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1. Summary of the discussion






Discussion
The discussion following the lectures is summarized below.

1. Awareness of risks is a “conditio sine qua non” to ensure safety. The risks to crew, ves-
sel, cargo and environment related to the transportation of containers on the decks of ships
as well as the risks to dockworkers unloading containers from and loading containers on the
decks of ships are recognized.

2. Existing EU legislation on occupational health and safety generally favours an approach
that aims at taking away the cause of a risk. If such an approach is not feasible, collective
safety measures are to be taken. Individual safety measures are only temporarily admitted.

3. It is felt that this EU legislation on occupational health and safety is adequate to create
safe working conditions in ports in general and also in container stevedoring. Additional
legislation does not seem to be required.

4. The EU legislation on occupational health and safety ought to be enforced in the ports of
all EU member states. The EU Senior Labour Inspectors Committee (SLIC) could play an
important role in this respect.

5. Considering paragraph 4, stevedores, dockworkers and local enforcement agencies by
co-operation could devise the best way to comply with EU legislation on occupational
health and safety, taking into account specific conditions.

6.There are many different types of twistlocks, with different characteristics like endurance,
reliability, appearance and way of operation. Some vessels are equiped with different types
of twistlocks. Further standardisation of twistlocks will contribute to the reduction of risks
during unloading and loading.

7. There are no simple general solutions. It could be assumed that open hatch container
vessels with overhead cellguides offer the best conditions for safe unloading and loading as
well as safe carriage across the seas. However, today only a limited number of this type of
vessels is employed. It will take tens of years to change this situation substantially. Mean-
while semi automatic twistlocks could in a number of situations solve a part of the problem.
By using SATL’s coning and deconing may take place on the quay thus eliminating the risk
of falling from a height. But the use of SATL’s brings about a number of operational pro-
blems and other risks.

8. In a number of ports throughout the world vessels flying the Green Award flag enjoy
certain benefits. These encourage the owners to comply with the Green Award require-
ments. The Green Award is not compulsory. A Green Award exists for tankers and is being
developed for bulk carriers. It was proposed to verify wether a Green Award for container
ships could contribute to safe unloading and loading as well as safe carriage across the seas.

9. The NPC-working group that prepared the symposium “Securing of freight containers on
the decks of container ships” will continue to monitor relevant developments and stimulate
the international dialog on this matter.






2. Programme
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4. Welcome

Mr B.M.J. Hennekam
Secretary-General of the Benelux Economic Union






Brussels, 10 februari 2000
SG/REG (2000) 34b

Secretariaat-Generaal
Afdeling REG

Symposium “Securing of freight containers on the decks
of container ships”

Welcome by mr Hennekam, secretary-general of the Benelux Economic Union

Ladies, and gentlemen,

Growing world trade resulting in growing seaborne shipping, rationalization resulting in
increasing containerisation, growing congestion on the European motorway network
boosting short sea shipping. These are the seeds that make the container-crop in the seaports
grow. Today about 190 mln containers annualy are transported by sea going vessels. This

number is expected to grow (sheet 1).

In 1998 about 33 mln TEU were loaded on and unloaded from seagoing vessels in the major
European seaports, of which about 11 mln TEU in my own back yard: the major Benelux

seaports (sheet 2).

The Benelux cooperation between Belgium, The Netherlands and Luxembourg began with
the introduction of a Customs Union in 1944 resulting in 1958 in an Economic Union. The
Benelux served and serves as model for Europe. Benelux cooperation is supported by a

general secretariat in Brussels.

Due to their location at the mouths of the main rivers of Western Europe, the Benelux
countries have been able to deploy major activities in the field of transport and distribution.
Half of the goods leaving or coming into Europe has transhipments in Benelux seaports. In
a growing Europe the three countries use their cooperation to defend their common
interests. For example: Every six month prior consulatation is organised on items on the

agenda of the European Council on Transport. In the field of the Benelux cross-border
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cooperation we pay a lot of attention to the development of the port-regions and the cross-

border infrastructure problems.

The unmistakable competition between Benelux ports does not exclude cooperation. Many
common interests exist. They can be approached jointly. The symposium of today is in my

opinion an example of such a common interest.

The introduction in the mid nineteenth sixties of the freight container in the maritime
transport chain caused a revolution for all parties concerned. This revolution not only
affected shipping companies, who had to build special designed ships, but also the ports

who had to adapt their infrastructure. And they still do. For example:

1. In Amsterdam an innovative new containerterminal is constructed.

2. Rotterdam finalises its Delta 2000-8 project and a second Maasvlakte will accomodate
more container facilities.

3. Rotterdam and Zeeland Seaports are to construct a new containerterminal along the
Western Scheldt estuary in Flushing for Hessenatie of Antwerp.

4. Antwerp is constructing a number of tidal containerterminals on the left bank of the river
Scheldt.

5. Ghent and Brugge are modernizing their port-infrastructure for containerships.

Elsewhere in Europe ports are also working on new containerfacilities.

Due to the success of container transport a tremendous scale-up is taking place in merchant
shipping and port infrastructure. Faster and bigger ships, with containers sometimes stowed
7 high on deck and the development of vast container terminals with huge container cranes
are indications of this process. Terminal operators are continuously urged to improve
terminal productivity. To meet the productivity required more and more terminals are now
fully operational around the clock and the capacity of the terminal equipment is improved.

Electronic data transmission and processing speeds up procedures.
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However, in this high tech environment of the seaborne container transport the securing of
containers, especially on deck, seems to be a “suppositious child”. In an environment
where huge partly or fully automated terminal equipment moves about with massive loads,

the securing of containers on the decks of container ships still is done manualy.

This situation brings about a number of potential conflicts. Conflicts of scale, conflicts of

time, safety and conflicting economic interests.

Safe and proper securing of containers on the decks of container ships first and foremost

requires positive securing devices. Reliable devices, easy and safely to manipulate, that

ensure solid securing. The ultimate solution of course is the hatchless container vessel

equiped with overhead cellguides. But for a number of reasons this type of vessel is not

ordered anymore. Other solutions to parts of the problem being:

e The use of lifelines but that negatively effect productivity;

o The use of safetyflats that are rather costly and also negatively effect the productivity.

» The use of semi automatic twistlocks, that allow deconing and coning on the quay
outside the crane cycle thus offering in theory effective protection. But semi automatic
twistlocks appear to be twice as expensive as conventional twistlocks and particularly on

smaller vessels the use of semi automatic twistlocks may cause operational problems.

Safety first, ladies and gentlemen. Whatever our choice, safety should not be second to

economic interests. Preferably safety and economic interests should go hand in hand.

In more and more countries the risks involved in the securing of freight containers to the
decks of container ships are recognized. In a number of countries, like the USA and Japan,
legislation already has been introduced to eliminate this risk of falling from a height while
working on top of containers. This legislation seems to be effective to achieve container top
safety. Some Member States of the European Union already consider similar European
regulation too. No wonder. The European Union aims at free movement of its inhabitants,
free enterprise and free and fair competition. This inevitably calls for equal standards
particularly when it comes to safety and health. Unilateral national regulations in Europe

may distort competition, particularly in the container transport market.
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Therefore 1 wellcome the initative of the National Ports Council in the Netherlands to
organize this symposium. To bring together all those involved: stevedores, shipowners,
dockworkers, insurers, national and multinational authorities and port authorities from a
considerable number of European countries. To discuss risks, the desired safety level, the
appropriate safety measures and the instruments - both financial and legal - to encourage

and enforce the use of the appropriate safety measures.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
I now declare the symposium “Securing of freight containers on the decks of container

shii)s” to be open.

I am sure it will be an interesting event. And I hope this symposium will be the first step
towards a lasting joint international effort to develop and apply intrinsically safe techniques
for securing of freight containers on the decks of container ships; techniques that produce
maximum safety of the vessel’s crew, the vessel, its cargo and the oceans; techniques that
produce intrinsically safe working conditions during loading and unloading; techniques that

eliminate the risk of falling from a height while coning and deconing on top of containers.

I wish you a good information-exchange and discussion.
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Sheet 2

Containerthroughput in the European seaports (1991-1999)

Loaded on and unloaded from seagoing vessels (x 1.000 TEU)

1999 1998 [1997 {1996 |1995

1994 {1993 [1992 [1991

Felixstowe -1 2.943] 2.251| 2.065}| 1.924| 1.747| 1.639| 1.543| 1.434
Southampton 921 858 890 805| 680 587| 501 422 409
Liverpool -| 487 460| 414 379 - - - -
Thamesport - 500] 396 - - - - - -
Tilbury - -| 125] 115 - - - - -
Hamburg 3.700| 3.550| 3.337| 3.054| 2.890| 2.742| 2.495| 2.246| 2.178
Bremen/Bremerhaven | 2.150| 1.820( 1.700| 1.543| 1.524| 1.503| 1.358| 1.315| 1.277
Rotterdam 6.400| 6.032( 5.445]| 4.930| 4.787| 4.539| 4.167| 4.125| 3.766
Antwerp 3.614| 3.177] 2.969| 2.654| 2.329| 2.208| 1.876| 1.836| 1.761
Zeebrug_ge1 835 7761 648 5353 528 609| 490| 526| 304
Le Havre 1.370| 1.320| 1.185]| 1.020| 970| 873 895 746| 919
Marseille 664 660| 622 547 498 437 432| 350| 447
Algeciras -| 1.826] 1.538| 1.307( 1.155| 1.004| 807| 780| 762
Barcelona 1.250| 1.066| 965 767| 689 605 501 5521 489
Valencia -{ 1.003 832 709| 672 467| 385| 371 364
Bilbao -l 366] 340 301 297| 268| 2221 204 194
Lisbon -] 340| 333 309 - - - - -
Leixoes - 243 216 202 - - - - -
Gioia Tauro 2.253| 2.126| 1.449| 572 16 0 0 0 0
Genoa 1.234| 1.266| 1.180| 826| 615 507| 343 338| 344
La Spezia 843 732| 616 871 965 816| 765| 596 464
Livorno 458 5221 501| 417| 424| 371 361 334 411
Napels 334] 320| 304| 246] 235 - - - -
Salerno 266 251 219 190 174 - - - -
Venece 200 206( 212 169 128 - - - -
Triest 189 174] 202 177 152 143 150 134 136
Ravenna 173 173 188 191 - - - - -
Taranto® - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: National Ports Council in the Netherlands.

! Both lo-lo and ro-ro containers.
? Taranto Container Terminal will be operational by September 1999; expected volume: 500.000 TEU/year.
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Behdrde flr Arbeit Gesundheit und Soziales
Amt fiir Arbeitsschutz

Securing of Freight Containers on Decks of Container Ships
by Capt. Armin Steinhoff

Modern container ships need a lot of lashing gear to secure container deckloads.
How the work has to be done is written down in the cargo securing manual and the
lashing plan.

It is the task of the stevedores / riggers to establish this securing system before,
during and after loading / unloading operations on container ships.

(Pic. 1) ... therisk

Lashing operations can be divided in three major worksteps:

e Coning and deconing operations of twistlocks with the risk of falling from
containers;

e Screwing and unscrewing of bridge clamps / bridge fittings also with the risk
of falling from containers;

 Setting and taking off of lashing rods with the risk of falling from the hatch
covers, over board or in open hatches.

A lot of existing regulations will lead to a safe working practice, but riggers and their
companies have to follow them.

Under a high time pressure — and lashing operations will always be done under high
time pressure — not everybody will follow the regulations, if there is a chance to save
time. “Time is Money”



Coning and deconing operations
There are some possibilities to make the working place safer:

e Use of a speader for climbing up to the top of containers and work with a full
fall arrest harness connected to the spreader. This method is not allowed in
all countries, so in Germany.

e Use of a lashing cage for the transportation of riggers to the top of the
containers and work with a full fall arrest harness connected to the cage.

In both above mentioned cases the fall arrest equipment is not in the right use,
because
e itis supposed to save somebody from falling vertically and not designed for a
horizontal use,
o it will not allow a comfortable working speed and
o it will lead to heavy injuries, if somebody falls from the containers and slides
along the walls.

Much better is to...
e Use special lashing cages (see Pic. 3) for the transportation of riggers to the

top of containers and work out of the cage with a full fall arrest harness
connected to the cage.

(Pic. 2) ... out of the (Pic. 3) ... special lashing cage / Hamburg
Cage

o Use SATL’s (Semi Automatic Twistiocks) to reduce the work on containers.
But now the work has to be done between Van Carriers / Straddle Carriers,
cars, lorries or AGV’s (Automated Guided Vehicles) on the shoreside.



Screwing and unscrewing of bridge clamps

For that operation it is still necessary to work on top of containers, a ban is not
possible. Only classification societies are able to renew the calculation of existing
lashing plans.

A good solution to work safe on top of containers is the special lashing cage (see
Pic. 3)

Setting and taking off of lashing rods

There will be no risk, if the ship design departements did their work well and keep
the safety recommendations for riggers and seamen in mind.

Otherwise it is very hard to correct ship design failures during loading and unloading
operations (see Pic. 4).

(Pic. 4) ... bad workingplace for ridggers

The Amt fur Arbeitsschutz worked on the aboved mentioned matters for more years
now.
There are some results:

e A new concept of building container gantry cranes as on the HHLA
Containerterminal Burchardkai. They have a lashing plattform above ground
level, free of any risks from vehicles.

e Out come from a project “Safe Working Places for Stevedores on Board
Vessels”. The results are on the Internet Hamburg Homepage
http://www.hamburg.de/bags/arbeitsschutz

e Coming out soon with an ICHCA Pamphlet: “Ship Design Considerations for
Stevedore Safety”
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Securing of freight containers on the decks of container ships
An insurer’s point of view
(minimising the risk to dockworkers and the risk to cargo)
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All operations, whether they consist of placing or removing containers on or from a ship or simply
loading cartons of feathers onto a shelf, involve some sort of risk. No risk is ever likely to be
completely eliminated, so there always has to be a considered level of risk that one feels can be

taken in order to do a good job.

The stowage of cargo on board ship has changed dramatically since the introduction of the
container (some say in 1970, others who have read the history will know that the container dates
back to 1935). At first containers were stowed below deck in the fashion known for general cargo,
then they started to be loaded on the deck of specialised ships. Eventually these containers started to

climb skyward until we now have some ships with seven tiers high on deck.

The art of loading containers in cell guides below deck is complex enough. But the art of loading
containers on deck has become a special art, especially when we consider that it is often the
hazardous, the “out of gauge” cargoes and those of a non regular shape that are designated as deck
cargo. The gantry crane driver will certainly need a high level of skill to stack many differing types
of container or flat and the stevedore, or ship gang, will be clambering all over the containers in

order to attempt to secure one unit to the next.

The system of securing one container to the one below it has been in existence for many years and it
has, to some extent, proven to be a relatively sound system. However, once the stack height on deck
started to go above 4 tiers then problems began to occur. It has been common practice to lash the
ends of the lower three tiers to the deck using rods and lashing poles in addition to the twistlocks
between each vertical container. This leaves the 4™ tier to be held in place solely by twistlocks at

the bottom and bridge fittings at the top.

With tiers going up seven high there is still an expectation that these practices be applied. The
lower three tiers are usually still lashed at the ends, and all tiers above the first three are held in
place by twistlocks and the top tier by twistlocks and bridge fittings, but the desire of the stevedores
to work at such heights is rapidly diminishing. It takes a brave person to move amongst containers
being loaded or discharged at heights of up to 20 metres above the deck of a ship (7 x 2.9 metres) to
fit twistlocks and bridge fittings.

