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Assessment of occupational exposure to heat stress and solar ultraviolet radiation
among groundskeepers in an eastern North Carolina university setting

Nicole Beck?, Jo Anne G. Balanay?, and Terri Johnson®

2Environmental Health Sciences Program, Department of Health Education and Promotion, East Carolina University, Greenville, North Carolina;
bDepartment of Statistics, University of California Los Angeles, Los Angeles, California

ABSTRACT

Groundskeepers spend most of the year working outdoors, exposing them to heat and solar ultraviolet
(UV) radiation and increasing their risk to related adverse health effects. Various studies on heat and
UV exposures in different occupations have been published, but those on groundskeepers are rare.
The purpose of this study was to assess the exposure to heat stress and solar UV radiation among
groundskeepers in an eastern North Carolina university setting. Wet bulb globe temperature (WBGT)
index using a heat stress monitor and UV effectiveirradiance (UV,,) index using a digital UV meter were
recorded in various work areas three times a day (morning, noon, afternoon) and during three seasons
(spring, summer, fall). Data analysis was conducted using descriptive statistics, analysis of variance
(ANOVA), Tukey Honestly Significant Difference (HSD), and Pearson Correlation tests. The mean (£SD)
WBGT index was the highest in the afternoon (25.4 £ 5.0°C), summer (27.8 & 3.1°C), and July (29.0
2.6°C); the mean UV, index was the highest at noon, summer and June (0.0116 £ 0.0061, 0.0101 &+
0.0081, and 0.0114 £ 0.0089 mW/cm?, respectively). Differences in the mean WBGT and UV, indices
within the time periods of day, seasons and months were significant (P < 0.01). The overall correlation
between WBGT and UV indices was moderate (r = 0.42, P < 0.01) but lack of correlation was found
during different times of the day during the fall and summer seasons. The largest percentages of WBGT
indices exceeding the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) threshold
limit values (TLVs) for different workloads were found in the afternoon (11.3-40.7%), summer (14.6—
56%), and July (28.8-76.3%). The mean UV, for noon (0.0116 mW/cm?) and afternoon (0.0100 mW/cm?)
exceeded the TLV for 30-min exposure. This study shows that groundskeepers are potentially exposed
to excessive heat stress and UV radiation, and are at risk to developing heat- and UV-related illnesses.
The study findings will be beneficial inimplementing recommended control measures to prevent heat
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stress and UV exposure among groundskeepers and other similar outdoor workers.

Introduction

Approximately 907,000 workers are employed as land-
scaping and groundskeeper workers in the United States
(U.S.)."1 North Carolina (NC) has an estimated 30,900
workers (3.4% of national employment) and is ranked 8"
among the U.S. states with the highest employment in the
landscaping and groundskeeping sector.?) In the south-
ern U.S., groundskeepers work most of the year outdoors,
performing physically demanding duties including laying
sod, mowing, trimming, planting, fertilizing, watering,
raking, digging, maintaining shrubs, trees and lawns,
and hardscape construction.*! Since they spend a large

amount of work time outdoors, groundskeepers are
exposed to heat and solar ultraviolet (UV) radiation,
increasing their risk to related adverse health effects.
Excessive heat exposure can cause heat-related ill-
nesses (HRI), ranging from minor (e.g., heat cramps, heat
syncope, heat exhaustion) to life-threatening (e.g., heat
stroke).!*] Heat stress is associated with a worker’s reduced
reaction time, reduced ability to focus and increased error
rate, hence resulting in increased cognitive performance
impairment and risk of occupational injury.>”) Heat
stress is also linked with kidney disorder and psycho-
logical distress.!®?) Workers are at an increased risk for
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HRI because their exposure and response to heat is
controlled by job and employer requirements.'”) Nearly
360 occupational heat-related deaths between 2000 and
2010 were identified in the U.S.['! Approximately 8,300
occupational HRI emergency department (ED) visits
and 1,000 inpatient hospitalizations were recorded in
the southeastern U.S. from 2007-2011.1'21 In NC, HRI
symptoms were found to be prevalent among outdoor
workers'>!4] and work-related HRI ED visits were more
common than non-occupational causes in 19- to 45-year-
olds.">) Specifically, a few OSHA and NIOSH fatality
cases due to heat stress involving landscaping workers
have been identified, and involved the issuance of OSHA
citations to the employer for failure to protect employees
from hazards associated with heat stress and to report a
workplace fatality.[16-1%]

Exposure to solar UV radiation is known as the main
cause of skin cancer,!?) and can cause sunburn that may
increase the risk of skin cancer.’!! Outdoor workers
receive 2-9 times more UV exposurel?? and nearly
twofold relative risk of skin cancer compared to indoor
workers.[? Such occupational exposure significantly
contributes to their overall UV dose, increasing their
risk of skin cancer.?* Previous studies?*?’! show that
various outdoor workers have UV doses exceeding the
0.3 standard erythemal dose (SED) recommended by
the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radia-
tion Protection.!?! Epidemiological evidence shows an
increased risk of skin cancer among outdoor workers
but skin cancer remains to be rarely recognized as an
occupational disease.?*!

