find low wage labor intensive work unattractive and
immigrants meet this labor demand (Airriess and Miyares, 2007). A studytamBri
refers to this as the ecological succession of business, when new immigcaiptp the
rungs of opportunity ladder that are no longer attractive to the indigenous population. The
South Asian presence in low-order retailing in Britain fit this explanatioh just as
immigrants had been recruited in the 1950's and 1960's to fill unwanted jobs of the white
British economy, so in the 1970s and 1980s South Asians occupied a residential
entrepreneurial niche (Barrett and McEvoy, 2006). Native populations oftani@ih
jobs and immigrants often get the non-union jobs. It has been observed that union
workers tend to get better pay, working conditions and benefits than their non-union

counterparts (Freeman, 2000; Gilbertson, 1995; Waldinger, 1996a). A good union will
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often be very vocal and fight for working conditions. An example of a worker union
fighting for working conditions was in 1998 during the GM/United Auto Workers

dispute. As a result of this dispute all automobile production was shutdown in North
America until working conditions were improved (Herod, 1999). Non-union day laborers
would never have the organization to put together such a powerful labor dispute.
Undocumented workers would never voice such complaints because of the fear of being
discovered as undocumented and then deported.

Dual Market Theory applies to Latin American immigrant workers whoateg
to NYC. Latin Americans workers are migrating to the smaller, non-union, more
hazardous jobsites because Native New Yorkers find those unattractive. Vhd\eati
Yorker would prefer a large union job with all its benefits (workers compensat
insurance, health benefits for the employee and employees family, retinelae
including social security and 401K plan, paid vacation and paid holidays, to name a few)
(Stewart, Field observations 1990-2009). Latin Americans are migrating tgdhsse
because Latin Americans have the highest population of unskilled and undocumented
workers in NYC, and as previously discussed above, they do not want to take a
documented job for fear of deportation, while they can get high untaxed day laborer pay
(Stewart, Field observations 1990-2009).

Unions will never get upset or protest these small (under six stories or under 1
million dollars) non-union jobsites because the large jobs usually supply enough skilled
job openings for the union workers. However, the unions will get very upset if a large
site contractor hires non-union workers or if a large site union contractartstaite

union workers as non-union workers due to a poor economic climate such as that which
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occurred in the Spring of 2009. The unions get very upset when they see non-union
workers taking skilled jobs for less pay and benefits because this erodesyrseand

benefits that the union worked hard to acquire for all its workers. This sets upamndit

for an extremely unsafe job site. Below is a photo (Photo # 1) taken at an unusually large
non-union jobsite in Manhattan. The photo shows Local 79 union carpenter workers
protesting by using a large inflatable rat to demonstrate that the emplogédrired the

local 79 “union workers” as “non-union workers” is a “rat”, because the emplay®t w

pay the proper union wages and proper benefits (Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009).

The majority of the time the author observes this particular scene, with the
inflatable rat, is in less complex situations where the employer simplggusr hires
union workers. In these situations the union simply places the rat in front detlas sin
intimidation tactic to get the employer to sign a union contract and to gehfileyees
to join the union (Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009).

The author has asked the employers and employees on the site in photo # 1 why is
it that this new scenario has emerged consisting of union workers and union employer
acting as non-union. The employers stated that rather than stop work becausellthey
not afford to pay union wages they decided to hire the union workers as non-union and
give them non-union pay. The employees stated that instead of going unemployed and
getting no pay, they decided to work and get lesser pay acting as non-union employee

(Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009).
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Photo # 1 (Author’s photo)

Local # 79 Union Carpenters protest an employer hiring skilled “union worketsbas
union workers”. They protest lack of proper wages and benefits by using a large
inflatable rat. Undocumented Latin American day laborers could never hold such a
protest for fear of deportation

24



World Systems Theory:

World Systems Theory explains that while the flow of capital and goodssprea
from the global business cities or cores to the periphery, the internatamaifflabor
moves in the opposite direction. The cause of this is capitalist investments pletedis
labor from the business cores, which then results in a flow of replacement labor
immigrants to those cores (Airriess and Miyares, 2007). A good example of this is
Japan, which with its low and still declining birth rate, its aging population, sunigit
standard of living, found itself turning increasingly to migrants from poorer gesmtr
Asia and even South America to satisfy its labor needs (Massey, et al, 1993).

World Systems Theory seems to apply to occupational fatal accidehésliatin
American community in NYC. Between 1990 and 1997 over 250,000 native-born whites
(roughly one fifth of the 1990 total) left the city’s workforce. Native whitevN@rkers
moved to the suburbs (or beyond) to businesses and/or living areas that have migrated
from the city’s core. Some have also retired from the labor force. The jobg thit b
group created employment vacuums filled by different, and younger, other groups
(Wright and Ellis. 2001). Since Latin Americans have the highest population of
undocumented and unskilled workers in NYC and native white New Yorkers are not
there to fill the most hazardous jobs, Latin American immigrants weredbkelikely to
fill the void left after the native white New Yorkers moved from the citpiedStewart,

Field observations 1990-2009).
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Network Theory:

Network Theory describes how immigrants form social networks or enclaves to
reduce the risk of migration, settlement, and employment. Immigrantnfetmorks
from origin to destination countries. In other words social capital is used to rthe@uce
risk of migration, settlement, and employment (Airriess and Miyares, 2007). In the
destination country, ethnic enclaves are formed. Many immigrant and etbnkic w
groups tend to cluster in ethnic niches or ethnic enclaves (Ellis, et al, 2004digrants
tend to cluster where ethnic job networks are (Wright and Ellis, 1997). An example of
this is Little Portugal in Toronto. Little Portugal formed as a sefficient economy
based on a need to live near friends and relatives of the same ethnic backgrounds. A
strong ethnic enclave developed and Portuguese entrepreneurs have followed a
community-oriented strategy for Portuguese immigrants in businescpr@lotixeira,
2006).

In NYC, Black Americans replaced Germans and Irish in factory, garasat,
hotel work. Now the Black Americans are being replaced by Hispanics, Afro-
Caribbeans, and Asians (Waldinger, 1996b). The immigrant enclaves provide work
opportunities until the worker assimilates into the new country (Waldinger and
Bozorgmehr, 1996). Enclaves delay acculturation (Bailey and Ellis, 1993). Enclaves
survive when they have money, skills, and a flow of immigration (Wilson and Portes,
1980). Enclave members who belong to a union get more benefits than if they did not
belong to a union (Gilbertson, 1995). The immigrant workers also have a great deal of

control in the enclave space and control who else works there (Tonkin, 2000).
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The fatalities in this study suggest the existence of social networkslares
with Latin American workers in the study area. Evidence for this coroesdites that
have multiple fatalities, such as: The October 24, 2001 scaffold collapsefivbere
Ecuadorian workers died in zip code 10003, which is located in the Gramercy Park area
of Manhattan; a clothing store fire on December 8, 1995 where five Latimiéens died
in zip code 10027, located in the West Harlem section of Manhattan; and the five Latin
American fatalities at the Brooklyn recycling plants during 1995-2001 in zip Lhi2lg7,
known as the East Williamsburg section of Brooklyn. These multiple fatalinés hi
toward some form of network that draws these immigrants together in thesenoom
places. In comparison, there are no “five fatality” locations for NatiRLAmerican
workers. It appears that these social networks or enclaves are set up tol&eeqf a f
Latin American immigrants to the most hazardous workplaces, because asediscuss
“Dual Market Theory” above, Native New Yorkers find these more hazardous labor
intensive jobs unattractive. During the investigations of these fatal ats;itiem author
has confirmed the existence of social networks with Latin American worketbe case
of the January 24, 2001 scaffold collapse, the surviving workers explained how they were
day laborers picked up off the street corner and getting $100 dollars per day “off the
books”. They stated that they preferred working “off the books” because they were
undocumented and could make more money this way, and also make more money than
doing something less hazardous. The author has made endless field intervievegiwith
American workers stating exactly the same thing on countless otheasites|

(Stewart, Field observations1990-2009).
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The author has also made other observations while conducting OSHA inspections
to confirm the existence of Latin American social networks or enclaves.e Thos

observations include networks of Latin American day laborers that organizeen pres

Photo # 2 (Author’s photo)

Latin American day laborers line the corner at Coney Island Ave and A&
waiting to get picked up by any contractor.
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locations in order to get picked up by employers that are looking for day lab®tess
author has observed these day laborers will regularly line the streets inyBroal@é"

Street from 28 Street to New Utrecht Avenue, and on Coney Island Avenue and Ditmas
Avenue, (Photo # 2) just to name a couple of locations.

The author has also stopped at these locations during OSHA outreaches to educate
the Latin American workers about safety, but when the author pulled up, he was
repeatedly mistaken for a prospective employer. The workers took the Spanisggang
safety literature but they all seemed more interested in wanting to knowarttne had
a job for them. The prospective workers took the information out of courtesy but the day
laborers were more interested in getting a day’s work (Stewart, Fieldrabsas 1990-

2009).

Institutional Theory:

This theory explains how non-profit institutions like churches and humanitarian
organizations emerge to assist potential immigrants (Airriess andddiy2007). A
good example of this was in Los Angeles with the Japanese American ethnic economy
“Little Tokyo”. In 1994, after the Northridge earthquake, the effects of@sston were
felt in “Little Tokyo”. As a result, Japanese American cultural, commuaitd
religious organizations played a crucial role in the recovery of the imnbigpammunity.
These institutions sharpened transnational ties with import of films and music from
Japan, and helped in building high rise homes for seniors (Smith, J., 2006).

The author has observed at least 4 institutions attempt to reach out and help the

Latin American immigrants get safe jobs. The first organization began in 2002 when a
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community group in Brooklyn called the “Latin American Workers Project,” set afea s
pick up area for day laborers on Bay Parkway between the promenade along the Hudson
River and the Caesar’s Bay shopping area. (Photo # 3). A temporary building was
erected where day labors could wait for contractors and stay warm. Thetwatthat
picked up the day laborers made a promise that they would provide safe working
conditions and insurance. This is still active as of this writing (Stewdd, fie
observations, 1990-2009).

The second is a not-for-profit watchdog group call New York Committee for
Occupational Safety and Health (NYCOSH). The author observed them on many
occasions doing outreaches, training, and seminars to try and educate thaneicaA
community in safety and health (Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009).

Third is the Union of Needle Trades and Industrial Textile Workers (UNITE).
This is a union that organizes workers in the garment manufacturing section of
Manhattan. These workers are of predominately Latin American origine paepose is
to promote better safety and working conditions for its workers. The garment
manufacturing industry is basically a low hazard industry however in NYC it istknow
for its fire hazards due to congestion for work space (Stewart, Field obseryvafi6s
2009) There was only one garment-industry-related fatality in this study witchred
on January 1, 2000 as a result of a fire in a garment manufacturing building on 260 West
36" Street in Manhattan, in which a Latin worker fell 5 stories to his deathy tiyin
escape a fire (USDOL/OSHA, 2006). The biggest worker fatality in NYC’erlyist

occurred in the garment industry in 1911 when a fire broke out in the Triangle Shirt
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Photo # 3 (Author’s photo)
“Latin American Workers Project” trailer set up at Bay Parkway neaC#esar’'s Bay
shopping area in Brooklyn to help Latin American day laborers get safe jobs.

Factory at 21-23 Washington Place in Manhattan, and 146 immigrant workers died due t
poor fire safety (Cornell University, 2009).
Fourth is OSHA, which also has done countless outreaches, training, and seminars

to educate the Latin American community in occupational safety and health

31



requirements. One outreach in particular that stands out is when a famousgnrafessi
wrestler Rey Mysterio did a series of public service announcement on Spanishoiele
during professional wrestling programs. He spoke for OSHA in Spanish about the
protections that OSHA provides for all workers, undocumented or not (Stewart, Field

observations, 1990-2009).

Human Capital Theory:

Human Capital Theory states that some immigrant groups can markekiteir s
and education obtained in their native countries. Workers who lack skills and education
tend to settle with the most hazardous jobs (Borjas, 1986; Miyares, 1998; Portes and
Zhou, 1992). Frequently those jobs have no required insurance or benefits. Nationally,
health risk factors are elevated for Hispanics who are undocumented becguse/éhe
no health coverage and there are social and economic disadvantages (NHLEd, websit
2006). In the study area, immigrants from the former Soviet Union are an exaimpl
immigrants with a high amount of human capital. Many are educated professionals
(Miyares, 1998). On the other hand, Mexican immigrants are an example of a gifoup wi
low human capital. Many arrive undocumented with no skills or education (Smith, R.,
2001).

The Human Capital Theory clearly applies to Latin American occupatiatahl
accident victims. This is exemplified by the two worst fatal accidents isttitly both
resulting in five Latin Americans dying on each job. During the study perioe idao

non-Latin occupational fatal accident that had as many deaths in one event. W&t ca
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concluded here is that Latin Americans are migrating to these more hazardausijebs

than non-Latin Americans.

Disadvantage Theory

Disadvantage Theory for working immigrant groups states that when iamtsgr
have no place to live and no English language skills, they tend to get the most hazardous
jobs (Bonacich, 1973; Min, 1988; Miyares, 1998). Again, in the study area, immigrants
from the former Soviet Union have fewer disadvantages, because they often have Englis
language skills and their refugee status helped them with their relocati@mgployment
(Miyares, 1998). In the study area, Mexican immigrants are consideredatisaged.
Many come with no place to live and no English language skills (Smith, R., 2001).

Government involvement can help unskilled disadvantaged immigrants. One
such example was in Southern California farms in the 1920s and 1930s where
government involvement allowed for Mexican immigrant workers to go on welfare
during the off-season. This proved to be more profitable for the Mexican immigrant
workers than when farmers were in control during the off-season and could not afford to
pay the Mexican workers. This government involvement also proved to be more
profitable for the farmers because from this pool of Mexican immigrant w&rikey
were able to rapidly deploy a large working staff of laborers when needed the
harvest season. If the Mexican immigrants were not there, the farnuéaheoe lost
their crops because of the lack of manpower to do the harvesting (Walsh, 1999).

The disadvantaged usually are in areas with high populations and social

disorganization such as low economic status, detached family structure, cotigexie
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and working areas, and this can lead to high crime rates (Kamber et al, 200@; Swart
2000). Crime statistics for serious crimes (Uniform Crime Reportsgbted to smaller
crimes and “quality of life” issues (Bratton, 1998). A hazardous work environment can
be considered an example of a poor “quality of life” issue.

A literature review by the author in an unpublished Master's Paper in 1991
examined empirical studies concerning occupational accidents. The autubateal that
out of 13 factors examined, “a good quality of life work environment” (good
housekeeping, cleanliness, light, lack of congestion, orderliness of the sitdhathe
disorder) was tied for first place with, “the way workers were traingdsifive
reinforcement and management involvement rather than punishment) for reducing worker
accident rates. (Stewart, 1991).

Current research in geography of industry and environment indicates that the most
environmentally hazardous plants tend to set up in the poorest and most disadvantaged
neighborhoods. They settle in these neighborhoods because the unskilled and
economically disadvantaged residents lack the political and economic restmuresist
them, and because lesser skilled workers are attracted to the availalpdlyg ehd the
low cost of housing in these areas (Harvey, 1997; Bowen, et al, 1995). This is true of
heavy construction in an area which is a sign of prosperity and a good economy. City
construction patterns differ with time and technology (Vance, 1991). Construction of
large buildings is an example of the global economy (Ford, 1988). Even though job sites
that are of a greater size or height may have greater potential fohazards, these sites

usually attract elite contractors with more skilled union labor.
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Smaller size companies may find it more difficult to succeed in business than
larger companies. NYC has many policies of stopping work and issuing fines for
improper zoning, excessive noise, and other quality of life complaints thatthfect
smaller company’s ability to survive in a greater way than it afteetéarger companies
(Curran and Hanson, 2005). Larger companies on larger jobs are better able to hire
engineers, architects, and expeditors to handle these issues before &hayhams
smaller contractors can't even figure out the maze of laws that applyhtpregect.

