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1. Call to Order.

The meeting was called to order by the Chair, Conrad Tolson, Senior Engineer, Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board (OSHSB / Board), at 9:05 am on Wednesday, September 9, 2009, in Sacramento.  The Chair was assisted by Bernie Osburn, Staff Services Analyst, OSHSB.   

2.  Opening remarks.

Attendees were encouraged to sign-in so they would be placed on the mailing list to be kept informed of developments on this proposal.

The Chair reviewed the Board’s policy regarding the use of advisory committees; i.e., the Board has found advisory committees to be an effective way to reach consensus, particularly on matters of controversy.  He noted that there had previously been advisory committees on pile driving in 2000 and 2003 but that a new ANSI/ASSE
 Standard for pile driving had been developed; thus the Board felt that it would be wise to revisit this issue.  He noted that the committee consensus will be used to develop a reasonable and effective proposal; however, staff may amend, modify or reject recommendations later in the rulemaking process.  The Chair also noted that California standards are required to be at least as effective as (ALAEA) the counterpart Federal Standards which are found in 29 CFR 1926.603, Pile Driving Equipment.  

Members and other attenders then introduced themselves to the committee. 
3. Discussion of the proposed rulemaking:  

Background:

This is a staff initiated rulemaking.  California’s pile driving standards were last amended in 2004.  A new ANSI consensus standard, ANSI/ASSE A10.19, Safety Requirements for Pile Installation and Extraction Operations, was published in 2008.  This is a completely new standard.  Its stated purpose is to serve as a guide to contractors, labor, equipment manufacturers and government authorities.  The new ANSI/ASSE Standard addresses several issues, such as planning, personnel access, specific requirements based on pile hammer types, and pile extraction.  These issues either are not currently addressed by Title 8 standards, or the new standard addresses them with greater specificity and clarity and thus will enhance worker safety.  The new ANSI/ASSE standard also offers an opportunity to update existing Title 8 standards consistent with current technology and industry practice.  

Overview:

Chair briefly summarized the proposed changes.  The proposed update of pile driving and pile extraction standards would include the following provisions:

· Minimum standards for site-specific safety plans.

· A controlled access zone.

· Greater clarity regarding employee access to elevated locations including pile leads, and work on sheet piles.

· Specific provisions for pile hammers, including vibratory pile hammers. 

· Greater clarity regarding pile leads.

· Pile driving rig stability.

· A new section on pile extraction.

· Safe storage of piles.

4. Review of written comments:  

The Chair noted that a comment letter had been received from Dennis Jones, one of the petitioners that initiated the review of pile driving standards in 2000.  Mr. Jones was in agreement with the following proposed changes to section 1600:

1600.1(c) – Reaching through the leads.

1600.1(p)(3) – Employee shall not open the pile gates while the pile hammer is in operation.

1600.1(g)(1) – Leads should be supplied with a continuous ladder and adequate rings or similar attachment points, and 

1600.2 – Pile extraction.

5. Establishing necessity for the rulemaking.  
In order for the rulemaking process to proceed it was necessary to establish a necessity to do so.  The Chair opened the discussion on necessity by noting that a search of the OSHA IMIS (Incident Management Information System) by the Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Division) Program office had revealed at least 3 accidents in California where Section 1600 had been cited in the last 10 years.  The most serious accident occurred in San Jose in February 26, 2008 when an employee suffered a dual amputation (below the elbows).  He was reaching through the leads to remove a cushion block when the hammer descended.  Proposed verbiage to remove an exception from section 1600(b) [new section 1600.1(c)] would prevent this practice in the future.  

Comments were received in support of the necessity for the rulemaking, and there was a consensus to move forward and begin a section-by-section review of the proposal.  

6. Section-by-section review.  
Section 1600.1(a) Site-Specific Safety Plan. 

The committee discussed difficulties in maintaining an accurate site-specific safety plan from the planning phase though actual mobilization and during work progress due to unanticipated and changing site-specific conditions typically encountered on the worksite.  Some members felt that the proposal was too broad and that existing requirements of Section 1509 Illness and Injury Prevention Program (IIPP), already effectively required a site-specific safety plan.  There was a consensus to strike the site-specific safety plan from the proposal. 

Section 1600.1(b) Controlled Access and Danger Zones.  

The chair noted that the contents of 1600.1(b)(2) and (3) were essentially already in the standard and only contained minor modifications.  However, subsection (b)(1), controlled access zones (CAZ), was  added from ANSI A10.19.  The Division expressed a concern that the addition of CAZ in conjunction with danger zones would create confusion, particularly based on discussions at previous advisory committees in 2000 and 2003 about how to establish the distance from the pile driver for zones of protection (such as a danger zone or CAZ).  

