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Personal Fall Arrest Systems include the use of an anchorage, Kent Davis Marc Ramirez
connectors, and a body belt or harness. A deceleration device, :
lifeline, or suitable combinations of the above may also beused. A L\:Aali:;?yl_l‘?clljsaas Eﬁ?‘%\/ r:;;
personal fall arrest system must do the following in order to protect
workersfromfalls:
*Must be strong enough to hold twice the potential impact energy

of an employee falling from a distance of 6 feet (1.8 meters), or I mportant Dates

the free fall distance permitted by the system, whichever isthe

lesser amount. Executive CommitteeMeeting: July 17-19;

Chesapeake, Maryland
*Must be rigged such that a worker can neither fall more than 6

feet (1.8 meters), nor come in contact with any lower levels or 200346th Annual Expo/Convention:
obstructions. September 10-13; Anaheim, California

) For moreinformation, click on" Events' on
*Must bring aworker to a complete stop and allow no more than thel EC homepage: www.ieci.org.

3.5 feet of deceleration distance.

*Must limit the arresting force on aworker to 900 pounds or the
equivalent amount of 4 kiloNewtons, when used with a body
belt.

*Must limit the arresting force on aworker to 1,800 pounds or the
equivalent amount of 8 kiloNewtons, when used with a body
harness.

In addition, personal fall arrest systems must be inspected for
damage, wear and deterioration prior to each use. Defective parts
must be removed and disallowed for use. Snaphooks and dee-rings
must have atensile strength of no less than 5,000 pounds (22.2
kiloNewtons), and both must be proof-tested to aminimum tensile
load of 3,600 pounds without cracking, breaking or having perma-
nent damage and/or deformations.
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Personal Fall Protection...

(continued from Page 1)

Snaphooks should be compatibly sized to their
connecting member, or should be of alocking con-
figuration. If the snaphook is not alocking type and/
or is not designed for the following connections, they
must not be attached: to ahorizontal lifeline, to a
dee-ring that is already attached by another connec-
tor or snaphook, directly to webbing, rope or wire
rope, or to any incompatible object.

OSHA supports that a hook is compatible when the
dee-ring to which the snaphook is attached is greater
in diameter than the inside length of the
snaphook. However, the snaphook must be mea-
sure from the hinged end of the snaphook keeper to
the inside curve at the top of the snaphook. Regard-
less of dee-ring's positioning, the dee-ring must not
touch the outside of the keeper, or depress it open.

While operating on suspended scaffolds or other
similar work platformsthat might require horizontal
lifelinesto becomevertical lifelines, connecting
devicesmust have the ability to lock in both directions
of thelifeline.

A qualified person must design, ingtall and supervise
the use of anchorages. Theanchorage must be part
of apersonal fal arrest systemwith acons stent
safety factor of nolessthan 2, and therefore capable
of supporting at |east twicetheweight expected
whileinuse. When the anchoragesare used aspart
of apersond fall arrest sytem, they must beinde-
pendent of any anchoragebeing used to either
support or suspend platforms and must be capable
of holding at least 5,000 pounds (22.2 kiloNewtons)
per person attached.

Safety Question.........

Question: Isthere a significant difference between a
webbed lanyard and a shock-absorbing lanyard used
infall protection?

Answer:

Themanufacturer sof shock-absor bing lanyards
claimtheir lanyar dscan reducefor cesfrom falling
by asmuch as50-80 percent. For example, if a 220-
pound weight wer eattached to awebbing lanyard
and allowed tofall 6feet, theforceon thelanyard at
theend of thefall would be approximately 2700
pounds. If thesame 220-pound weight wereat-
tached to a shock-absor binglanyar d, themaximum
for ceon the shock-absor bing lanyard would be
approximately 800 pounds.

Becausethe shock-absor bing lanyard gradually
slowsthe object, theforce exerted isnot asgreat.
Keep in mind that the shock-absor binglanyard
needsan additional 3.5 feet to slow thefall; this
must becalculated intothefall distance.

Additionally, usngabody harnesscan further
reducethemaximum for ceapplied tothebody in
theevent of afall. Thebody harnessdistributesthe
maximum forcemoreevenly.

*Please submit your Safety Questions to:
maber crombie@ieci.org.
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Recent OSHA Fines

06/16/03 Two Employer sFined for Violations Totaling
$427,500: Threecompaniesallegedly failedtotrainworkers
and givethem adequate gear for working in confined spaces
withunsafeair. Penaltiesproposed by OSHA totaled
$427,500. A local city office began aninvestigation on one
particular company, following complaintsthat workerswere
entering and performingwork insderail carswithout adequate
respiratory equipment. Thiscomapny filed for Chapter 11 and
wastaken over by asecond company. A third company, who
provided on-site safety and health audits, aswell aspersonnel
services shared thefine of $142,500 for three alleged willful
and ninealleged seriousviolations. Several workershave
suffered long-termillnessesdueto their exposureto thework-
ing conditions.