Published studies on the heat and UV exposures of
groundskeepers are limited. A study by Kearney et al.!?’!
assessed the knowledge and use of safety equipment and
practices, including those for solar UV protection, but UV
exposures were not assessed. While other occupational
sectors, such as construction,?-3¥! agriculture,(3%34-3%]
and other outdoor workers?3*3¢-3l have been more
extensively studied on heat stress and/or UV exposures,
to our knowledge, this study is the first of its kind to study
both the heat stress and UV exposures of groundskeep-
ers. The subtropical climate in the southeastern region
of the US. poses the greatest risk on outdoor workers,
resulting in a need for reliable surveillance data.[?! A bet-
ter understanding of the groundskeepers’ heat stress and
solar UV exposures is essential in developing worker pro-
tection programs that are tailored to this occupational
group, with the ultimate goal of reducing the risk of heat-
and UV-related illnesses and deaths. The purpose of this
study was to assess the heat stress and UV radiation expo-
sure of groundskeepers employed in a university setting in
eastern NC.

Methods

Monitoring locations

The exposures of groundskeepers to heat stress and solar
UVR were assessed by area monitoring. In consultation
with the university facilities manager and supervisors,
the sampling locations where groundskeepers work were
grouped according to the five university areas: (1) East
Main Campus (EMC), (2) Central Main Campus (CMC),
(3) West Main Campus (WMC), (4) Health Science Cam-
pus (HSC), and (5) North Recreational Complex (NRC).
The main campus (comprised of EMC, CMC and WMC)
covers 410 acres and includes academic, research and
recreational facilities, athletic fields, student housing, and
parking lots. The HSC covers more than 210 acres and
includes academic, research, and medical facilities, the
main city hospital, and parking lots. The NRC includes
athletic fields, a golf course, ponds and lakes, numerous
trees, shrubs, and other plants.

Heat stress monitoring

Heat stress monitoring was conducted in each sampling
location using a heat stress monitor (QUESTemp °34,
3M, Oconomowoc, WI), which was placed at a height of
3.5 ft from the ground using a tripod. For each monitor-
ing day, the dry bulb, wet bulb, and globe temperatures
(°C), the wet bulb globe temperature (WBGT) index
(°C), and relative humidity (%) were recorded after a
30-min stabilization period at three different times of
the day: 9 AM (morning), 12 PM (noon), and 3 PM
(afternoon). Daily monitoring was conducted during the
summer (July to August 2015, June 2016), fall (September
to October 2015), and spring seasons (March to May
2016). A total of 453 WGBT indices (n = 192 for sum-
mer, n = 104 for fall, n = 157 for spring) were collected
during 155 monitoring days throughout the entire study
period (Table 1). The WBGT indices were compared to
the American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLVs)
and action limits for heat stress exposure,“’] with con-
sideration of the groundskeepers’ work load and work
allocation in the monitoring areas.

Ultraviolet (UV) radiation monitoring

UV radiation monitoring was conducted in the same
sampling locations as the heat stress monitoring. A dig-
ital handheld UV meter (Solarmeter® Model 7.5, Solar
Light Co., Inc., Glenside, PA), with spectral response
close to the erythemal action spectrum, was used to mea-
sure effective irradiance, UV 4 (mW/cm?), of the area’s
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Table 1. Heat stress and ultraviolet (UV) radiation monitoring schedule and number of readings.

Heat Stress Monitoring UVR Monitoring
Season Month Monitoring Days (N) WBGT Indices (N) Monitoring Days (N) UV Indices (N)
Summer July 2015 20 59 0 0
Aug 2015 24 68 14 199
June 2016 22 65 22 259
Fall Sept 2015 20 58 21 240
Oct 2015 16 46 18 210
Nov 2015 0 0 5 60
Spring March 2016 12 36 12 144
April 2016 20 60 21 242
May 2016 21 61 21 243
Total 155 453 134 1,597

UV index by holding the meter at a height of 3.5 ft from
the ground. The UV,4 indices were recorded at 10-min
intervals for 30-min periods (n = 4 per period) that end at
three different times of the day: 9 AM (morning), 12 PM
(noon), and 3 PM (afternoon). Daily monitoring was
conducted during the summer (August 2015, June 2016),
fall (September to November 2015), and spring seasons
(March to May 2016). A total of 1,597 UV, indices
(n =458 for summer, n = 510 for fall, n = 629 for spring)
were collected during 134 monitoring days throughout
the entire study period (Table 1). An activity card was
filled out by the investigator for each sampling day to note
the location monitored (i.e., outdoor in the sun, outdoor
in the shade), weather, task performed, and personal
protective equipment (PPE) used by the groundskeeper
(if present during monitoring). The average (n =4) UV 4
indices were calculated for each time period of the day
(morning, noon, and afternoon) and compared to the
ACGIH TLVs for the UV radiation effective irradiance
for different daily exposure durations.[*] The maximum
exposure time (T4, s) for each average UV 4 index was
also calculated using the following equation where UV
is the effective irradiance of UV radiation:[4!

