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FACING THE DEADLINES

April 16, 2002 INTERTANKO event

Rotterdam, The Netherlands

I would like to express my thanks in having this opportunity to speak before you all. I am pleased to present Greenpeace’s views to you. To begin, I would like to tell you something about Greenpeace. 

The theme for today is “tanker visions”. When thinking about the future of the tanker industry the first two words that strike my mind are “transparency” and “responsibility”. 

The first I would say is a condition for the second: An industry can only be responsible and held accountable for their practices if there is transparency. In the outside world society expects an open attitude from companies. A society in which companies disclose information on a routine basis. And a society in which companies take actions to prevent environmental damage. We see companies increasingly include ethics into their policymaking and willing to report their environmental performances in annual reports. The desired openness in society is in contrast with the vision recently expressed by the Managing Director of Intertanko. Mr. Swift expressed his fears that efforts to make the industry more transparent could prove commercially damaging and unworkable. His view is supported by several ship-owner organisations. 

The shipping industry (or Greenpeace) is not the only industry involved in discussions on transparency and responsibility. On the contrary: at the World summit on sustainable development in Johannesburg, this coming September, responsibility and transparency will be key issues in reaching the aims of sustainability, as agreed in Rio ten years ago. Last week a new institute, related to the UNEP, has been launched. This institute, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), set an agreed standard for companies to report on their social and environmental performances. The GRI will be based here in the Netherlands. Over one hundred companies are already involved. So… reporting, transparency and responsibility are part of the future, for every industry.

How does this phenomenon of openness in society relate to practises in the shipping world? Too often we come across cases in which companies cannot be addressed or cannot be held accountable. Sometimes we simply do not know who the responsible persons are. For example, take the tanker Sandrien, which is currently being detained in the port of Amsterdam, for safety and environmental trade reasons. 

The owner is a P.O. Box in Mauritius and the communication with the outside world is reserved to the words spoken by lawyers. It seems that one of the shipping industry’s most treasured assets is the ability to work through ‘1-ship’ companies registered in Liberia, Panama or elsewhere. A flag state then seems to be converted essentially into a commercial necessity for the right to earn money. 

If we talk about responsibilities, what responsibilities does the tanker industry have from an environmental perspective? 

· The first one would be the design and construction of clean ships both regarding the materials used (i.e. no toxics) and energy-efficiency. 

· The second responsibility occurs during the operational life of a ship. For example, to use clean bunker oil, to prevent accidents, to be prepared and have a fast and effective contingency plan for oil spills, to create environmental awareness for the crew etc.

· The third responsibility covers the end of a tanker’s life, the decommissioning phase. The challenges the tanker industry faces with regard to the phase-out deadlines for single hull oil tankers are the subject for the rest of my speech. 

Facing the deadlines 

In 2001, in Asian yards, between 600 and 700 vessels were scrapped with an aggregate tonnage of around 28 million dwt. After the Erika-accident, the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) decided to phase-out all single-hull oil tankers. This means that roughly 2200 single-hull oil tankers (over 5000 dwt) from the existing 4,000 crude oil tankers and oil products tankers (over 5000 DWT), will have to be taken out of service extra in the following years, starting from the 1st of January 2003. Together these tankers have a dwt of 175 million (dwt). This marks a year-on-year growth of 25%. These figures require a fast and structural solution.

What are the specific problems with decommissioned tankers? 

· Accidents during the dismantling of tankers are common. Almost daily, a fire or explosion takes place at the shipbreaking yards due to torch cutting in explosive atmospheres. Main causes of death are fire/explosion, suffocation and inhaling CO2. Let me read you a small article in Fairplay that reported on a tragic accident that happened earlier this year at a breaking beach in Bangladesh. “Ezahar Miah, 25, died instantly when his torch ignited gases inside the 15,000 DWT tanker NT Yahia at the Brothers Associates ship-breaking yard at Sitakunda. Two other cutters later succumbed to injuries at a Chittagong hospital.” How can this have happened, one wonders. Making oil tankers gas free for hot works is such a common practice in the shipping world.