It also takes a rather dextrous type of person to fit the rods or handle the lashing poles even to just

the first three tiers of containers. These poles are difficult to handle at any time, due to their length,



but working with the poles vertically above ones head makes it even more difficult and

consequently more dangerous.

Deck areas often leave a great deal to be desired in respect of space and accessibility and in some
cases could be classified as positively dangerous working areas. If anything falls in these working
areas, there is little opportunity for the lashers to get out of the way and in consequence the UK

Docks Regulations 1988, for example, states that lashing is one operation where safety helmets

must be worn.

One should remember, at this point, that the real purpose of insurance is to provide cover for that
which 1s unexpected. One may say that in whatever task we undertake, there is an expectation of
certain elements having expected outcomes. One of these elements is that people working at heights
such as those just mentioned will, inevitably, lose their balance at some point and fall unless proper

precautions are taken.

There is no way that insurers would refuse to cover the risks of stevedores, including fitting rods
and handling lashing bars and working on the tops of containers. But as more accidents occur, each
having successively larger settlement values, then insurers will be looking for operators to work
with safe practices. Those safe practices will be expected to apply to all workers within those

operations, irrespective of any previous ways of working.

A fundamental rule for dealing with safety hazards is to deal with them at source. In the case of
deck container operations, this option is not available to stevedores or ship’s crew, as they have to
work each ship as it is. The only people who can deal with this matter at source are those who order,
design and build ships. New safety design elements should not be held over awaiting the building
of new ships as containers will continue to be moved on existing ships and therefore work on top of
containers on the decks of existing ships will still be necessary. Now is the time that new and

innovative solutions are needed, not in 5 or 10 years time.

In many cases, the need for stevedores to go on the tops of containers to fit or remove twistlocks or
other container-securing devices can be avoided by the use of appropriate securing systems. The
need for such access cannot be eliminated completely and access for other reasons may be needed
from time to time. In these circumstances it is essential that safe systems of work are devised and

put into practice.



It is fairly obvious that there are a number of options that can be used to make working with deck
containers as safe as possible, but these are only effective if used at all times and by all persons. As
soon as one person decides not to use the safety equipment, then there is every possibility that
others will relax their judgement and also not use it. It is the role of management to ensure that all
personnel not only have these safety features available to them but also always use them without

exception.

Technological advances, such as semi-automatic and automatic twistlocks are slowly coming into
their own, especially in services to or from the United States of America. These are undoubtedly an
additional safety measure and once they become universally used on all container vessels,

irrespective of size, then there is likely to be fewer accidents to stevedores and ship’s crew.

These technological advance, in themselves, are not the end of the situation as there have been
numerous collapses of stows of deck containers, with losses overboard. These collapses occur
whether automatic/semi-automatic or purely manually operated twistlocks have been used. This

indicates that the current methods of securing containers on deck are not foolproof.

It may be said that the world weather patterns are changing and that this is the cause of many of
these incidents. This is probably true, but if weather patterns are altering and causing additional
problems then the industry needs to re-examine how it goes about securing containers on deck to
take the additional weather factors into account as well as providing a safe working environment for

stevedores and ship’s-gangs.

The use of automatic or semi-automatic twistlocks, which require positioning of the twistlocks
before loading or after unloading of a container will also bring about some changes in the way that
ports and terminals operate. It is likely to be an essential requirement that the quay area is kept

clear of all persons not directly involved in the positioning or removing of these twistlocks.

Despite being sensibly built, poor positioning of any type of twistlock could cause them to fall from
the container during lifting or lowering by crane, thus jeopardising the safety of any persons in the

vicinity of the crane working area.

The possibility of twistlocks dropping from containers and damaging other containers must also be

taken into account. Damage caused this way may not be noticed for several days or even weeks, and



if inclement weather is experienced en voyage, then the cargo in those containers that have been

damaged could also suffer and end up as a claim.

The whole basis of containerised movement of cargo appears to have been devalued in some way.
Shippers look at containers as an alternative method of packing — loading their goods without even
a thought for the transit method that will be used. Operators treat containers as yet another piece of
ship’s equipment and often take little regard of the cargo inside (other than if it is declared as

dangerous). Consignees complain that their cargo is received damaged. Everyone ultimately

blames the shipping line, because their name is on the box.

If containers are to be given the respect that they deserve as a truly unique way of moving cargo,
then they must be treated as unique. The packing and handling of containers, from the positioning
at the shipper’s premises through the entire transport chain to the return after discharge at the
receiver’s premises, should be reviewed at regular intervals. This review of the process should
include the stuffing of the container as well as the physical handling and appropriate securing of the

container during every stage of the journey.

Many years ago I asked a respected terminal safety person how safe something was. His reply has
stayed with me now for many years and I believe will continue to be my watchphrase ever into the

future — “there is safe and there is not safe, there is nothing in between.”

Constant vigilance, moving with the technological advances and ensuring safe operation is what we
all should be doing in the future. If this takes a little more time, or costs a little more money then so

be it. Property (or wealth) can be replaced - lives cannot.

J R Nicholis
24 January 2000
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WORKING SAFELY ON TOP OF CONTAINERS

Ladies and Gentlemen,

1. The problem

Working safely on top of containers is part of the total safety regulations that must be

implemented in the full cycle of container handling.

It is indeed the case that the employer must devise a global safety system for those in his
employ, taking account of all the facets of the global operational process.

This operational process, with its attendant risks, depends greatly on the application of the
system. It is therefore no use to emphasise one aspect and lay down regulations whereby
people in another part of the operational process are left subject to a greater risk.

We must therefore look for a balance between the regulations and their observance, the

ultimate result being to reach the highest safety standards.

In the risk analysis we confirm that the place where the highest risk factor is to be found is

where vertical and horizontal traffic meet — that is, the crane buffer zone.

In consequence of this finding, measures have been taken to reduce the number of workers
in this area of operations to the minimum.

Systems have been developed for those necessarily employed in this area to reduce the risk
as far as possible.

Thus, for example, the straddle carrier may only be given a task via a mobile data system, to
remove a container from the buffer zone after the checker has fully examined the container
and conveyed the information via a portable data terminal to the host computer.

Transporting containers to and from the crane buffer zone is done by the straddle carrier with
a pull-and-push system whereby the straddle carriers never drive under the crane.

Working on top of containers -1-



This is to illustrate that, with container handling systems — and most certainly in a direct
straddle carrier system — the greatest risk is to be found in the crane buffer zone. The more
activities that are organised in this zone — in other words, the more workers are employed
here — the greater is the risk.

In this context | would therefore like to go over a number of arguments that must
demonstrate that depositing and removing SATL-DFTL’s at the quayside (in the crane buffer
zone) cannot provide a safer solution in all cases and, on the contrary, sometimes creates

additional risks.

It is the opinion of the goods handlers that the risk of falling on top of containers should not
be replaced by the risk of a crash in the crane buffer zone and/or removing or depositing a
twistlock when under a load.

As a matter of fact, the ICHCA mentions the following viewpoint in their booklet entitled
“Container Terminal Safety no. 5” by Bob Barnes:

“The maijority of serious accidents on container terminals is due to the mixing of
people and heavy machinery, the drivers of which often have restricted visibility. As a
general basic principle the aim should be to avoid the exposure of pedestrians to
such plant. When this cannot be done, exposure should be minimised.”

This statement applies with equal force to those employed in the crane buffer zone.

Arguments

- Depositing and removing twistlocks at the quayside takes place in a risk area under the
container crane, within the working reach of straddle carriers or other transport vehicles.

- SATL’s are designed with higher technical features and thus vulnerable to rough handling
on board. In time, they will quickly cease to function properly.

- When an SATL no longer works properly, additional handling operations will have to be
carried out, which in turn will lead to extra risks.

- When more than 4 containers are stacked up one above the other, the operation of
SATL’s that can't be handled from on deck demands long and heavy operating poles.

- Because of the increasingly narrower bay separations, the working space for operating

SATL’s from on deck is often too small.

Working on top of containers -2-



- The lighting from the container cranes provides sufficient light on top of the containers. in
the narrow bay separations this is not the case.

- SATL'’s can fall out of the container when turning round over the quay. This risk will
increase as the SATL’s become subject to wear and tear.

- When 2 x 20’ containers are stacked on a 40’ stack position, the intermediate twistlocks

can only be operated from above.

2. Where do we go from here?

2.1 At the quayside

Referring to the arguments just presented, the object of using automatic twistlocks cannot be
to abolish working on top of containers.

During the month of August 1999, observations and measurements were made on the
Hessenatie container terminals in order to gain a clear insight into time lost during

operations.

Pick-up time at the quayside (unloading)

1 dock worker (4 twistlocks) 36 sec.
2 dock workers 17 sec.
3 dock workers 15 sec.
4 dock workers 10 sec.

Twinlift container-moves make relatively faster pick-up times possible. Picking up ATL with a
twinlift move gains 20% in time compared with the ATL pick-up time with two containers to be

unloaded separately.

Installing twistlocks on the quayside

1 dock worker (4 twistiocks) 41 sec.
2 dock workers 17 sec.
3 dock workers 16 sec.
4 dock workers 9 sec.

Working on top of containers -3-



The crane is always immobilised for a short time, which has a direct influence on efficiency.
On average, one dock worker needs 35 seconds to undo automatic twistiocks and 41
seconds to install them. If we count 45 containers per hour when loading (twin-move), then
that means that we will spend about 30 minutes per hour fixing automatic twistlocks.

Dock workers who handle automatic twistlocks on the quayside are right next to the load at
all times. In some cases they are even partly under the load. Indeed it can happen that their
toes are just under the edge of the container.

Conclusions

- Loading and unloading containers with SATL has a considerable impact on the efficiency
of the crane.

- The average cycle-time of the crane is 16 to 17 seconds longer when using SATL.

- A quarter to one-half of all SATL shows technical shortcomings that increase this cycle-
time.

- Loading and unloading twinlift moves provide a competitive advantage and make it
possible to handle twistlocks faster than two containers to be handled separately. The
relative gain in time is 10 — 20%.

- Optimally, two dock workers are deployed to pick up or deposit twistlocks. Bringing in
more dock workers provides no significant competitive advantage, but only increases the
risk of accidents.

2.2 Handling twistlocks on board ship

As already stated, handling twistlocks on board ship cannot be excluded — on condition
however that adequate safety equipment is used (safety-flat fitted with a roll-up system and

harness).

At both the Hessenatie container terminals, where some 1.6 million containers were handled
on the ships in 1999, not a single accident was reported in which the cause was working on
top of containers on board ship.

As a matter of fact, if we make a comparison with the building sector, where the seriousness
and frequency of accidents at work resulting from working at heights are considerably higher
than in the harbour sector, we would have to point out that, here too, working at heights
cannot be excluded, provided the use of required safety equipment is made compulsory.

Working on top of containers -4-



Automatic twistlocks are, seen from a technical viewpoint, more vulnerable to damage than
the traditional twistlocks. If they no longer function properly, additional handling will always
be necessary and it will never be possible to exclude the fact that, in certain situations,
people will still have to work on top of containers. Indeed we must not lose sight of the fact
that, on most ships, the topmost layers of containers on deck are held together with bridge
fittings. Here too, people have to get on top of the containers to unscrew or fasten them, on

condition that the required safety equipment is provided for the dock worker.

On most ships the containers are stacked up 4 to 6-high. This means that very long poles
need to be used to undo the twistlocks from the deck. These are difficult to handle.
Moreover, the passage between 2 bays on the new generation of container ships is
becoming increasingly narrower and sufficient lighting is not always available. After the
lashing team have released the lashing bars, these usually remain lying about in the passage
between the bays. It therefore becomes dangerous for the people who have to undo the
twistlocks from the deck (risk of tripping up, getting feet trapped or missing one’s footing on

the stairs).

Neither should we exclude the possibility that a badly functioning automatic twistlock will fall

out of the corner post when turning over the quayside.

If 20’ containers are stacked on a 40’ bay, it is not possible to undo the middle twistlocks
from on deck. People will then have to get on top of the container anyway in order to unlock

them.

Conclusions

1. Bearing in mind the fact that we must always strive towards the safest and most
economically achievable solution during operations, we should under no circumstances
pin everything on to a single working method as far as handling twistlocks is concerned.

2. Taking into consideration the above mentioned arguments, it will never be possible to
exclude the fact that, some time or other, people will still have to work on top of
containers. For this reason we should be open to both working methods, on condition that

use is made of the required safety equipment in all circumstances.

Working on top of containers -5-



3. Terminal operators are following the Feport resolution which was approved by the
Management Committee on 14-01-2000, stating that a ban on working on top of
containers is however undesirable as it would iead to increased risks for the people
working on the quay side and to a substantial decrease of production and financial

losses.

A lot of container terminals have been conceived to work with a straddle carrier direct
system on the quayside. Banning work on top of containers means that the twistlocks
have to be manipulated on the quay which implies a great deal of risks and extra

manpower.

4. Feport agrees the use of fall arrest measures or fall prevention measures whenever it is

necessary for dock workers to go onto the container tops.

5. Feport further endorses the development of alternative methods of securing deck

containers.

Thus, in the case of the twistiocks that have to be manipulated via the quayside, we must
further investigate the possibility of the set-down platform (straddle carrier operation) on the
one hand, and on the other hand possibility of providing a single track where the dock

workers can handle the twistlocks safely and remain visible to mobile working machines.

Working on top of containers -7-
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SAFELY SECURING AND RETAINING FREIGHT CONTAINERS
The Shipping Line Perspective)

Eur Ing E J N Brookes - Vice Chairman
Safety & Environment Committee, European Community Shipowners
Association
(Director Technical, UK Chamber of Shipping)

SUMMARY

In recent years pictures have shown vividly the effect of weather on container
stows. Whatever the reasons for particular failures they show clearly that
lashing of all ships must be carried out and maintained to the highest
standards without risking the safety of the crew. Hence it is essential that any
container securing devices are safe to apply yet properly fulfil their task at sea.
Easing one must not compromise the other. New ship designs, equipment and
operational procedures mean that this objective can be achieved without
undue hindrance to port operations and without consequent time and cost
penalties, however the uses of traditional equipment must not be overlooked in
the desire to eliminate hazards. The paper considers what to the ship owner is
the true issue, looks at related technical developments, associated problems
and comments on solutions, concluding that there is a place for all types of
equipment, without exclusion, and that they can be installed, used and
removed safely.

1 INTRODUCTION

The container ship operator approaches the whole issue of securing freight
containers from a slightly different perspective to his land colleagues though with the
same objective, namely a “safe and secure operation” not to abuse the pun. Hence
the title is slightly different from that published and designed to address the real aim.
To the container ship operator, it is very much a means to an “end” and “the end” is
the safe carriage of his cargo across the oceans on the decks of his ships.

However, as such, it is a prerequisite that the securing operation must be carried out
safely. We are here today chiefly because there are concerns about the safety of
the port operation and the dangers that dock workers may be exposed to when
securing containers, and these concerns | seek to address and comment on.

The larger container ships now entering and in service have stacks of containers up
to 7 high on deck. Commensurate with this, developments with lashing bridges and
lashing equipment, not to mention twistlocks and cell guides have assisted port
operations as well as the shipowner. These developments have exercised the minds
of many industry players and we have to thank the Swedes for initiating much of the
discussion on this project by funding the early research and subsequent studies and
tests. They also provided the very professional secretarial support for
ISO/TC104/SC1/WG2, which led to the review of ISO 3874 and the development of
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standards for what had hitherto been a disparate collection of pieces of ships lashing
equipment, though even then they had to be subject to Classification Society survey.