Tomax [s] = 0.003[J/cm?*] /UV.s s [W/cm?].

Data analysis

The mean, median, maximum, and standard deviation for
WBGT and UV 5 indices by month (March to October),
season (spring, summer, fall), and time of day (morn-
ing, noon, afternoon) were determined. In addition, the
mean, median, maximum, and standard deviation for
UV, indices only by weather condition (sunny, cloudy,
rainy) were obtained. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests
were used to compare mean WGBT and UV .z indices by
month, season, time of day, and weather condition (for
UV indices only). If a significant difference was found
within a category, post hoc analysis was conducted using
the Tukey Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test to

compare means between groups and determine which
groups differ within each category. Pearson Correlation
tests were conducted to determine the strength and
direction of linear relationships between WBGT and
UV indices. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 22 (IBM, New York) was used to analyze
the data. P < 0.05 was considered to be statistically
significant.

Results and discussion

WBGT indices

Table 2 compares the WBGT indices by time of day and
season. The mean WBGT index was the highest in the
afternoon (25.35 % 5.00°C) and the lowest in the morning
(21.40 £ 5.24°C). The mean WBGT indices were signif-
icantly different (F = 26.86; df = 2; P < 0.01) by time of
day. The mean WBGT index in the morning was signif-
icant lower compared to that at noon (P < 0.01) and in
the afternoon (P < 0.01). The highest maximum WBGT
index (36.50°C) was measured in the afternoon.

Summer is the season with the highest mean WBGT
index (27.76 & 3.05°C), while spring has the lowest (19.87
+ 5.07°C) (Table 2). The mean WBGT indices were sig-
nificantly different (F = 157.14; df = 2; P < 0.01) by
season. Moreover, each season has a significantly differ-
ent mean WBGT index compared to the other seasons.
The mean WBGT index in the summer is significantly
higher (P < 0.01) compared to the WBGT indices in the
fall (22.75 £ 4.59°C) and spring. Fall also has a signif-
icantly higher (P < 0.01) mean WBGT index than the
spring. Among the seasons, the highest maximum WBGT
index (36.50°C) was measured during the summer. How-
ever, the mean WBGT index measured in this study for
summer months (27.72°C) was lower compared to those
found in previous studies on construction workers in
Hong Kong (30.6°C)PY and on outdoor petrochemical
industry workers in the Persian Gulf (33.1°C)! during
the summer.
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Table 2. WBGT indices (°C) by time of day and season (N = 453).

Parameter n Mean Median Maximum SD
Time of Day Morning 154 21.40 22.65 30.70 5.24
Noon 149 24.94 26.00 33.20 5.09
Afternoon 150 2535 26.00 36.50 5.00
Season Spring 157 19.87 20.00 29.40 5.07
Summer 192 27.76 28.25 36.50 3.05
Fall 104 22.75 23.05 3140 4.59
SD - standard deviation
40
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;/ 20
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0
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Figure 1. WBGT indices (°C) by month.

The mean and median WBGT index decreased from
July to April, and then increased from April to June
(Figure 1). July had the highest mean WBGT index (29.00
=+ 2.64°C), followed by August (27.83 = 3.07°C) and June
(26.56 £ 2.95°C) (Table 3), which was similar to results in
another study conducted in Florence, Italy.[*! March has
the lowest mean WBGT index (18.35 4 4.80°C), followed
by April (18.54 £ 5.13°C). The mean WBGT indices were
significantly different (F = 58.63; df = 7; P <0.01) by
month.

The mean dry bulb, wet bulb, and globe temperatures
for the entire study were 20.67 & 5.09, 24.83 =+ 5.89, and

Table 3. WBGT indices (°C) by month (N = 453).

Year Month n Mean Median Maximum SD

2015 July 59 29.00 29.30 33.50 2.64
August 68 27.83 27.90 36.50 3.07
September 58 2415 24.25 31.00 3.53
October 46 20.99 21.65 31.40 517

2016 March 36 18.35 19.00 26.30 4.80
April 60 18.54 18.45 27.70 513
May 61 22.07 22.30 29.40 440
June 65 26.56 26.80 32.80 2.95

SD - standard deviation

34.52 + 8.62°C, respectively, with the maximum dry and
wet bulb temperatures (29.10 and 36.00°C, respectively)
measured during the summer afternoon and the maxi-
mum globe temperature (51.00°C) measured during a fall
afternoon. The mean relative humidity obtained through-
out the study period was 53.0 = 19.3%, with the minimum
(17.0%) recorded during an afternoon of spring season
(April), and the maximum (98%) during a morning of fall
season (October). By month, the mean relative humid-
ity was highest during September (62.1 £ 19.5%), and
lowest during March (40.6 £ 16.9%). By time of day, the
mean relative humidity was highest in the morning (67.3
=+ 16.6%), and lowest in the afternoon (43.5 £ 17.0%). By
season, the mean relative humidity was highest during the
fall (58.2 &= 21.7%), and lowest during the spring (49.5 +
19.8%).