This may provide an incentive for smaller companies to want to break the law by doing
such things as hiring the disadvantaged undocumented day labor, and not providing
worker insurance or worker safety equipment.

The Disadvantage Theory also applies to Latin American occupational fatal
accident victims. The data show that Latin American immigrants get the nzastibas
jobs. As in Human Capital Theory, this is exemplified by the two worst fateleads in
the study both resulted in five Latin Americans dying on each job. During the study
period there is no non-Latin American occupational fatal accident that had s man
deaths in one event.

Recent Latin American immigrants in NYC were an example of an imntigra
group that was arriving undocumented in a clandestine way with no place to live and no
English language skills (Smith, 2001; Jokisch, 2002; Jokisch and Pribilsky, 2002). What
these two fatal accidents suggest is that they were also migratingse more hazardous
jobs in NYC more than the non-Latin Americans.

Employers at these sites take advantage because they know that trany La

American immigrants don’t have permanent residency. Sometimes the erapldiyer
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abuse the employees’ benefits and rights by taking money away from them, making
believe it is going to some benefit (like medical insurance, or workers coatjgens
insurance, etc) when it is just going into the employer’s pocket (Wrigak, 2000). The
researcher has observed this on many occasions, specifically during tlaedataht on
October 24, 2001 in zip code 10003, Manhattan’s Gramercy Park, where five Ecuadorian
day laborers died in a scaffold collapse. The investigation revealed thatpleyer

was given money by the owner of the building to pay for benefits for the worketbgbut
employer pocketed the money, hired day laborers, and gave them no benefits (Stewart,
Field observations 1990-2009).

Unions are supposed to be set up for the benefit of workers. However the author
has observed unions are sometimes not set up not for the benefit of the workers but for
criminal racketeering purposes. An excellent example of this is theditue American
fatal accidents that occurred in East Williamsburg Brooklyn’s zip code 1123ste w
handling plants. The author observed that even though these workers all belonged to a
union, there was evidence that all these Latin American workers weteldagrs. Early
on in the investigations, it was unclear why the employers did not have good personal
data on the victims. The OSHA investigators knew that the employees had rehEngli
language skills and suspected that the employees were homeless. FRa@I$HA
investigators learned after the OSHA investigations were concluded thatitime
involved, Local 813 Teamsters, was indicted and convicted of Labor racketeeriggschar
in an unrelated criminal investigation. It was known as the largest union rackgteer
conviction ever. The union did not give the employees benefits even though the workers

were paying for them (National Legal and Policy Center, 2009). This union took
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advantage of the fact that the Latin American immigrant employeesdisadvantaged
by not having a place to live and no English language skills. They knew the
undocumented employees would not complain for fear of deportation and losing their

jobs (Stewart, Field observations 1990- 2009)

Culture Theory

Culture Theory explains that some immigrant groups have come from cultures
where they learned to succeed in business. They have a cultural propensity to be
entrepreneurial. These workers get the less hazardous jobs (Kim, 1981; Min, 1988;
Miyares, 1998). Again in the study area immigrants from the former Soviet Union are
considered to have a cultural propensity toward being entrepreneurial (8i4888)
and not as much with Mexican immigrants (Smith, R, 2001).

The Culture Theory applies to Latin American occupational fatal accidetimhgi
in the study area in a negative way. The data shows that Latin Amerieamsriing on
the most hazardous jobs. Again this is evidenced by the fact that the two worst fatal
accidents in this study have resulted in more Latin American workers dyig gobt
than any other type of sites or with any other type of ethnicity. Five Latieridan
workers died on each of these jobs. These two jobs were the October 24, 2001 scaffold
collapse in zip code 10003, Gramercy Park, Manhattan, and the December 8, 1995
clothing store fire in zip code 10027, West Harlem, Manhattan. During the stuog per
there is no equal non-Latin American occupational fatal accident. The Latincameri

arriving undocumented with minimal work skills do not seem to have the cultural
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propensity toward entrepreneurialism as in the Soviet immigrants in NY G4y

1998), and the Latin Americans get the most hazardous jobs in the study area.

Now that we understand the generic various migration theories the next chapter
will take a look at the specific evolution of these migration patterns by exanuwang
time the immigration laws and the major labor laws that have the most influegrce ov

Latin American Immigrants migrating to unsafe jobsites.
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IIl — The Evolution of the Migration Patterns of Latin Americans to Hazardous

Work Sites:

In the previous chapter we saw how the various migration theories explained why
the unskilled undocumented Mexican and Ecuadorian workers gravitate to the most
hazardous work sites in Brooklyn and Manhattan. This chapter will explain what
controlled the evolution of those migration patterns of those workers to those hazardous
work sites in the period from 1995-2004, that is the changes in immigration and labor

laws in recent years.

The Influence of Immigration Laws on the Migration Patterns of Latin American

Immigrant Labor to Hazardous Work Sites in NYC:

Diversity in the US is in part the result of the evolution of two federal presess
over time: the spatial expansion of the US territories and the elaboration mjratiom
and naturalization policy (Miyares and Airriess, 2007). Immigration landsagylum
practices may be theorized more deeply as a set of flexible responsegbydirenent
that turn on identity construction at different scales, and that aim to mediateatranal
relations (Mountz, et al, 2002).

Immigration to the US can be divided up into 5 distinct periods. First was the
colonial period when the focus was on who could reside in the colonies in the 1700's.
Second was the territorial expansion period in the 1800's. During this period, much of
the focus was on who would work and be part of the expansion West to California during
the gold rush and construction of the railroad from the Atlantic to the Pacific. This
period was marked with increasing negative reactions to Chinese imraigiamivere

perceived as “The Other” and taking wealth and jobs from the earliersefilee third
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period began with the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882. This was a period of legislative
responses to those perceived as “The Other”, with increasingly restinotivigration

law and national origin limits. The fourth period was from the 1940's through present.
This period involves the incremental elimination of these national originatestis and

a shift toward a focus on family reunification and on attracting highly dkille

professionals. The fifth and concurrent period which has been one of ad hoc responses to
refugees and political asylees, and to those who have entered the U.S. with the intent to
stay but have done so without proper authorization (Miyares and Airriess, 2007).

The laws of the two most recent eras most directly affect the immigoaker
population and the occupational fatality rate in NYC. Five immigration lawdwvil
discussed here: The Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952; The Imnugrgeform
and Control Act of 1965; The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986; The
Diversity Immigrant Visa Program beginning in 1990; and the lllegal tretion

Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996.

Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952:

One component of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 makes
employment of unauthorized aliens unlawful (USDOL, 2007). This has a mixed impact
on Latin American immigrant workers in that they have both the highest population of
undocumented workers in the NY area, and the highest population of documented
immigrants in the NY area (US Census, 2006). The 1952 Immigration and Nationality
Act also made all nationalities eligible for citizenship and eliminated gdrated

discrimination with respect to immigration. It retained a quota systenwtsat
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previously established, but allowed previously excluded immigrants from the Asia
Pacific Triangle. The countries of the Asia Pacific triangleuidetl China, India,
Afghanistan, Arabia (Saudi Arabia), Burma (Myanmar), Siam (Thailahd)vialay
States (Malaysia), the Dutch East Indies (Indonesia), Asiatic Russtaof the Ural
Mountains, and most Polynesian Islands. It created a four-tiered prefeystesa for
the allotment of quota visas: For highly skilled professionals whose services were
needed; for family reunification of parents of US citizens over age 21 and urdnarrie
adult children of US citizens; for spouses and unmarried adult children of permanent
resident aliens; and for extended family members (brothers, sisters aretimhildren
of US citizens and accompanying spouses and children) (Miyares and AR6IB3s
pp. 36-38).

Elements of this act inspired the population of undocumented, uneducated, and
unskilled Latin American workers to gravitate to the most hazardous waskirsitey C.
Making employment of unauthorized aliens illegal inspired the illegal aeehsle from
view. Allowing preference for highly skilled professionals helped the skilled
professionals but not the unskilled uneducated who now had another reason to enter
undocumented. Allowing preference for family reunification permitted the lletkind
uneducated Latin Americans to join their family members who had entered with
documentation. The more hazardous jobs were smaller, clandestine, nonunion jobs sites
that were abundant in the poorer areas, where the worker and residential popwas
high. Latin Americans sought these jobs because they believed it was muablgrtd
get higher pay as a day laborer at a high risk construction job than on an “on books” low

risk job, and live with the fear of deportation. This fear of deportation also made it
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unlikely for these workers to complain of any unsafe conditions on these clandassine |

(Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009)

The Immigration Reform Act of 1965:

One key weakness of the Immigration and Nationality Act was the continut
immigrant quotas. The Immigration Reform Act of 1965 amended the earligr act b
eliminating quotas. This act ended systematic discrimination in terms of hatigia
(Miyares and Airriess, 2007, p27) This act revised and expanded the prefereace syst
giving greater focus to extended family reunification (Miyares ande&s, 2007).

This act helped persons fleeing communism or areas in the Middle East. In
addition, spouses, unmarried minor children, and parents of US citizens were allowed to
enter without being part of the national totals. Working professionals such assgoct
artists, and special trade workers that were in short supply in the US ware give
preference (Kraly and Miyares, 2001; Wright and Ellis, 2001). Visa ceilings of 170,000
visas for the Eastern Hemisphere, and 120,000 visas for the Western Hemisphere were
set, with a maximum of 20,000 visas for each country (Miyares and Airriess, 2007, p39).
In 1978 the hemisphere ceilings were replaced by a global ceiling of 290,000, and
subsequently, Congress sets annual global ceilings. However to this day 2f3ost-all
1965 immigrants enter on non-preference family reunification visas (bfyanrd
Airriess, 2007 p.40). The Immigration Reform Act coincided with economic and
political crises in a number of Latin American countries, such as Columhiag&g

Dominican Republic, and Cuba. As a result, these immigrant groups began tolestablis
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themselves in the U.S. at this point in time. Until then most immigrants were ctaming
the U.S. from neighboring Mexico (Miyares and Airriess, 2007, p., 40).

This act contributed to an increase of undocumented uneducated unskilled Latin
American workers gravitating to more hazardous jobsites because otéhdexk family
reunification provisions. Allowing preference for family reunification pétexdi the
unskilled and uneducated Latin Americans to join their families in NYC amndths i
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 above, it is more profitable to get hjggneas
a day laborer at a high risk construction job than on an “on the books” low risk job, with

the fear of deportation (Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009)

Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986:

The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 permitted undocumented aliens
to change their status to legal resident despite having entered illegalhearfdmilies
could join them if they could prove they lived in the U.S. continuously and a minimum of
five years (Kraly and Miyares, 2001). This law benefited all immigrankever
regardless if they entered legally or not. This act took some stress awathé fear of
deportation in the minds of the undocumented Latin American immigrants in NYC. This
reduction in the fear of deportation may have limited the pressures on Latin Americ
immigrants to accept work at hazardous jobsites that were the typical vdratenof
Americans. On the other hand, even though this Act permitted more Latin America
immigrants to become documented, they still may have preferred the luretef grea
immediate pay as an unskilled day laborer, rather than paying taxes anblutomfitio

benefits (Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009).
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The Diversity Immigrant Visa Program (Green Card Lottery Program):

The Diversity Immigrant Visa Program made available 50,000 permanent resident
visas annually through a lottery, to persons from countries with low rates ofjiation
to the United States. Requirements include at least a high school diploma, or its
equivalent, or two years of work experience in an occupation requiring at leagtdvs
training. The ineligible countries change from year to year, and aardeéed by
identifying countries that sent 50,000 immigrants in the previous five years. rithe te
“50,000 immigrants”, refers only to people who immigrated via the family-spahsore
employment, or immediate relatives of US citizen categories, and doeslaodeinther
categories such as refugees, asylum seekers, Nicaraguan and Arestrean Relief
Act asylum beneficiaries, or previous diversity immigrants. For exarGpllea, Ukraine,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Guatemala and Iran are not on the ineligible lise despling
over 50,000 immigrants in the previous five years. Ecuador and Guatemala have been
added to the ineligibility list since the 2006 immigration statistics show5600
family or employment immigrants from those countries in the period 2001-200& Ther
were 53,502 for Ecuador and 52,120 for Guatemala.

The visas are distributed on a regional and national basis, with each region that
sends less immigrants to the US than in the previous 5 years will receieeliversity
visas. Currently, Africa and Europe receive about 80% of the visas in the lottery. The
following countries are currently ineligible: Brazil, Canada, China (madhlzorn),

Columbia, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Haiti, India, Jamaica, Mexico, Pakistan,
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Peru, Philippines, Poland, Russia, South Korea, United Kingdom (except Northern
Ireland) and its dependent territories, and Vietham (US Dept. of Stataey&ixl7).

In 2006, the diversity visa lottery moved entirely to the Internet. It renbaibe
seen what effect this will have on the applicants that have varying degreesss &
the internet and varying degrees of skills in its use (Miyares and Air2687).

In the study period, the following Latin American countries benefited fraen thi
program: Ecuador, Guatemala, Brazil, Columbia, Dominican Republic, El Salvador,
Mexico, and Peru (US Dept. of State website, 2007). Those who entered under this
program and went to NYC would have had a reduction in the fear of deportation. This
lack of fear of deportation can contribute to Latin American immigrantgnaeitating to
the more hazardous jobsites. On the other hand as above, even though the Latin
American immigrants were able to become documented as a result of this astillithey
may have preferred the lure of greater immediate pay as unskilledodagrianot paying

taxes and benefit contributions (Stewart, Field observations, 1990-2009).

Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA):

The lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Ac1996
increased the patrolling of the border and created more stringent penaltresstowho
entered unlawfully or who smuggled undocumented immigrants into the country.
Deportation procedures were reformed, expediting removal and making revemngy
difficult. It also required the foreign-born to provide proof of citizenship ofuaw
immigration status to receive public benefits and gave states the autbdintyt the

general public cash benefits given to immigrants. College students neestexi proof
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of lawful status and residency to receive public higher education benefits suchtate in-
tuition. Persons sponsoring family members needed to show proof of financigltabilit
support the immigrant. This law was portrayed an unjust treatment of Latingiamts,
but it withstood legal challenges (Miyares and Airries, 2007).

This law definitely increased the fear factor for deportation in undoceehent
Latin American immigrants in this study. This fear is undoubtedly a factorahgiiush
undocumented Latin American immigrants to gain employment on the more hazardous

higher paying “off the books” job sites.

The purpose of this chapter is to obtain a better understanding of the migration
forces that bring Latin American immigrants to the most hazardous worksites i
Brooklyn and Manhattan and subsequently develop spatially targeted preventive
programs. In Chapter Il we saw that Mexicans and Ecuadorians were the ipggtdom
Latin Americans migrating to NYC and they had the largest amount of undocumented
and unskilled entrants. In this chapter we can see how the immigration land teuse
evolution of this migration. We see the changes in immigration laws resultsuyirce
region shifts to Latin America and Asia, and make it more difficult for potentia
immigrants from Europe to obtain visas. We also see laws for extendeg famil
reunification which permitted Mexican and Ecuadorian relatives to join thrilida
already in NYC, regardless of their education or skills.

In summation, the immigration laws created the opportunity for unskilled,

uneducated Latin Americans to enter the US, and in NYC they found low skilled, high
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paying, highly hazardous construction jobs as day laborers, working “off the books” wit
no benefits. These jobs are more immediately attractive to the unskilled and uegducat
than making less money in a less hazardous job “on the books” and paying taxes and

benefits.