John Schafer, Pile Drivers Local 2375, noted that the proposal would actually establish 3 zones: the work location, the CAZ and the danger zone.  He agreed that this addition would create confusion.  

Don Dolly, Foundation Construction, added that the danger zone was created back in 2003 to protect the “distracted worker”; i.e., an employee who had to work in a hazardous area, welding, cutting and/or chipping piles and who, by virtue of having to concentrate on his work, would not be aware of other hazards around him.  The danger zone was to be established by a competent person to keep those employees out areas where it would be unsafe for distracted workers to work.  The CAZ would create another zone requiring control of people who are not under the control of the PD
 contractor.  “Distracted workers” are PD employees under the control of the PD employer.  CAZ gets into an area that is generally not under the control of the PD contractor and for which the PD contractor has no authority to carve out a CAZ.     

There was more discussion about the CAZ.  Wyatt Allen, Western Foundation & Shoring, stated that sometimes the general contractor (GC) wants to force other work into the area the PD contractor needs to safely perform his work.  He opined that including the CAZ in this section would give the PD contractor authority to “carve out” the area they need to safely perform their work and power to prevent other trades from encroaching.  Mr. Dolly, however, felt that the GC would not give the PD enough area for a CAZ, and then the PD contractor would be legally responsible for a less than adequate CAZ that is being forced upon him by the GC.  The Division felt that we could make this work if we specifically defined what the danger zone is, for example, in terms of distance related to the pile length.  [Ed note: Defining the danger zone in terms of distance related to pile length had been rejected in previous advisory committees.]

Dennis Leonard, Kiewit Pacific, felt that the standard, as currently written, is more than adequate to give contractors and the Division authority to determine what is safe based on site conditions.  

Roy Berg, Division, inquired about people other than those engaged in cutting, chipping and welding that might walk into the danger zone.  He suggested that the wording of (b)(2) be changed to “where employees and other personnel involved in cutting, chipping or welding operations shall be prohibited.”  Mr. Schafer pointed out, however, that the need is to protect people whose attention is distracted due to the nature of their work.

Mr. Leonard felt that the current verbiage of (b)(2) is too limiting and suggested that it should be amended to “where employees involved in cutting, chipping or welding operations or others not directly involved in the operation shall be prohibited… ”  

Mr. Berg suggested adding a subsection (3) “Employers not directly involved in the pile driving operations shall keep their employees out of the danger zone.”

Mr. Dolly questioned why we would have a section in the pile driving code that essentially addresses the responsibility of others not involved with pile driving.  Others are not going to be reading the pile driving code and this might put the responsibility for the safety of others onto the PD contractor.  Mr. Allen agreed with Mr. Dolly that this could expand the PD employer’s responsibility to include others not under their control.  However, Bo Bradley, AGC, noted that the responsibility is already there under the multi-employer worksite standard.  

There was further discussion on the pros and cons of amending existing section 1600(a) regarding others in the danger zone.  The Chair noted that the current verbiage, which was developed after much discussion in 2003, appeared to be working, and he determined that, although not unanimous, there appeared to be a consensus to retain the existing wording.  [Ed. note: this section has been relocated unchanged to section 1600.1(b)]   

Section 1600.1(c).  Securing the hammer in the leads (and momentarily reaching through the leads). 
The Chair stated that the only change proposed was to delete the exception that permitted the worker to momentarily lean through the leads to spot a pile under hammer without the hammer being secured in the leads.  The Chair noted that this was not as effective as the federal standard [1926.603(a)(5)].  

Mr. Dolly stated that reaching momentarily through the leads is a common practice.  He opined that there is little danger for the worker to momentarily reach through the leads when the hammer is moving up.  Typically when the hammer is far above the worker’s head and rising, the worker will reach through the leads to lift the gate and lock it into place before the next pile goes into the lead.  He opined that removing this exception will result in more risk as workers push the gate into place from behind.  Mr. Schafer stated that on certain occasions such as a twisted pile or rebar, it is necessary to reach through the leads to align things, and he is not aware of any alternatives.  

The Division noted that if we leave this exception in the proposal we will have an ALAEA issue with federal OSHA since it is not in the federal counterpart.

Dave Harrison, Operating Engineers Local 3, surmised that somehow these operations are being done without reaching through the leads when the work is being done over water where federal standards apply, so he doesn’t understand why it can’t be done on dry land without reaching through the leads.  He said he counseled the operator who was involved in the accident in San Jose and the operator said he had told the pile man to keep out of the leads.  Harrison also noted that the cranes used for pile driving are not new and often lack the safety features of newer equipment.  He favored taking out the exception.  

Ramona Sprecco, Marathon Construction, commented that they do waterfront work, and in those cases they have to comply with the federal standards, but she also wondered how workers remove the cushion block without being under the hammer.   