This paper reviews these developments from the ship owners perspective and looks
forward to the time when container top working is not such an immediate issue as
now.

2 THE PROBLEM

First it is necessary to analyse the problem. | think that it needs stressing that it is
not fundamentally a securing problem but one of personnel safety, and ease of work,
however many pictures we see of stows which have collapsed. | need to stress this
point because unless we do, we may address the wrong issue. Increases in the
levels of safety for staff, or perhaps more correctly the reduction in the risk to which
humans should be exposed in the place of employment is to be encouraged. This
has identified practices such as container top working as supposedly “ripe for
improvement”,

From a shipping line perspective any improvement in safety is welcome if the risk of
an accident is perceptibly reduced. However, the whole of the operation of the
carriage of cargo needs to be considered and the costs reflect their relative
proportion of the safety/risk equation. That is not to say that cost overrides
everything. All | am saying is that if one aspect of an operation becomes
significantly cheaper then that should be reflected in the costs charged.

As | see it the basic problem is this:

Traditional securing of containers has required stevedores to fit twistlocks on top of
a deck stowed container before one is placed on it, then subsequently lock it tightly
shut. On discharge the operation is reversed. The key safety issue is that of the
safety of the stevedore. The risks are falling over the edge of a stow and being hit
by a container being lowered onto the stow or falling equipment. However we must
not forget, and | stress this point, that there are other ways of securing traditional
twistlocks without risking personal safety - | will discuss this more later in the paper.

Putting that aside for the moment, technology has given us the products to change
the way cargo securing on container ships is carried out, or indeed to eliminate the
need for it. However each of the solutions may have what the medical world calls
“side effects”. We need to examine those side effects to ensure they do not effect
the basic object of the project - safe handling and securing at all times of ISO
668/1496 containers.

I make no apology for spending some time over identifying the problem, as otherwise
we risk coming to the wrong conclusions.

3 TECHNICAL DEVELOPMENTS
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Against the background of my prognosis of the problem | wish to address 3 issues or
developments and review their impact from what | stress is the ship owners
perspective. The may seem a very basic premise but one which is to us essential
and must not be forgotten.

3.1

Lashing Bridges

They say that “Necessity is the Mother of Invention”. There are physical limits
to the size of lashing rod than can physically and realistically be handled in
the limited space between container stows. Lashing bridges in that space
effectively permit lashing one tier higher than without them. There are
beneficial effects: the vessel can load boxes one tier higher than without
them, higher column loadings can be permitted for existing columns before
racking stresses reach the maximum permitted, or a higher margin of safety
can be designed into a lashing plan.

However the availability of this facility does not mean that one should forget
good practice and stow heavy cargo over light. Indeed | feel that more
attention should be paid at terminals to working to the CSS Code. The
Container loading plan should take account of boxes already loaded.
Individual container weights are known (and | don’t just mean as light, medium
and heavy). The final stow should reflect this knowledge and the loading
planned to get all the heavy boxes at the bottom of a column. Please do not
forget that lashing systems are based on this premise, they will not work
properly if loaded otherwise.

Without doubt Lashing bridges have made possible the carriage of the larger
numbers of boxes now carried on deck without excessive lashing and
unlashing times in port. They are effectively partial height cell guides. | have
two asides to raise:

3.1.1 First, following the recent fire in the “Ever Decent’ off the River Thames
after the collision with the “Norwegian Dream’ there have been comments that
the lashing bridges made it difficult for Fire Fighters from shore with full BA
sets to access the top of the platforms and attack the seat of the fire. Some
ships make provision for air lines in this area and the problem that | have
identified should not be seen to detract from their overall advantages.

3.1.2 Second, some experts have commented that the present racking test
for containers of 15kN is insufficient and that it should be raised to 20kN.
Bearing in mind that the test value was raised some years ago from 12kN to
15kN what would be the effect? Would it encourage higher and possibly
heavier stacking rather than increase the safety margin (I hate the word factor
in this respect)?

Without doubt these stacking bridges have made the current loading of the
largest ships possible and only in extremis have the systems been found
wanting. We need to bear this in mind when contemplating further regulation
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3.2

3.3

or limitation on securing methods. However, one accident is one to many -
but bear in mind what M.Nichols said!

Deck Cell Guides and Hatchless Ships

To many deck cell guides are, to use the English saying “The answer to a
maiden’s prayer’. A number of ships have been built successfully with them,
and their advantages are well known. For the price of about 500/600 tons of
steel, container lashing is effectively eliminated and more flexible cargo
planning permitted, subject possibly only to column weight and GM/GZ
considerations. Port transit times are reduced and staffing requirements
drastically cut. There are downsides in that unless all the vessels in an
operational string are similar, reduced port times and handling costs are
negated by the need to avoid catching the next ship up!

| am repeatedly asked how it is possible to stow 13+ high without the stacks
collapsing. The answer is simple in that the ship planner ensures that the
total column weight remains within the design limits as laid down in 1ISO
668/1496. Equally the uninitiated cannot understand how the ship basically
stays afloat with no hatch covers. Again the answer is simple, the holds are
usually full of boxes and the ships have a very high freeboard, so little green
water enters for the extra large bilge pumps to remove, usually these are
triplicated.

Perhaps the reason that more hatch-less ships have not been built is that the
tantalising dream of not having to lash containers does not bring the financial
benefits expected whatever the operational benefits. There is probably also
still a conservatism in some quarters at taking a ship to sea without hatches,
given some high profile incidents in which hatch failure has led to accidents.

Semi Automatic Twistlocks

It is not an accident that that | chosen to discuss SATLs last. Their
development has probably more than anything else changed the
options/method of port operation and reduced lashing activity on ships to
fitting/removal of lashing rods. However is it that simple?

| was a member of ISO TC104/SC1/WG2 during the period that it developed
the expanded version of ISO 3874 under the guidance of its convenor Mr
Gustafson of Sweden. Many is the hour that | have spent at the Swedish
National Testing Institute at Boras considering drafts, observing tests and
examining the panoply of equipment sent from all over the world. The
problem that the WG faced was that SATLs had developed before the
standards process got involved, some of which you see here. We faced three
basic problems, apart from the key dimensions which were fairly easy to
reconcile. The three key points were identifying the correct orientation for the
SATL, agreeing the direction of action when a SATL is locked that is visually
easy to detect, and finally the strength of the actual twistlock.
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I must commend my Swedish colleagues for the investment in facilities, time
and money that they have put into the project. There were times when |
personally doubted the need to set standards for so many components (apart
from SATLs) as we set out to do. | still have my doubts about some of the
ancillary components given that IMO through Fiag States and Classification
Societies is responsible ultimately for ship construction, equipment and
safety.

What have we ended up with? We have agreed, provided all the voting
members of ISO TC104 support us, that SATLs should have the following key
components.

e The identification mark should be at the top (being most probably a hole in
the top cone)

e Looking down vertically a SATL locks when the mechanism moves in the
clockwise orientation.

e An SATL can withstand a standard agreed stress before deformation
commences.

In addition basic dimensional and tolerance criteria have been defined. Given
that an SATL has basically 4 operating positions and is formed of 3 pieces of
steel connected by sleeves, springs and levers it is hoped that defining these
criteria gives manufacturers and operators the ability to design, sell, procure
and use with confidence. Those currently manufacturing and using SATLs
with a different orientation and identification may not be so happy. However
there is one issue that | have deliberately left to the end. 1 refer to weight.
Given that in their normal operation each SATL has to be lifted, fitted under a
container and locked into that container, it has to be relatively light. However
it has to be strong and strength must not be sacrificed to weight if safety is not
to be affected. This is a potential conflict though | do agree that when lifted
and fitted at waist height, we have a good working environment.

As | see it there are some problems/issues with SATLs which we must
address:

o For their size and ruggedness they are relatively complex pieces of
equipment. When being fitted into the bottom corner casting on the quay
the docker has to tension the firing mechanism.

e Given that it is the interference between the cone and the corner casting
that frees the spring loaded mechanism the design of the cone is quite
complex to ensure it fires reliably.

e They can be damaged and that damage is not always apparent though if
released and properly stowed by dockers there should be no damage.

 In addition when both loading and unloading it is necessary to visually
check that the mechanism has “fired” into the correct and safe position. |
have known a container to be lifted with one SATL below still connected.
Not only is a lot of damage caused but there is a serious risk of an
accident when the mechanism finally breaks.
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o There is then the further hazard when port staff have to disentangle the
wreckage and allow the unloading to continue. '

e When small ships are being loaded/discharged, a 'list may develop. This
can effect the ability of the SATL to lock correctly.

e If dropped on the quay they will eventually become damaged. Checking
systems and unit maintenance are essential, as well as having spares
available.

If these issues are not properly controlled the container stack on the ship
represents a potential danger area for ship’s staff which they have to find a
way of correcting in difficult circumstances.

| do not want to denigrate SATLs, but | wish us to use them with our eyes
open and recognise that they can have problems which are not immediately
apparent to those who may recommend their exclusive use.

4 PROBLEMS

We may conclude from the above that whatever lashing system you use there are
potential problems but that for each there is a safe solution. | now wish to address
one other issue which so far | have refrained from mentioning and that is vessel size,
other than obliquely.

While attention is paid to the very large container ships and their securing systems,
we must not forget that their lifeblood is the so called smaller vessels and particularly
the feeder ships. These are increasingly important as the larger vessels are limited
to their ports of call by draught and they rely on the containers brought to them and
taken from them by feeder vessels. Also not every country has the facilities that are
available here, in Antwerp Felixstowe or dare | say it here, Hamburg. We all want
safe operations but we need world-wide regulations that are feasible and realistic
wherever vessels call.

The IMQO’s Flag State Implementation Sub-Committee is trying to ensure that all
Flags States apply the SOLAS/LL/MARPOL requirements evenly. In an ideal world
that would consign Port State Control to history but that is unlikely. The ISM Code is
part of SOLAS (Chapter IX). Why do | mention this? The reason is simple. ISM
commits us to continuous improvement. It is a simple fact that whatever we may wish
and like, the operational conditions other parts of the world are not the same as
here. Similarly the conditions on smaller ships are different than on larger ones. As
an example a smaller ship is likely to develop a more pronounced (but safe) list while
discharging and loading in port than a larger say 6000 TEU ship. It will then be more
difficult in port for SATLs to be properly fitted and removed safely.

Please remember that the USCG regulations (29 CFR) to do not require SATLs to be
used. They merely specify a way of operating. Conventional equipment can be
used and as | have demonstrated above there are simple ways of carrying out the
operation safely.
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5 SOLUTIONS

Perhaps the solution to our problem, if indeed it is a problem is in the last paragraph
of my comments on “Problems” above. Given thought and application there never
has been any reason why any securing equipment cannot be safely applied and
removed. The development of SATLs has perhaps focussed our minds away from
the obvious in this respect.

It all begs the question “Do we need more regulation to ensure an adequate
standard of safety [if we do not already have one], and if so what form should that
regulation take?’

Let me be unpopular and say, and | say firmly “NO”. Why is this? Simply every
country has its own laws which states how staff may be employed. This includes the
risk of being struck by falling items (ie twistlocks which fall out as the container is
being lifted), limits on the height of an unprotected edge close to which they may
work, and maximum weights that they may lift. In addition appropriate personal
protective equipment is specified. Do not forget that many employers already
provide and specify conditions in excess of regulation and this | welcome.

So | say, apply these simple rules pragmatically, encourage all to follow the best
practice. If necessary adjust laws if some requirements are not blindingly obvious,
but do not outlaw current quite safe practices just because a new piece of equipment
apparently moves the goalposts - which it does not!

6 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

So what is my concluding message? It is simply this:

e Encourage all to follow simple guidelines under existing rules.

e Apply existing laws firmly but fairly.

e Don't forbid practices which are perfectly safe if properly conducted.

» Effectively what | am saying is that SATLs aren't the only acceptable solution
though they do provide benefits. There are many ways to safely lash/unlash a
container ship in port, some may take longer than others and new innovative
equipment will ease the process. However, designers must not be constrained in
their approach by unnecessary regulation and however manual and difficult a
task, there are ways of doing it safely aided by the proper safety equipment and
safety procedures.

Restrictions in container top working are understandable, however at some stage it

may be necessary for humans to intervene when the mechanics fail or get stuck. A
safe modus operandi is then required,
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And finally, finally, this is my PLEA, don’t forget the purpose of lashing
containers is to get a ship to sea and back to port safely without endangering

the crew, the ship, its cargo or the environment. Otherwise all the bans on
container top working will have failed!
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I first want to thank the National Ports Council for inviting me to
participate in this symposium. I commend your efforts to address the whole

issue of deck stows as I firmly believe the best way to develop answers to
problems such as this is to bring together all concerned to work on an
acceptable common solution.

The most controversial aspect of working with deck stows is container
top safety and that has been a major issue at U.S. ports for over twenty
years. It was first addressed by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) in a 1982 directive to field personnel. Although
port worker safety rules did not specifically address container work at the
time, the agency interpreted existing general cargo regulations covering fall
hazards from stc;wed cargo. Numerous employers were cited which
triggered many companies to develop some sort of container top fall
protection system.  OSHA provided minimal guidance on design
specifications for such systems. However, some of the earliest designed
systems are still in use today and meet or exceed OSHA’s current
requirements.

The development of those current requirements began in 1994 when
OSHA issued proposed rules to revise and update the longshoring safety

standard. OSHA had identified 12 serious injury or fatal accidents resulting



from falls from container tops. So included in the proposal was an entire
section that addressed container top safety. After several public hearings
and considerable debate, the revised longshoring safety regulations were
issued in July of 1997 and came into effect January 21, 1998. However,
there was a phase-in approach to container top requirements.

The applicable rules begin by defining a fall hazard. It is considered
to be within 3 feet (.9 m) of an unprotected edge which is 8 feet (2.4 m) or
higher and 12 inches (.3 m) or greater horizontally. A worker who is within
this defined “zone” is considered to be exposed to a fall hazard. Also,
weather conditions such as reduced visibility, high winds or icy surfaces can
expose a worker to a fall hazard even though he has not yet approached the
edge.

The container top safety requirements are separated into two parts:
container operations being handled by container gantry cranes and
containers being handled by any other devices. When containers are being
handled by container gantry cranes, employees are not allowed on top of
containers unless they have to perform a function that cannot be eliminated
by positive container securing devices such as semi-automatic twistlocks
(SATL’s) or above deck cell guides. So OSHA recognizes that certain tasks

must continue to be done on container tops even when SATL’s are in use.



Some of those permitted functions include the removal/placing of bridge
clamps, freeing jammed twistlocks, unlocking SATL’s on 5, 6 or 7 high
stacks, and attaching or removing overheight gear. Whenever employees
must go aloft to perform one of these permitted functions, they must utilize a
fall protection system that meets OSHA requirements.

When containers are being handled by hoisting devices other than a
container gantry crane, employees are allowed to work on top of containers
but must be protected by a fall protection system, if possible. From a
technical standpoint, when ship’s gear or mobile shoreside cranes are used to
hoist containers, it much more difficult to utilize a fall protection system that
does not present a greater hazard than no fall protection at all. Practically
speaking, fall protection can be very difficult to provide and may not be
desired when single-point suspension equipment is used to handle
containers. OSHA acknowledged this situation and the regulations include
an exception that allows workers on top of containers without fall protection
if the employer can show that fall protection would be infeasible or presents
a greater hazard due to working conditions.

