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Discussion

Primary Areas of Concern:

% Pain in Lower Back, near lumbar, upper shoulder, and wrists

% SI shows a significant potential for risk when using a pipe wrench

% Most likely attributes to upper shoulder pain

“ Hand TLV shows a value that is above the ‘safe zone’ resulting in potential risk when Pipe

Figure 1: Pipefitter using a pipe o | |
wrench to undo nuts on a pipe Grinding using an angle grinder
flange

“ Most likely attributes to wrist and lower back pain

Figure 5: Redesign recommendation for an ergonomic pipe wrench
alternative.