Earl Robbins, Foundation Pile, opined that the hammer can be blocked off when workers need to get under the pile to perform tasks, but to bend the bar when the hammer is coming down, or to change the cushion block, he knows of no other way than to reach under unless there is some way to do these things with extension tools.  He estimated that tasks that require reaching under the hammer can occur 10-15 times a day; so he thinks the exception needs to be left in.  

The Chair inquired whether there are alternative means and methods such as the use of extension tools.  Ms. Sprecco said that sometimes they use poles and gaffs, and Mr. Dolly said that blocking can often be used.

Piles with exposed rebar. 

Mr. Schafer noted that when driving piling with exposed rebar they must align the rebar with holes in the follower when the hammer is descending, and thus it can’t be blocked.    

Mr. Dolly inquired whether working under the hammer with an extension tool is considered “working under the hammer.”  He opined that probably every PD contractor in the room would rather not drive piles with exposed rebar, but that this is becoming more and more a common practice in the industry because it is cheaper and faster.  However, he opines that these tasks can be done using sticks or other extension tools so that the worker’s hand is not under the hammer.  He asked the Division to clarify if the use of an extension tool under the hammer is considered “working under a hammer.”

Mr. Bell stated that placing an extension tool under the hammer is not considered working under the hammer.  He also suggested that we should just outlaw the practice of driving piles with exposed rebar.  However, another speaker said they all would like to do away with this practice except the owners, because it is so much cheaper than reworking rebar after the pile is driven.  One of the PD contractors estimated that driving piles with exposed rebar saves $1000-$1500 per pile.  

Bill Burton, Pile Drivers Local 34, said that where they must go into the leads to guide exposed rebar into the pile, there is no other way to make the connection between the rebar and the pile.  He opined that taking a bar that is sufficient to secure the hammer up 30-40 feet into the air is not practical.  Sometimes there is no other way to do the job, and the worker needs to have some kind of access to align the pile.  Another speaker opined that a piece of pipe can be used to align the rebar so that, although the tool is under the hammer, the worker is not, but they felt that the proposed wording would prevent the pile driver from doing this.   

Richard Weller, Pile Drivers Local 34, stated that thousands upon thousands of piles have been driven this way and that well-trained, experienced PD employees are able to find creative ways to do this without injury.  (Ed. note: It appears that some speakers felt that deleting the exception would prevent the use of extension tools.)

Mr. Harrison noted that there is a constant emphasis on production, and there are financial incentives for the contractor based on production.  The exception allows the practice of reaching into the leads that led to the accident in San Jose.  However, Mr. Harrison said he had no problem with using extension tools, just not physically reaching into the point of operation.  

Dennis Leonard, PKS, doubted that federal OSHA would accept any proposal that has this exception in it.  He opined that working “under the hammer” is vague.  His company operates (including pile driving) in nine states, and they use extension tools.  He was emphatic that the exception needs to come out.  

There was discussion about how to get the blocking device into the leads (the worker has to carry it up there).  The blocking device has to be big and heavy to support the weight of the hammer.  Mr. Dolly added that most lead manufacturers say their leads aren’t designed to support such blocking devices.  His point was that the blocking device cannot be placed just anywhere you want; the location has to be engineered for the load.  Furthermore, in his opinion a blocking device is too heavy for one worker to handle and will require at least two workers up in the leads, increasing their exposure.  He doubts that federal OSHA states are actually doing work without reaching into the leads.  He opined that the term “blocking device” won’t permit the use of a choker.  He suspected that this verbiage had been written back in the 30’s when hammers were only about 4000 pounds thus blocking devices didn’t have to be so massive.  But nowadays hammers weigh 60,000 pounds or more, and a blocking device to support that much weight is very difficult.  He concluded that if we can’t keep the exception, we need to have an alternative to a blocking device.  

Mr. Allen proposed using a term such as “secondary securing,” which could include chokers, and that no physical part of a person should be under the hammer (thus permitting them to reach in with extension tools).  

The committee took a break to allow the formulation of alternative verbiage to address these concerns.  

After the break, the committee looked at a suggested alternative that had been drafted by Mr. Bell.  It would read:

A blocking device or other effective means capable of safely supporting the weight of the hammer shall be provided for placement in the leads under to secure the hammer in the leads and shall be used at all times while employees are working under the hammer.
Mr. Harrison asked for clarification for the record that “other effective means” would not mean a whip line, as this would put the responsibility on the operator.  

Mr. Dolly noted that safety is often achieved by redundancy and inquired about a second line on a second drum with a separate brake or dog – would that not be considered an “other effective means”?  He noted that Mr. Allen had earlier mentioned whip lines and/or secondary lines as possible alternatives to blocking.  He felt that these means would be much safer than putting one or more PD employees at risk to block the hammer in the leads.  Mr. Dolly stated that he would consider “other effective means” to include a secondary line, so he wanted to get clarification on what that includes.  Mr. Bell stated that “effective means” might include a variety of means, provided they are “effective” in preventing an accident.  