In those circumstances where fall protection cannot or should not be
provided, the employer is required to alert the affected employees about the

hazards involved and instruct them on the best way to minimize the hazard.



It is also important to note that these fall protection requirements
apply below deck as well as above deck. Some systems that work
effectively above deck may not work below deck. Selection of a fall
protection system should be made based on all anticipated stow
configurations. For example, the valley stow, chimney stow and stair step
stow can present significant challenges to many fall protection systems.

The final section of the OSHA container top rules provide the
technical and operational requirements of any fall protection system that
may be used. Known as a performance standard, it allows any kind of
system to be used as long as it meets the established criteria. I am not going
to go into detail about these requirements (unless someone has a question)
other than to stress the importance of every system meeting these
requirements.

This is perhaps the best time to bring your attention to an ICHCA
Safety Panel publication that was recently revised and updated. Research
Paper #4, “Container Top Safety, Lashing and Other Related Matters”
provides an excellent overview of the container top issue including a
regulatory summary, container securing systems, and photographs showing
various fall protection systems. This is the most comprehensive reference

on container top safety available today and it includes references to jib crane



operations and terminal strategies for dealing with container top working
generally.

Although most of the new longshoring rules took effect in 1998, a
phase-in period was allowed for the prohibition on coning and deconing. It
was delayed until July 26, 1999 which was to give employers adequate time
to notify container lines of the new restriction. So effectively, vessel
operators had 5 years advance notice of the proposal. Since OSHA cannot
directly regulate shipping lines, it was left to stevedore companies and
terminal operators to notify their customers and explain the implication of
the new rules. Although initially this seemed to be a huge and awkward
task, many major container carriers had initiated conversion of their ships to
SATL’s in the mid-90°s. Without having access to exact numbers, I think it
is safe to say that most pure container ships calling at U.S. ports are now
equipped with SATL’s or are utilizing some other type of positive container
securing device such as above deck cell guides.

However, this is not to say we now have 100% compliance. Recently
a small container vessel called at a port on the U.S. West Coast still
equipped with manual twistlocks. An OSHA compliance officer happened
to visit the terminal and noted the situation. Although he could have cited

the employer with a potentially severe penalty, the vessel was able to



provide documentation that SATL’s were on order but due to their
manufacturer’s backlog, delivery and conversion was delayed. This was
deemed acceptable to OSHA so no citation was issued. However, the
employer was compelled to provide fall protection.

So what has been the U.S. experience — not just in the last six months
but since the new rules were introduced: substantial compliance but
numerous coniplications. Although these rules do significantly reduce the
exposure to falls from container tops, they do not eliminate the problem.
Some people argue that we have transferred the injury exposure by taking
workers from container tops and putting them on the quay where they can be
struck by moving equipment. While this may be true, we have not seen an
alarming increase in serious or fatal injuries as a direct result. Terminal
operators need to anticipate this potential consequence by using recognized
accident prevention measures such as high visibility clothing, driver training,
worker awareness, traffic control and effective supervision.

I can report on one incident that occurred at a U.S. East Coast port. A
worker placing cones on a four-high stack lost his balance and fell over the
edge. He was tied off to a fall protection system that arrested his fall almost
instantly. He dropped about 4 feet (1.2 m). He was able to recover and get

himself back up on the container top without assistance. In fact, this all



happened so quickly that his partner, working on the opposite side of the

stack, did not have time to come to the man’s aid before it was all over. So

we have at least one documented “save” we can credit to the fall protection

requirement.

Obviously SATL’s are not the complete answer because we still have
circumstances when personnel have to go aloft. A complete ban on working
on top of containers is out of the question given the limitations of today’s
technology. We still have a significant percentage of containers being
worked with single-point suspension equipment that makes it very difficult
to provide fall protection. So what is the answer?

In the near term, I submit we need to develop better fall protection
systems and find solutions for those situations where we cannot provide it.
We should look to container handling and securing equipment suppliers and
vessel operators for assistance. We should develop workable regulations
that meet the intent of ILO Convention 152 and assure our workers as safety
a working environment as we can provide.

Long term, we need to rethink the entire approach and work towards
truly and totally eliminating the hazards presented by current container ship
design. The problem is one made for us all by the decision as to how deck

stows will be secured. Obviously any radical changes cannot be done



without collaboration with vessel owners and designers. Yet we in the
container handling business must take the initiative as it is our workers who
are at risk. Container carriers do not have responsibility for the safety of
dock workers — we, the employers, do.

The first international step in this direction has already been taken.
IMO Circular 886, issued in December of 1998, recommends to member
governments that all parties involved be asked to consider alternative
container securing methods and/or systems. A second step is in the final
stages of development: a joint position paper by the National Maritime
Safety Association (U.S.) and the International Safety Panel of ICHCA on
the securing of deck stowed containers aboard ship. Once finalized, we plan
to seek the support of as wide a cross section of international agencies and
organizations who have an interest in this matter as possible. We want to
make wide circulation of this paper to ship designers, vessel operators,
terminal operators and stevedore companies. A third step I hope will be
taken in the foreseeable future is the revision of the ILO Code of Practice on
Safety and Health in Dock Work. Written in the mid-1970’s, the current
edition does not give as much practical advice on achieving the goals of the
Convention in this subject as it now should. All of these measures will help

but I want to stress that we cannot do this in a vacuum. We have to solicit



the active participation of those that design, build and operate container
ships if we are to succeed.

May I conclude by saying that although my comments focused on
container top safety, the United States shares the growing concern over the
hazards of deck working on containers ships and supports the drive to find

alternatives.
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Arbeidsinspectie

Symposium

“Securing of freight containers on decks of container ships.”

“Secure it safely through the Social Dialogue!”

An approach to the issue from the perspective
of Health and Safety legislation

Approach from the perspective of Dutch health and safety legislation within the
European framework

“Container top safety”; in organising this symposium, the National Ports Council has
emphasised that this is an issue that goes beyond national borders.

A purely national approach encourages unfair competition and can also lead to certain
activities being ‘dumped’ in regions where both the legislation and its enforcement are less
strict.

This 1s therefore an international problem, not just in the north-west of Europe but
throughout Europe as a whole. Which is all the more reason for me to clarify the approach
both from a European perspective as well as from a health and safety perspective.

European legislation

Before going into more detail about legislation in the health and safety field, I would like to

say something about the European regulatory framework in general.

Based on the founding treaty of the European Community, the Treaty of Rome, and on the

revisions introduced in the Single European Act in 1987, European legislation follows two

main tracks:

1. Firstly, the Economic Dimension track, based on articles 100 and 100A of the treaty. The
Economic Dimension is particularly concerned with removing barriers to trade through
the harmonisation of product legislation.

2. Secondly, the Social Dimension track, based on articles 118 and 118A of the treaty. The
Social Dimension is made up of the following elements:

Labour relations

Social dialogue

Worker participation

Employment and labour market policy
Social security

Policy relating to health and safety at work

De Arbeidsinspectie maakt deel uit van het
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We are particularly concerned with the legislation on health and safety at work and with the
social dialogue.

The creation of European legislation

The creation of European legislation is a complex process, but this process is clearly set out
in several different procedures. It would be impossible to deal with them all today, so I
intend to present a somewhat simplified model which has general application. I will then go
on to say something about the opportunities for the parties directly involved to influence this
legislation. Of course, a lot more could be said about differences in the methods of policy
making or the opportunities for influencing policy for certain areas.

The legislative process is based on the founding treaty. The European Commission sets outs
its legislative intentions in a four-year programme and then develops on these in its annual
programme. The Commission is the only body with the power to initiate European
Directives. Expert groups are instructed to draw up draft proposals for Directives which the
Commission then submits to the Council of Ministers. Prior to any decision being taken by
the Council of Ministers, the Advisory Committee, the Economic and Social Committee and
the European Parliament are involved respectively in the processes of consultation and
advice, and in assent and codecision procedures. Decisions on Directives in the area of health
and safety at work are taken by majority vote in the Council of Ministers. Nevertheless, great
efforts are made to reach unanimous decisions where possible, in order to ensure maximum
support. The European Parliament has the right of codecision in these decisions. However, I
will not trouble you with the details of this process. I will indicate where and when the
opportunities arise to influence policy shortly. Once the process has been completed, a
Directive is drawn up by the Council of Ministers. Social Directives are drawn up by the
Social Council, or the council of ministers for Social Affairs of the member states. Once a
Directive has been drawn up, it has to be implemented in the national legislation of the
member states. This can be done in a number of ways. The customary way is for the
Directive to be adapted into the national legislation but there are other ways, for example in
the form of a generally binding collective labour agreement. The governments of the member
states are responsible for implementation, however this takes place. They are also responsible
for enforcement.

Opportunities to influence legislation and the Social Dialogue

I will now move on to the opportunities for influencing legislation and when these arise.
Before the Commission puts forward initiatives, there are of course opportunities for
lobbying the members of the Commission and their officials. And, of course, all the parties
involved make use of these opportunities. However, this process is far from transparent, with
each party doing what it can to further its own interests.

Once the Commission has taken an initiative for a Directive, first of all the social partners are
invited to make proposals in the form of an agreement, in the framework of the social
dialogue (which I will come back to shortly). This agreement may then lead to contractual
relationships at community level. If the social partners put forward such a proposal (normally
within a period of nine months) the process continues fairly smoothly right through to the
decision in the Council of Ministers. The procedure I have outlined is, in fact, largely a
formality. During the round of advisory and consultative meetings I have just mentioned few,
if any, further changes are made to the agreement which is submitted by the Commission as a
proposal for a Directive to the Council of Ministers.

This type of Directive also tends to get through the Council of Ministers quite quickly. All of
which demonstrates the importance attached to the role of the social partners. If the social
partners do not manage to put forward an agreement, the entire process outlined earlier has
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to be gone through, in which case there are opportunities for influencing each body that has
a role to play in the process.

It goes without saying that the formal process of social dialogue is subject to certain rules.
As a supplement to the founding treaty, in 1987 the Single European Act included a passage
in which the importance of the social dialogue, that is consultation between social partners at
community level, was emphasised and fleshed out. The main partners are:

ETUC (European Trade Union Congress),

UNICE (Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederation of Europe)

CEEP (Centre Européen des Entreprises a Participation Publique)

During the period between 1985 and 1995, no actual agreements were reached, but a
number of joint declarations were issued. In the Maastricht Treaty, and subsequently the
Treaty of Amsterdam, the importance of social dialogue was further emphasised by giving it
more formal powers. I gave an example of this earlier when I talked about how legislation is
created. It was not until 1995 that the first agreements based on social dialogue were made.
1995 saw an agreement on parental leave , 1997 one on part-time work and 1999 one on
temporary contracts of employment. Under the terms of the Treaty of Amsterdam, the social
partners no longer have to wait for an invitation from the Commission, but are allowed to
work independently to reach an agreement and submit this to the Commission.

Health and safety legislation in Europe and the Netherlands
I will now turn to the health and safety legislation in Europe and the Netherlands

In the period from the mid-eighties to around 1994, an important web of legislation in the
field of health and safety at work was created at the European level. First of all, a legislative
framework was created in the so-called Framework Directive. This framework has been
further developed by a series of some 25 special Directives. This means that the entire field
of health and safety at work is now largely covered by a harmonised minimum level of
regulation which forms the so-called European level playing field. The European Directives
indicate a minimum level of protection which, in practice, also tends to be a maximum level.
The Framework Directive, which can be seen as a sort of European Health and Safety Act,
assigns important roles and responsibilities to employers and employees in creating a good
health and safety climate. Although special Directives in certain important areas do, in fact,
contain prohibitions — take the asbestos Directive for example — such prohibitions do not
really fit in very well with the concept of assigning responsibility which I just mentioned.
This is why this Framework Directive includes the so-called prevention principle, which
states that dangers to health and safety must be tackled at the source. This means that for the
spectfic problem of Container Top Safety, no American-style prohibition on working on
containers can be expected at European level. In this respect, the prevention principle of
tackling dangers at the source offers sufficient opportunities for employees and employers to
carry out their responsibilities in a responsible manner. The prevention principle has been
adopted without any modifications into Dutch legislation.

Around 90% of the current legislation in the Netherlands is based on these European
Directives and also on a number of ILO treaties. The remaining 10% has generally developed
over time and tends to be limited to specific sectors.

The specific approach to Container Top Safety in the Netherlands - particularly concerning
working at heights, the source policy and policy on the temporary use of personal protection
equipment as implemented in the Dutch Health and Safety Act and Decrees - is founded
entirely on European legislation. There is therefore no need for new European legislation in
order to achieve safe handling of containers. Nonetheless, during the discussions on
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amendments to the work equipment Directive’, the Netherlands attempted to have a passage
included which would encourage the application of securing equipment such as SATL’s, or
semi-automatic twistlocks. However, these attempts have not yet been successful. It seems
that there is not enough support to achieve this within the framework of this Directive.
Furthermore, enforcement in the Netherlands does not go beyond the possibilities already
offered by the current European legislation. This does not mean that equal safety levels have
now in fact been reached in all European countries. There is still a lot to be done.

Firstly, identical, or at least comparable, implementation of European Directives in the
different member states. The Commission monitors this not just by chasing up member states
on matters of procedure, but also by analysing the content of the legislation implemented and
comparing it to the Directive itself. Nonetheless, there will always be differences, not least
because of the different legislative systems of the member states.

Secondly, comparable enforcement of the legislation in the member states. The Commission
has now also made it its business to pay more attention to this. This could be achieved, for
example, by making it compulsory for the member states to report back not just on the
implementation of the Directives (which they already have to do) but also on the
enforcement of the Directives and the problems encountered in this enforcement. The
Commission also facilitates the SLIC (Senior Labour Inspectors Committee). This
committee is made up of the directors of the various Labour Inspectorates and includes
representatives of future member states as observers. Mutual agreements and exchanges of
experience are recurring themes in the committee meetings, which are held twice a year. The
Commission also supports the joint enforcement audits held by the SLIC.

These activities are all designed to promote further harmonisation of the legislation and its
enforcement.

I should now like to return to the Dutch situation and the approach of the Dutch Labour
Inspectorate, before rounding off with a number of conclusions.

As T said earlier, the policy of the Dutch Labour Inspectorate in respect of Container Top
Safety is a source policy. Tackling the dangers at the source. This is why our enforcement
activities are concentrated on changing the working methods in container handling. In the
first instance, the working methods should be such that there is no danger of falling. In other
words, no employees should have to work on the container top with the associated danger of
falling. Where this is not possible, collective measures should be taken to eliminate the
dangers of the working methods used. Only in those cases where this is not yet possible can
personal protection equipment be used as a temporary measure to avert these dangers — and
I must emphasise that this ‘temporary’ aspect stems specifically from the duty to adhere to
the prevention principle. This roundabout route to enforcement taken by the Labour
Inspectorate has proved necessary because of the decision to assign individual responsibility
to employers and employees which I outlined earlier. This decision means that there is no
question of the Commission taking an initiative towards prohibition, even though consistent
enforcement has this same effect. However, it is the quickest route and it is up to the social
partners to reach further agreements in Europe, based to some extent on the responsibility I
have mentioned. In this way, the application of SATLs (semi automatic twistlocks) in safe
securing could take concrete shape, meaning that working methods requiring workers to go
up onto container tops could be avoided.

The fact that this symposium on the subject of “Safe Securing” is taking place demonstrates
the sense of responsibility of the social partners and I have every confidence that the route to
eliminating the dangers involved in container handling will be followed in the proper manner.