UVindices

Table 4 compares the UV, by time of day, season, and
weather. The mean UV 4 was the highest at noon (0.0116
+ 0.0061 mW/cm?) and the lowest in the morning
(0.0014 + 0.0012 mW/cm?). The UV,4 variability was
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Table 4. Ultraviolet (UV) effective irradiance, UV 4 (mW/cm?) by time of day, season and weather (N = 1,597).

Parameter n Mean Median Maximum SD
Time of Day Morning 540 0.0014 0.0010 0.0060 0.0012
Noon 528 0.0m6 0.01m0 0.0800 0.0061
Afternoon 529 0.0100 0.0090 0.0230 0.0057
Season Spring 629 0.0070 0.0070 0.0230 0.0059
Summer 458 0.0101 0.0090 0.0800 0.0081
Fall 510 0.0054 0.0040 0.0190 0.0050
Weather Sunny 789 0.0101 0.01m0 0.0800 0.0070
Cloudy 732 0.0055 0.0040 0.0260 0.0053
Rainy 76 0.0021 0.0010 0.0110 0.0026

SD - standard deviation

highest during the afternoon, and least during the morn-
ing. The mean UV rindices were found to be significantly
different (F = 688.91; df = 2; P < 0.01) by time of day.
The mean UV,4 in the morning was significantly lower
than that at noon (P < 0.01) and in the afternoon (P <
0.01). Moreover, the mean UV .5 at noon was significantly
higher (P < 0.01) than that in the afternoon (0.0100 +
0.0057 mW/cm?). The highest maximum UV.5 (0.0800
mW/cm?) was measured at noon.

The highest mean UV 5 was measured during the sum-
mer (0.0101 4 0.0081 mW/cm?) and the lowest was mea-
sured during the fall season (0.0054 + 0.0050 mW/cm?)
(Table 4). The UV .z variability was greatest during the
summer, and least during the fall. The mean UV g indices
were significantly different (F = 66.86; df = 2; P < 0.01)
by season. More specifically, the Tukey HSD test revealed
that each season had a significantly different mean UV 4
compared to each of the other seasons. The summer had
a significantly higher mean UV, (P < 0.01) compared
to those in the spring (0.0070 £ 0.0059 mW/cm?) and
fall seasons. Spring had a significantly higher (P < 0.01)

0.035
0.030
0.025
0.020

0.015

UV, (MW/cm?

0.010

0.005

oh

0.000

mean UV 4 than the fall. Among the seasons, the highest
maximum UV .5(0.0800 mW/ cm?) was measured during
the summer, which is similar to that found in a study that
measured the UV exposure over various body locations
for outdoor workers.[?4]

UV,4 indices were also determined for three types of
weather: sunny, cloudy, and rainy (Table 4). The highest
mean UV 7 was measured during sunny weather (0.0101
+ 0.0070 mW/cm?), and the lowest was during rainy
weather (0.0021 £ 0.0026 mW/cm?). The UV 4 variability
was greatest during sunny weather, and was smallest dur-
ing the rainy weather. The mean UV sindices were signif-
icantly different (F = 140.45; df = 2; P < 0.01) by weather.
The mean UV 5 during sunny weather was significantly
higher than those during rainy weather (P < 0.01) and
cloudy weather (P < 0.01), while the mean UV .5 during
cloudy weather was significantly higher than that during
rainy weather (P < 0.01).

The mean and median UV index decreased from
August to November 2015, and increased from March
to June 2016 (Figure 2). June had the highest mean

August Sept Oct

Nov

March
Month

April May June

Figure 2. Ultraviolet (UV) effective irradiance, UV, (mW/cm?) by month.
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Table 5. Ultraviolet (UV) effective irradiance, UV, (mW/cm?) by month (N = 1,597).

Year Month n Mean Median Maximum SD

2015 August 199 0.0084 0.0070 0.0230 0.0066
September 240 0.0067 0.0050 0.0190 0.0057
October 210 0.0048 0.0040 0.0140 0.0041
November 60 0.0024 0.0010 0.0090 0.0026

2016 March 144 0.0074 0.0080 0.0180 0.0052
April 242 0.0081 0.0080 0.0170 0.0059
May 243 0.0073 0.0050 0.0230 0.0062
June 259 0.014 0.0100 0.0800 0.0089

SD - standard deviation

UV (0.0114 + 0.0089 mW/cm?), followed by August
(0.0084 =+ 0.0066 mW/cm?) and April (0.0081 = 0.0059
mW/cm?) (Table 5). November had the lowest mean
UV, (0.0024 & 0.0026 mW/cm?), followed by October
(0.0048 4 0.0041 mW/cm?) (Table 5). These findings are
similar to those in another published study.*?! The UV 4
variability was greatest during the hotter months of June
and August, while variability was smallest in November
(Figure 2). The mean UV .4 indices were significantly dif-
ferent (F = 27.51; df = 7; P < 0.01) by month.