The Influence of Labor Laws on the Migration Patterns of Latin American

Immigrant Labor to Hazardous Work Sites in NYC:

Laws have made work spaces safer, increased the quality of life, and m&de wor
places more pleasant. There are five major labor laws that have a réiatioitk all
labor issues in the United States: The Occupational Safety and Healtl8¢0pflhe
Fair Labor Standards Act; the National Labor Relations Act, the Sociafifye&ct; and

the Sixteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States.

The Occupational Safety and Health act of 1970:

As discussed eatrlier, this act provides safety and health laws for workessact
does not discriminate by immigration status. Safety and health regulateoasforced
equally for immigrants (documented or undocumented) and non-immigrants (US Dept. of
Labor 2007). OSHA inspectors are given strict instructions never to report a’'worke
immigration status to any other governmental agency. This is so immgpekers can
feel free to complain about safety and health without fear of loss of their job or
deportation. On the other hand, because OSHA is a governmental agency, it is required
to share its information with other law enforcement agencies that haveesthgigparate

investigations on there own. In other words, if the US Department of Justicetevant
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know if the OSHA inspector suspects undocumented workers, then OSHA would release
all necessary information to the Justice Department. Undocumented LagicAm
immigrants may not be aware that OSHA is not interested in immigratias $tatsafety
enforcement, so they will not complain to OSHA when a job is unsafe. The author has
observed on many occasions Latin American workers, and their employers, ruomng f
the OSHA inspectors. This is especially so on smaller, non-union sites, in pooser area
where the residential and worker population is dense. Employees from these site
complain less to OSHA, but when OSHA does get to these sites, they are usually
violation-plentiful. Employers that hire undocumented Latin Americans in N¥C ar
usually not interested in being law-abiding, so there will violate other labsrdawvell

(Stewart, field observations 1990-2009).

The Fair Labor Standards Act:

The Fair Labor Standards Act provides laws for minimum wage, overtinggdrec
keeping, and child labor provisions (US Dept. of Labor, 2007). Employers who do not
provide minimum wage, deny adequate overtime pay, do not keep pay records, or hire
underage workers, are in violation of this law. These employers are alsoshkkely
to disregard the safety and welfare of the employees and operate the motedsaza
worksites.

The highest population of undocumented workers in NYC is Latin American
immigrants (Smith, R., 2001; Jokisch and Pribilsky, 2002), and they know they can
migrate to the more hazardous sites because that is where they carvisgolessnd not

be caught as undocumented (Wright, et al, 2000). The author has observed this
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phenomenon while doing joint fatal investigations with the US Department of Labor,
Wage and Hour Division on Latin American fatal sites. The author has obsested fi
hand workers and bosses running, as if for their lives, when the Wage and Hour
investigators announced themselves. Employers on these sites are aharfacfthey

are hiring undocumented workers. They do this because they are usually small
employers and don’t want to have the burden of recordkeeping and taxes. Like OSHA,
this law for fair wages is enforced equally for all workers, docundemt&ot.

In conclusion, the more hazardous job sites tend to disregard the Fair Labor
Standards Act laws. As a result, these laws have little protectivé efféice workers on
these sites. The way this law affects the migration patterns of Liat@riéan immigrant
workers in Brooklyn and Manhattan is that it assists in driving the undocumented
workers and unscrupulous bosses underground. The workers avoid governmental contact
to avoid deportation, and employers avoid governmental contact so as to avoid from
being fined for violating wage and hour law or even jailed for tax evasionmaiély,
the real driving force for the undocumented Latin American immigrant daydais to
get high untaxed day laborer pay. The driving force for the employer is toeget t
cheapest labor, which includes avoiding most labor laws (Stewart, Field ohmesvat

1990-20009).

National Labor Relations Act:

The National Labor Relations Act of 1935 formed the National Labor Relations

Board, which gives unions the rights to organize. One of the main reasons that unions
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organize in the workplace is to see to it that the employer follows all laboalavseats
the employees lawfully (National Labor Relations Board, 2007).

Undocumented Latin American workers gravitate to the more hazardous work
sites which are usually non-union worksites. The workers on the non-union sites have no
union benefits. These workers are choosing to go to these sites for the bemefits of
being organized, that is, being able to work getting day laborer pay without union dues or
having to pay into a union pension and/or health plan. Along with union dues, and
pension and health plans, comes taxes, and along with taxes comes the US gogernment’
ability to identify undocumented immigrants. When this happens, there is the fear of
deportation. Whether deportation will occur is another question; however, the fear of
deportation is real. The undocumented Latin American workers are nogwvlin
organize, thus the migration effect of this law is that it drives these vgadeard the
non-union sites (Stewart, Field observations 1990-2009).

On the other hand, sometimes unions are corrupt and are organized for the
purpose of exploiting the immigrant worker and giving cash kickbacks to the employer
In labor jargon this is known as a Sweet Heart Union. An example of a Sweet Heart
Union is Local 813 Teamsters. This union was involved in five Latin American fatal
accidents in recycling plants in the Brooklyn zip code 11237, an area know as Bushwick.
Latin American immigrants gravitated to these unions because they weteahbiday
laborers and the union and employers kept the money from the employee’s benefit
contributions. When this was discovered by the authorities, many of the union officials
went to jail (National Legal and Policy Center, 2008his will be discussed in greater

detail later in this study.
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Social Security Act:

The Social Security Act requires employee payroll deductions and employer
contributions for federal benefits, including retirement, disability incoerans’
pensions, public housing, and food stamps. Presently this is set at a rate of 6.2 percent
for employers and employees each (Social Security Administration, 2007).

Employers who do not make Social Security contributions usually do this because
they are trying to save money. Saving money on Social Security usualljayuesm
hand with saving money on safety equipment and safety training. Jobs with no Social
Security are usually more hazardous jobs. Undocumented Latin Americanranimig
workers gravitate to these more hazardous jobs. These workers are choosimg to go t
these sites for the benefits of being able to work getting high hazard day ladboner p
cash without taxes or payroll deductions. Social Security benefits come atbrtgxes
and the possibility of being identified as an undocumented immigrant. When this
happens, there is the fear of deportation, whether real or perceived. Thus, undatumente
Latin American workers are not willing to get involved with jobs that have Social
Security benefits because they fear deportation, resulting in undocumenied Lat
American workers being more secretive and to avoid all government cdiawa(t,

Field observations 1990-2009).

The Sxteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United Sates:
The Sixteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States declares that
Congress shall have the power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from whatiever s

derived. This constitutional amendment was passed in 1909 and ratified in 1913. The
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Internal Revenue Service (IRS) of the Department of the Treasury is theydgsked
with collecting income taxes. Depending upon income, the tax rate can be amywher
from 0% for very small incomes to 35% for very high incomes (US Dept. of
Treasury/IRS, 2009)

An undocumented Latin American day laborer in NYC who would get paid
approximately $125 per day, and work five days a week and 50 weeks per year, would
have an income of $31,250. This income would be taxed by the IRS at approximately
10% (US Dept. of Treasury/IRS, 2009).

Employers and employees who do not pay their taxes usually do this because they
want to save money. Saving money on taxes usually goes hand in hand with saving
money on safety equipment and safety training. Jobs where no taxes are paid lgre usual
more hazardous jobs. Undocumented Latin American immigrant workers gravitate t
these more hazardous jobs for the benefits of being able to work getting high deazar
laborer pay in cash without having to pay taxes. Along with taxes comes the fgssibil
of being identified as undocumented immigrants. When this happens, there is the fear of
deportation. As with the Social Security Act, undocumented Latin American msorke
tend to be drawn to jobs that allow them to avoid all government contact (Stewart, field
observations 1990-2009).

Undocumented Latin American immigrant employees tend not to complain to
OSHA, tend not to complain to the Wage and Hour Division, tend not to organize to form
a formal union, tend not to pay for social security benefits, and tend not to pgay taxe
They fear that if they get involved with any of the above, they may be discogered a

undocumented and get deported. This fear drives large numbers of undocumented Latin
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American immigrant workers to the most hazardous jobs in Brooklyn and Manhattan

where there is a complete disregard for the labor laws by employees ploges
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IV - Methodology:

A major question asked by this dissertation is whether there are variables
associated with the geography of Latin American immigrant workegashd on the job
so that we can use this information to predict and prevent future similar éstalBased
on this study’s review of Latin American immigrant labor migration theory, and the
related immigration and labor laws, the author would now like to propose a research
hypothesis along with the expected research findings, and will discusstti@m® be

used to test the hypothesis.

Hypothesis

The hypothesis is that the spatial distribution of clusters of occupatioral fata
accidents for Latin Americans and Non-Latin Americans will have a ungigieagure)
relationship with the independent variables. The author proposes that the ethnic group
with the most worker fatalities is Latin Americans, because they havartiest
disadvantaged, undocumented, and unskilled population in the study area (Smith, R.,
2001; Jokisch and Pribilsky, 2002; Kraly and Miyares, 2001; Airriess and Miyares,

2007); workers who lack skills and education tend to settle with the most hazardous jobs

(Borjas, 1986; Miyares, 1998; Portes and Zhou, 1992; Smith 2001; Jokisch and Pribilsky,

2002); and disadvantaged immigrants who have no place to live and no English language
skills also tend to get the most hazardous jobs (Bonacich, 1973; Min, 1988; Miyares,

1998).
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The Latin American occupational fatalities will more likely be on jobsghesare
smaller in size (less than 6 stories or less than 1 million dollars) and mostiyioon
The zip code areas will also have higher worker population densities, highlent&di
population densities, less OSHA inspections, and lower median household incomes.
Latin American immigrant occupational fatalities will be disproportionaily
non-union sites because unionized employers make a long-term investment abttreir |
force which can be justified by the stability of employment afforded byrdeated
workers. Legitimate unions will not let undocumented workers join. Unions wall als
train their workers, and the non-union workers do not get that training and are less
skilled.
Latin American immigrant occupational fatalities will occur on smatibsites
(less than 6 stories and less than 1 million dollars), because the unskilled undocumented
workers get hired by the smaller employers and not by the large unionized elite
employers.
Latin American immigrant occupational fatalities will occur in areasravtiee
worker population is larger because those are the areas where the woilaideavin
addition, areas with dense worker population leads to densely populated construction
sites, and that in itself leads to more hazardous working conditions.
Latin American immigrant occupational fatalities will occur in areas &/ties
residential population is denser because unskilled, undocumented workers tend to
cluster in more densely populated areas. They can blend in, work “off the books,” and

be more clandestine in densely populated areas.
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Latin American immigrant occupational fatalities will occur in areastthae
fewer “calls to service” (fewer OSHA inspections) because many inamtig)fear that
if they complain they may lose their jobs, so they do not call OSHA.
Latin American immigrant occupational fatalities will occur in areatstthae
higher than average OSHA citations (serious or greater) per inspection,dottzaes
areas may get fewer OSHA inspections resulting from fewer “wafiervice”. They
are areas where poor worker safety flourishes, so when they do get inspdoticns
will be more citations.
Latin American immigrant occupational fatalities will occur in areastthae
lower median household income, because the most unsafe employers tend to cluster in
the poorest and most disadvantaged neighborhoods.
Photo # 4 is a typical jobsite where a Latin American occupational fatdeatci
would occur. It is a relatively small jobsite of three stories in a resaleméa in
Brooklyn. By the outside appearance of the good quality of the face of the building it
clear that the facade will remain, and that the interior is being guttecehabilitated.
Note the red dumpster in front of the site, which is a sure sign of demolition material
being carted away. There are some obvious signs of lack of safety. The windows ar
guarded and workers could fall out. There is no sidewalk canopy to protect workers from
falling debris when walking in and out of the building. This canopy would also protect
pedestrians from falling debris. The Department of Buildings of the Cityeaf Xork
requires that work permits be posted on the front of the jobsite. Note that there are no
permits posted on the site. Itis likely that the contractor never applied fortgeif

there are no permits, it is likely there is no insurance coverage for \iabiltorkers
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compensation. The contractor most likely does this with the hope of completing the job
quickly with non-union day laborers that are in large supply in the neighborhood. The
contractor would be saving money on worker wages, permits, insurance (gebéitgl lia
and workers compensation), taxes (income and social security taxes). ThogjpipsEte

will act like a magnet to Latin American immigrant day laborers, and hawgharhi

accident rate per man hours worked than other sites.

Photo# 4 (Author’s photo)

A typical job site where a Latin American occupational fatal actideuld likely occur.
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Photo # 5, on page 59, would be a typical site where no Latin American
occupational fatal accident would be likely to occur. It is a relatively |prgsite of
twelve stories high in a residential and office area on Columbus Circle in NEmh&ty
the outside appearance of the very elaborate cocoon-like scaffold, the faedoilding
is being rehabilitated. Old stones are being removed and new ones installedtraatc
to Photo #4, there are some obvious signs of safety. The windows are protected by the
scaffold and netting so workers and debris could not fall out. The large sidewally canop
is present to protect the street and pedestrians from falling debris. déeienv of the
photo makes it impossible to see the small permits posted, but note that thererate seve
advertisements posted on the sidewalk shed. It is likely that the contyaglieddor all
its permits because the large advertisements also require permitge Hit@ermits,
there is likely to be insurance coverage for liability and workers comipemsd he
contractor does this with the hope of completing the job correctly and safelykilligd s
union laborers that are in big supply in Manhattan. The contractor does not appear to be
sparing any expense. This type of employer will pay proper worker wagas, albt
permits, get all necessary insurance (general liability and workengecation), and
pay taxes (income and social security taxes). This type of jobsite willtreattdtatin
American immigrant day laborers. This type of job will typically have at@geident

rate per man hours worked than other sites.

58



A

4

4=
wa Wl 2 N

"
]
¢

Photo # 5 (Author’s photo)

A typical job site where a Latin American occupational fatal accidentdvaoetl be likely
to occur.

Expected Research Findings:

We already know that most of the occupational fatal accidents in the study area
are occurring on construction sites and with foreign language workers. iRaglirdata

show that these occupational fatal accidents tend to cluster in certain zipeasle ar

(Map 1)
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Map 1
Total occupational fatal accidents by zip code from 1995-2004.
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and the areas that have the most occupational fatal accidents changesairoonygar.
The author, who has been an OSHA investigator since 1990, expects to find that specific
zip code areas can also be identified where clusters of Latin Ameriedadatdents are
occurring and that these clusters will have a signature of “immigrantpalpotation
geographic variables,” associated with it. It is expected that Lateridan immigrant
worker fatal clusters may be associated with zip code areas that haveananeion
sites; fewer OSHA inspections; higher average OSHA citati@s;rgteater worker
population; greater residential population density; lower median household in@ndes;
will occur on smaller job sites. It is expected that worker cluster®oflditin American
fatalities will be associated with zip code areas where there are moresiteis; more
OSHA inspections; lower average OSHA citation rates; lesselerggl and worker
populations; higher median household incomes; and larger job size.

With this information in hand, OSHA can then implement a spatial model of
allocation of resources by targeting this spatial profile. One possibledwethuld be
for OSHA inspectors to patrol or scout out spaces that meet this spatial prdftleea
initiate inspections to look for and correct possible violations that can lead & a fat

accident.
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Methods:

Parameters:

Geography:

The geographic areas that this study will examine are the zip codes in thesount
of New York (Manhattan), and Kings (Brooklyn), that are located in New Yok Cit
(Appendixes B, and D) . This geographic area of Manhattan and Brooklyn was chosen
because this is the jurisdictional area in which the author of this study Hesdvasr an
OSHA investigator since 1990. As a result, access to data in this area soaddihd.