' Proposal for a Directive as second revision to Directive 89/655/EEC in respect of minimum health and safety
requirements for employees when using work equipment on the work site {2e special Directive in the sense of



Conclusions:

o Current European legislation offers sufficient opportunities to effectively tackle the
dangers of falling when working at heights on container tops.

e Given the current European legislative systems which emphasise the individual
responsibility of employers and employees for health and safety, a US-style prohibition on
certain working methods (in casu working on container tops) cannot be expected.

¢ Given the fact that enforcement has been taken on board by the European Commission,
but that this will lead to harmonisation only at a much later date, the quickest way to
eliminate the problem is through the “Social Dialogue”. In this, the Social Partners
exercise their responsibility at EU level to reach an agreement which, via the Commission,
may lead to community-wide contractual obligations.

e Enforcement by the Labour Inspectorate has led to a proactive attitude within the branch,
as evidenced by technical developments and innovations in this field, but also by the fact
that this symposium is taking place. This should also be introduced in the Social Dialogue
at the European level.
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Safety in defence

Maijor disasters with containerships

As yet no fatal accidents occurred to container ships, directly related to the “modern ship’s
design” (smaller depth than desired). Only under extreme conditions a ship will be tested on her
seaworthiness and then the shortcomings in as well design as in exploitation are being disclosed.

Tonnage rules versus L/B/Draft

Based on economical requirements it is esential to carry as much cargo as possible against lowest
initial costs. As a result of the GT-rules more and more absurd large deckloads are being shipped by
coastal feeder ships, even up to 75% of the total cargo. We however are of the opinion that safer
ships can be built, ships with more freeboard and where the depth should not be counted as a base
for collecting toll levies. Those ships need not yield economically to the ships of the present
generation (fuel consumption per ton/mile and handling expenses per TEU).

Concermning the idea that the stability-arms should be measured upon submersion of the hatch seals
instead of the immersion of the edge of the freeboard-deck, we must ascertain that this is no
conclusive argument, as it highly depends upon the kind of vessel, bulkcarrier, ro-ro, fishingship,
etc. The free water surface in the gangboards remains a danger.

The seafarers among us know the dangers of overcoming green water on ships with a small
freeboard and we have the greatest respect for the sea as it can change any moment into a disastrous
monster.

We understand that a veto on the international GT-measurement rules will not be feasible from one
side. However we trust that you also will devote yourself to the cause of eliminating defaults which
have lead to the development of wrong and dangerous ship-types. And we hope this will finally
result in superb seaworthy vessels. The new international IMO-rules must entirely be dependent on
the type of the ship.

An other basis for tariffs will hopefully start from the insurance companies, confronted with the loss
of containers, with whom already fruitful dialogues are being held.

Harbour dues

An alternative fundament with a more sound starting-point for the harbour dues would be factor x
maximum draught (Plimsoll) x LOA (length over all) x beam. By no means it is the intention that
harbour authorities loose money, the rendered services must be paid for. Apart from the so called
“wet” dues a harbour can charge for other facilities, such as cranes, storage, conveyerbelts,
passenger terminal, favourable geographical position and hinterland.

The ports already charge different tariffs for various types of vessels, so that there can be no
objection for a harbour to use a different multiplication factor for a cruise ship or a carcarrier than
for a bulkcarrier, tanker or containership with the same length, beam and summerdraught. This
method of levy will be experienced as more honest.

Most ports in the world are autonomous and can determine their own tariffs. A harbour director has
been heard stating that once a ship has safely entered his port, he has no dealings at all with the
safety of the ships at sea. There is not much to encounter that theses, other than that it does not
sound very social. Maybe some pressure can be put on the harbour authorities.



Container lashings

The lashing handbooks give instructions based on the dynamics to which the containers are exposed.
However we are not aware that any attention has been given to the dynamics of the ship's hull. We
may consider the ship's hull as a "living being" whch, even in calm weather, is constantly moving
caused by the vibrations of the engines. Only a slight swell does aiready make the ship's hull
reacting in her bending stresses and/or torsional movements. The exposure to these movements are
stronger on long-, low- and slender ships. On larger vessels these bending- and torsional movements
can easily be observed, especially by heavy swell coming in at 4 points from the bow or under an
angle of 4 points from the stern.

During these periods of bad weather or heavy swell the hatchcovers are moving on the hatch
coamings. These movements can vary from one to two inches as well in longitudinal as in
transverse direction, which can easily be noticed. Cleats used to batten down the hatch covers will
certainly break off when tightened too strongly.

Stowing containers on two adjacent hatch covers, making different and even adverse movements,
leads to severe damage of the containers and makes lashing impossible. Nowadays the 2nd and 3rd
tier on deck are secured by stiff solid rods to lashing-bridges instead to moving hatch covers. It may
be clear that the lashing-bridge being a part of the ship does not follow the movements of the hatch
covers. It will also be clear that something must break and one can be rather sure that it will be the
lashing material in the first place, as the lashing rods must meet the sliding forces of the whole pile
of containers on the hatch. But it has also been noted that even the lashing-bridges were torn off the
deck.

Lashing of the upper tiers by automatic twistlocks is probably a good solution for the lashing crews
in the container loadingports, but certainly not for a ship at sea Lashing of containers on deck as a
block stow by means of bridgefittings is already a long forgotten history. We may now expect when
a container vessel leaves port that the containers should be properly lashed. Retightening and
checking of the huge amount of tumbuckles and rods cannot be a part of the nowadays minimal
crew and certainly not on a dark night in bad weather.

The cause of the loss of containers overside should not be sought in defective or inferior lashing
material, but rather in the lashing of containers on moving hatches to the rigid parts of the vessel.
Between those parts extreme forces may be developed. Forces which (in our opinion) can hardly be
calculated. We know they are there, proof of which on large ships experiencing bad weather time
after time piping breaks or starts leaking at beforehand predictable places. That the bending of the
ship takes enormous amplitudes can be seen in the movements of the bafflers in the cargo pipelines
on deck of a VLCC. Any rigid construction is deemed to break, reason why we can only come to
one conclusion: It is impossible to properly lash a high deck load containers on such a flexible
ship's hull. Ergo the container lashing system must be regularly checked and retightened, an
mmpossible job for a five men crew. - )

The only solution will be to establish that the container heigts of the deck load should be reduced to
an obligatory maximum for ships not having fixed cellguides. Because only the open ships, which
have cellguides from the tanktop and extending till above the upper deck, give the necessary support
as on those ships the whole stack is harmoniously tied to the ship’s construction.

Stabilisers

Stabilisers aim to minimize the heavy rolling, consequently reducing the torsion forces in the hull,
but does not reduce the pitching and consequently the bending forces are not being decreased.

Due to the much greater reliability of the modern ships 95% of the duration of the black-outs will
not last longer than 30 seconds and resettle automatically. Of course events with a much longer
duration can always happen (e.g. blazing fire, automation break-down). A ship should be seaworthy
at all times even in an unexpected black-out situation.

P&O Nedlloyd ships

May we consider it to be safe to check on hundreds of container lashings and to manhandle heavy
lashing bars on a heavy rolling ship in bad weather? At the merger of P&O and Nedlloyd the new
generation (Southampton-class) containerships had already been ordered.

But the open-ship idea is still alive with P&0 Nedlloyd. The turn-around time in port with such a
ship is 10% to 15% shorter than with a conventional ship. Furthermore these ships have better
safety requirements for the crew.
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e FEPORT is concerned with the safety of dock workers while securing/unsecuring
containers stowed on decks of vessels

e A ban on working on top of containers is however undesirable as it would lead to
increased risks for people working on the quay side and to substantial production losses.
A lot of container terminals have been conceived to work with a straddle-carrier direct
system on the quayside. Banning work on top of containers means that the twist locks
have to be manipulated on the quay which implies a great deal of risks.

o FEPORT supports the use of fall arrest measures or fall prevention measures whenever it
is necessary for dockworkers to go onto the container tops.

e FEPORT further endorses the development of alternative methods of securing deck
containers.

The Federation of European Private Port Operators (FEPORT) was established in 1993 to
represent the common interests of all private terminal operators and stevedores located in the
seaports of the European Union. Its membership consists of national or regional associations of
private port operators, representing in total about 800 individual companies.

For more information, please contact Mr. Patrick Verhoeven attel. + 322 736.75.52 —
fax : + 322 732.31.49 - e-mail : feport@skynet.be

Michelanaelolaan 68 Avenue Michel-Ange - B-1000 Brussel / Bruxelles
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SYMPOSIUM

Securing of Freight Containers on the Decks of Container Ships

On February 16 2000 at MSR Rotterdam a symposium subjecting “Securing of Freight Containers on the Decks
of Container Ships” and organized by the Netherlands National Port Council (NPC) was held.

An interesting melange of experts of the industry, representing 11 countries, attended this symposium actively.
The input from the speakers and audience made it quite clear that all parties are concerned about this topic and
are eager to find the appropriate solutions to enhance safety in container handling in general and on this subject
in particular.

At the end of the day a discussion was held and conclusions were summarized leading to a final statement.
By presenting the final statement a brief discussion started concerning two items of the statement:

In brief, to call:

¢ For the development of a “Green Award” for containerships and (later) for container terminals.....;

*  Upon port authorities, insurers and other actors... ...to provide incentives for... ......

The participants were of the opinion that the subject Green Award was not sufficiently attended. Therefore it was
decided to revise the final statement and supply additional information about Green Award.

GREEN AWARD

General

The objective of the Green Award Foundation certification scheme is: “to promote safe and environmental-
Jriendly behavior of ship and crew/management, mainly by achieving international acceptance, recognition,
regulation and coordination of the “Green Award” certification, all in observance of (inter) national
conventions, legislation and developments in the area of ship lay-out, equipment, crew, operations and
management.”

Green Award aims to make quality perceptible and beneficial to:

Shipowners : efficiency in operations
cost control

Shipping actors : efficiency in operations
reliability
less risk

clean seas and port-areas

The Foundation is a non-profit organization consisting of a Committee, Board of Experts, Board of Appeal and
the Bureau Green Award,the executive body of the foundation.

At this moment the certification scheme is open for oil tankers with a deadweight over 20.000 tonnes and is
expected to be expanded towards bulk carriers at the end of 2000. Numerous ports and other actors are providing
incentives for Green Award certificied vessels.

Green Award versus container operation | vessels?

Prior to this symposium a Green Award representative participated in workshops (organized by NPC)
concerning the symposium subject. In the course of the workshops it became clear that the Green Award system
could play a positive role in enhancing safety on container operations and “fill the gap excisting between ship
and terminal”. By means of a market mechanism a standard for container vessels will be created. Positive
results are to be expected on the long term.

Pre-conditions for developing.

*  The Foundation to adopt the policy for development of a system for container vessels.
* Requirements to deal with a range of subjects related to safety, environmental aspects and quality.



A limited group of industry experts in cooperation with the Green Award Board of Experts should be
available to set the requirements for container vessels.

The certification system operates on its best as a voluntary system.

Incentive providers to be available prior to the development of the system (instead of incentives a “bonus
malus system” can be an option).

Branch organizations should be able to have a say in the operation of system, by making positions available
in the Green Award Committee and Board of Experts, this on a rotational basis.

Requirements at a first thought

o000 0ocoo0oUo

Use of Semi Automatic Twist Locks (type);
Maintenance system for securing devices (Classification society approved);
Alternative container securing (open hatch);
Ship lay-out (safe access for stevedores);
Safety instruction for shipboard personnel;
Ship-terminal checklist;

Pre-operation safety meeting (ship-terminal);
Exhaust emissions;

Housekeeping on deck and in cargo holds;
Lighting deck and cargo spaces;

Dangerous goods;

Safe bunkering;

Shipboard management.

This is a rough idea of aspects which can be incorporated amongst many others which are already applicable to
oil tankers. By auditing the shipowner office and the vessel in question, a rating system will be used to determine
if certification is considered.
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handling activities except for the Examples of enclosed spaces are holds,

following: deep tanks and refrigerated
(i) When a substance or cargo is comq?gmgngf
contained within a sealed, intact means all hazard means the following
of packaging or containment complying § situations: .
with Department of Transportation or (1) Whenever employees are working
International Maritime Organization within three feet (.9 m) of the

unprotected edge of a work surface that
is 8 feet or more (2.4 m) above the
adjoining surface and twelve inches (.3
m) or more, horizontally, from the
adjacent surface; or
(2) Whenever weather conditions mayj
impair the vision or sound footing of

emgloxees workin% on igp of ggntaing;? B
‘ umugant 1s a substance or mixture o
substances, used to kill pests or prevent
infestation, that is a gas or is rapidly or
progressively transformed to the gaseous
state, although some nongaseous or
particulate matter may remain and be
dispersed in the treatment space.

Gangway means any ramp-like or
stair-like means of access provided to
enable personnel to board or leave a
vessel, including accommodation
ladders, gangplanks and brows.

Hatch %eam or strongback mean a
portable transverse or longitudinal beam
placed across a hatchway that acts as a
bearer to support the hatch covers.

Hazardous cargo, materials,
substance or atmosphere means:

(1) Any substance listed in 29 CFR
part 1910, subpart Z;

(2) Any material in the Hazardous
Materials Table and Hazardous
Materials Communications Regulations
of the Department of Transportation, 49
CFR part 172;

(3) Any article not properly described
by a name in the Hazardous Materials
Table and Hazardous Materials
Communication Regulations of the
Department of Transportation, 48 CFR
part 172, but which is properly
classified under the definitions of those
categories of dangerous articles given in
49 CFR part 173; or

(4) Any atmosphere with an oxygen
content of less than 19.5 percent or
greater than 23 percent.

Intermodal container means a
reusable cargo container of a rigid
construction and rectangular
configuration; fitted with devices
permitting its ready handling,
particularly its transfer from one mode
of transport to another; so designed to
be readily filled and emptied; intended
to contain one or more articles of cargo
or bulk commodities for transportation
by water and one or more other
transport modes. The term includes
completely enclosed units, open top
units, fractional height units, units
incorporating liquid or gas tanks and
other variations fitting into the
container system. It does not include

requirements;?
ii) Bloodborne pathogens,
§ 1910.1030;
{iii) Carbon monoxide, § 1910.1000
(See §1918.94(a)); and
(iv)} Hydrogen sulfide, § 1910.1000
(See § 1918.94(f)).

§1918.2 Definitions.

Barge means an unpowered,
flatbottomed, shallow draft vessel
including river barges, scows, carfloats,
and lighters. It does not include ship
shaped or deep draft barges.

Bulling means the horizontal dragging
of cargo across a surface with none of

- the weight of the cargo supported by the
fall.

Danger zone means any place in or
about a machine or piece of equipment
where an employee may be struck by or
caught between moving parts, caught
between moving and stationary objects
or parts of the machine, caught between
the material and a moving part of the
machine, burned by hot surfaces or
exposed to electric shock. Examples of
danger zones are nip and shear points,
shear lines, drive mechanisms, and
areas underneath counterweights.

Designated person means a person
who possesses specialized abilities in a
specific area and is assigned by the
employer to do a specific task in that

area.

Dockboards (car and bridge plates)
mean devices for spanning short
distances between, for example, two
barges, that is not higher than four feet
{1.2 m) above the water or next lower
level.

Employee means any longshore
worker or other person engaged in
longshoring operations or related
employments other than the master,
ship’s officers, crew of the vessel, or any
person engaged by the master to load or
unload any vessel of less than 18 net
tons.

Employer means a person that
employs employees in longshoring
operations or related employments, as
defined in this section.

Enclosed space means an interior
space in or on a vessel that may contain
or accumulate a hazardous atmosphere
due to inadequate natural ventilation.