Correlation between WBGT and UV . indices

The correlation between the WBGT and UV .4 indices
were analyzed to determine if WBGT index can be used
as a proxy for UV, and vice versa. Overall, the WBGT
and UV,4 indices have a statistically significant positive
correlation (P < 0.01), meaning that they tend to increase
together (i.e., greater WBGT index is associated with
greater UV,q) (Figure 3). The strength of the overall
association is approximately moderate (r = 0.42; 0.3 <
r < 0.5). When analyzed by time period of the day, the
correlation is still significant (P < 0.01) for morning
(r = 0.35), noon (r = 0.24) and afternoon (r = 0.36),
but the strength of the correlation became weak for the
noon-time observations. By season, the correlation is still

0.035
0.030

0.025

significant (P < 0.01) for spring (r = 0.48), summer (r =
0.35), and fall (r = 0.45), with summer having the weakest
correlation. The WBGT and UV .5 indices are still signif-
icantly correlated when analyzed by month (P < 0.01 to
P =0.01), with May having the strongest correlation (r =
0.66) and August having the lowest correlation (r = 0.35)
between the indices. A study conducted in Italy similarly
showed an association between outdoor heat stress and
UV exposure, wherein probabilities of UV-induced risk
of erythema were significantly higher on days with heat
stress conditions compared to those on days when heat
discomfort did not occur.[**! However, the correlation in
the previous study was found to be strong as compared
to being moderate in our study.

Further correlation analysis of WBGT and UV
indices by time of day and season showed unexpected
results wherein moderate positive correlation (P < 0.01)
was found only in the morning (r = 0.36), noon (r = 0.36),
and afternoon (r = 0.42) of the spring season (Figure 4).
The correlation at different times of the day during the fall
(r =0.24 to 0.03; P = 0.06 to 0.86) and summer seasons
(r = -0.18 to 0.18; P = 0.27 to 0.41) were not statisti-
cally significant. These findings show that WBGT index
may not be a good proxy for UV and, thus, not a good
indicator of UV exposure during the summer and fall

y =0.0005x - 0.0035
r=0.422
P <001

0.020

0.015

UV (MW/cm?)

0.010

0.005

0.000 *

35

WBGT Index (°C)

Figure 3. Overall correlation between WBGT indices (°C) and UV effective irradiance, UV, (mW/cm?).
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Figure 4. Correlation between WBGT indices (°C) and UV effective irradiance, UV, (mW/cm?) by season and time of day.

seasons. The use of WBGT index as a substitute for UV 5
may result to either a false alarm for high UV exposure
(i.e., WBGT index is high when UV 4 is low) or a false
sense of safety (i.e., WBGT index is low when UV 5 is
high). This is particularly dangerous during the cooler fall
season when low heat stress conditions may be mistakenly
assumed to have low UV exposures, potentially exposing
groundskeepers to excessive UV radiation.

Comparison with ACGIH TLVs and action limits

WBGT indices

The ACGIH TLV and action limit for heat stress expo-
sure considers the metabolic rate (as related to work-
load) based on work activities (light, moderate, heavy,
very heavy) and the allocation of work in a cycle of work
and recovery (0-25%, 25-50%, 50-75%, 75-100%).1"]
Based on example activities in the ACGIH guidelines
on metabolic rate categories,*”! light work conducted
by the groundskeepers included the operation of riding
mowers and sweepers; moderate work included placing
recycling and trash cans for events, planting shrubs and
flowers, weed eating, edging, and routine trash pick-up;
heavy work included laying mulch, tree and shrub trim-
ming, bleacher set-up, and operation of backpack blow-
ers and sprayers. These identified tasks are based on

observations during monitoring throughout the study.
Work allocation based on 2-hr work/recovery cycles was
calculated to be within the 50-75% category, considering
the groundskeepers’ work hours (7:30 AM to 4:30 PM)
and break schedule (lunch from 12:00 PM to 1:00 PM; 15-
min breaks each at 9:00 AM and 2:00 PM). The TLV and
action limit for the “50-75%” work allocation is 31.0°C
and 28.5°C for light work, 29.0°C and 26.0°C for moder-
ate work, and 27.5°C and 24.0°C for heavy work, respec-
tively.