Mr. Harrison clarified his concern about operator liability by noting that some older cranes used for pile driving, such as Manitowoc’s, do not have locking dogs for whip lines, thus putting the burden on the operator to keep his foot on the brake.  Thus if any accident were to occur, it would likely be attributed to operator error.  In that case he would recommend that a dog or pawl and ratchet be required as a positive means of locking if whip lines are permitted.  He noted that in the San Jose accident, the brake had been applied, but for whatever reason, it disengaged.

Mr. Leonard commented that the key word is “effective.”  Mr. Bell noted that the definition of “effective” will often be decided in the appeal process, and he opined therefore that this would be interpreted to be a pawl and ratchet that locks the drum and requires a positive action by the operator to unlock it.  

Mr. Dolly clarified that although the Manitowoc doesn’t have a pawl and ratchet on the drum, it has a latching mechanism on the brake pedal, so the operator isn’t required to constantly hold pressure on the pedal.  

After further discussion Mr. Harrison said he was willing to support “or other effective means”, so long as the record notes that the operator should not be held liable if an accident should occur provided the operator was following the employer’s direction to use the whip as an “other effective means.”  

There appeared to be a consensus on the proposed alternative verbiage as presented by Mr. Bell.

Section 1600.1(d) Pressurized lines and hoses.
The Chair noted that the only change here was to relocate 1600(s) into the new 1600.1(d)(2).  There were no comments.

Sections 1600.1(e) and (f).  There were no changes other than renumbering.  No comments were received.

Section 1600.1(g) Access to Pile Leads.  

As proposed, this subsection (g)(1) would have read:

“Leads shall be provided with a ladder or horizontal bracing that is uniformly spaced at intervals no greater than 18 inches, or the leads shall be equipped with and adequate anchorages rings, or similar attachment points, so that the employee may engage a personal fall protection system to the leads…”
A written comment had been received from Dennis Jones, retired pile driver, that the “or” should be changed to “and.”  Another written comment from Patrick Bell recommended that the adjective “continuous” be added in front of “ladder.”

The rationale for these modifications was as follows:  The attachments should be available in addition to the ladder to provide 100% tie-off.  The ladder should be required to be continuous because sometimes sections of the leads are assembled incorrectly and one section can be rotated 180 degrees opposite an adjoining section.

It was noted that the current requirement is for a ladder “and” attachments/anchorages, and the committee was in agreement that this requirement should be retained as Mr. Jones recommended.  

There was further discussion about the need for specifying continuous ladders and defining the distance between the rungs since ladders are specified in the General Industry Safety Orders (GISO); however, because there are a number of types of ladders in the GISO and since this description is for the use of horizontal bracing in the leads as a ladder, the committee decided it would be best to retain the maximum 18” spacing here.  A consensus was reached that subsection (g)(1) should read:

“Leads shall be provided with a continuous ladder or horizontal bracing that is uniformly spaced at intervals no greater than 18 inches, and the leads shall be equipped with adequate anchorages rings, or similar attachment points, so that the employee may engage a personal fall protection system to the leads. The personal fall protection system shall comply with the requirements of Article 24.”  

No comments were received on the proposed modifications to 1600.1(g)(2) and (3).

Section 1600.1(h) Sheet pile access.  

There was discussion about stirrups on sheet piles.  It was noted that there are three methods currently used to guide piles into place: a sheet pile lacer (mechanical device), an employee working from an aerial device, or an employee taking a position on a sheet pile to guide the next pile into place.  It is rarely necessary for employees to take a position on sheet piles these days (the other options are more efficient).  Although employees rarely have to take a position on sheet piles anymore, it was felt that is it a good idea to retain the requirement for stirrups should it be necessary for them to do so.  The committee was in consensus with the proposal for subsection (h); i.e.:

(1) Stirrups shall be provided for use on sheet piles or a mechanical device shall be used to guide the pile into place.  If an employee is required to go aloft on sheet piling, the employee shall use an aerial device or ladder.  

Exception: Where it is unsafe to use an aerial device or ladder, boatswain's chair may be used in accordance with Section 1662.  

(A) (h) Employee(s) shall not ride the hammer, crane load block or overhaul ball.  

(B) A crane suspended personnel platform may be used for access if used in accordance with Section 5004.
(2) Sheet piling shall be firmly stabilized before workers are permitted to work on them.  
(3) Stirrups shall be provided for use by employees who must take a position on sheet piles.    
Section 1600.1(i) Specific pile driving requirements. 