In addition, the author has first hand experience with interacting and dealmthevit
different populations in the various neighborhoods being examined here (Appendixes C
and E). This study includes data collected between January 1, 1995 and December 31,
2004. The geographic unit of zip code was chosen because it divides the two counties
into smaller units that differences and similarities in the variablegasily be identified

and compared in various degrees. Demographic data are also more realdibfeagti

the zip code level rather than at smaller geographic levels. Using gegdata at the
county level would only offer a comparison between the variables in the two countties a
not offer differences and similarities with all the variables in vari@ggeks as in

comparisons at the zip code level.

Variables:

Variables for each county (New York (Manhattan), and Brooklyn (Kings)):

The data used in this study were obtained from the US Department of

Labor/OSHA and US Census and are aggregated at the zip code level of geography.
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OSHA data were collected through the USDOL/OSHA website, freedonfiaoiriation
requests, and first hand field observations. US Census data were obtained from public
records available in print and from American Fact Finder. The dependaitlesin

this study are the number of occupational fatal accidents; Latin Aendiatalities; and
non-Latin American fatalities. For the victims from 1995 to 2001, ethnici&aoh

victim was determined by conducting a Google Genealogy Search, usimgntleeof

each victim. For the victims from 2001 to 2004, the ethnic group of the victims have
already been ascertained by OSHA.

The independent variables are the number of OSHA serious (or greatemsita
issued; worker population; residential population density (population per square mile);
the number of OSHA calls to service (number of OSHA inspections); percttalof
victims’ work places associated with a union workforce; size or height of job dtate
accident occurred (amount of job sites less than 6 stories and/or under 1 million;dollars)

and median household income.

Technigues of Analysis:

There are a total of 81 zip code areas in the boroughs of Brooklyn and Manhattan.
From 1995-2004 there have been 210 occupational fatal accidents in those zip code areas.
This means that on the average there are approximately 2.6 fatal accideipscpde
area for a 10-year period. Map 1 shows that the fatalities are concentrBredklyn
and Manhattan. The zip code areas with the most fatal accidents had 10 fatahies

timeframe. The zip code areas with the least fatal accidents had adite$ain the
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same timeframe. In order to make these relatively small numbers meanimgfalithor

decided to use a clustering technique.

Clustering:

Latin America and non-Latin American occupational fatalities werenpaoit
separate zip code clusters. Latin American and non-Latin American tictigba
fatalities in zip codes with 3 or more fatalities were identified for both ard put in
two separate clusters. These clusters were created in order to ampisutite by
focusing on and comparing the zip code clusters that had the most occupational fatal

accidents for both Latin Americans and non-Latin Americans.

Satistics:

The statistical program, “Gretl” (Cottrell, 2005) was used to conduct a Poisson
analysis to determine the degree of correlation and statistical sagué between the
independent variables and the occupational fatalities with each group in each zip code

area.

Poisson Regression Model

_V y
Pr(Y=y)= e %

The dependent variable is taken to represent the occurrence of events of somd sort, a

must take on only non-negative integer values. If a discrete random variadlewsf
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the Poisson distribution, then for y=0,1,2.... The mean and variance of the distribution
are both equal to v. In the Poisson regression model, the parameter v is represented as a
function of one or more independent variables. The most common version (and the only
one supported by “Gretl”) has

v=exp (BO+B1X1+B2 X2 + ).

v= The dependent variable.

X= The independent variables.

In other words the log of v is a linear function of the independent variables. All
results were tested for degree of correlation; and statisticafisagroe (Cottrell, 2005).
Appendix A includes a list of all the data used in this analysis. Additionally, the
statistical program “JMP START STATISTICS” was used to graphds. (Sall and
Lehman, 1996). The following is the key for what each variable represehtsdata
chart in Appendix-A, and/or in the charts for the Poisson regression models in the next

chapter.

Key:
-Date of Fatal- Date the fatal accident occurred.

-Total Fatals -This is the total number of fatals that occurred on the date shown.
-Latin -This is the number of Latin fatals that occurred on the date shown.

-Non Latin - This is the number of Non Latin fatals that occurred on the date shown
- Zip code - This is the zip code in which the fatal accident(s) occurred.

- Calls/zip/98 - This the number of calls to service (inspections) per zip cotl®©3hk&A

did for all inspections (fatal and nonfatal) in the calendar year 1998)
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- #CitZip-in-98 - This an index for the number of citations issued for all inspedfatas
and non fatal), per zip code, conducted in calendar year 1998. Serious citations
are counted as 1, repeat citations are counted as 2, and willful citations counted as
1.

- Union - If a fatal victim(s) belonged to a union then this value is 1. If thieviatan(s)
did not belong to a union then this value is O.

- HHIncome - This is the median residential household income in 1998 per zipcode as per
census data.

- Res-pop den — (Residential population density) This is the total residentialtmopula
per zip code in 1998 as per census data, divided by the square miles that the zip
code is.

- Workerpop - This is the total worker population in 1998 per zip code as per census data

- Jobsize - This is an index (1-7) that the researcher uses to describe thfetstzjob
where the fatal accident occurred.
1-5 is smaller jobs. (1-5 stories or under 1 million dollars). 6-7 is for larger jobs 6
or 7 floors or higher or over 1 million dollars.

- Construction- If the jobsite where the fatality occurred is a congirustie the value
here is 1. If the jobsite where the fatality occurred is not a constnusite
(factory, office) the value here is 0.

- +Const- appears as the first word under the word “variable” in each Poissosignaly
chart. This is a constant generated by the statistical program “Guredlj5 not

an actual independent variable used in this study.
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V- RESULTS AND ANALYSIS:

Mapping The Results:

Map 2 is a geographic representation of the zip code areas where the Latin
American immigrant occupational fatalities have occurred. Map 3 is a geagraphi
representation of the zip code areas where the Non-Latin American ooocapé&dtalities
have occurred. By simple observation one can easily conclude that the coiocentrfat
occupational fatal accidents for each category are different. The é&pziprcode areas
that had the most Latin American occupational fatal accidents were 10003&rGyam
Park, Manhattan, 10027, West Harlem, Manhattan, and 11237, East Williamsburg and
Bushwick, Brooklyn. They had seven, six, and five fatal accidents respectivedtog
three zip code areas that had the most Non-Latin occupational fatal accidemts w
10036, Midtown, Manhattan, 10019, also Midtown, Manhattan, and 10010, Stuyvesant
Town, Union Square, and Kips Bay sections of Manhattan. They had ten, seven, and
seven fatal accidents respectively. The maps infer that there arerdiffjeographical
processes involved in both Latin American occupational fatal accidents anidaNion-
American occupational fatal accidents, because they mostly are ogaardifferent zip
code areas. Note that in all the maps (Maps 1, 2, and 3) that only the boroughs of
Brooklyn and Manhattan are being studied here, and all surrounding fields have no data

and should be ignored.
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Map 2 — Latin American Occupational Fatalities by zip code from 95-04

=N W e o

LT

Map 3 - Non-Latin American occupational fatalities by zip code from 95-04
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Poisson Regression Analysis of the Data and Discussion of Results:

The first analysis is the Poisson regression analysis comparing the dependent
variable of Total Fatal Accidents with the dependent variables in the zip codentea
at least one fatal accident. Model 1 shows that there is no statisticalficaigni
relationship between the selected variables and fatal accidents ralgeftfas means
that Total Fatal Accidents are randomly distributed spatially in NYC. Hhtiststal
program Gretl defines any t-statistic greater than .8, as a positietatiom and any t-
statistic less than -.8, as a negative correlation. These correlationsisiceced
statistically significant when the p-value is .07 or less (Cottrell, 2005).

Model 1: Poisson estimates using the 199 observations 1-199
Dependent variable: TotalFatals

Variable Coefficient ~ Sd. Error t-statistic p-value
+Const 0.109855 0.260593 0.4216 0.67335
Calls/zip/98 0.00134673 0.00939977 0.1433 0.88607
#citZip-in-98 0.00701648 0.0431186 0.1627 0.87073
Union -0.0836264  0.147735 -0.5661 0.57136
HHincome -3.73815e-065.48451e-06  -0.5765 0.56429
Respopden 1.54112e-0@.66169e-06  0.5790 0.56259
WorkerPop 7.38965e-072.44642e-06  0.3021 0.76261
Jobsize 0.0050691  0.0300391 0.1687 0.86599
Construction -0.0263161  0.115547 -0.2278 0.81984

Mean of dependent variable = 1.05528
Standard deviation of dep. var. = 0.514399
McFadden's pseudo?R 0.00226729
Log-likelihood = -212.225

Akaike information criterion = 442.45
Schwarz Bayesian criterion = 472.09
Hannan-Quinn criterion = 454.446
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Model 2 shows the Poisson regression analysis for the dependent variable of Non
Latin Fatal Accidents. The only statistically significant correlais the positive
correlation between Non-Latin Fatal Accidents and Jobsize. This mediotihLatin
Fatal Accidents are occurring on larger job sites where a greater numbgplojees are

at risk, even if all safety mechanisms are in place.

Model 2: Poisson estimates using the 199 observations 1-199
Dependent variable: NonLatin

Variable Coefficient ~ Sd. Error t-statistic p-value
+Const -0.650806 0.330785 -1.9675 0.04913  **
Calls/zip/98 0.00196995 0.0113557 0.1735 0.86228
#citZip-in-98 -0.0108186  0.0523182 -0.2068 0.83618
Union -0.0274598 0.18318 -0.1499 0.88084
HHincome 6.17328e-067.83967e-06 0.7874 0.43102
Respopden -2.21052e-08.24986e-06 -0.6802 0.49639
WorkerPop 1.49742e-072.84873e-06  0.0526 0.95808
Jobsize 0.0825028 0.040573 2.0334 0.04201 **
Construction -0.178898 0.199654 -0.8960 0.37023

Mean of dependent variable = 0.703518
Standard deviation of dep. var. = 0.479412
McFadden's pseudo?R 0.0170441
Log-likelihood = -187.37

Akaike information criterion = 392.74
Schwarz Bayesian criterion = 422.38
Hannan-Quinn criterion = 404.736

Model 3 shows the Poisson regression analysis comparing the dependent variable
of Latin American Fatal Accidents. There are statistically Sicanit correlations with
several of the independent variables. There is a negative correlationrbéatiee
American Fatal Accidents” and High income areas. This means that LraBncan

Fatal Accidents are occurring in zip code areas that have lower median household
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incomes. There is a positive correlation between Latin American Aatalents and
High residential population density areas. This means that these accidentswaring
in zip code areas that have higher residential population densities. Theegetiae
correlation between Latin American Fatal Accidents and Large joprazaning that
these fatalities tend to occur on sites that have smaller job sizes.

There are no statistically significant correlations with Latmekican Fatal
Accidents and Calls/zip/98, #CitZip-in-98, Union, WorkerPop, and Construction. This
means that Latin American Fatal Accidents are randomly distributeidIspadth

respect to these independent variables.

Model 3: Poisson estimates using the 199 observations 1-199
Dependent variable: Latin

Variable Coefficient ~ Sd. Error t-statistic p-value
+Const -0.254142 0.448183 -0.5671 0.57068
Calls/zip/98 -0.0005434240.0171356 -0.0317 0.97470
#CitZip-in-98 0.0570928 0.076963 0.7418 0.45819
Union -0.200908 0.257107 -0.7814 0.43456
HHincome -2.54463e-031.21041e-05 -2.1023 0.03553 **
Respopden 8.62548e-08.70079e-06  1.8349 0.06652 *
WorkerPop 2.09162e-064.78744e-06  0.4369 0.66219
Jobsize -0.154799  0.0564499 -2.7422 0.00610  ***
Construction 0.0784663 0.141823 0.5533 0.58008

Mean of dependent variable = 0.351759
Standard deviation of dep. var. = 0.656655
McFadden's pseudo?R 0.0624629
Log-likelihood = -143.173

Akaike information criterion = 304.346
Schwarz Bayesian criterion = 333.985
Hannan-Quinn criterion = 316.342

In an effort to amplify the results, the analysis was further refined bgtisgje

only the zip code areas that had 3 or more Latin American Fatal Accigen8sca more
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Non Latin American Fatal Accident. The zip codes and the number of fatdéatscthat
were included in each group are as follows:

Zip codes with 3 or more Latin American Fatals

Zip code Number of Latin Am. FatalsNumber of Non Latin Am. Fatals

10003 7 1
10027 6 3
11237 5 1
11233 3 1
11222 3 4
10023 3 2

Zip codes with 3 or more Non Latin American Fatals

Zip code Amount of Non Latin Am. Fatals Amount of Latin Am Fatals
10036 10 1
10019 7 2
10010 7 2
10021 6 2
10011 6 0
11211 ) 2
11201 5 1
11205 4 1
11222 4 3
10017 4 1
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10022 4 1

10025 4 1
11231 3 1
10014 3 0
10027 3 6
10033 3 1
11218 3 0

Model 4 used this subset of zip code areas, using Total Fatal Accidents as the
dependent variable. There are no statistically significant correlatitm3 otal Fatal
Accidents and any of the independent variables. Again this is what was expectesebe
this set of fatal accidents is very diversified, including native born, anceesdiforeign
born population.

Model 4: Poisson estimates using the 118 observations 1-118
Dependent variable: TotalFatals

Variable Coefficient  Sd. Error t-statistic p-value
+Const 0.233279 0.404238 0.5771 0.56388
Calls/zip/98 0.0005149440.0158374 0.0325 0.97406
#citZip-in-98 0.0140067 0.0577672 0.2425 0.80842
Union -0.156557 0.185371 -0.8446 0.39836
HHincome -1.00936e-051.01982e-05 -0.9897 0.32230
Respopden 5.21126e-06.04258e-06  1.0335 0.30139
WorkerPop 1.08729e-063.41751e-06  0.3182 0.75037
Jobsize 0.02236 0.0458776 0.4874 0.62599
Construction -0.138736 0.239548 -0.5792 0.56248

Mean of dependent variable = 1.09322
Standard deviation of dep. var. = 0.666504
McFadden's pseudo?R 0.0093201
Log-likelihood = -130.283

Akaike information criterion = 278.565
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Schwarz Bayesian criterion = 303.501

Hannan-Quinn criterion = 288.69

Model 5 below is the Poisson regression analysis with the dependent variable of
Non-Latin American Fatal Accidents. There are no statisticghjifecant correlations
with Non Latin American Fatal Accidents and any of the independent \esialls in

Model 4 above, this is what is expected because this data set is also a very mixed

population.
Model 5: Poisson estimates using the 118 observations 1-118
Dependent variable: NonLatin
Variable Coefficient ~ Sd. Error t-statistic p-value

+Const -0.817757 0.510268 -1.6026 0.10902
Calls/zip/98 0.01105 0.0182643 0.6050 0.54518
#citZip-in-98 -0.00258065 0.0699899 -0.0369 0.97059
Union 0.0467583 0.23261 0.2010 0.84069
HHincome 4.8365e-06 1.23911e-05 0.3903 0.69630
Respopden -1.75366e-06.25626e-06 -0.2803 0.77924
WorkerPop 3.72316e-073.90829e-06  0.0953 0.92411
Jobsize 0.0841293 0.0570447 1.4748 0.14027
Construction -0.114614 0.316557 -0.3621 0.71730

Mean of dependent variable = 0.728814
Standard deviation of dep. var. = 0.483241
McFadden's pseudo®R 0.0245385
Log-likelihood = -111.779

Akaike information criterion = 241.559
Schwarz Bayesian criterion = 266.495
Hannan-Quinn criterion = 251.684

Model 6 is the Poisson regression analysis comparing the dependent variable of

Latin American Fatal Accidents with the independent variables. Thissamaywery

similar to the analysis in Model 3; however we see here one more stadyistigaificant
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relationship emerge. That relationship is with non-union sites. There gatvee
correlation between Latin American Fatal Accidents and Union JobsitasniBains that
Latin American Fatal Accidents are occurring on jobsites that are non-sités. There
is a negative correlation between Latin American Fatal Accidentsl@ghdncome areas,
meaning that accidents are occurring in zip code areas that have lower medéeoltbus
incomes. There is a positive correlation between Latin American Aatalents and

High residential population density areas, meaning that fatalitiecewerimg in zip code
areas that have higher residential population densities. There is a negatation
between Latin American Fatal Accidents and Large job size, meanin@elyaid¢cur on
smaller job sites.