There were several days when groundskeepers were
not observed working in the vicinity of the monitored
site for some or all of the monitored time periods of the
day. Thus, the TLV for the actual work conducted cannot
be determined but it can be assumed for each workload
category. Table 6 shows the estimated number and per-
centage of WBGT indices that may potentially exceed
the corresponding ACGIH TLV and action limits by
time of day, season and month, assuming three different
workload categories. For the time of day, the morning
had potentially the least percentage of WBGT indices
exceeding the TLVs for light (0.0%), moderate (4.5%),
and heavy (11.0%) workloads, while the afternoon had
potentially the largest percentage of WBGT indices
exceeding the TLVs for light (11.3%), moderate (27.3%),
and heavy (40.7%) workloads.
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Table 6. Estimated number and percentage of WBGT indices exceeding ACGIH TLV" and action limit” for heat stress exposure by time of

day and season based on workload assumptions.

Light Workload Moderate Workload Heavy Workload
>TLV >AL >TLV >AL >TLV >AL

Parameter No. of Days n % n % n % n % n % n %
Time of Day

Morning 154 0 0.0 n 7. 7 45 27 17.5 17 1.0 57 37.0

Noon 149 13 87 40 26.8 37 24.8 74 49.7 56 37.6 91 61.1

Afternoon 150 7 n3 45 30.0 4 273 74 493 61 40.7 97 64.7
Season

Spring 157 0 0.0 2 13 1 0.6 19 121 9 57 37 23.6

Summer 192 28 14.6 86 44.8 77 40.1 132 68.8 108 56.3 164 85.4

Fall 104 2 1.9 8 77 7 6.7 24 231 17 16.3 44 423
Month

March 36 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.8 0 0.0 3 83

April 60 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 6.7 1 17 10 16.7

May 61 0 0.0 2 33 1 1.6 14 23.0 8 131 24 393

June 65 4 6.2 16 24.6 14 215 36 55.4 27 415 48 73.8

July 59 17 28.8 40 67.8 34 57.6 47 79.7 45 76.3 56 949

Aug 68 7 103 29 4.6 28 412 49 721 36 52.9 60 88.2

Sept 58 0 0.0 6 103 5 8.6 7 29.3 12 20.7 30 517

Oct 46 2 43 2 43 2 43 7 15.2 5 10.9 14 304

TLV - threshold limit value; AL - action limit
*ACGIH TLV and AL for work allocation in work/recovery cycle of 50-75%

Among the seasons, spring had the smallest percent-
ages of TLV exceedance for light (0.0%), moderate (0.6%),
and heavy (5.7%) workloads, and summer had the largest
percentages for the workload categories (14.6%, 40.1%,
and 56.3%, respectively). These findings indicate that
workers have the highest risk of HRI in the afternoon and
during the summer, particularly when performing mod-
erate and heavy workloads. Performing light workload at
noon and afternoon may still result in heat stress condi-
tions that would exceed the TLV.

Among the months monitored, July has the highest
percentages of TLV exceedances for each workload cat-
egory (28.8% for light, 57.6% for moderate, 76.3% for
heavy), followed by August (10.3% for light, 41.2% for
moderate, 52.9% for heavy) and June (6.2% for light,
21.5% for moderate, 41.5% for heavy) (Table 6). No TLV
exceedances were observed during March, while a TLV
exceedance of 1% for heavy workload only was observed
during April.

Moreover, percentages of WBGT indices exceeding
action limits for various workloads range from 7.1-37.0%
for morning, 26.8-61.1% for noon, and 30.0-64.7% for
afternoon among the times of the day, and range from
1.3-23.6% for spring, 7.7-42.3% for fall, and 44.8-85.4%
for summer among the seasons monitored (Table 6).
Exceeding the action limits indicate that workers are in
conditions in which a heat stress management program
should be considered. Results show that there may be
a need to implement preventive measures to protect
workers from HRI even during the time of day (ie.,
morning) and the season (i.e., spring) with the lowest risk
of heat stress, regardless of the workload. Recommended

control measures include preferably scheduling heavy
work during the morning period, and light work during
hotter times of the day (noon and afternoon) and hotter
months (June to August) if possible; taking more frequent
breaks during hotter times of the day and hotter months;
taking work breaks in a cool and shaded area; and ensur-
ing that groundskeepers have access to and have sufficient
intake of hydrating fluids. These preventive measures are
consistent with the recommendations given by OSHA
as part of its summer campaign to prevent heat-related
illnesses and fatalities among outdoor workers. 4344

UV 4 indices
UV,s indices were measured over a 30-min period in
10-min increments, and the average (n = 4) was calcu-
lated for each time period of the day (morning, noon,
afternoon) for comparison with the ACGIH TLV for the
UV radiation effective irradiance for 30 min and other
daily exposure durations.[*”! The TLV for 30-min daily
exposures is 0.0017 mW/cm? and was used to compare
these time-of-day average UV 4 indices to determine if
groundskeepers exceed this exposure limit. However, cer-
tain outdoor tasks performed by groundskeepers may last
for more than 30 min (e.g., mowing for 2 hr or more) and,
thus, three other daily exposure durations (2, 4, and 8 hr)
were used to assume potential work exposure scenarios
and to determine if corresponding TLV's (0.0004, 0.0002,
and 0.0001 mW/cm?, respectively) were exceeded given
the measured UV indices.