06/16/03 OSHA CitesContractor for ExposingWorkers
toElectrical Hazardsat Worksite: OSHA cited acontrac-
tor proposed penaltiestotaling $46,800 for safety hazardsat a
powerline project, where oneworker was serioudly injured.
Employeeswereworking on apowerlinedistribution system
when one crew member suffered an electrical shock and severe
electrical burns. Theworker remainsparayzedfromhis
injuries

The contractor wasissued 12 citationsfor alleged serious
violationsof safety standards, including chargesthat the com-
pany failed to providesafety training for employeesworking
with high-voltage el ectricd linesand operating aerid lift equip-
ment; failed to maintain therequired distance between workers,
equipment and energized powerlines, did not providetools
certified for use on powelines; did not ingpect and discard
damaged toolsor insulatomg equipment; and failed to provide
adequatetraffic barriersand high vishility clothing for ground
employeesworking adjacent to traffic aress.

05/22/03 Failureto Develop Proceduresfor
Confined Space Entry L eadsto $146,000in
Fines: A company isfacing $146,000infines
follwing an accident inwhich anemployeedied
whileservicing agrain storagesilo. Thecompany,
which buildsand servicessilos, did not createand
implement aconfined space entry program and did
not have practicesand proceduresin placefor safe
entry into confined spaces. OSHA a so charged
thecompany with failing to provide adequate
training for workersand allowing them to enter
confined spaceswithout appropriate equipment,
including respirators, body harnessesand retrieval
lines; and testing equi pment to evaluatethe
aimosphereic safety insdetheslo.

05/12/03 Failureto Protect Wor ker sAgainst
TrafficHazardsL eadsto $49,000in OSHA
Penaltiesfor Contractor: Contractor hasbeen
cited for onealleged repeat and two aleged
seriousviolationsof the Occupational Safety and
HealthAct following an accident at aworksite.

Four employeeswereinjured whileremoving traffic
conesand road closuresignswhen passing traffic
struck their vehicle. OSHA'sinspection determined
that the contractor failedtofollow itsown
workzone safety plan that spelled out how to safely
removetheconesand signs, and did not trainthe
workersin highway work zone safety. Thecom-
pany asofailed to equip thetruck platformfrom
which the employeeswereworking with seatsand
seatbelts. They werefined for two alleged serious
violations, with $14,000 in proposed finesand
$35,000for an aleged repeat violation for failing to
trainemployees.
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L anguage Barrierson the Jobsite

Making surethat employeesare operating in asafeand efficient
manner isatough job inand of itsalf. But when supervisor and
employee, or even employee and employee are having difficulties
understanding one another because of adifferenceinther native
languages, the problems become even more complicated. Though
workersof many nativetonguesare employed in theconstruction
industry, thefastest growing segment of workersis Hispanic.

Compared to both Anglo and African American workers, deaths
among Hispanic workersfrom 2000-2001 haverisen significantly.
According totheresultsof an OSHA study investigating language and
the occurence of workplacefatalities, the great mgjority of fatalities
areresulting in situationswhereworkershavealimited understanding
of English.

A number of companiesfind themsalvesin difficult Stuationsbecause
the nature of the construction industry can besotechnical, whichis
compounded when workersexperiencelanguagedifficultiesaswell.
At the sametime, no company necessarily wantsto deny itself the
opportunity to bring on dedicated, hard-working employees- regard-
lessof their nativetongue. However, an employer must take respon-
shility for keeping workerssafe AND for having themwork safely
with others.

A number of employersand workerssupport theideaof bilingual
ingtruction or training- evenif thetraining only coversthebare
essentialsfor safety, or industry-related catch phrases, like"high
voltage' or "danger.”

Essentialy, communication isimportantin any industry- that fact
cannot be escaped. Employeesafety isalso akey issue, just as
employer liability is. Thesefactorsand theincreasing number of non-
native English speakers make the complicated job of worksite safety
ever more complicated, but even more necessary aswell.

Photo | onization
Detectors (PIDYS)

When responding to the scene of an
accident or another type of emergency,
appropriate personnel need to know
what they will befacing ontheste.
Whether it'saleak or aspill, these
responders must to prepared to gather
asmuchinformation asthey can- as
quickly asthey can. Before containment
or cleanup can be addressed, hazards
must be assessed.

Thelevd of airborne contaminantsplays
ahugerolein determining what type of
personal protective equipment (PPE)
staff onsite should use. A PID, or photo
ionization detector, can helptodojust
that. APIDisaversatiletool that
assessesthe chemica dangerspresentin
theatmosphere. It actually monitorsthe
ambient air for concentrationsof hydro-
carbonsand other volatileorganic
compounds. Thisdetector, which
calculatesby partsper million (ppm) or
sub-ppm, then allows appropriate staff
and other professionasto determinea
safe perimeter, or wheretheir efforts
should be concentrated.

PIDsare compact and can be used
either in or outdoors. Many of these
detectorscan provide accurate readings
and measurementsfrom adistance of up
to 100 feet away. Other helpful features
includethe capacity for theuser to
program certainfunctionsin, aswell as
digita passwordsfor security, andthe
ability tointerfacewith computers.
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