There are no statistically significant correlations with Latinefican Fatal
Accidents and Calls/zip/98, #CitZip-in-98, WorkerPop, and Construction. This means
that Latin American Fatal Accidents are randomly distributed spatiglyrespect to
these independent variables.

Model 6: Poisson estimates using the 118 observations 1-118
Dependent variable: Latin

Variable Coefficient ~ Sd. Error t-statistic p-value
+Const 0.233948 0.678615 0.3447 0.73029
Calls/zip/98 -0.0185385 0.0318419 -0.5822 0.56043
#citZip-in-98 0.0709323 0.105488 0.6724 0.50131
Union -0.585813 0.322301 -1.8176 0.06913 *
HHincome -3.90081e-051.89417e-05 -2.0594 0.03946  **
Respopden 1.89924e-09.01626e-06  2.1065 0.03516  **
WorkerPop 2.26178e-066.97007e-06  0.3245 0.74556
Jobsize -0.16889 0.0935881 -1.8046 0.07114 *
Construction -0.238065 0.368288 -0.6464 0.51801

Mean of dependent variable = 0.364407
Standard deviation of dep. var. = 0.7586
McFadden's pseudo?R 0.124734
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Log-likelihood = -84.0105

Akaike information criterion = 186.021
Schwarz Bayesian criterion = 210.957
Hannan-Quinn criterion = 196.146

Latin American Immigrant Worker Fatalities:

As observed above there are no statistically significant spatiabredatps
between Total Fatal Accidents and any of the selected independent vaaallésere is
only one statistically significant relationship with Non Latin Amand-atal Accidents
and the independent variables — larger job size. The model with the most explanatory
power included zip code areas that had three or more Latin American occupaiti@nal f
accidents (Model 6). Latin American occupational fatal accidents tend to occur on
smaller non-union jobs in densely populated areas with lower median household incomes.
This study would like to now examine the details of those accidents and details of those
zip code areas.

In this study, there were 81 zip code areas and 210 fatal accidents. Seventy of
those fatal accidents were Latin Americans (Chart 2) with a mean age ova&f the
Latin American victims were females and the rest were males. Onecldiiodty were
Non-Latin American with a mean age of 43. Three of the non-Latin American victims
were females and the rest were males. Twenty-seven of those Latiic@mfatal
accidents occurred in six of the zip code areas. In descending order ohechiol® 7 to
3 those zip code areas are: 10003 with seven fatal accidents; 10027 with six fatal
accidents; 11237 with five fatal accidents; 11233 with three fatal accidents; 1tB22 w
three fatal accidents; and 10023 with three fatal accidents. Three of the zgreasle

were in Manhattan and three of the zip code areas were in Brooklyn (USBBGR.0O
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2005-2009). Below is a more detailed examination of those zip codes areas and the Latin
American occupational fatal accidents that occurred in each. The infomaetiall the
fatal accidents was obtained from the USDOL/OSHA website, and through the swthor’

direct observations as an OSHA fatal accident investigator.

Latin vs. Non-Latin Occupational Fatal Accidents from 1995-
2004 in Manhattan and Brooklyn

140
Fatals

Non-Latin

Chart 2 — Pie Chart of Latin Occupational Fatal Accidents vs. Non-Latin
Occupational Fatal accidents.

Zip code 10003:
Zip code area 10003 in Manhattan is bounded approximately fiokwelon the
East to & Ave on the West. It is also bounded from West Houston Street on the South

and 20" Street on the North. These areas consist of the East Village, Washington Square
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Park, Stuyvesant Square, and Gramercy Park (Hagstrom, 1989). The median household
income in 1998 was $47,140, which was considered moderately high for NYC. This is
primarily a residential area and the residential population density was8§&88quare

mile, which was considered high (CACI, 1999). There are many residential $egh ri
buildings in this area which allowing for this high population density. The workplaces i
this area are office buildings, New York University campus, and storefrontsisTiosa
heavy industrial area (City of NY, 1994). The worker population was 45,226, which was
considered low for a zip code area in NYC (CACI, 1999).

On October 24, 2001, there was an occupational fatal accident where 5
Ecuadorian immigrant workers died in a scaffold collapse. The scaffold was 14 storie
high. The building was located at 215 Park Ave. It was an upscale residential building
that was undergoing exterior brick removal and replacement. Despite the $iee of t
building, this is considered a relatively small job in time and materials. Ehead a
non-union site. The scaffold collapsed because it was not properly supported at the base.
The base was placed on top of roof-mounted air conditioners that were not designed to
support the scaffold’s weight. The employer was saving money by not paying union
wages, not applying for a permit from the building department, and not hiring an engineer
who would have realized that there was no permit and that the base of the scaffold was
not sturdy. The erector of the scaffold was charged with willful OSHA viwlatand
was sentenced to 3 years in jail.

On September 16, 2002, there was an excavation collapse that resulted in the
death of a Latin American worker at 216 East $#eet, Manhattan. The site was small.

The excavation was 8 feet deep, 4 feet wide and 15 feet long. The excavation collapsed
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because the walls were vertical and there was no support to prevent them from
collapsing. The OSHA regulation requires that excavation walls be supportedhe&kien t
are over 5 feet deep and not sloped. The employer was saving money by hiring a non-
union worker and did not need to pay union wages. In addition, the employer saved
money because he had the worker dig manually with a hand shovel, when the preferred
and safer method would be to have a machine (backhoe) do the digging. If a machine did
the digging, the price would have risen from approximately $100 for the day to thousands
of dollars for the machine rental with an operator. The employer was cite&Hp for
$17,600 in serious violations. No willful violations were issued because the employer did
not have the expertise to realize that what he was doing was hazardous.

On August 10, 2000, a Latin American worker fell 4 stories down an elevator
shaft at 130 Avenue C. This was a small union construction site and the worker was
getting union wages. The open shaft was covered with orange mesh but the stgdy w
or steel cable supports under the mesh were left out. This mesh gave the waldesr a f
sense of safety, because usually orange mesh is held up by somethingtstireieznt
a worker from falling. The worker was part of a 3-man company and was meaering
floor to install floor tiles. The employer was cited by OSHA for $9,250 in fines. No
willful violations were issued because no one realized that the supports were not behind

the orange mesh.

Zip code 10027:

Zip code area 10027 is known as West Harlem and is bounded approximately

from 120" street on the South, 19%Btreet on the North, and'®ve. on the East to the
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Hudson River on the West (Hagstrom, 1989). The median household income in 1998 was
$23,474, which was considered low. The residential population density of 53,616 per
square mile was not considered that dense for NYC (CACI, 1999). There are fdwer hig
rise buildings than in 10003 (City of NY, 1994). The worker population was 29,035,
which was considered low (CACI, 1999).

On December 8, 1995, seven non-union employees died in a relatively small retail
clothing store fire 272 W 155Street. Five of the seven were Latin Americans. The
workers died because the store remained open as contractors renovated tleagioge, |
fire exits blocked and the sprinkler system not functioning during the construction
process. The correct way to conduct renovations would have been to close the store as
the contractors blocked the exits and disabled the sprinkler system. If thedfimetha
occurred, it would have been more cost advantageous to keep the store open as the
contractors worked to expand the store. Fines totaling $6,250 were issued to the store
employer. No willful violations were issued because the store employer dichhpe re
that the conditions were hazardous.

On October 8, 1995, a non-union Latin American employee was killed as he was
doing a medium-size brick pointing construction job from a two-point suspended scaffold
when one side of the scaffold became loose and dropped down at 52"\8tl2&. The
employee was wearing a safety belt. However the employee slipped betst.

Since this accident, OSHA now requires employees on this type of scaffold to wear
safety harnesses attached to an independent lifeline. Safety belts amnsmered

obsolete because when an employee falls, the belt can slip off or causeigievgin
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the midsection of the body. This employer was issued no violations related to the
accident.

On April 2, 2002, a Latin American non-union worker died in a partial building
collapse during a medium-size partial demolition of a building at 258-264 St. Alchol
Ave. OSHA fines totaling $32,250 were issued to the employer. The employer was
issued a willful violation for failure to prevent the collapse of the floors axpbed by
four of his engineering advisers. These advisers allege that they gaspduific advice
that he ignored, resulting in the collapse and fatality. This case is still unddigaties

by the Manhattan District Attorney.

Zip code 11237:

Zip code area 11237 in Brooklyn is known as East Williamsburg and Bushwick,
and is approximately bounded by Metropolitan Avenue on the North, Myrtle Avenue on
the South, Cypress Avenue on the East, and Wilson Avenue on the West (Hagstrom,
1989). The median household income in 1998 was $22,497, which was considered low.
The residential population density of 45,952 per square mile was not considered that
dense for NYC (CACI, 1999). The residential buildings are low-rise, or thogessor
less (City of NY, 1994). The worker population was 10,373, which was considered low
(CACI, 1999). This area is known as one of the last areas in Brooklyn that has many
small manufacturing and industrial plants (City of NY, 1994).

The following five separate accidents all occurred in union recyclingldt is
important to understand that the union involved, Local 813 Teamsters, has been identified

in the courts as the union with the most labor crime convictions in the history of labor
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law. The union has been found guilty of abusing their workers by taking money from
them for benefits but not providing the benefits to them (National Legal and Policy
Center, 2009). For this reason the researcher believes that, even though theseajebsite
union, it should be understood that they really are not because they are not providing the
services that unions provide.

On September 28, 1995, at a small recycling plant located at 123 Varick Ave,
Brooklyn, an Ecuadorian Latin American union truck driver was opening the tailgate of
his truck to dump the load of garbage in the plant when he was struck and killed by a
300-pound tree stump that fell out of the truck. OSHA cited the employer for $16,000 in
fines. The employer lacked the work rules and procedures to prevent workers frgm bein
struck by objects being dumped. No willful violations were issued because the employ
did not have the expertise to recognize the hazard.

On March 22, 1996, at the same recycling plant, but this time under new
ownership, an Ecuadorian Latin American union worker was crushed and killed between
a wall and a dumpster as the dumpster was being pushed against the wall. The worker
was out of the truck operator’s line of site when he pushed the dumpster, not realizing the
worker was there. OSHA cited the company for $14,500 in fines. The employer lacked
the work rules and procedures for control of traffic in the plant to avoid crushing worker
No willful violations were issued because the employer did not have the expertise
recognize the hazard.

On June 12, 1996, again at the same recycling plant, an Ecuadorian Latin
American union worker was killed while sweeping between a truck and a loading ba

when the truck suddenly backed up, crushing the worker. Again the worker was out of
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the line of sight of the truck driver. Violations for the incident that occurred onhMarc
22, 1996 were not issued until September 2, 1996, thus the employer still lacked the
expertise to realize his lack of work rules and procedures to prevent theseftypes
accidents, therefore no willful violation was issued. The total fine for theswas
$14,000.

On August 21, 1996, for a fourth time at the same recycling plant, a fourth
Ecuadorian Latin American union worker was killed when he was run over byaanssnt
truck. Again because the violations were not yet issued for the first timephoyesn
was run over, OSHA felt they could not willfully hold the employer responsible for not
having work rules and procedures to prevent these accidents of being struck bintrucks
the plant. OSHA issued $14,000 in fines for this case, the same amount issued in the
previous case.

On March 26, 2001, at a different small recycling plant, across the streghiom
plant discussed above, a Latin American union worker was killed on the job. He was
killed while he was sorting materials on the floor and a 1200-pound bail of waste
cardboard fell off the top of the pile, crushing the employee. OSHA cited theyamplo
for not keeping the bails stable while they were being unstacked at the timénelhe
was for $7,200. No willful violation was issued because the employer did not know the

correct procedure for un-stacking bails.

Zip code 11233:

Zip code area 11233 in Brooklyn is known as East New York and is

approximately from Hancock Street on the North, and East New York Avenue on the
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South, and from Broadway on the East, and Marcus Garvey Blvd on the West (Hagstrom,
1989). The Median household income in 1998 was $22,026, which was considered low.
The residential population density of 47,086 per square mile was not considered that
dense for NYC (CACI, 1999). The residential buildings are three stories @sless
compared to higher rise buildings in Manhattan (City of NY, 1994). The worker
population was 3,982, which was considered very low (CACI, 1999). This is basically a
residential area in Brooklyn (City of NY, 1994).

On September 9, 2004, at a small jobsite at1355 St. Marks Avenue, Brooklyn, a
non-union Latin American worker died in an excavation collapse. He was killed while
installing shoring equipment to hold up the excavation wall in order to prevent a collapse.
The workers did not know the proper technique for installing the shoring supports, which
would be from the top down and not from the bottom up, as the employee was doing.
This employer was issued $14,500 in fines by OSHA. No willful violations were issued
because the employer did not know the proper technique for installing the shoring
supports.

On April 29, 2003, at 216 Rockaway Avenue, a Latin American union worker
who worked for a small employer died when he was crushed by an elevator in an
apartment building complex. The deceased worker was a porter for the apartment
complex and was assisting an elevator mechanic from an elevator compamgsthat
trouble shooting an elevator problem. The mechanic was controlling the elevator from
the roof and inadvertently ran the elevator when the porter was halfway in amdyhalf
out of the elevator. The apartment complex that employed the victim was issued $3,000

in OSHA fines for not following procedures that would prevent the inadvertent startup of
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the elevator. No willful violations were issued because the employer was aret @fwv
the proper energy control procedures that were required.

On December 22, 1998, at 216 Bainbridge Street, a non-union Latin American
worker died when a section of a building that was being demolished collapsed on him.
This was a medium-size site. The accident occurred because the employeifalidwot
a sound planned sequence of demolition. The employer was issued $15,000 in fines from
OSHA. The employer was not issued willful violations because he was nenedtira

the proper engineering principles of structural demolition.

Zip code 11222:

Zip code area 11222 in Brooklyn is known as Greenpoint and is
approximately bound by Newtown Creek on the North and West sides, and Maspeth
Avenue and Jefferson Street on the South, and from the East River on the West
(Hagstrom, 1989). The median household income in 1998 was $37,336, which was
considered low. The residential population density of 21,892 per square mile was not
considered that dense for NYC (CACI, 1999) because the residential buildings are low
rise (3 stories or less) as compared to higher residential buildings in ttéem{@ity of
NY, 1994). The worker population was 15,736, which was considered low (CACI, 1999).
However this is known as an industrial area in Brooklyn that hosts many smallefactor
(City of NY, 1994).

On September 18, 2002, at a small recycling plant located at 860 Humboldt Street
in Brooklyn, a Latin American union worker died on the job. He died when a 1,500

pound bale of waste paper fell off the top of its pile and crushed the employee. The bale
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fell after it was hit by a fork lift that was stacking the bales. Thei&rcshould not have
been in the area while the fork lift was doing the stacking. OSHA cited th@wenbr
$15,750 in fines. No willful violations were issued because the employer did not know
that there were standardized procedures for using fork lifts and stackisg bale

On August 6, 1998 at a small warehouse located at 18 India Street in Brooklyn, a
Non-union Latin American worker collapsed while unloading and stacking cartons.
OSHA issued $1,750 in fines but nothing related to the death because OSHA currently
has no ergonomic regulations. Ergonomics is defined as the worker’s ability toldo wor
Some work is just too strenuous for certain workers. When workers do excessive work
(too frequent or too much), workers can become injured or die. It is unfortunate that
there are no safety and health regulations for this.