The overall mean UV, for the morning (0.0014
mW/cm?) was below the TLV for 30-minute exposure,
while those for noon (0.0116 mW/cm?) and afternoon



JOURNAL OF OCCUPATIONAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL HYGIENE . 13

Table7. Numberand percentage of ultraviolet (UV) effective irradiance, UV, exceeding ACGIH TLV' for different daily UV exposure periods

by time of day, season, and month.

30 min 2hr 4hr 8hr
Parameter No. of Days N % n % n % n %
Time of Day
Morning 135 43 319 n2 83.0 121 89.6 121 89.6
Noon 134 131 97.8 133 99.3 133 99.3 133 99.3
Afternoon 135 128 94.8 134 99.3 134 99.3 134 99.3
Season
Spring 159 128 80.5 151 95.0 155 97.5 155 97.5
Summer n5 97 843 n4 99.1 ns 100.0 n5 100.0
Fall 130 77 59.2 n4 877 18 90.8 18 90.8
Month
March 36 27 75.0 36 100.0 36 100.0 36 100.0
April 61 49 803 57 93.4 58 95.1 58 95.1
May 62 52 83.9 58 93.5 61 98.4 61 98.4
June 65 59 90.8 65 100.0 65 100.0 65 100.0
Aug 50 38 76.0 49 98.0 50 100.0 50 100.0
Sept 61 40 65.6 56 91.8 56 91.8 56 91.8
Oct 54 32 59.3 44 815 48 88.9 48 88.9
Nov 15 5 333 14 933 15 100.0 15 100.0

*TLV - threshold limit value; 0.0017 mW/cm? (30 min), 0.0004 mW/cm? (2 hr), 0.0002 mW/cm? (4 hr), 0.0001 mW/cm? (8 hr)

(0.0100 mW/cm?) exceeded the TLV. Moreover, all the
overall mean UV.,4 indices for all seasons and months
monitored exceeded the TLV for 30-min exposure.

Table 7 shows the estimated number and percentage
of time-of-day mean UV .5 indices that may potentially
exceed the corresponding ACGIH TLV by time of day,
season, and month, assuming four different daily UV
exposure periods (30 min, 2 hr, 4 hr, and 8 hr). For the
time of day, the morning had potentially the least per-
centage of UV 4 exceeding the TLVs for 30-min (31.9%),
2-hr (83.0%), 4-hr (89.6%), and 8-hr (89.6%) exposure
periods, though these exceedance percentages are still
relatively high; both noon and afternoon had similar large
percentages of UV g exceeding the TLVs, reaching at least
98% for all exposure periods. Among the seasons, sum-
mer had the biggest percentages of TLV exceedance for
all exposure periods (ranging from 84.3-100%), while fall
had the smallest percentages (ranging from 59.2-90.8%).
These findings indicate that workers have the highest risk
of UV-related illnesses (e.g., erythema, photokeratitis) at
noon or afternoon and during the summer, particularly
when exposed to UV radiation for several hours. How-
ever, working outdoors under the sun in the morning and
during the cooler seasons (spring and fall) may still result
in UV exposures that would exceed the TLV. Among
the months monitored, June has the highest percentages
of TLV exceedances for each exposure period (90.8%
for 30-min exposure, and 100% for 2-hr, 4-hr, and 8-hr
exposures) (Table 7). TLV exceedances for all daily expo-
sure periods were observed on all months monitored,
although at different extents, which indicates that preven-
tive measures for UV exposure among groundskeepers
must be implemented throughout the year.

The maximum exposure times (Tp,y) calculated for
the UV 7 measured range from 12.5 min - 2.8 hr in the

morning, 1.5-50 min at noon, and 2.5 min-1.7 hr in the
afternoon by time of day; and range from 2.7 min-2.8
hr during spring, 1.5 min-2.8 hr during summer, and
2.9 min-2.8 hr during fall by season. Among the months
monitored, June had the lowest maximum exposure
times recommended (ranging from 1.5-50 min) due to
the highest measured UV indices during this month.
Considering that no calculated Ty, exceeded 2.8 hr,
groundskeepers are recommended to work outdoors for
less than 3 hr, regardless of the time of day, season, or
month.