The proposal was as follows:

Where work is to be performed, walkways at least 20 inches in width shall be provided across piles or other open work with the exception of those piles on which the driver is standing.  

(1) Before any type of pile is placed in position for driving, the pile head must be cut square to the driving head and free of concrete spall, steel fragments, or other debris.  

(2) (j) Where a drop hammer is used for driving piling other than sheet piling, a driving head or bonnet shall be provided to bell the head of the pile and hold it true in the leads.

It was proposed to delete the first part of 1600(i) [walkways] because it is covered elsewhere, and to add 1600.1(i)(1) for consistency with A10.19.  Subsection (i)(2) was proposed to be relocated from (j).  Mr. Bell had a concern about the proposed deletion of walkways.  Although they are covered elsewhere, he felt that it would be wise to include this as a vertical standard for pile driving to assure they are provided.  The committee was in agreement to leave this provision in, and there were no other comments on this section.  

There were no comments on the following sections:

Section 1600.1(j) Pile hammer requirements – incorporated A10.19 requirements.

Section 1600.1(k) Ring buoys – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(l) Floating rigs – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(m) Designated signaler – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(n) Deck engines – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(o) Hoist drums.  

In response to a question from a member, it was clarified that this only applies to hoisting drums that are already equipped with a pawl and ratchet, and that it would not require retrofitting.

Section 1600.1(p) Pile leads. 

There was discussion about 1600.1(p)(3):  

When the leads must be inclined in the driving of batter piles, provisions shall be made to stabilize the leads.  Pile gates shall be of a size sufficient to secure piling at the bottom of the leads during driving operations.   At no time is an employee to open the gates while a pile hammer is driving a pile.  
The committee determined that it would be better to move the underlined portion of (3) into a new subsection (4).  

With regard to the last sentence, Mr. Dolly opined that it is more dangerous to stop and start a hammer than it is to open the gate while the hammer is operating.  He recommended removing the last sentence because the gate is only needed for lofting and setup of the pile.  After that the gate is in the way.  Another member opined that there is no hazard to the employee to open the gate.  The committee was in agreement to strike the last sentence.

The committee recessed for lunch.

Section 1600.1(h)(1) Exception  

After lunch, Chair Tolson briefly returned to the exception to Section 1600.1(h)(1).  He commented that the committee may have inadvertently overlooked this, and he wanted to be sure they were in agreement with the proposal to delete the exception that would permit the use of a boatswain’s chair to access sheet pile (he noted this isn’t found in the counterpart federal standard).  The committee had no objection.

Section 1600.1(q) Pile Driving Rig Stability [and new section 1600.1(a) Site Layout  

Mr. Bell commented that there is a provision in the steel erection standards that addresses providing stable work surfaces including provisions for cranes.  He commented that a few years ago a pile driving rig had gotten into mud and turned-over in the Petaluma River.  He opined that it wouldn’t be burdensome to require that PD worksites include provisions for stability for the pile drivers, forklifts and storage of piles.  In his opinion this would also include site access issues as are already in the vertical standard for steel erection.  

Mr. Bell offered a proposal based on the steel erection standard, Section 1710(c)(3), Site layout:

Site layout. The controlling contractor shall ensure that the following is provided and maintained:   

(A) Adequate access roads into and through the site for the safe delivery and movement of derricks, cranes, trucks, other necessary equipment, and the material to be erected and means and methods for pedestrian and vehicular control.   

Exception: This requirement does not apply to roads outside of the construction site.   

(B) A firm, properly graded, drained area, adequately compacted to support the intended loads, readily accessible to the work with adequate space for the safe storage of materials and the safe operation of the erector's equipment.

He noted that this standard is a controlling contractor requirement under steel erection which may or may not be applicable to controlling contractors under pile driving.

There was discussion about the following concerns:

· Mr. Schafer noted that work is often done in environmentally sensitive areas and there are concerns about maintaining the ecology of the area.

· Mr. Leonard stated that this verbiage doesn’t fit in pile driving.  The PD contractor is not the controlling contractor, and this proposal gets outside the areas over which the PD contractor has control.  For example, (c)(3)(A) is mostly for access roads.  He felt the focus of this section should be on rig stability; and not expanded to site access.

· Changing weather; i.e. site conditions can be good when you move in, but rains can change conditions dramatically after you are set-up, particularly when mobilized at a site for extended periods.

· Mr. Harrison had concerns about operator liability.  

In lieu of the steel erection standard, the Chair proposed modifying (q)(1) to read:  

“Guys, outriggers, thrustouts, or counter-balances shall be provided as necessary and soil conditions shall be considered to maintain stability of pile driver rigs.  

There was discussion about the proposed addition of “soil conditions shall be considered…”  What does this mean?