On February 28, 1996, at 24-30 Thomas Street, Brooklyn, a union Latin American
employee working for a small sign company fell off a billboard sign that he was
installing and died. OSHA cited this employer for $6,750 in fines for not installing

guardrails on the sign and not enforcing the use of a harness that was available.

Zip code 10023:

This area is known as the Upper West Side and is approximately bount by 77
Street on the North and 8%treet on the South, and Central Park on the East and the
Hudson River on the West (Hagstrom, 1989). The median household income in 1998
was $59,168, which was considered high. The residential population density of 90,154
per square mile was considered dense for NYC (CACI, 1999). The residential buildings

in this area are high rise (over six stories) as compared to lower risentiadibeildings
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in Brooklyn (City of NY, 1994). The worker population was 28,250, which was
considered low (CACI, 1999). This area is mainly residential with numerous
neighborhood stores and shops (City of NY, 1994).

On April 30, 2001, at small sanitation carting company was making a pickup at
Columbus Ave and 78Street, Manhattan, when one of its Latin American union
workers was hanging on the back of the truck preparing to jump off. He slipped without
the driver of the truck noticing, and the driver backed over the worker crushing him.
OSHA cited the employer for $4,800 in fines. The employer lacked an anti-slip riding
step, and also lacked the work rules to prevent workers from riding on the rejing st
the back as the truck is backing up. No willful violations were issued because the
employer did not have the expertise to recognize the hazard.

On July 13, 1998, a union Latin American worker on a small window washing job
fell to his death in a scaffold collapse at 132 WeftBeet. OSHA cited the company
for $7,500 in fines. The employees did not use the correct procedures for setting up the
scaffold. No willful violations were issued because the necessary equipnseptesant
and the workers just lacked the skills to use it correctly.

On February 2, 1997, a union Latin American worker fell to his death down an
elevator shaft with an automobile in a small parking garage located at 2075Ves
Street. OSHA cited the company for $8,900 in fines, which included a willful violation
for intentionally keeping the safety mechanism on the elevator doors bysaste
workers could work faster by keeping the elevator shaft doors open all the time. The

worker drove into the open shaft with the automobile thinking that the elevator was ther
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Summary:

A major geographic feature we observe with Latin American occupatiatal f
accidents is that there are two zip code areas that have had five fatahtctod one
incident each, and one zip code area that had five fatal accidents in the sairggrecy
industry and all the recycling industry victims belonged to the same corrupt union. The
largest multiple fatality that has occurred in the same time frame withaton
American fatal victims, was two. This observation clearly shows that Batiericans
are on more hazardous areas/sites than non-Latin Americans.

As for correlations with the variables we observed that Latin American
occupational fatal accidents occur mainly on smaller, unskilled non-union sitgs, in z
code areas where the median household income is lower, and residential population
density is higher. Because these correlations are statisticallficant we can use these

relationships to predict where Latin American occupational fatal acciddhtscur.

Non-Latin American Immigrant Worker Fatalities :

Out of the 210 fatal accidents in the 81 zip codes, 140 of those fatal accidents
were Non-Latin American fatal accidents. As we saw in the Poissonsiegresalyses
of Non-Latin American fatal accidents, there was only one statistsigihyficant
relationship, job size, and there were no statistically significant relatpsahen we
focused on the zip code areas that had three or more Non-Latin Americacdamtahts.
For the purposes of contrast the author would now like to describe the three zip code
areas that had the most Non-Latin American fatal accidents and dekeribe

circumstances of those accidents for a better understanding of the dé&eeamt
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similarities between Latin American fatal accidents and NomLAtnerican fatal

accidents. Twenty-four Non-Latin American fatal accidents occurred in thiesezip

code areas. In descending order of accidents from 10 to 7 those zip code areas are: 10036
with ten fatal accidents; 10019 with seven fatal accidents; and 10010 with seven fatal
accidents. These zip code areas are all in Manhattan. Again, the informatiorhen all t

fatal accidents were obtained from the USDOL/OSHA website and through thesuthor

direct observations as an OSHA fatal accident investigator.

Zip code 10036:

This area is known as the Midtown and Times Square section of Manhattan. It is
approximately bound by 4%treet on the North and #&Street on the South, and Sixth
Ave. on the East and the Hudson River on the West (Hagstrom, 1989). The median
household income in 1998 was $31,327, which was considered moderate. The residential
population density of 35,154 per square mile was considered moderately dense for NYC
(CACI, 1999). The residential buildings in this area are high rise (over sigytas
compared to lower rise residential buildings in Brooklyn (City of NY, 1994). The worker
population was 102,831, which was considered very high (CACI, 1999). This area
consists of mainly corporate offices, hotels, theaters and lots of stores and styops (C
NY, 1994).

Eight of the victims belonged to a union and two did not. Four of the fatal
accidents were on construction sites and six were not. Four of the accidentsdoour

large job sites and six were on smaller sites.
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On August 12, 2004, at 4 Times Square (The Conde Nast Tower), a regularly
assigned union security guard was killed in a very large office building whenvaroele
ascended uncontrollably. No violations were issued to this employer because the
mechanical failure was not under the control of the security guard or his employe

On August 2, 2002, at 300 Madison Avenue, two union employees died when the
outside material elevator they were erecting on a very large cormtraite collapsed
and fell to the street. A total of $27,200 in fines were issued, which included two repeat
citations for the workers not using fall protection harnesses that were providedr and f
not following the manufacturer instructions for the erecting process. Nalwillf
violations were issued because the employer provided the fall protection haraesise
the procedures related to the collapse were highly technical and difbi¢altaw, and it
is believed the employees veered from the procedures unintentionally.

On December 6, 2001 at 250 West'&reet, a union maintenance supervisor for
a small employer in a hotel was on top of an elevator trying to repair théoeledeen
the elevator started up unintentionally. He was employed by the hotel and notatiorele
repair company. A total of $5,000 in fines were issued, which included citations for not
following elevator repair procedures and not being trained in those procedures.filo will
violations were issued because the employee was voluntarily doing work oussatedi
of training and expertise.

On June 26, 1998, at 4 Times Square the Conde Nast Tower, a union construction
elevator erector was crushed on a very large jobsite by the outside constrestabore

that he was building. A total of $9,000 in fines were issued, which included a citation for
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not shutting the elevator off while doing the erection. No willful violations wereet
because it is believed that the employee merely forgot that the maclsmopearational.

On April 20, 1998, at 130 West Atreet, a non-union worker fell through an
unguarded floor hole that was being used for debris removal on a large jobsite. A total of
$2,250 in fines was issued which included a citation for not guarding the hole. No willful
violations were issued because the employee was not supposed to be in that aréa and tha
area was designated solely for workers disposing of debris while géalliprotection
harnesses.

On December 9, 1997, at 1 Times Square, a union elevator repair worker was
doing a small repair job when he got caught between an elevator and elevatoAshaf
total of $10,500 in fines was issued, which included a citation for not shutting the
elevator power while in the shaft. No willful violations issued because the megfasic
trying to trouble shoot the elevator problem with the power on.

On November 17, 1997, at 620™&venue, a union elevator repair worker was
crushed by an elevator he was trying to repair when the elevator started up
unintentionally. A total of $13,500 in fines were issued, which included a citation for the
elevator power control switch not functioning correctly. It was not propergdiy an
earlier mechanic. No willful violations were issued because the emglagahought
that the elevator power control switches were all functioning correctly

On April 17, 1996, at 42 West ABtreet, a non-union worker in a small company
was killed by inhaling a chemical vapor used in the work process. No citatioesuas
because the victim was the employer, and since he was deceased, there was no one t

whom to issue the citation.
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On November 14, 1995, at 141 West'4reet, a union worker was killed in a
four level parking garage when he was crushed by a man lift step. It wasthigyi on
the job. A total of $51,750 in fines were issued, which included citations for an
improperly maintained man lift. No willful violation was issued because theogempl

was not aware of all the man lift safety requirements.

Zip code 10019:

This area is also part of the Midtown and Times Square section of Manhattan. It
is approximately bound by 8%treet on the North and AStreet on the South, and Fifth
Ave. on the East and the Hudson River on the West (Hagstrom, 1989). The median
household income in 1998 was $68,865, which was considered high. The residential
population density of 85,755 per square mile was considered dense for NYC (CACI,
1999). The residential buildings in this area are high rise (over six stasiesmpared to
lower rise residential buildings in Brooklyn (City of NY, 1994). The worker population
was 42,563, which was considered moderate (CACI, 1999). This area consists of mainly
of office buildings, residential buildings, hotels, and numerous stores and shops (City of
NY, 1994).

All seven of the victims belonged to a union. Five of the fatal accidents were
construction sites and two were not. Four were at large sites and three sveatier
sites.

On November 10, 2004, at 350 West'Sreet, a union crane oiler fell through
an open hatchway in the crane tower. A total of $10,500 in fines was issued, which

included citations for the hatchway not being properly guarded. No willful mokat
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were issued because this unguarded hatchway was considered standard in the crane
industry. Today, as a result of this accident, hatches have been installed on all crane
towers and they have been named the “Glenn Hatch” in memory of the victim who died
whose first name was Glenn.

On September 27, 2002, a union carpenter was standing in front of the jobsite at
10 Columbus Circle, the construction site of the very large AOL/Time/Wamers, on
a windy day when a wood plank blew off thé"8or of the site and struck him in the
head. No citations were issued for this incident, because required safety wdsgmovi
the way of a sidewalk canopy and hard hats, however the wind was exceptionally str
that day and the wood plank blew outside the protection of the sidewalk canopy.

On July 12, 2001, at 3 West'BBtreet, on a small painting job, a union painter
improperly placed a ladder on top of a scaffold, and the ladder fell off the scaffbld wi
the worker. A total of $5,000 in fines were issued, which included a citation for using a
ladder on top of a scaffold, which is against OSHA requirements. A citation was also
issued for inadequate training. No willful violations were issued because theyempl
did not realize that ladders were not permitted on scaffolds.

On January 18, 2000 at 1725 Broadway, on a large construction site, a union iron
worker was tightening bolts on top of a large steel sign on top of a new 50-story huilding
when he fell as he was climbing outside the guardrail protection to get tb sAltotal
of $5,000 in fines were issued, which included citations for the worker not using the
provided fall protection, and for re-training in fall protection. No willful violatioresev
issued because the employer provided the necessary fall protection and toaitheg

employee.
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On January 14, 1998, at 711™A&venue, a union employee for an exposition
service company doing a small exposition job was standing on a load beidgith a
fork truck, and the worker fell off and hit his head. A total of $7,000 in fines were issued,
which included a citation for riding the load on the forks against OSHA regulatimhs, a
an additional citation was issued for not giving adequate training. No willfukiaiola
was issued because the employer did not realize that riding the load on tmediorkds
against OSHA regulations.

On March 12, 1997, at WestBStreet between Columbus and"#Vvenue, on a
large construction site, a union masonry employee was killed when his scaffajibed|
and he was not wearing his safety harness that was provided. A total of $8,400 in fines
was issued, which included a citation for not wearing the provided harness and not
providing adequate training. No willful violations were issued because the emngdidy
provide the necessary harness.

On October 3, 1996, at 542 West"Street, a union stagehand was struck in the
forehead with an electric cable cord connector on a small stage set, and thdaterke
died. No citations were issued for this incident because there are no requirements for

forehead protection for the job he was doing.

Zip code 10010:

This area is known as the Stuyvesant Town, Union Square, and Kips Bay section
of Manhattan. It is approximately bound by"Street on the North and "I &treet on
the South, the East River on the East dhdge. on the West (Hagstrom, 1989). The

Median household income in 1998 was $59,679, which was considered high. The
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residential population density of 60,228 per square mile was considered moderately dense
for NYC (CACI, 1999). The residential buildings in this area are high rise éwver

stories) as compared to lower rise residential buildings in Brooklyn ¢CNyY, 1994).

The worker population was 73,905, which was considered high (CACI, 1999). This area
consists mainly of office buildings, residential buildings, hotels, and lot®ssand

shops (City of NY, 1994).

Six of the seven victims belonged to a union. Four of the fatal accidents were on
construction sites and three were not. Four were big job sites and three wikxe sma
sites.

On November 10, 2003, at 38 West"Z&reet at a small window washing job, a
non-union employee was washing windows while standing on the window ledge using a
window washing belt, when the belt broke and he fell 12 stories to his death. No
violations were issued because the victim was the employer, and because he was
deceased, there was no one OSHA could issue the violations to.

On May 24, 2000, at 55 Lexington Avenue, a union elevator employee was found
dead in the bottom of a ventilation shaft at a large high rise construction site. No
violations were issued because the elevator employee had no business in therentilat
shaft. There was no elevator work anywhere near the shaft and it was believai he w
looking for a quiet place to sleep.

On October 15, 1999, at 11 Madison Avenue on a small construction site, a union
electrician was working on live electric wiring when he was eleatssl. A total of
$15,000 in fines were issued which included citations for the employee not using safe

techniques while working with live electricity. No willful violations wersued because
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the worker was considered an experienced electrician and should have known the proper
safety techniques.

On September 17, 1999, at 780&venue, a union carpenter was killed by a
crane that was being assembled and fell over in heavy winds on a large tiomssite:

A total of $35,000 in fines were issued, which included citations to this employer for not
following proper crane assembly procedures. No willful violations wevedsbecause
the violation of procedure was considered an over sight and not intentional.

On July 8, 1999, at 345 Park Avenue South, at a small window washing job, a
union window washer fell 12 stories to his death while standing on a radiator claaning
window. The window came loose from its track, causing him to fall out the window. At
total of $7,000 in fines were issued, which included a citation for the worker not standing
on the floor when cleaning the window.

On April 29, 1997, at 29 West 9&treet, a union worker was killed in a small
parking garage when he was crushed by a man lift step. A total of $20,700 in fines was
issued, which included citations for an improperly maintained man lift. No willful
violation because the employer was not aware of all the man lift sadgtiyements.