3 The International Maritime Organization
publishes the International Maritime Dangerous
Goods Code to aid compliance with the
international legal requirements of the international
Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, 1960.

cylinders, drums, crates, cases, cartons,
packages, sacks, unitized loads or any
other form of packaging.

Longshoring operations means the
loading, unloading, moving or handling
of cargo, ship’s stores, gear, or any other
materials, into, in, on, or out of any
vessel.

Mississippi River System includes the
Mississippi River from the head of
navigation to its mouth, and navigable
tributaries including the Ilinois
Waterway, Missouri River, Ohio River,
Tennessee River, Allegheny River,
Cumberland River, Green River,
Kanawha River, Monongahela River,
and such others to which barge
operations extend.

Public vessel means a vessel owned
and operated by a government and not
re%.larly employed in merchant service.

amp means other flat surface devices
for passage between levels and across
openings not covered under the term
dockboards.

Related employments means any
employments performed incidental to or
in conjunction with longshoring
operations, including, but not restricted
to, securing cargo, rigging, and
employment as a porter, clerk, checker,

or security officer.

River towboat means a shallow draft,
low freeboard, self-propelled vessel
designed to tow river barges by pushing
ahead. It does not include other towing
vessels.

Small trimming hatch means a small
hatch or opening, pierced in the
between deck or other intermediate
deck of a vessel, and intended for the
trimming of dry bulk cargoes. It does not
refer to the large hatchways through
which cargo is normally handled.

Vessel includes every description of
watercraft or other artificial contrivance
used or capable of being used for
transportation on water, including
special purpose floating structures not
primarily designed for or used for
transportation on water.

Vessel’s cargo handling gear includes
that gear that is a permanent part of the
vessel’s equipment and used for the
handling of cargo other than bulk
liquids. The term covers all stationary or
mobile cargo handling appliances uséd
on board ship for suspending, raising or
lowering loads or moving them from
one position to another while
suspended or supported. This includes,
but is not limited to, cargo elevators,
forklifts, and other powered industrial
equipment. It does not include gear
used only for handling or holding hoses,
handling ship’s stores or handling the
gangway, or boom conveyor belt
systems for the self-unloading of bulk
cargo vessels.
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(d) Container inspection. (1) Prior to
hoisting, each container shall be
inspected for any visible defects in
structural members and fittings that
would make the handling of such
container unsafe.

(2) Any container found to have such
a defect shall either be handled by a

spreaders that employ lanyards for
activation and load disengagement, all
possible precautions shall be taken to
prevent accidental release of the load.
(ii) Intermodal container spreaders
that utilize automatic twist lock systems
shall be designed and used so that a
suspended load cannot accidentally be

special means to ensure safe handling or released.

shall be emptied before handling.

{e) Suspended containers. The
employer shall prohibit employees from
working beneath a suspended container.

(D) Lifting fittings. Containers shall be
handled using lifting fittings or other
arrangements suitable and intended for
the purpose as set forth in paragraphs
{f)(1) through (£)(3) of this section,
unless damage to an intermodal
container makes spec1al means of
handling necessary. '

(1) Loaded intermodal containers.
Loaded intermodal containers of 20 feet
(6.1 m) or more shall be hoisted as
follows:

(i) When hoisting containers by the
top fittings, the lifting forces shall be

{g)} Safe container top access. A safe
means of access shall be provided for
each employee required to work on the
top of an intermodal container. Unless
ladders are used for access, such means
shall comply with the requirements of
§ 1917.45(j) of this chapter.

(b) Employee hoisting prohibition.
Employees shall not be hoisted on
intermodal container spreaders while a
load is engaged.

(i) Portable ladder access. When other
safer means are available, portable
ladders shall not be used in gaining
access to container stacks more than two
containers

)) Fall protection. (1} Containers
being handled by container gantry

applied vertically from at least four such cranes.

fittings. A less than vertical lift is
permitted only under the following
conditions:

{(A) The container being lifted is an”

" 18O “closed box container”;

(B) The condition of the box is sound;

(C) The speed of hoisting and
lowering is moderated when heavily
ladened containers S are encountered;

(D) The lift angle is at 80 to 90
degrees;

(E) The distance between the lifting
beam and the load is at least 8 feet, 2.4
inches (2.5 m); and

(F) The length of the spreader beam is
at least 16.3 feet (5 m) for a 20-foot
container, and at least 36.4 feet (11 m)
for a 40-foot container.

{ii) When hoisting containers from
bottom fittings, the hoisting connections
shall bear on the fittings only, making
no other contact with the container. The
angles of the four bridle legs shall not
be less than 30 degrees to the horizontal
for 40-foot (12.2 m) containers; 37
degrees for 30-foot (9.1 m) containers;
and 45 degrees for 20-foot (6.1 m)
containers.

(iif) Lifting containers by fork liff
trucks or grappling arms from above or
from one side may be done only if the
container is designed for this type of
handling.

(iv) Other means of hoisting may be
used only if the containers and hoisting
means are designed for such use.

(2) Intermodal container spreaders. (i}
When using intermodal container

s A heavily laden container is one that is loaded
to within 20 percent of its rated capacity.

(i) After July 26, 1999, where a
container gantry crane is being used to
handle containers, the employer shall
ensure that no employee is on top of a
container. Exception: An employee may
be on top of a container only to perform
a necessary function that cannot be
eliminated by the use of positive
container securing devices.®

(ii) After July 26, 1999, the employer
shall ensure that positive container
securing devices, such as semi-
automatic twist locks and above deck
cell guides, are used wherever container
gantry cranes are used to hoist
containers.

(iii) The employer shall ensure that
each employee on top of a container is
protected from fall hazards by a fall
protection system meeting the
requirements of paragraph (k) of this
section.

(2) Containers being handled by other
hoisting devices. Where containers are
being handled by hoisting devices other
than container gantry cranes, the
employer shall ensure that each
employee on top of a container is
protected by a fall protection system
meeting-the requirements of paragraph
(k) of this section.

(3) Other exposure to fall hazards.
The employer shall ensure that each
employee exposed to a fall hazard is

6 Examples of work that may not be eliminated by
positive container securing devices and that may
require employees to work on top of containers
include, but are not limited to: installing or
removing bridge clamps; hooking up or detaching
over-height containers; or freeing a jammed semi-
automatic twist lock.

protected by a fall protection system
meeting the requirements of paragraph
(k) of this section. Exception: Where the
employer can demonstrate that fall

" protection for an employee would be

infeasible or create a greater hazard due
to vessel design, container design,
container storage, other cargo stowage,
container handling equipment, lifting
gear, or port conditions, the employer
shall alert the affected employee about

" the fall hazard and instruct the

employee in ways to minimize exposure
to that hazard.

(k) Fall protection systems. When fall
protection systems required by
paragraph (j) of this section are
employed, the following shall apply:

(1) Each fall protection system
component, except anchorages, shall
have fall arrest/restraint as its only use.

(2) Each fall protection system
subjected to impact loading shall be
immediately withdrawn from service
and not be used again until inspected
and determined by a designated person
to be undamaged and suitable for use.

(3) Each fall protection system shall
be rigged so that a falling employee
cannot contact any lower level stowage
or vessel structure.

(4) Each fall protection system
adopted for use shall have an energy
absorbing mechanism that will produce
an arresting force on an employee of not
greater than 1800 pounds (8 kN).

(5) Each component of a fall
protection system shall be designed and
used to prevent accidental
disengagement.

(6) Each fall protection system’s fixed
anchorages shall be capable of
sustaining a force of 5,000 pounds (22.2
kN) or be certified as capable of
sustaining at least twice the potential
impact load-of an employee’s fall. Such
certification must be made by a
qualified person.” When more than one
employee is attached to an anchorage,
these limits shall be multiplied by the
number of employees attached.

(7) When “live” (activated) container
gantry crane lifting beams or attached
devices are used as anchorage points,
the following requirements apply:

(i) The crane shall be placed into a

“slow” speed mode;

(ii) The crane shall be eqmpped with
a remote shut-off switch that can stop
trolley, gantry, and hoist functions and
that is in the control of the employee(s}
attached to the beam; and

7 For the purposes of this paragraph, qualified
person means one with a recognized degree or
professional certificate and extensive knowledge
and experience in the subject field who is capable
of design, analysis, evaluation and specifications in
the subject work, project, or product.
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(iii) A visible or audible indicator
shall be present to alert the exposed
employee(s) when the remote shut-off is
operational.

(8) Fall protection system
components, other than the anchorages,
shall be certified as a unit of being
capable of sustaining at least twice the
potential impact load of an employee’s
fall Such certification shall be made by

ualified erson 5 .

9) Each all protection system shall
incorporate the use of a full body
harness.

(10) Each device, such asa safety
cage, used to transport an employee(s)
by being attached to a container gantry
crane spreader, shall have a secondary
means to prevent accidental
disengagement and the secondary
means shall be engaged.

(11) Each fall protection system shall
be inspected before each day’s use by a
designated person. Any defective
components shall be removed from
service.

(12) Before using any fall protection
system, the employee shall be trained in
the use and application limits of the
equipment, proper hookup, anchoring
and tie-off techniques, methods of use,
and proper methods of equipment
inspection and storage.

(13) The employer shall establish and
implement a procedure to retrieve
personnel safely in case of a fall.

(1) Working along unguarded edges.
The employer shall provide, and ensure
that the employee use, fall protection
meeting the requirements of paragraph
(k) of this section whenever the -
employee works along an unguarded

edge where a fall hazard exists (see
§1918.2 ! l

§1918.86 Roli-on roll-off (Ro-Ro)
operations ? (See also § 1918.25).

(a) Traffic control system. An
organized system of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic control shall be
established and maintained at each
entrance/exit ramp and on ramps within
the vessel as traffic flow warrants.

(b) Ramp load limit. Each ramp shall
be plainly marked with its load
capacity. The marked capacity shall not
be exceeded.

(c) Pedestrian traffic. Stern and side
port ramps also used for pedestrian
access shall meet the requirements of

8 For the purposes of this paragraph, qualified
person means one with a recognized degrze or
professional certificate and extensive knowledge
and experience in the subject field who is capable
of design, analysis, evaluation and specifications in

the subject work. project, or product.
']

§ 1918.25. Such ramps shall provide a
physical separaticn between pedestrian
and vehicular routes. When the design
of the ramp prevents physical
separation, a positive means shall be
established to prevent simultaneous use
of the ramp by vehicles and pedestrians.

(d) Ramp maintenance. Ramps shall
be properly maintained and secured.

(e) Hazardous routes. Before the start
of Ro-Ro operations, the employer shall
identify any hazardous routes or areas
that could be mistaken for normal drive-
on/drive-off routes. Such hazardous
routes shall be clearly marked and
barricaded. -

(f) Air brake connections. Each tractor
shall have all air lines connected when
pulling trailers equipped with air brakes
and shall have the brakes tested before
commencing operations.

(g) Trailer load limits. After July 27,
1998, flat bed and low boy trailers shall
be marked with their cargo capacities
and shall not be overloaded.

(h) Cargo weights. Cargo to be handled
via a Ro-Ro ramp shall be plainly
marked with its weight in pounds
(kilograms). Alternatively, the cargo
stow plan or equivalent record
containing the actual gross weight of the
load may be used to determine the
weight of the cargo.

(i) Tractors. Tractors used in Ro-Ro
operations shall have:

(1) Sufficient power to ascend ramp
inclines safely; and

(2) Sufficient braking capacity to
descend ramp inclines safely.

(j) Safe speeds. Power driven vehicles
used in Ro-Ro operations shall be
operated at speeds that are safe for
prevailing conditions.

(k) Ventilation. Internal combustion
engine-driven vehicles shall be operated
only where adequate ventilation exists
or is provided. (Air contaminant
requirements are found in § 1918.94 and
part 1910, subpart Z, of this chapter.)

(1) Securing cargo. Cargo loaded or
discharged during Ro-Ro operations
shall be secured to prevent sliding
loads.

(m) Authorized personnel. Only
authorized persons shall be permitted
on any deck while loading or
discharging operations are being
conducted. Such authorized persons
shall be equipped with high visibility
vests (or equivalent protection 10).

Note to paragraph (m}): High visibility
vests or equivalent protection means high
visibility/retroreflective materials which are
intended to provide conspicuity of the user
by day through the use of high visibility

9 Ro-Ro operations occur only on Ro-Ro v
which are vessels whose cargo is driven on or off
the vessel by way of ramps and moved within the
vessel by way of ramps and/or elevators.

10 Decals on hard hats will not be considered
equivalent protection for the purposes of this
paragraph.

(fluorescent) material and in the dark by
vehicle headlights through the use of
retroreflective material. The minimum area of
material for a vest or equivalent protection is
.5 m2 (760 in.2) for fluorescent (background)
material and .13m2 (197 in.2) for
retroreflective material.

(n) Vehicle stowage positioning.
Drivers shall not drive vehicles, either
forward or backward, while any
personnel are in positions where they
could be struck.

Fd
§1918.87 Ship's cargo elevators. ’

(a) Safe working load. The safe
working loads of ship's cargo elevators
shall be determined and followed.

(b} Load distribution. Loads shall be
evenly distributed and maintained on
the elevator’s platform.

{c) Elevator personnel restrictions.
Personne] shall not be permitted to ride
on the elevator’s platform if a fall hazard
exists. (See §1918.2.)

(d) Open deck barricades. During
elevator operation, each open deck that
presents a fall hazard to employees shall
be effectively barricaded.

51918.88 Log operations.

(a) Working in holds. When loading
logs into the holds of vessels and using
dumper devices to roll logs into the
wings, the employer shall ensure that
employees remain clear of areas where
logs being dumped could strike, roll
upon, or pin them.

{b) Personal flotation devices. Each
employee working on a log boom shall
be protected by a personal flotation
device meeting the requirements of
§1918.105(b)(2).

(c) Footwear. The employer shall
provide each employee that is working
logs with appropriate footwear, such as
spiked shoes or caulked sandals, and
shall ensure that each employee wears
appropriate footwear to climb or walk
on logs.

(d) Lifelines. When employees are
working on log booms or cribs, lifelines
shall be furnished and hung overside to
the water’s edge.

(e) Jacob’s ladder. When a log boom
is being worked, a jacob’s ladder
meeting the requirements of § 1918.23
shall be provided for each gang working
alongside unless other safe means of
access (such as the vessel’s gangway) is
provided. However, no more than two
Jacob’s ladders are required for any
single log boom being worked.

(f) Life-ring. When working a log
boom alongside a ship, a U.S. Coast
Guard approved 30-inch (76.2 cm) life-
ring, with no less than 90 feet (27.4 m)
of line, shall be provided either on the
floating unit itself or aboard the ship
close to each floating unit being worked.
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RECOMMENDATION ON SAFETY OF PERSONNEL DURING
CONTAINER SECURING OPERATIONS

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION E E’
4 ALBERT EMBANKMENT @
LONDON SE1 7SR
N\
-

Telephone: 0171-7357611
Fax: 0171-587 3210 IMO
Telex: 23588 IMOLDN G

Ref. T1/3.02 MSC/Circ.886 -
: 21 December 1998

RECOMMENDATION ON SAFETY OF PERSONNEL DURING
CONTAINER SECURING OPERATIONS

1 The Maritime Safety Committee, at its seventieth session (7 to 11 December 1998) expressed
serious concern at the dangers to personnel working at the top of containers during container securing
operations, which result from container securing arrangements being located in difficult and dangerous
locations, and approved the Recommendation on safety of personnel during container securing
operations, as set out in the annex.