· Mr. Harrison (Operating Engineers) noted that at the Petaluma river job, the sub had dismissed about 4 operators – none of the operators would take their rig onto the soil conditions being encountered.  Operators are not engineers; they cannot make soil engineering decisions.  He preferred to work with the proposed steel erection (section 1710) language.  

· Mr. Dolly agreed with Mr. Harrison’s liability concerns on engineered soil and what is “adequate.” 

· Mr. Leonard added that his understanding of (q)(1) as proposed is that it is intended to be about the set-up and driving of the pile, and not about site access. 

The discussion returned to the proposed modification based on CSO 1710.  There was continued discussion on defining/determining what is “adequate”, and responsibilities for making that determination.  

Through input by various committee members, the following modifications to Mr. Bell’s proposal were developed. 

Site layout. The controlling contractor shall ensure that the following is provided and maintained:   

(A) Adequate Safe access roads into and through the site for the safe delivery and movement of derricks, cranes, trucks, other necessary equipment, and the material to be erected and means and methods for pedestrian and vehicular control.   

Exception: This requirement does not apply to roads outside of the construction site.   

(B) A firm, properly graded, drained area, adequately compacted to support the intended loads, readily accessible to the work with adequate space for the safe storage of materials and the safe operation of the erector's equipment.

Mr. Leonard stated that the proposal as modified is a safe statement and that the essence of it has been around in crane work, pump trucks, and concrete trucks for about 10 years, and it is defensible.  He also opined that it gives the subs grounds to demand that the GC provide safe access into the site.  He thinks this wording puts the responsibility more on the GC than on the sub.  

Mr. Dolly said that his concern with the proposal is that it puts the responsibility for determining what is adequate or safe into someone else’s hands; i.e., it will take the responsibility out of his (the sub’s) control.  Right now he works the details out with other contactors as to how they will get into and out of the site in a safe manner.  

Mr. Schafer noted that a site could be accessible for set-up, but then due to heavy rains, become inaccessible after the equipment is already on site.  He had concerns about how this new section would be interpreted.

The Chair polled the committee to determine support for this proposal or something of this nature.  There were 7 votes for, and 4 opposed. (Ed. note: this was a straw vote, and names of those for and against were not noted; however, Mr. Bell commented that most GC’s, most labor, the Division and one interested party were in favor).  The Chair was concerned that this was not enough of a consensus to move forward, and furthermore, not everyone had voted.  However, the committee continued to discuss the proposal.  

There was a proposal to take (B) out of the proposal.  Mr. Bell opined that subsection (B) provides for a lay down area for storage of piles, setting-up and tearing down the equipment.  

Mr. Harrison said he could support the proposal if (B) were taken out of the proposal.  Subsection (B) was taken out for the sake of further discussion.

The Chair noted that it appeared that most of the PD subs were the ones that had concerns with the proposal.  

There was discussion about where to locate the “site layout” proposal; i.e., under subsection (q) “Pile-driving rig stability,” or perhaps in subsection (a) in place of the site-specific safety plan.  Although the committee did not reach a convincing consensus, nevertheless there was enough interest and support for it that the Chair agreed to leave in subsection (A) with the exception at least for purposes of the minutes.  However, he noted that there would be further opportunities for public comment, including when this goes forward as a rulemaking proposal. 

Subsection 1600.1(r) – no changes proposed.

Subsection 1600.1(s) – no changes proposed.

Subsection 1600.1(t) – no changes proposed.

Subsection 1600.1(u) – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.2. Pile Extraction.  

Chair noted that this section is entirely new and it is all taken from A10.19.

Section 1600.2(a) – At no time shall the operator of the crane cause the load to bounce.  

Mr. Dolly wanted to know what constitutes a “bounce” and commented that, in his opinion, this matter is not safety-related.  He said that any vibratory hammer, when it is turned-off, will cause the rig to “bounce” somewhat.  

The Division theorized that the intent of this proposal is to prevent the operator from lifting the back end of the rig off the ground in an attempt to extract the pile.  However, others felt that that this is so vaguely written that it is not enforceable.  There was consensus to remove it from the proposal.

Section 1600.2(b) – The crane shall have a lifting capacity of at least five times the weight of the pile hammer and pile.  

The question was raised about how the lifting capacity should be determined; i.e., at what boom position?  Mr. Bell stated that, in his opinion, it would be 5 times the weight of the pile hammer and pile at whatever setup the pick was being made.  Mr. Berg suggested that this should be clarified to be “rated chart capacity.”  

Mr. Harrison opined that the lifting capacity is based on the chart and the factor of 5 is a standard safety factor.  There was discussion which chart would apply; i.e., lifting or duty-cycle?

One speaker commented that, for extraction, there is also an unknown frictional resistance and the weight of mud that needs to be overcome to extract the pile.  All those who spoke were in agreement that, because of unknowns, there is no way a factor of safety of 5 can be achieved in real-world extraction operations.  