On August 2, 1995, at 328 East™Street, a union grocery employee was
working on wiring for some equipment in a small grocery store when he madetcontac
with live electricity and was electrocuted. A total of $1,500 in fines was issueth whi
included citations for improperly wired electricity. No willful violations wéssued

because the employer did not realize that the electric wiring waseaotorr
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Summary:

To summarize, we see a large percentage of very highly skilled workérs listt
of Non-Latin American occupational fatal accident victims. We see elavetchanics,
electricians, steel erectors, and crane tower erectors, to name afagdition we do
not see the large multiple fatalities as with Latin Americans. The ragdrirades we
see Non-Latin American fatalities require years of training apeérence as compared
to the fatal Latin American victims, who held lesser skilled jobs such as masonr
garbage handling, and sales clerk. We also see the Non-Latin Americacdatahts
on larger jobs, and this occurs with statistical significance as discumste earlier
Poisson regression analyses’. We also see that many of the Non-Latica&mactims
are union workers, but as per the Poisson regression analyses’, there is a positive

correlation but it is not statistically significance.
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VI- Conclusions:

The object of this dissertation was to conduct a geographical analysis of the work
spaces where Latin American immigrant worker fatal accidents rectand were
investigated by OSHA in NYC's Brooklyn and Manhattan from 1995-2004. The
purpose of this analysis was to identify spatial trends and to develop a spatialgsrofi
spatial model of these fatal accident sites. With the identification oékfzattors that
are related to Latin American worker fatal accidents, OSHA could implieame
improved spatial strategy for identifying hazards, issuing violations, and thuenpreg
these fatalities before they occur. To accomplish this the dissertasibexfamined the
geographical theories related to the migration of Latin American inamigvorkers to
New York City, second the evolution of these migration patterns is explained bwrevi
of the immigration and labors laws. The hypothesis proposed Latin American
occupational fatal accidents will be on jobsites that are smaller and mostlynion,
and that the zip code areas they occur in will have higher worker population densities,
higher residential population densities, less OSHA inspections, and lower median
household incomes. This hypothesis was then tested empirically usingigieaka
technique of Poisson’s regression analysis. In this final chapter the authsnawil
conclusions from the empirical results and then relate those results taythéaoni
theories, migration laws, and labor laws, in an effort bring both the ealmnd

theoretical conclusions together.
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Empirical Conclusions:

In the Introduction section we saw Line Graphs 1 through 7 display how there is
some indication of an interrelationship between the amount of construction permit units
total occupational fatal accidents, and Latin American occupational taideats. We
observe in Manhattan and Brooklyn a steady rise in construction permit unithentil
recession in construction in Manhattan caused by September 11, 2001 terror attacks on
the World Trade Center. At this point in time, both construction permit units and total
occupational fatal accidents decreases in Manhattan and increases in BraéoK905
Manhattan construction permit units increased again and total occupatiohal fata
accidents were quick to follow. After September 11, 2001 Latin American occupational
fatal accidents decrease in Manhattan and stay level in Brooklyn until 2005, lat whic
time they reach a record high. In 2002 and 2008, Manhattan has the highest peaks in
total occupational fatal accidents; however, Latin American occupatiatahkiccidents
display a decreasing trend. In 1996 and 2005, Brooklyn has its highest peaks in both total
occupational fatal accidents and Latin American fatal accidents. Frowbgesvation, it
appears that the geography of occupational fatal accidents and thapdwogi Latin
American occupational fatal accidents have a more direct relationshipoklfn than in
Manhattan.

In order to more closely examine these statistics, the dependent va(tiaialles
occupational fatal accidents, Non-Latin American fatal accidents, andAmuerican
fatal accidents) were put into a chart (Appendix A) and mapped to iddreifig codes

areas where the most occupational fatal accidents were occurring. Mapsdl32, a
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color-code the zip codes with the most fatalities for each dependent vatiabiese

maps the top few zip codes for each dependent variable easily stand out as:

Total Fatal Accidents Non-Latin Fatal Accidents Latin Fatal Accidents
Zip code - # fatals Zip code - # fatals Zip code - # fatals
10036 - 11 10036 - 10 10003 - 7
10010 - 9 10019 - 7 10027 - 6
10019 - 9 10010 - 7 11237 - 5
10027 - 9

Next, these dependent variables were compared statistically by applyssgiPei
regression analysis to the independent variables: calls to service in 199 <ipeti zip
code in 1998, union status, median residential household income, job size, and whether
the job was construction or not.

The first Poisson’s analysis found (Model 1) that there were no statisticall
significant relationship between total fatal accidents and any of the mdkstevariables.
This is what the author would expect because total fatal accidents includkecarith
every ethnic group (i.e. Latin American, Non-Latin American, other ethnic gretg},
and because all fatal accident groups are included, the researcher wouldesyiecin
many different directions ultimately resulting in no overall statissigmificance.

The second Poisson’s analysis (Model 2) found that there was only one positive
statistically significant correlation with Non-Latin Americatdl accidents, which was
with the larger job size independent variable. The author believes that because this
analysis also included other immigrant groups (i.e. Pakistanis, Asians, Palesneétc

excludes only Latin Americans, it too would have results in many differentidimec
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Perhaps if the group Non-Latin American occupational fatal accidents includedaml
immigrants, we would see more statistically significant relationshipgrend opposite
to the hypothesized model for Latin American occupational fatal accidents.

The third Poisson’s analysis (Model 3) found that Latin American occupational
fatal accidents had statistically significant correlations in zip codtédaw median
household incomes, higher residential population density, and smaller job size. The
author hypothesized that these fatal accidents would also have a sligtstcaficant
relationship with the other independent variables. The author believes that treerewe
significant correlations with the other variables mainly because thelesize of Latin
American fatal accidents is relatively small for each zip code étab dccidents for
each). The results can easily be skewed by any singular anomaly. An eréaple
anomaly occurred in zip code 11237 in Brooklyn. This zip code had five Latin American
fatal accidents and the victims were union employees. Upon closer examination,
however, it was learned that this union was just taking workers money and entdpézzli
and was not a legitimate union for the workers (National Legal and PolicgrC2009),
but statistically these five workers were counted as union workers.

In order to try and refine these results and minimize any skewing, the author
decided to repeat the three Poisson analyses, but this time to only include the zip code
areas that had three or more Latin American occupational fatal accidethtgeoor
more Non-Latin American occupational fatal accidents. This resulted inuhté ffifth,
and sixth Poisson analyses.

The fourth Poisson analysis (Model 4) also determined that there were no

statistically significant correlations with total fatal accidentl any of the independent
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variables. Again, this is because this group includes a diverse foreign born gad nati
population.

The fifth Poisson analysis (Model 5) determined that there were no stdjstical
significant correlations with Non-Latin American occupational fateidents and any of
the independent variables. Again this is what was expected because of the mixed
population in this sample group.

The sixth Poisson analysis (Model 6) again found that with Latin American
occupational fatal accidents, there were statistically signifaamélations in zip codes
with low median residential household income, high residential population density and
small job size. In addition these refined results did pick up one more stdtistical
significant relationship: non-union status.

To sum up, Latin America occupational fatal accidents are occurring 0@ ¢
areas that have low median household income, high residential population densities, and
on smaller job sites that are non-union. There were no significant relationstiighevi
variables, calls to service in 1998, citations per inspection in 1998, and whether the job
was construction or not. As previously discussed the author believes that due tdlthe sma
sample size, certain anomalies can skew the results. This is the ttadeewi
construction scaffold collapse accident that occurred on October 24, 2001 in zip code
10003, in which five Latin American workers were killed in an area that had higlher ¢
to service, and lower citations per inspection, which is opposite the hypothesis, but what
drove the Latin Americans to work on this site was that the corrupt businessmenl decide
to take advantage that the job was well hidden in a courtyard and decided to do the job

with no attention to safety, without a permit and with day laborers. What nornaallg w
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have been a union job with elite contractors turned out to be an unsafe, out of view, day
laborer job site. After the accident, the contractor was arrested and gaitedele years

for manslaughter. The contractor took advantage of a geographical subarea (t
courtyard) that had the characteristics of an area with fewer @aéstice, and higher
citations per inspection, because it was out of view. These five fatal asonnet
statistically treated as though they were in an area of higher callvitwesand lower
citations per inspection because spatially that is what zip code 10003 maingtscohs
The other accident that skewed the results was the December 8, 1995 fire in zip code
10027, where five Latin American workers died in a fire in a clothing store. Thexgor
were not construction workers and were statistically treated ahtiveeyer the hazards
were caused because construction contractors were renovating the stonesafe
manner as the store remained open. The contractors blocked the fire exits &ed left t
sprinkler system inoperative.

In this study, the fact that we find more statistically significarati@hships
between Latin American occupational fatal accidents and the independentegaaisbl
opposed to, Total occupational fatal accidents, and Non-Latin American occupational
fatal accidents, means that as a result of this study Latin Amegcapational fatal
accidents are much more predictable and therefore preventable on a geogedpliias
Total Occupational Fatal Accidents, and Non- Latin American occupatiatal f

accidents.
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Relating Empirical Conclusions to Migration Theory, Migration Laws, and Labor

Laws:

Even more important than identifying the specific physical locations and
calculating the statistical significance of the variables@ated with where Latin
American occupational fatal accidents occur in NYC, which may change framtpla
place and time to time, is to understand the migratory forces that drive thebéegaria
which in turn drives Latin American immigrants toward these places of emehayithe
migratory forces involved can be understood only by careful study of the
interrelationships with current migratory theories, labor laws, and imtagriaws.
With an understanding of these interrelationships it becomes easier to relatedlyito
different populations in different areas in different timeframes.

When we compare Latin American occupational fatal accident victinsNah-
Latin American occupational fatal accident victims, we see mostly kdkydsworkers
in the Non-Latin American occupational fatal accident category. We seda@le
mechanics, electricians, steel erectors, and crane tower erectonset@ hew. With
Latin American occupational fatal accident victims we see low skilleteveithat are
masonry workers, garbage handlers, and sales clerks, etc. In the Latinakmer
occupational fatal accident category we also see three very large maitgbladcidents
where five Latin American workers died on each. In the same timeframeoklin
and Manhattan the largest Non-Latin American fatal accident was onlywathi¢tims.

We learned from Neo-Classical Theory (Airriess and Miyares, 2007)rizway
Latin Americans choose to immigrate to the US due to poor economic conditionsyin ma

of the Latin American countries (Smith, R., 2001; Jokisch and Pribilsky, 200%). Lat
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American immigration to NYC is controlled by primarily by five major ld8nigration

laws: The Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952, The Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1965, The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986, The Diversity
Immigrant Visa Program of 1990, and The lllegal Immigration Reform andgrant
Responsibility Act of 1996. These laws provide for a source shift in immigratitre t

US from Europe to Latin America and Asia. Under these laws, most Latariéan
immigrants arrive legally as visitors; however it is easy to overstayednvisas. The
majority of undocumented Latin Americans in NYC are as a result of overgtaygitheir
visas (Kraly and Miyares, 2001; Airriess and Miyares, 2007). Once they have
overstayed, they are considered illegal aliens and could be subject to depoAation.
minority also arrive clandestinely crossing the boarders to join friamdfsrafamily
members (Kraly and Miyares, 2001). Many Latin American immigrantgedrunder

the family reunification provisions of the law with minimal work skills, minima
education (human capital) as per Human Capital Theory (Borjas, 1986; Miyares, 1998;
Portes and Zhou, 1992), and as per Disadvantage Theory (Bonacich, 1973; Min, 1988;
Miyares, 1998) they are disadvantaged due to minimal English language rekiltzaay
come with no place to live (Smith, 2001; Jokisch and Pribilsky, 2002). As per Culture
Theory (Kim, 1981; Min, 1988; Miyares, 1988), they are alsdnoot a culture that has

a propensity to be entrepreneurial (Smith, R., 2001). Because of all thesetfamtors
settle with the most hazardous jobs (Borjas, 1986; Kim, 1981; Min, 1988; Miyares, 1998;
Portes and Zhou, 1992). These jobs are available because the hazardous low skill
construction work is not attractive to the locals as per Dual Market Theorieé4 and

Miyares, 2007). In fact, as per World Systems Theory (Airriess and Miy2007)
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between 1990 and 1997 over 250,000 native-born whites in NYC moved to the suburbs
or beyond which created an employment vacuum (Wright and Ellis, 2001) for these Lati
Americans to fill. In this employment vacuum consisting of mainly high dazar
construction work, earning potential is high, tax free, and in cash. As per Network
Theory (Airriess and Miyares, 2007), Latin American networks and enclaves have
already paved the way to these job sites. As per Institutional Thedrytioas like
OSHA, Latin American Workers Project, Union of Needle Trades and hmaluBgxtile
Workers, and the New York Committee on Occupational Safety and Health, apetset
help them in these jobs. Better benefits as outlined in the New Economics afidvligra
Theory (Airriess and Miyares, 2007) are not important because these workensaian't
to work “on the books” because they don’t want to give part of their pay to taxes as per
the Sixteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and/or be didawere
undocumented and have the fear of deportation back to their impoverished countries.
Labor laws such as The Occupational Safety and Health Act, and Fair &@mdards
Act help these workers with respect to safety and wages (respectegdyliless of
immigrant status. These workers avoid the benefits of the Social $ebcirind
National Labor Relations Act laws because these laws provide for retiréerefits and
organizing rights (respectively) which could result in their “off the books” or
undocumented status being revealed, which could subject them to deportation or criminal
tax evasion charges.

The author gives special highlights to the labor migration theories, Dual Marke
Theory, Network Theory, and Institutional Theory. As a result of the author’sytwent

years of field research with Latin American occupational fatatlents, these three
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theories present the most obvious visual representations in the geographicalpesadéc
Brooklyn and Manhattan, more so than the other theories do.

The Duel Market is ever visible by unions displaying of the large inflatable union
rat on non-union sites. The large rat demonstrates the power that the unions have to be
vocal about improving working conditions (Photo # 1). On the other side of the Duel
Market the Latin American immigrant day laborer population is obviously absent
never could partake in such a protest for fear of deportation.

Another feature of the labor landscape is the very visual Network system that
Latin American immigrant day labors form. They can be seen on any work daytheing
street corners such as in Brooklyn off' @reet from 20 Street to New Utrecht Avenue,
and on Coney Island Avenue and Ditmas Avenue (Photo # 2). They do this so they could
get picked up by construction contractors looking to hirer labor to do strenuous, high
hazard, low skilled work, “off the books”, with no insurance. Non immigrants are
obviously absent from this network system.

Institutions to help undocumented Latin American day labors are also a very
obvious part of the labor landscape in the study area. Five days per week the “Latin
American Workers Project” trailer can be seen by the Bay Parkway shopeaipa
Brooklyn, helping Latin American day laborers get safe jobs with insurahoto(R 3).

OSHA even teamed up on television with the world of professional wrestling to do public

service announcements about worker safety.
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Recommendations:

The author believes that OSHA can use the findings in this study to targetgobsit
for inspection in Brooklyn and Manhattan. Specifically, the results of this studiuden
that Latin America occupational fatal accidents are occurring in zipareds that have
low median household incomes, high residential population densities, and on smaller job
sites that are non-union, therefore OSHA could scout jobsites that meet tiak spat
profile. This technique of scouting is similar to the spatial technique usée BMPD
in reducing crime rates to record lows. Rather than just wait for crimeztw and the
911 call to come in, the police would scout areas that had the spatial profile consistent
with a low “quality of life”. The NYPD would put manpower and concentrate on areas
that had minor crimes such as graffiti, broken windows, public drunkenness, turnstile
jumping, and public urination, in an effort to stop these crimes and preveatdhmes
from occurring in the future, and it worked. In addition they learned that theorate f
bigger crimes went down as well. Apparently criminals that perpetragddrtiest
crimes also had a lifestyle in which they committed many smaller ceadsday.

To explain this better, when the NYPD caught a person for jumping a turnstile or
urinating in public, he usually had a warrant out for his arrest or was in possession of a
illegal gun or drugs, so the small misdemeaner arrest usually turnedbeua toigger
felony arrest (Bratton, 1998). Similarly, rather than OSHA just wafong complaint
or a fatal accident to occur, jobs that meet the spatial profile of a Latindeméatal
accident can be scouted out and observed from the outside for the presence of any
obvious safety violations. Once a safety violation is observed, a complete imispecti

should follow. If OSHA visits these jobsites and identifies hazards and hdsyens
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correct these hazardous conditions, there is no doubt that many smaller aceiddrgs
prevented, as outlined earlier in the accident pyramid, and hopefully prevetitne L
American immigrant worker fatalities as well.

This spatial strategy for preventing Latin American occupationall &atidents
can also be used by insurance companies that insure employers for workenssaimipe
insurance in New York City. Most large insurance companies have loss control
departments that conduct safety inspections of their insured’s jobs to reducedasura
loss due to worker accidents. These insurance companies could also send their loss
control representatives to job sites in these same geo-profiled ard¢ias purposes of
preventing Latin American occupational fatal accidents.