2 Member Governments are invited to bring this Recommendation to the attention of port
authorities, containership owners, designers and all other parties concerned and to consider other positive
measures to address this problem in port and when approving cargo securing arrangements, as
appropriate.

ANNEX

RECOMMENDATION ON SAFETY OF PERSONNEL
DURING CONTAINER SECURING OPERATIONS

1 It has been noted that a number of fatal accidents to crew and dockworkers have involved falis
from the top of containers during container securing and unsecuring operations. Although fall protection
and fall arrest systems and equipment are available for use whenever container top work is involved,
they are cumbersome and reduce the speed of loading and unloading operations of a ship. and thus of
limited use and effect.

2 The conventional means of securing containers in non-cellular deck spaces are heavy and
difficult to handle. resulting in accidents and non-fatal physical injuries. Newly developed equipment
such as semi-automatic and dual function twistlocks are only partially effective in eliminating danger.
They depend on the stacking height of containers on deck not exceeding four and require a safe work
place on the quayside for their application or removal.

3 A safer environment for personnel involved in the securing of containers can be achieved by
shipowners and ship designers focusing on the safety of container securement at the initial stages of the
building of a ship. rather than relying on operational methods for this purpose after the ship is built.
Such successful current design ideas include:

N Hatchless holds

These containership designs usually have cell guides to the full height of stowage and
do not normally require containcr top working.
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.2 Flexible boxship arrangements

These designs are involved on deck cell guides which can be altered in length to
accommodate the different lengths of container currently used in the industry. e.g. 20,
30 or 40 feet.

3 Deck cell guides

This usually means either "hatchless holds” or a hatchless ship. but designs exist with
cell guides on deck but also with hatch covers. Although deck cell guides have a good
safety and securcment record, they can create operational inconvenience when loading
the varying lengths of container that are commonly in use.

4 Lashing frames

These are mobile personnel carriers by which lashing personnel work on the twistlocks
without having to climb upon the container tops. These are often used from container
gantries but are operationally more convenient when independent of the shore gantries
so that lashing/unlashing can continue without interfering with, and causing delay to, the
loading/unloading operation.

S5 Lashing platforms

These are permanent or partly mobile platforms, whereby access to deck twistlocks etc.,
can be achieved without having to climb on the top of the container.

4 In addition to these alternative arrangements, new and equally effective concepts are likely to
evolve if increased attention is given to the achievement of safe securing and unsecuring of containers
at the ship design stage instead of relying upon operational methods for this purpose. If the process of
securing is made safer for the personnel involved and more efficient, a reduction in the loss of containers
overboard will provide financial and environmental benefits.

5 Containership owners and designers are therefore reminded of the dangers associated with
container securing operations and urged to use and develop container securing systems which are safe
by design, with the aim of eliminating the need for container top work, work in other equally hazardous
locations, or the handling by crew or dock workers of heavy and unwieldy securing equipment.
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Port of Dordrecht

Mr J. (Koos) Maat, Harbour Master
Merwedekade 56

3311 TH Dordrecht

The Netherlands

Rotterdam Short Sea terminals BV

Mr J. (Sjaak) Mastenbroek, Manager Operations Zuidzijde
PO Box 454

3190 AX Hoogvliet-Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Ministerie van Verkeer en Waterstaat

Mr W.F. (Wout) Meijer, Senior Policy Adviser
PO Box 20904

2500 EX Den Haag

The Netherlands

Scheepvaartinspectie

Mr J.K. Metzlar, Senior Expert
PO Box 8634

3009 AP Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Corus (voorheen Hoogovens)

Mr H. (Henk) Munnike, Veiligheidskundige
PO Box 10.000

1970 CA Ijmuiden

The Netherlands

Arbeidsinspectie

Mr B.C. (Bart) Nesse, Project Manager
PO Box 9580

3007 AN Rotterdam

The Netherlands

P&O Nedlloyd BV

Mr J.J. (Jan) Ripke, Nautical Marine Superintendent
Boompijes 40

3011 XB Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Nationale Havenraad

Mr O.C. (Otto) Rosier, Senior Policy Adviser/
Symposium Manager

PO Box 20903

2500 EX Den Haag

Scheepvaartinspectie

Mr C.H.M. van Schie, Inspector of Shipping
PO Box 8634

3009 AP Rotterdam

The Netherlands

P&O Nedlloyd BV

Mr M. Scholtens, Naval Architect
PO Box 240

3000 DH Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

+31 78 639 7878
+31 78 639 7879
hvndordt@worldonline.nl

+31 10 294 2445
+31 10 294 2519
sjaak-mastenbroek@rststuw.nl

+31 70 351 1438
+31 70 351 1430
wout.meijer@dgg. minvenw.ni

+31 10 266 8672
+31 10 266 8699
metzlar@sir.dgg. minvenw.nl

+31 251 492246
+31 251 470102
henk. munneke@hoogovens.com

+31 10 479 8300
+31 10 479 7093

+31 10 400 6262
+31 10 400 6701
Jj-ripke@ponl.com

+31 70 351 7659
+31 70 351 7600
otto.rosier@nhr.cend. minvenw.nl

+31 10 266 8586
+31 10 202 3616

+31 10 400 6086
+31 10 400 6130
newbuild_ponl@compuserve.com



FNV Bondgenoten

Mr N. (Niek) Stam, Bestuurder
PO Box 8696

3009 AR Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Uniport Multipurpose Terminals BV

Mr M. (Maarten) van der Struis, Terminal Manager
Zaltbommelstraat 10

3089 JK Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Port of Rotterdam

Mr P. (Pieter) Struijs, Executive Director Shipping
PO Box 6622

3002 AP Rotterdam

The Netherlands

P&O Nedlloyd

Mr S. Sybesma, Master Mariner (retired)
Vincent van Goghstraat 22

2162 CJ Lisse

The Netherlands

Nationale Havenraad

Mr Th.E. (Theo) van Vark, General Secretary
PO Box 20903

2500 EX Den Haag

Matrans Marine Services BV

Mr .M. (Hans) Vervat, Director
Droogdokweg 92

3089 JL Rotterdam

The Netherlands

P&O Nedlloyd

Mr E. Vosnack, Former Chief New Building (retired)
Mensonidesstraat 13

8625 HN Oppenhuizen

The Netherlands

Koninklijke Vereniging van Nederlandse Reders
Mr T.W.A. Westra, Adviser Operational Affairs
PO Box 2442

3000 CK Rotterdam

The Netherlands

SVZ, Rotterdam Port Industries’ Association

Mr E.J. Wijdeveld, Staffmember Safety and Environment

PO Box 4222
3006 AE Rotterdam
The Netherlands

Mr A. van der Wouden, Retired
De Santbrincke 49

7931 TW Fluitenberg

The Netherlands

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

+31 180 622 876
+31 180 622 335
niekstam@bg.fov.nl

+31 10 299 6062
+31 10 429 8076
operations@uniport.nl

+31 10 252 1510
+31 10 252 1020
pieter.struijs@hotmail.com

+31252 410 557
+31252 421 660

+3170 351 7619
+31 70 351 7600
theo.vvark@nhr.cend. minvenw.nl

+31 10 491 0477
+31 10 491 0484
vervat@morcon.nl

+31 515 558 101
+31 515 558 101

+31 10 414 6001
+31 10 233 0081

westra@kvnr.nl

+31 10 402 0323
+31 10 412 0687
wijdeveld@svz.nl

+31 528 263 618



Europe Combined Terminals (ECT) BV
Mr J. (Jan) Wubbeling

PO Box 7400

3000 HK Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Attendants; Portugal:

Instituto de Desenvolvimento e Inspeccio das CondigSes de
Trabalho (IDICT)

Mrs M.M. (Maria Manuela) Calado Correia, Technica
Superior Principal

Av. Da Republica 84-4°

1600 Lisboa

Portugal

Instituto de Desenvolvimento e Inspecgdo das Condigdes de
Trabalho (IDICT)

Mrs T.I (Teresa Isabel) Quetina Pargana, Labour Inspector
Rua Gongalves Crespo 21

1169-139 Lisboa

Portugal

Attendants; Spain:

Federacion Estatal de Transportes, Comunicaciones y Mar
(FETCM-UGT)

Mr E. (Eladio) Carrera Vega

Avda. De América 25, 7° - 8°

28002 Madrid

Spain

Federacién Estatal de Transportes, Comunicaciones y Mar
FETCM-UGT)

Mr J.A. (Jose Antonio) Olaizola Azaldegui

Avda. De América 25, 7° - 8°

28002 Madrid

Spain

Sociedad de Estiba y Desestiba del Puerto de Barcelona
(Estibarna)

Mr J. (Juan) Madrid, Assistant Director Marketing
Ctra. de Circunvalacion, s/n tramo V

08039 Barcelona

Spain

Attendants; Sweden:

Port of Goteborg AB

MrK. (Kenny) Andren, Manager Banana Terminal
PO Box 40338

Gothenburg

Sweden

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

+31 10 491 7804
+31 10 491 7007
Jjan.wubbeling@ect.nl

+351 21 792 7055
+351 21792 7040

+351 21 355 3708
+351 21 352 4500

+34 91 589 7119
+34 91 519 4146
msarria@fetcm.ugt.org

+34 91 589 7119
+34 91 519 4146
sinternacional@fetcm.ugt.org

+34 93 306 88 00
+34 93 306 88 17
juan-madrid@apb.es

+46 31 731 3814
+46 31 731 3308
kenny.andren@portgot.se



Port of Géteborg AB

Mrs Y (Yvonne) Borjesson, Industrial Safety, Industrial
Relations and Human Resources

PO Box 40338

Gothenburg

Sweden

Port of Goteborg AB

Mr B. (Bo) Eklund, Stevedoring Production Manager
PO Box 40338

Gothenburg

Sweden

Port of Goteborg AB

Mr H. (Hasse) Halworson, Stevedoring Foreman
PO Box 40338

Gothenburg

Sweden

Swedish National Board of Occupational Safety and Health
Mr K.S. (Kent) Staaf, Senior Administrative Officer
17184 Solna

Sweden

Attendants; UK:

Southampton Container Terminals Ltd
Mr S. (Steve) Biggs, Safety Representative
204/207 Berths, Western Docks
Southampton

Hampshire SO15 1DA

United Kingdom

Port Safety Organisation (PSO) Technical Services Ltd
Mr M. Mike) Compton

Room 220 Africa House

64 - 78 Kingsway

Londen WC2B 6AH

United Kingdom

Tilbury Container Services Ltd

Mr S.W. (Steve) Edkins, Head of Operations
North Fleet Hope House

Tilbury Docks

Tilbury

Essex RM 18 7HX

United Kingdom

Health and Safety Executive

Mr G.P (Graeme) Henderson, Head of Construction and
Marine Section

Rose Court

2 Southwark Bridge

London SE1 9HS

United Kingdom

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

+46 31 731 2244
+46 31 731 2173
yvonne.borjesson@portgot.se

+46 31 731 2134
+46 31 731 2925
bo.eklund@portgot.se

+46 31731 2248
+46 31 731 2925
hasse. halworson@portgot.se

+46 8 705 8952
+46 8 735 0485
kent.staaf{@arbsky.se

+44 2380 701 701, ext. 226
+44 2380 528 285
pterry@sct.uk.com

+44 171 242 3538
+44 171 404 6806

+44 1375 363700
+44 1375 856836
steve.edkins@tcsonline.co.uk

+44 171 717 6309
+44 171 717 6699

graeme.henderson@hse. gsi.gov.uk



Tilbury Container Services Ltd

Mr T. (Tony) Hornsby, Supervisor
North Fleet Hope House

Tilbury Docks

Tilbury

Essex RM 18 7 HX

United Kingdom

Tilbury Container Services Ltd

Mr R. (Dick) Lovett, Compliance Manager
North Fleet Hope House

Tilbury Docks

Tilbury

Essex RM 18 7 HX

United Kingdom

Health & Safety Executive

Mr R.W. (Bob) Meldrum, H.M. Principal Inspector of
Health & Safety

Priestley House

Priestlkey Road

Basingsoke Hants RG24 INW

United Kingdom

Associated British Ports

Mr N. (Naveed) Qamar, Senior Safety Manager
150 Holborn

London ECIN 2LR

United Kingdom

Southampton Container Terminals Ltd

Mr L. Smith, Foreman Safety Representative
204/207 Berths, Western Docks
Southampton

Hampshire SO15 1DA

United Kingdom

Southampton Container Terminals Ltd
Mr P.F. Terry, Safety Manager
204/207 Berths, Western Docks
Southampton

Hampshire SO15 1DA

United Kingdom

Attendants; USA:

Carriers Container Council, Inc.

Mr W.A. Niemand, Director - Gulf Region
3050 Post Oak Blvd, Suite 1720

Houston

Texas 77056

USA

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Email:

Phone:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

+44 1375 363700
+44 1375 856836

+44 1375 363700
+44 1375 856836
dick.lovett@tcsonline.co.uk

+44 1256 404081
+44 1256 404110
bob.meldrum@hse. gsi.gov.uk

+44 171 430 1177
+44 171 430 1384
nqamar@abports.co.uk

+44 2380 701 701, ext. 226
+44 2380 528 285
pterry@sct.uk.com

+44 2380 701 701, ext. 226
+44 2380 528 285
pterry@sct.uk.com

+1 713 843 9459
+1 713 843 9462
wancccgulfi@msn.com



Press

Rotterdams Dagblad

Mr A. Bakker, Journalist
PO Box 2999

3000 CZ Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Nieuwsblad Transport

Mz V. van Breukelen, Press Photographer
PO Box 24398

3007 DJ Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Ship & Werf de Zee, Magazine
Mr H. Ellens

Mathenesserlaan 185

3014 HA Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Transport Echo

Mrs H. (Helga) de Keyzer, Maritime Editor
Cuylitsstraat 39

2018 Antwerpen

Belgium

Press Release

Mrs J. (Janny) Kok
Meiendaal 231

3075 KJ Rotterdam
The Netherlands

Nieuwsblad Transport
T.a.v. mw E. Oudgenoeg
PO Box 200

3000 AE Rotterdam
The Netherlands

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

+31 10 4004 346
+31 10 4128 509
redactie@rotterdamsdagblad.nl

+31 10 485 2261
+31 10 485 2261

+31 10 436 1041
+31 10 436 4980

+32 3 238 58 36
+323216 44 88
transportecho@transmedia.be

+31 10 419 6291
+31 10 419 3738
Jjannykok@xs4all.nl

+31 10 485 2261
+31 10 485 2261



Apologies for absence from:

European Commission Phone: -

Directorate General VII-Energy and Transport Fax: -

Mr F. (Fernando) Aragon-Morales Email: fernando.aragon-morales@dg7.cec.be
Avenue Beaulieu 33

1160 Bruxelles

Belgium

The Rt Hon D. (David) Blunkett M_.P. Phone: +44 870 0012 345
Secretary of State for Education and Employment Fax: -

Sanctuary Buildings Email: dfec.ministers@dfee.gov.uk
Great Smith Street

Londen SWI1P 3BT

United Kingdom

International Longshoremen’s Association Phone: +1 212425 1200

Mr J. (John) Bowers, Preseident Fax:  +1212 4252928 or +1 212 809 6826
17 Battery Place, Suite 930 Email: -