It was noted that this is new ground, there is no counterpart federal standard for pile extraction.  There was consensus to strike this proposal.

Section 1600.2(c) – The rated capacity of the hammer’s suspension shall not be exceeded.  The manufacturer’s recommendations for extracting piling shall be observed at all times.

Mr. Dolly noted that manufacturers give ratings for pull on the hammer and that one of the first steps in an extraction operation is to check the manufacturer’s limitations.  Load-moment indicators are normally disabled for pile driving operations.  Roy Berg noted that the safety orders exempt pile drivers used for extraction from having load-moment indicators [Ed. Note: GISO 4924(a) Exception 1].  Mr. Dolly stated that before his firm does an extraction operation, they know the weight of every part and piece on the machine, the hammer, and the weight of the pile.  In order to extract a pile, they first drive it downward to break it loose before extracting it.  He said that a diligent contractor will not allow idler rollers to come slack or tracks or outrigger beams to wiggle or come off the ground.  

The committee was in consensus to keep section 1600.2(c) as proposed.

Section 1600.2(d) – When piles are extracted by drop impact, the connection between the pile hammer and the piling shall be sound and shall be inspected often during the extraction process.

There were no comments.

Section 1601. Methods of unloading and storing piles.
A new subsection (b) was proposed that would read: Piles shall be stored with support and/or bracing to prevent unintended movement.  

Mr. Dolly opined that the intent of this section is to prevent round cross-section piles from rolling if they are not stacked properly.  Mr. Leonard inquired whether this section is necessary; couldn’t we just modify (a) to read: “Piles shall be unloaded and stored in a controlled manner so that employees are not exposed to the hazard of rolling or falling piles.”  There was consensus to make this modification.

7.  Summary and review of the Committee’s consensus recommendations. 
The following changes were made by the committee during the course of deliberation.

Subsection 1600.1(a).  

The Chair indicated that the subsection for “site layout” which was discussed primarily under Section 1600.1(q), Pile driving rig stability, would most likely be placed in subsection (a) to replace the proposal for a site-specific safety plan which the committee agreed should be removed.  The committee made a few further clarifying modifications to the site layout proposal during review so that subsection (a) will now read:

(a) Site layout.  The controlling contractor shall ensure that safe access into and through the site for the delivery and movement of necessary equipment and material is provided and maintained.

EXCEPTION: This requirement does not apply to roads outside of the construction site.
Subsection 1600.1(b).  

No changes proposed to this section which is currently section 1600(a) but which will be re-numbered as section 1600.1(b).

Subsection 1600.1(c).  

As modified by the advisory committee, this subsection will read as follows:

(c) A blocking device or other effective means capable of safely supporting the weight of the hammer shall be provided for placement in the leads under to secure the hammer in the leads and shall be used at all times while employees are working under the hammer. 

Exception: Where it is necessary for a worker, momentarily, to lean through the leads to spot a pile under hammer, it is not required that the hammer be secured in the leads.
Subsection 1600.1(d).  

There were no changes to this subsection.  It was accepted as proposed to the advisory committee. 

Subsections 1600.1(e) and (f).  
No changes were made to the existing language except for renumbering them.  They will be renumbered from 1600(d) and (e) respectively.

Subsection 1600.1(g). Access to Pile Leads.

As modified by the advisory committee, this subsection will read as follows:

(g) (f) Access to Pile Leads.  

(1) Leads shall be provided with a continuous ladder or horizontal bracing that is uniformly spaced at intervals no greater than 18 inches, and the leads shall be equipped with adequate anchorages rings, or similar attachment points, so that the employee may engage a personal fall protection system to the leads. The personal fall protection system shall comply with the requirements of Article 24.  

(2) The means of access shall prevent the employee from contacting the pile hammer. 

(3) The operator of the equipment will apply all brakes and necessary safety switches to prevent uncontrolled motion of the equipment before an employee may access the leads.  

Subsection 1600.1(h). Sheet Pile Access.
There were no changes to this subsection.  It was accepted as proposed to the advisory committee. 

Subsection 1600.1(i). Specific Pile Driving Requirements.
As modified by the advisory committee, this subsection will read as follows:

(i) Specific Pile Driving Requirements.
Where work is to be performed, walkways at least 20 inches in width shall be provided across piles or other open work with the exception of those piles on which the driver is standing.  

(1) Before any type of pile is placed in position for driving, the pile head must be cut square to the driving head and free of concrete spall, steel fragments, or other debris.  

(2) (j) Where a drop hammer is used for driving piling other than sheet piling, a driving head or bonnet shall be provided to bell the head of the pile and hold it true in the leads.

Subsection 1600.1(j).
There were no changes to this subsection.  It was accepted as proposed to the advisory committee. 