One other possibility is that the results of this study could be used to inspire the
U.S. government to eliminate the possibility of undocumented immigration. This could
also naturally develop as a result of society increasingly becoming cammedtand
those computers becoming interlinked. For example, a simple task as takinagntioe t
bus to work may soon require the scanning of an ID account card. In order to get this ID
one would need to initially present proper credentials that only a documentedtreside
the U.S. would have. By the very nature of increased computerization, undocumented
immigrants could be a thing of the past. If there are no undocumented Latin &meric
immigrants in NYC, this would eliminate a large driving force for Latinekican
immigrants to want to work “off the books” and gravitate toward unsafe day lab@®r si

This in turn would greatly reduce Latin American occupational fatal acsident
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Limitations:

This study only examines the counties of Manhattan and Brooklyn from 1995-
2004, therefore it is possible that the findings here are only an artifact oRthesaties
during that timeframe and may not apply anywhere else, or in another tiraefram

Only in the year 2001 did OSHA start to keep consistent records with respect to
the victim’s ethnic group and English language ability. The author made uss of thi
information for the part of the study from 2001-2004. For the timeframe from 1995 to
2000 the author used the names of the victims in a Google Genealogy Search on the
internet to determine the victim’s ethnic group. Therefore it is possibie toald be
some inconsistencies in the data from 1995-2000 when compared to the data from 2001-

2004.

Future Research:

This study only applies to the geographic areas of Manhattan and Brooklyn in the
timeframe from 1995-2004. Since the Latin American immigration patterns ke w
population constantly change from time to time and place to place, the author
recommends that additional research be done in different geographic areitefent
time frames, for a better understanding of the relationship of the variatnieplace to
place and in different timeframes. The author also recommends that additienathes
be done with different immigrant groups and different non immigrant groups in order t

add a larger field of perspective to this topic.
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Appendix A

Data:

AR o |8 | S
b= ) L Q =
§ - £ _cl g 22 l%g 5 T g ?/'-; c g o o | 2

b = — o o)

a8 | S|2|R SN|8c|5 |T2 |&A = % |G
2004 0 1 10001 14 1.14 37300 27539 87907 7 0
1001
1997 1 0 10001 14 1.14 37300 27539 87907 6 1
0806
2002 1 0 10002 9| 278 23910 | 101593 17545 1 0
0610
2000 1 0 10002 9| 278 23910 | 101593 17545 1 1
1013
2002 1 0 10003 12 4.5 47140 88888 45226 1 1
0916
2001 5 0 10003 12 4.5 47140 88888 45226 5 1
1024
2000 1 0 10003 12 4.5 47140 88888 45226 1 1
0810
1997 0 1 10003 12 4.5 47140 88888 45226 4 1
1130
1999 0 1 10004 3 1.67 50202 34900 25821 7 1
0510
2003 1 0 10005 3 2.67 53028 2260 32860 7 1
0624
1997 0 1 10005 3 2.67 53028 2260 32860 1 1
1106
2003 0 1 10006 6 1.83 29167 1200 20641 7 1
0425

0 0 10007 9 1.89 77966 15800 20641

2002 1 0 10009 6 3 32707 96843 4772 1 0
0705
2002 0 1 10009 6 3 32707 96843 4772 7 1
0409
2003 0 1 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 1 0
1110
2000 1 0 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 1 1
1227
2000 0 1 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 7 1
0524
1999 0 1 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 1 1
1015
1999 0 1 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 7 1
0917
1999 0 1 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 1 0
0708
1997 0 1 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 1 0
0429
1995 0 1 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905 1 0
0802
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1995 10010 2 7.5 56679 60228 73905
0524
2002 10011 10 2.6 48245 83447 46523
0508
1999 10011 10 2.6 48245 83447 46523
0619
1999 10011 10 2.6 48245 83447 46523
0513
1998 10011 10 2.6 48245 83447 46523
1120
1998 10011 10 2.6 48245 83447 46523
0323
1996 10011 10 2.6 48245 83447 46523
0731
2002 10012 12 | 2.25 42313 91747 23249
0425
1996 10012 12 | 2.25 42313 91747 23249
1001
2000 10013 39| 2.18 37601 48198 47769
0v27
1999 10013 39| 218 37601 48198 47769
0622
1998 10013 39| 218 37601 48198 47769
0710
1996 10013 39| 218 37601 48198 47769
0925
2003 10014 19 | 3.58 53510 54855 26932
0328
1998 10014 19 | 3.58 53510 54855 26932
0107
1996 10014 19| 3.58 53510 54855 26932
0122
2000 10016 12 | 242 54966 | 101482 67355
0322
2000 10016 12 | 242 54966 | 101482 67355
0121
1999 10016 12 | 242 54966 | 101482 67355
0326
2000 10017 15 2.8 55421 50973 117399
1031
1998 10017 15 2.8 55421 50973 117399
1214
1997 10017 15 2.8 55421 50973 117399
0929
1997 10017 15 2.8 55421 50973 117399
0425
1996 10017 15 2.8 55421 50973 117399
1129
2000 10018 10 13 47989 16170 85212
0131
1996 10018 10 13 47989 16170 85212
0805
1995 10018 10 13 47989 16170 85212
0406
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2004 10019 14 | 0.93 41902 53923 114276
1110
2002 10019 14| 0.93 41902 53923 114276
0911
2001 10019 14| 0.93 41902 53923 114276
0712
2000 10019 14| 0.93 41902 53923 114276
0118
1999 10019 14 | 0.93 41902 53923 114276
0412
1998 10019 14 | 0.93 41902 53923 114276
0806
1998 10019 14 | 0.93 41902 53923 114276
0114
1997 10019 14 | 0.93 41902 53923 114276
0312
1996 10019 14 | 0.93 41902 53923 114276
1003
1999 10020 3 0 24583 2060 34920
0330
1997 10020 3 0 24583 2060 34920
1123
1996 10020 3 0 24583 2060 34920
0822
2002 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
0516
2001 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
0920
2000 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
0920
2000 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
0109
1999 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
1217
1999 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
0623
1999 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
0318
1996 10021 5 4.4 68865 85755 42563
0429
2002 10022 7| 271 72939 81050 130236
1206
2000 10022 7| 271 72939 81050 130236
1210
1999 10022 7| 271 72939 81050 130236
0317
1997 10022 7| 271 72939 81050 130236
0314
1995 10022 7| 271 72939 81050 130236
0603
2002 10023 2 3 59161 90154 28250
0919
2002 10023 2 3 59161 90154 28250
0522
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2001 10023 2 3 59161 | 90154 28250
0430
1998 10023 2 3 59161 | 90154 28250
0713
1997 10023 2 3 59161 | 90154 28250
0202
2004 10024 2 4 60560 | 66282 14925
0823
1997 10024 2 4 60560 | 66282 14925
0505
2004 10025 3| 233 42867 | 95883 11999
0807
2000 10025 3| 233 42867 | 95883 11999
0727
1999 10025 3| 233 42867 | 95883 11999
0713
1997 10025 3| 233 42867 | 95883 11999
1217
1996 10025 3| 233 42867 | 95883 11999
1024
1996 10026 2| 35 18104 | 1032667 1868
1030
2002 10027 8| 1.38 23474 | 53616 29035
0402
1995 10027 8| 1.38 23474 | 53616 29035
1208
1995 10027 8| 1.38 23474 | 53616 29035
1008
2004 10028 12| 2.75 68706 | 172127 15132
0917
2001 10028 12| 2.75 68706 | 172127 15132
0212
10029 4| 1.25 22081 | 84216 26090
10030 0 0 17178 | 77027 2154
2002 10031 0 0 25565 | 97077 5470
0816
1997 10031 0 0 25565 | 97077 5470
0414
2002 10032 4| 425 27092 | 88623 13321
0702
1997 10032 4| 425 27092 | 88623 13321
0701
1995 10032 4| 425 27002 | 88623 13321
0907
2001 10033 1 4 30315 | 71555 5753
0815
1999 10033 1 4 30315 | 71555 5753
0818
1996 10033 1 4 30315 | 71555 5753
1031
1995 10033 1 4 30315 | 71555 5753
1016
10034 1 1 30098 | 51270 3589
10035 5] 36 18160 | 22065 11073
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2004 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
0812
2002 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
0823
2001 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
1206
1998 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
0626
1098 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
0420
1998 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
0213
1997 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
1209
1997 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
1117
1996 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
0417
1995 10036 32| 15 31327 | 35148 | 102831
1104
2000 10037 0 0 26150 | 55967 2144
0425
2002 10038 5] 36 30128 | 44177 28254
0218
1999 10038 5] 36 30128 | 44177 28254
1103
1996 10038 5| 36 30128 | 44177 28254
0915

10039 2 3 21882 | 74947 1503
1998 10040 1 3 20373 | 73470 2887
1105
1996 10040 1 3 20373 | 73470 2887
1220

10044 2| 25 57572 | 24870 3455
2004 10048 10 1 60000 | 104000 28391
0929
2000 10048 10 1 60000 | 104000 28391
0207
2002 10128 0 0 64605 | 115614 13859
0819

10280 0 0 94550 | 66140 780

10281 0 0 60000 | 10000 27204
1997 10282 0 0 60000 | 15740 170
0411
2004 11201 6| 0.83 49287 | 30028 44327
0602
2003 11201 6| 0.83 49287 | 30028 44327
0424
2000 11201 6| 0.83 49287 | 30028 44327
0502
1999 11201 6| 0.83 49287 | 30028 44327
0708
1999 11201 6| 0.83 49287 | 30028 44327
0311
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1996 11201 6| 0.83 49287 30028 44327
0701
1997 11203 0 0 43622 35850 18310
1030
1998 11204 1 1 35262 38481 7759
1020
2001 11205 13| 4.92 30296 29078 10921
0625
1998 11205 13| 4.92 30296 29078 10921
1202
1998 11205 13| 4.92 30296 29078 10921
1010
1998 11205 13| 4.92 30296 29078 10921
0709
1998 11205 13| 4.92 30296 29078 10921
0308
2003 11206 6 2.5 18362 52504 14656
0517
2001 11206 6 2.5 18362 52504 14656
2510
1999 11206 6 2.5 18362 52504 14656
1123
2004 11207 5 1.6 27041 30911 13334
0920
11208 5 5.8 29938 21421 9165
2004 11209 1 0 42261 26510 11252
0520
1999 11209 1 0 42261 26510 11252
0326
2004 11210 1 1 43096 37189 5634
0827
1995 11210 1 1 43096 37189 5634
1219
2002 11211 12 | 1.67 22463 41664 18791
0219
2001 11211 12 | 1.67 22463 41664 18791
0430
2000 11211 12 | 1.67 22463 41664 18791
0920
1996 11211 12 | 1.67 22463 41664 18791
0605
1996 11211 12 | 1.67 22463 41664 18791
0514
1996 11211 12 | 1.67 22463 41664 18791
0128
1995 11211 12 | 1.67 22463 41664 18791
0906
11212 0 0 25201 57296 8631
11213 0 0 28484 58216 5114
1996 11214 3| 267 35927 33754 10193
0811
2000 11215 15 1.8 45963 24925 11249
0401
1995 11215 15 1.8 45963 24925 11249
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1223

2002 11216 0 0 26239 56260 6626
0426
1995 11217 8| 3.125 39277 42067 9867
1116
2002 11218 4 0.5 37763 40979 7881
0925
1996 11218 4 0.5 37763 40979 7881
0206
1995 11218 4 0.5 37763 40979 7881
0419
1997 11219 3| 0.33 29688 47631 10864
0106
1998 11220 10 2.6 33164 43745 12033
0908

11221 4 1 24155 49412 5696
2004 11222 11| 2.82 37336 21892 15736
0902
2002 11222 11| 2.82 37336 21892 15736
0918
2002 11222 11| 2.82 37336 21892 15736
0220
1999 11222 11| 2.82 37336 21892 15736
0814
1998 11222 11| 2.82 37336 21892 15736
0806
1997 11222 11| 2.82 37336 21892 15736
0501
1996 11222 11| 2.82 37336 21892 15736
0228

11223 9| 3.33 35693 32221 8420
2001 11224 1 1 24256 36543 5054
0806
1999 11224 1 1 24256 36543 5054
0708

11225 2 2.5 35356 49321 4419
2003 11226 0 0 34687 84019 8368
0815
1996 11226 0 0 34687 84019 8368
0820
1996 11226 0 0 34687 84019 8368
0725
2004 11228 1 8 42656 25271 3238
1110
2004 11229 3| 2.33 40843 31132 7491
0304
1996 11230 3 2 37389 39220 9705
0229
2003 11231 1 2 36730 20305 7934
0403
1997 11231 1 2 36730 20305 7934
0715
1997 11231 1 2 36730 20305 7934
0620
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1996 1] O 11231 1 2 0| 36730 20305 7934 2| 1
0422
2003 1] O 11232 22 | 3.05 0| 28054 17393 13989 1] 1
1119
1998 1] O 11232 22 | 3.05 1| 28054 17393 13989 71 1
0403
1996 | O 1 11232 22 | 3.05 0| 28054 17393 13989 41 1
1217
1996 | O 1 11232 22| 3.05 0 | 28054 17393 13989 1| O
0321
1996 | O 1 11232 22| 3.05 1| 28054 17293 13989 1| 0
0215
2004 1| O 11233 3 1 0| 22026 47086 3982 1] 1
0909
2003 1| O 11233 3 1 0| 22026 47086 3982 1] 1
0429
2000 O 1 11233 3 1 1| 22026 47086 3982 71 1
0323
1998 1| O 11233 3 1 0| 22026 47086 3982 41 1
1222
2002 | O 1 11234 22 1 1| 52421 7491 12513 71 1
0320
1996 1] O 11234 22 1 0| 52421 7491 12513 3| 1
0815
0| O 11235 2 5 33771 25358 12468
1998 1] 0 11236 9| 3.78 0| 43599 21178 11001 1] O
0423
1997 | O 1 11236 9| 3.78 0| 43599 21178 11001 1] 0
1110
1995| O 1 11236 9| 3.78 0| 43599 21178 11001 1] 0
0725
2002 | O 1 11237 6| 1.17 0| 22497 45952 10373 1] O
0419
2001 1] 0 11237 6| 1.17 1| 22497 45952 10373 1] O
0323
1996 1| O 11237 6| 117 1| 22497 45952 10373 1| O
0821
1996 1| O 11237 6| 117 1| 22497 45952 10373 1| O
0612
1996 1| O 11237 6| 117 1| 22497 45952 10373 1| 0
0322
1995 1| O 11237 6| 117 1| 22497 45952 10373 1| 0
0928
2002 | O 1 11238 12 1 0 | 35307 35700 5079 41 1
0703
0 |0 11239 0 0 22474 22240 857

(CACI, 1994-1999; ESRI, 2000-2005; Google, 2007; Hagstrom, 1989; USDOL/OSHA
FOIA, 2000; USDOL/OSHA, 2005-2009)
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APPENDIX-B

Manhattan

Manhattan zip codes (Google Images, 2010)
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Appendix- C

Southern Tip

Manhattan neighborhoods (Google Images, 2010).
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Appendix - D

Brooklyn zip codes (Google images, 2010).
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Appendix - E

GREEMPOINT

NORTH SIDE
SOUTH SIDE EAST

WILLIAMSBURG
gLLrAmsuuns

BUSHWICK

STUYVESANT

IGHLAND
PARK
BROADWAY
JUNCTION

EAST NEW YORK

| © BROWNSVILLE
FROSFECT WIHGM‘( NEW
LEFFERTS | LOTS
GARDENS |

SPRING
CREEK
-

STARRETTS *
eIy, " |

CANARSIE

/ PAERDEGAT
TLANDS BASIN

MILL pEReE
! BASIN BﬂufHN
MARINE PARK ]

Brooklyn neighborhoods (Google images, 2010).
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