New York

New York 10004-1261

USA

The Vieux-Fort General and Dock Workers Union Phone: +1 758 454 6193

Mrs M. (Modeste) Downes, General Secretary Fax:  +1758 454 5128

PO Box 224 Email: -

New Dock Road

Vieux-Fort, St Lucia

West Indies

Health and Safety Executive Phone: +44 151 951 4702

Dr A. (Adrian) Ellis, Director of Field Operations Fax:  +44 151 951 3984
Daniel House Email: adrian.ellis@hse.gov.uk
Trinity Road

Bootle

Merseyside L20 7HE

United Kingdom

European Parliament Phone: -

Mrs I. (Ilda) Figueiredo, Member Fax: -

Rue Wiertz Email: -

1047 Brussel

Belgium

European Sea Ports Organisation (ESPO) Phone: +32 2 736 3463

Mrs P. (Pamela) Le Garrec, Secretary General Fax: +32 2 736 6325

Avenue Michel-Ange 68 Email: pamela.legarrec@hebel.net
1000 Bruxelles

Belgium

Maritime and Port Authority of Singapore Phone: +65 375 1600

Capt. M. (Mark) Heah Fax:  +65 2759247

PSA Building Post Office Email: -

PO Box 313

Singapore 911141

Republic of Singapore



Ministry of Labour Phone: +45 33 92 59 00

Mr O. (Ove) Hygum Fax: +4533121378
Holmens Kanal 20 Email: -

1060 Copenhagen K

Denmark

Gesamthafenbetriebs-Gesellschaft mbH Hamburg Phone: +49 4036 12 8-0

Mr B. (Bernd) Kamin Fax:  +49403612 8290 + 291
Georgswerder Bogen 1 Email: -

21109 Hamburg

Bundesrepublik Deutschland

Finnish Transport Workers’ Union Phone: +358 9613 110

Mr J. (Juhani) Koivunen Fax: +358 9 739 287

PL 313 Email; -

00531 Helsinki

Finland

Permanente Vertegenwoordiging Nederland Phone: -

Sociale Afdeling Fax: -

Mr R. Kuggeleijn Email: kuggeleijn@bre. minbuza.nl
Hermann de Bouxlaan 48

1160 Brussel

Belginom

International Transportworkers’ Federation, Dockers’ Phone: -

Section Fax: -

Mr K. (Kees) Marges Email: marges_kees@itf.org.uk

49-60 Borough Road
London SE1 1DS

United Kingdom

International Maritime Organization (IMO) Phone: +44 171735 7611
Admiral E.E. Mitrepoulos, Director Maritime Safety Fax: +44 171 587 3210
Division E-mail: info@imo.org

4 Albert Embankment

London SE1 7SR

United Kingdom

CC.00. Euskadiko Langile Komisioak Phone: +34 94 424 3424
Mr LM. Pariza Castanos Fax:  +34 94 424 3898
C/ Uribitarte, 4 Email: -

48001 Bilbao

Spain

European Parliament Phone: -

Prof. Dr. H.G. (Hans-Gert) Poettering, Member Fax: -

Rue Wiertz, ASP 15 E 158 Email: -

1047 Brussel

Belgium

European Commission Phone: +32 2296 9962
Directorate General VII-Energy and Transport Fax:  +32 2296 9066
Mr J. (Johan) Renders, Maritime Safety Email: johan.renders@cec.eu.int
Rue de Mot 28 - 2/79

1040 Bruxelles

Belgium



European Commission

Directorate General VII-Energy and Transport
Mr W. (Willem) de Ruiter, Head of Division
Maritime Safety

Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat 200

1049 Bruxelles

Belgium

Mr H.J. Simons, Alderman for the port of Rotterdam
Stadhuis

Coolsingel 40

3011 AD Rotterdam

The Netherlands

Uniport Multipurpose Terminals BV
Mr H. van Strien, Director
Lloydstraat 35

3024 EA Rotterdam

The Netherlands

ILO Maritime Industries Branch

Mr B. (Bala) Subramanian, Maritime Specialist
Route des Morillons 4

1211 Geneve 22

Switzerland

Mr D. Termont, Alderman for the Port of Gent
Stadhuis

Botermarkt 1

9000 Gent

Belgium

Mr F. (Frank) Vandenbroucke, Minister van
Sociale Zaken en Pensioenen

Wetstraat 66

1040 Brussel

Belgium

Hessenatie NV

Mr H. (Hubert) Vanleenhove
Schalignstraat 3

2000 Antwerpen

Belgié

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Tel:
Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

+32 2 296 8265
+32 2 296 9066

+31 10417 2119
+31 10417 3982

+31 10 299 6065

+412279 96 111
+41 22 799 70 50

+32 9 266 5030
+32 9 266 5049
schepen.termont@gent.be

+32 2238 2811
+32 2230 3895

+32 3 260 6331
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Container Top Safety. Lashing and other related matters.

ICHCA Research Paper No. 4.
May 1999
ISBN: 1 8533300225

International Cargo Handling Co-ordination Association
71 Bondway

London SW8 1SH

United Kingdom

Phone: +44 171 793 1022
Fax: -+44 171 820 1703
Email: info@ichca.org.uk

Sicherheit beim intermodalen Transport und Verkehr. Schnittstelle Hafen
Safety in Intermodal Transport and Traffic. The Harbour Interface
Behorde fiir Arbeit, Gesundheit und Soziales der Freien und Hansestadt Hamburg

1996
ISBN: 3 86108 705 7

Edition Temmen
Hohenlohestrasse 21

28209 Bremen
Bundesrepublik Deutschland

Phone: +49 421 344 280
Fax: +49 421 348 094
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[ 1 The ICHCA Buyers' Guide 1998 £55.00 £45.00

[ 1 The World of Cargo Handling: The ICHCA Annual Review 1998 £40.00 £30.00
December 1998 - A4 - 112 pages ISSN: 1028-5288

[ 1 ICHCA's 40th Anniversary Review £15.00 £10.00
January 1992 - A4 - 200 pages

[ 1 Manual on Marking & Labelling of Transport Packaging £15.00 £10.00
March 1993 - A4 - 90 pages ISBN: 1 853300217

[ 1 Developments in Handling Ro-Ro Cargo £15.00 £10.00
December 1991 - A4 - 70 pages ISBN: 1 85330 090 X

[ 1 EDI and Cargo Handling £15.00 £10.00
August 1990 - A4 - 72 pages ISBN: 1 853307 080 2

[ 1 Inland Waterways - The Maritime Link £15.00 £10.00
December 1988 - A4 - 62 pages ISBN: 0 906297 99 0

[ 1 Multilingual Glossary of Cargo Handling Terms — (out of print) £35.00 £31.50

(English, Dutch, Finnish, French, German, ltalian, Portuguese, Spanish & Swedish)
September 1987 - A4 - 206 pages ISBN: 0 906297 97 4

[ 1 Multilingual Glossary of Cargo Handling Terms — (2nd edition) £10.00 £5.00
(English, Dutch, Finnish, French, German, ltalian, Portuguese, Spanish & Swedish)
1984 — A5 - pages ISBN:0-906297 427

[ 1 Electronic Data Processing £10.00 £5.00
March 1986 - A4- 80 pages ISBN: 0 906297 52 4

[ ] The Safe Handling of Flexible Intermediate Bulk Containers £10.00 £8.00
April 1985- A5 ~ 36 pages & wallchart —illustrated ISBN: 0 906297 50 8

[ 1 ICHCA Technical Mission to China £25.00 £10.00
January 1985 - A4 - 224 pages ISBN: 0 906297 49 4

[ ] Containers: the Lease-Buy Decision N £15.00 £10.00
March 1983 - A4 - 78 pages - diagrams ISBN: 0 906297 36 2

[ 1 The Securing of ISO Containers {out of print) £10.00 £8.00
May 1981 - A4 - 95 pages - illustrated ISBN: 0 906297 19 2

[ 1 Developments in the Air Cargo Industry £10.00 £8.00
February 1981 - A4 - 98 pages - illustrated ISBN: 0 9065297 17 6

[ 1 Ro-Ro Shore and Ship Ramp Characteristics (out of print) £15.00 £10.00
June 1978 - A4 - 330 pages - glossary - diagrams - graphs ISBN: 0 906297 00 1

[ 1 The Intermodality of Future Containers £15.00 £10.00
June 1891 - A4 - 104 pages - illustrated ISBN: 1 85330 058 3

[ 1 Container Top Safety (1 edition) £10.00 £8.00
December 1989 - A4 - 64 pages - full colour photographs ISBN: 1 85330 075 6

[ 1 Containers in Small Ports £15.00 £10.00

Deg_émber 1987 - A4 - 40 pages ISBN: 0 9062397 98 2
[ 1 The-Safe Handling of ISO Freight Container by Hooks

and General Guide to the Container Safety Convention £10.00 £8.00
March 1987 - A4- 18 pages ISBN: 0 906297 66 4

[ 1 Equipment Availability, Downtime and Utilisation £10.00 £9.00
December 1986 - A4- 38 pages ISBN: 0906297 55 9

[ 1 Handling Containers in Small Ports and Underdeveloped Situations £15.00 £10.00

December 1985 - A4- 20 pages ISBN: 0 9063297 51 6

SAFETY PANEL RESEARCH PAPERS 1 -4

[ 1 Semi-Automatic Twistlocks (2nd edition) £60.00 £45.00
(2nd edition comprises 1st edition & Supplement No 1 in one binding)
May 1996 - A4 - 164 pages ISBN: 1 85330 071 3
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[ 1 Fumes in Ships Holds £22.00 £18.00
January 98 — A4 — 30 pages ISBN:1 853300 86 1

[ ] Health & Safety Assessments in Ports £22.00 £18.00
July 98 — A4 — 25 pages ISBN:1 8533000 71 1

[ 1 Container Top Safety Lashing and Other Related Matters £55.00 £45.00

May 99 — A4 — 132 pages ISBN:1 85330 022 5

SAFETY PANEL BRIEFING PAMPHLETS  Price £10.00 £8.00

[ 1 No 1 - International Labour Office (ILO) Convention No 152 - Safety and Health in Dockwork
March 1993 - A5 - 12 pages ISBN: 1 85330 011 X

[ 1 No 2 - Ships Lifting Plant
March 1993 - A5 - 16 pages ISBN: 1 85330 095 0

[ 1 No 3- The International Maritime Dangerous Goods (IMDG) Code
July 1992 - A5 - 12 pages & 1-page update for Amendment 27 ISBN: 1 85330 001 2

[ 1 No 4 - Classification Societies
April 1993 - A5 - 20 pages ISBN: 1 85330 006 3

[ 1 No 5 - Container Terminal Safety
March 1993 - A5 - 18 pages ISBN: 1 85330 016 0

[ 1 No 6 - Guidance on the Preparation of Emergency Plans
May 1994 - A5 - 24 pages ISBN: 1 85330 031 4

[ 1 No 7 - Safe Cleaning of Freight Containers
January 1997 - A5 - 14 pages ISBN: 1 85330 061 6

[ ] No 8- Safe Working on Container Ships
June 1994 - A5 - 16 pages ISBN: 1 85330 036 5

[ 1 No 9- Safe Use of Flexible Intermediate Bulk Containers (out of print)
March 1996 - AS - 31 pages ISBN: 1 85330 066 7

[ 1 No 10 - Safe Working at Ro-Ro Terminals
September 1997 - A5 - 32 pages ISBN: 1 85330 076 4

[ 1 No 11 - The Intemational Convention for Safe Containers (CSC)
September 1997 - A5 - 32 pages ISBN: 1 85330 076 4

[ 1 No 12 - Safety Audit System for Ports
July 98 - A5 - 24 pages ISBN: 1 85330 091 8

[ 1 No 13- The Loading and Unloading of Solid Bulk Cargoes
July 98 - A5 - 40 pages ISBN: 185330 096 9

[ 1 No 14 - The Role of the independent Marine Surveyor in Assisting Claims Handling
April 99 - A5 - 25 pages ISBN: 185330 017 9

ICHCA-UK BRIEFING PAMPHLETS

[ 1 No1-Bulkin ISO Containers (photocopy) (out of print) £10.00 £9.00
1978 - A4 - 42 pages - illustrated ISBN: 0 906297 01 X

[ ],;_\lo 2 - Shipboard Handling of Unitised Cargo £8.00 £5.00
1979 - A4 - 45 pages - illustrated ISBN: 0 906297 02 8

[ ] No 3-Cargo Pavements £8.00 £5.00
1980 - A4 - 34 pages - illustrated ISBN: 0 906297 07 9

[ 1 No4 - The Handling of lron and Steel Products (out of print) £10.00 £9.00
1982 - A4 - 70 pages - illustrated ISBN: 0 906297 20 6

[ 1 No 5 - Cargo Handlers Liability and Insurance(out of print) £10.00 £9.00
1982 - A4 - 63 pages ISBN: 0 906297 22 2

[ ] No6 - Abnormal Loads £8.00 £5.00

1984 - A4 - 128 pages - illustrated ISBN: 0 906297 44 3
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Qty Title Non-Members Members

CONFERENCES

[ ] ¢th Biennial Conference Proceedings (Gothenburg) £30.00 £20.00
1969 - A4 - 143 pages unbound ’

[ 1 13th Biennial Conference Proceedings (Melbourne) £30.00 £20.00
1977 - A4 unbound

[ 1 16th Biennial Conference Proceedings (Bordeaux) £30.00 £20.00
1983 - 3 volumes - A4

[ 1 19th Biennial Conference Proceedings (Stockholm) £30.00 £20.00
1989 - A4 - over 400 pages

[ 1 20th Biennial Conference Proceedings (Sorrento) £30.00 £20.00
1991 - A4 - approx 400 pages

[ 1 21st Biennial Conference Proceedings (Miami) £30.00 £20.00
May 1993 - A4 - 64 pages ISBN: 1 85330 036 5 .

[ 1 22th Biennial Conference Proceedings (Toronto) £30.00 £20.00
1994 - A4 - unbound

[ 1 23th Biennial Conference Proceedings (Jerusalem) £50.00 £30.00
1996 - A4 - unbound

[ 1 24th International Conference and Exhibition (Sydney) £30.00 £56.00
1998 - A4 - unbound

[ 1 Cargo Handling in the High Tech Age £30.00 £20.00
November 1986 - A4 - 163 pages

[ 1 China- The Opening Door £30.00 £20.00

November 1985 A4 - 74 pages

OTHER TECHNICAL PUBLICATIONS

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]

Securing Goods on Semi-Trailers (Guidelines for Securing Containers

Conveyed in Combined Modes of Transport) (out of print)
1987 - A5 - 55 pages ISBN: 91 86944 053 (Published by TfK Swedish Transport Research Commission)

The Handling of Goods in Containers (out of print)
1971 - A5 - 69 pages (FPublished by TfK Swedish Transport Research Commission)

Cargo Security in Transport Systems (out of print)

Part 1 Pilferage and Cargo Security - Part 2 Major Theft and Cargo Security

April 1976 - A4 - 20 pages

The Box Ashore.(The Law of Loss & Damage & Carrier Liability after the Container

reaches Land or before it leaves it)... (out of print)
April 1975 - A4 - 9 pages

Port Economics in Developing Countries (out of print)
& the Appraisal of Port Warehouse Extensions
April 1974 - A4 - 9 pages

SPECIAL DISCOUNTS FOR MEMBERS (Orders should be sent to the International Secretariat)

IMO International Maritime Dangerous Goods Code - 1998 Consolidated Edition with Amendment 29 - Vols I-
IV & Supplement 10% discount on IMO published price for ICHCA members for cash with order, 10% discount
for the CD-ROM or Disk versions.

We are able to supply members with other IMO publications at discount prices. Please ask for
details.