Section 1600.1(k) Ring Buoys – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(l) Floating Rigs – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(m) Designated Signaler – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(n) Deck Engines – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.1(o) Hoist Drums.
There were no changes to this subsection.  It was accepted as proposed to the advisory committee. 

Section 1600.1(p) Pile Leads.
As modified by the advisory committee, this subsection will read as follows:

(p) Pile Leads. 

(1) (q) Stop blocks shall be provided for the leads to prevent the hammer from being raised against the head block. 

(2) Guards or devices shall be provided across the top of the head block to prevent the cable from jumping out of the sheaves.  

(3) (r) When the leads must be inclined in the driving of batter piles, provisions shall be made to stabilize the leads.  

(4) Pile gates shall be of a size sufficient to secure piling at the bottom of the leads during driving operations. 

Section 1600.1(q) Pile Driving Rig Stability.
During the review process there was further discussion on this section.  Mr. Dolly requested a clarification of (q)(2) about the pile driver being “moved.”  His understanding was that moving referred to traveling and not to slewing movements.  Although the Division confirmed this, the committee decided to clarify the proposal for (q)(2) as follows: 

(q) Pile Driving Rig Stability.
(1) (t) Guys, outriggers, thrustouts, or counter-balances shall be provided as necessary to maintain stability of pile driver rigs.  

(2) (z) Hammers shall be lowered to the bottom of the leads while the pile driver is being moved (traveling).  

(3) (u) All employees shall be kept clear when piling is being hoisted into the leads.

Subsection 1600.1(r) – no changes proposed.

Subsection 1600.1(s) – no changes proposed.

Subsection 1600.1(t) – no changes proposed.

Subsection 1600.1(u) – no changes proposed.

Section 1600.2. Pile Extraction.

Proposed subsections 1600.2(a) and (b) had been deleted by committee consensus so that the final consensus was as follows:

(a) The rated capacity of the hammer’s suspension shall not be exceeded.  The manufacturer’s recommendations for extracting piling shall be observed at all times. 

(b) When piles are extracted by drop impact, the connection between the pile hammer and the piling shall be sound and shall be inspected often during the extraction process.
There was more discussion on 1600.2(a).  Earl Robbins, Foundation Pile, commented that the newer hydraulic hammers (less than about 15-18 yrs old) have markings to indicate the maximum travel that the exciter can be pulled from the suspension, but this is not so on older models.  Thus, rated capacity is monitored using visual means.   Mr. Bell commented that this means that the rigging used to attach the hammer is of sufficient capacity that it at least equals or exceeds loads imposed by the visual indicators.  

Section1601. Methods of Unloading and Storing Piles.

The advisory committee had previously agreed to delete the proposed section 1601(b) and to incorporate the intent of (b) into (a) by modifying it as follows:

(a) Piles shall be unloaded and stored in a controlled manner so that employees are not exposed to the hazard of rolling or falling piles.

8. Economic Impact.  

The Chair explained to the committee that an important and required part of the rulemaking process is the identification of the cost impact of the proposed rulemaking, and he asked the committee members for their assistance.  The committee was of the opinion that there would be no cost or fiscal impact from the proposed modifications. 

9. Conclusion.  

The Chair reviewed the rulemaking process with the committee.  He noted that the advisory committee had determined a necessity for changes and had reached a consensus on changes proposed.  He stated that committee members will receive a copy of the meeting minutes, along with a copy of the final consensus proposal within 2-3 months.  They will have an opportunity to comment on them before he moves forward with preparation of a formal rulemaking proposal.   The Chair noted that although consensus on the proposal was achieved, there will be additional opportunities for public comment.  A formal rulemaking proposal will be noticed, and he estimated that could be 3-4 months out.  The notice will be mailed-out to the committee members, so he urged them to be sure they signed the attendance roster if they want to receive a copy.  The notice will also be on the OSHSB website for viewing.  

There will be a 45-day public comment period, concluding with a public hearing.  Anyone may attend the public hearing and provide comments.  Changes may result from public comment and/or during the review process.  If any substantive changes are made, there will be one or more additional 15-day periods for public review and comment.  After that it will go to the Board for adoption at a Business Meeting.  After adoption by the Board, the proposal will go to the Office of Administrative Law, which will have 30 working days to review it for compliance with the Administrative Procedures Act.  Finally the proposal will be filed with the Secretary of State and, unless otherwise specified, will become effective (enforceable) 30 calendar days thereafter.  

The Chair estimated that the rulemaking process may take up to a year from when the formal notice is published for public comment.  

The Chair thanked the committee members for their attendance and participation and adjourned the meeting at 3:25 p.m.  

�








� ANSI – American National Standards Institute, ASSE – American Society of Safety Engineers


� PD – Pile Driving
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