Based on these findings, recommendations to prevent
solar UV exposure among groundskeepers include limit-
ing exposure time, particularly during sunny days, in the
noon or afternoon, and during the summer; reschedul-
ing outdoor work that lasts for more than an hour to
the morning, if possible; taking breaks in a shaded area;
and using appropriate clothing (e.g., long sleeves, tightly
woven dark-colored clothing), wide brim hats, and sun-
screen with > sun protection factor (SPF) 15 while work-
ing outdoors during any month, especially at noon and
afternoon. These preventive measures are consistent with
the recommendations given by OSHA,!*>) NIOSH, 4!
and others?*7! to protect workers from the harmful
effects of UV exposure. However, it must be noted that the
use of tightly woven dark-colored clothing may lead to an
increase in thermal load to the worker and, thus, increas-
ing the potential for HRI. Caution must be exercised if
both UV and heat stress exposures are present (e.g., dur-
ing summer season).

Strengths and limitations

The main strengths of this study are the large amount of
data collected for WBGT and UV s indices, and the rarity
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of these exposure data for groundskeepers. Moreover, due
to the simultaneous measurement of most of the WBGT
and UV .z indices collected, determining the correlation
between these two indices was made possible, which was
rarely done in the published literature.

One limitation identified in the study is the use of area
monitoring in assessing UV radiation exposure instead of
personal monitoring due to budget constraints and lack
of available personal UV meters. Personal monitoring
during the performance of actual tasks by groundskeep-
ers (e.g., during mowing or the use of weed eaters)
would provide a better estimation of the workers’ actual
UV exposure and may require less assumptions (e.g.,
exposure time) regarding their exposure assessment.
Another limitation is that some months were not rep-
resented during the monitoring due to time constraints
and unavailability of instruments during those times.
WBGT indices were not collected during the months
of January, February, November, and December, while
UV, indices were not collected in January, February,
July, and December. Most of these months excluded in
the monitoring were cold months, and may not matter in
heat stress monitoring but may result in data gaps in UV
monitoring since UV exposure seems to be significant
throughout the year despite the cold temperature.

Summary and conclusions

Groundskeepers are exposed to heat stress and solar
ultraviolet (UV) radiation due to the outdoor nature
of their work. Mean WBGT indices were found to be
highest in the afternoon among the times of the day,
during the summer among the seasons, and in July
among the months monitored, while mean UV .5 indices
were highest at noon, during the summer, and in June.
The WBGT and UV 4 indices were positively correlated
(P < 0.01), with moderate strength of association (r =
0.42), but lack of correlation was demonstrated when
analyzed by different times of day during the fall and
summer seasons. The groundskeepers were found to
work outdoors during times of the day and year with
high WBGT indices that exceed the ACGIH threshold
limit values (TLVs) for various workload categories (i.e.,
light, moderate, heavy), and with high UV, indices
that exceed the TLV for various daily exposure periods
(30 min, 2 hr, 4 hr, 8 hr). Findings show that groundskeep-
ers have the highest risk of HRI in the afternoon and
during the summer when workload is moderate or heavy,
and have the highest risk of UV-related illnesses at noon
or afternoon and during the summer when exposed to
UV radiation for several hours.

This study has demonstrated the need to implement
effective heat stress management and solar UV expo-
sure prevention programs for university groundskeepers
to decrease their risk of developing heat-related and UV-
related adverse health effects through task-appropriate
preventive measures. Heat stress among groundskeepers
may be reduced to acceptable levels by the scheduling of
heavy workload during the cooler times of the day (i.e.,
morning) and year (i.e., spring or fall season), and of light
workload during the hotter times of the day (i.e., noon or
afternoon) and year (i.e., summer); more frequent work
breaks in cool and shaded areas, particularly during hotter
periods of the day and year; provision of sufficient hydrat-
ing fluids; and annual training of workers on heat stress
management. UV exposure among groundskeepers may
be reduced by limiting exposure time outdoors in the sun
(e.g., less than 3 hr daily), particularly during hotter peri-
ods of the day and year; taking work breaks in shaded
areas; using personal solar UV protection (e.g., long-
sleeved shirt, wide brim hat, sunscreen with >SPF 15);
and implementing all these preventive measures through-
out the year. The study findings will also be useful in
developing evidence-based training materials that are rel-
evant to the groundskeepers.

The heat stress and solar UV exposure of groundskeep-
ers in this study may be unique to those working
in the university setting (considering workload and
work/recovery cycle) and in this particular geographic
location (i.e., southeastern U.S.), and may not be repre-
sentative of those in other workplaces (e.g., commercial
setting) and geographic locations due to differences in
various factors (e.g., workload and work/recovery cycle,
specific groundskeeper tasks, climate). Further investigat-
ing the relationship of these factors to heat stress and
UV exposures will be beneficial. The actual use of per-
sonal protection by the workers against heat stress and
UV exposure during the workday was not fully assessed
in this study and must also be investigated in future
research. Future studies on similar research areas could
be improved by conducting heat stress and solar UV
monitoring throughout the groundskeepers’ work shift to
determine the actual workload corresponding to the mea-
sured WBGT indices and the actual number of hours the
workers spend outside working at UV sindices exceeding
the TLV, and by using wearable personal UV monitoring
devices to measure the amount of personal UV exposure
received throughout the work shift.
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