· Old ships contain hazardous substances such as asbestos, lead paint, heavy metals and PCBs. Most ships dismantled today were built in the 1970s, prior to the banning of many hazardous materials. During the breaking of the vessels on Asian beaches toxic substances are released into the environment. The soil, the sea and the rivers are heavily polluted. The ship-breaking workers are permanently exposed to toxic substances. They breath toxic fumes and asbestos dust. Not only on the job, but also in sleeping quarters nearby. One out of four Alang-workers in India is expected to contract cancer due to workplace poisons. This makes the industry amongst the most deadly in the world.

Greenpeace has observed that the migration of ship-breaking follows the same global tracks as the movement of hazardous wastes around the globe – it follows the pathway of least resistance. The poorer a country, the more waste it will get. In the last 20 years, partly as a result of globalisation, the ship-breaking industry has degenerated from mechanised dock work to primitive technology, simple hand labour. In the 1970s, ocean-going vessels were scrapped at docks in Europe, it then moved to the Far East - in particular to Taiwan. Since the early 1980s, ship-breaking activities have migrated to low-pay Asian countries that are poor in raw materials and where people, who through their poverty, are willing to do the unhealthy, polluting and dangerous work. And these countries have insufficient or un-enforced legislation for the activity.

Let me summarise to you a conversation that happened in Singapore a few months ago. It could have been one of the countless conversations whereby the sale of any tanker that goes off to the coast of a ship-breaking country, is made.

“So, you want to bring a second hand oil tanker to Chittagong breaking beach? Give us 3 days, we can arrange a Burmese crew. They will bring your ship to Bangladesh. No, no do not worry about a gas-free-certificate. Too expensive, not necessary. 
No, no problem if the ship is not in class. There is no need to call in to the port of Singapore. We can arrange crew change and bunkering outside port.” 

This conversation reflects the reality of today: in the world of ship-breaking the impossible is possible and a lot of money can be made. The profit, however, is not for the workers themselves. They only get paid between 1,5 and 2,5 US dollar a day. The ship-breaking industry pays for the dismantling of ocean going vessels, a service to the international maritime community and more importantly to the shipping industry. Chinese, Indian, Pakistan and Bangladeshi breakers pay currently between 120 and 150 US dollar per ldt. Dependent on the size of the vessel ship owners may extract 1 or 2 million dollar sometimes 8 or 9 million-dollar. They would not extract such high prices if ships were broken in western countries according to western environmental and labour standards. 

During the last years, Greenpeace has highlighted the impact of ship-breaking activities in the Asian shores and workers. 

· We have been to Alang, India, world’s largest scrap yard. We have seen people picking asbestos-containing insulation materials from ships with their bare hands. We have seen dozens of workers torch-cutting ship steel into small pieces, inhaling the toxic fumes of lead paints with no protection at all. In a Mumbai ship-breaking yard we have seen women carrying asbestos wastes on their heads to dump them in the sea. Samples showed that workers are exposed to poisons 24 hours a day. Asbestos fibres were found not only in their workplace, but even in their living quarters. 

· In Chittagong, Bangladesh, the situation seems to be even worse. The country, which is heavily dependent on ship-breaking for its domestic requirement of steel, does not enforce any restrictions on the ship-breaking industry for environmental and workers’ safety. A coastal belt approximately 20 kilometres long, where ships are dismantled, is highly polluted by numerous oil spills. Though it is difficult to obtain accurate data, the number of accidents and casualties at the Chittagong yard is believed to be the highest in the region. 

· Some ship owners have advocated breaking of ships in China, as it seems less dramatic. Going by first impressions, conditions in Chinese ship-breaking yards may seem to be better. Vessels are broken up along quays. However, visits by Greenpeace to several Chinese ship-breaking yards show that in fact, the conditions are similar in most ship-breaking yards across Asia. People work without proper or inappropriate protection handling the same toxic and hazardous materials. Waste is incinerated in open fires at the yards. Asbestos is removed by people without proper protection and sold to industries producing heating systems. Clean rivers get polluted by toxic substances originating from ships. The main difference seems to be that ship-breaking methods in China are more capital-intensive, more cranes and machinery are being used.

· At the ship-breaking beach close to Izmir in Turkey we found that workers are exposed to dioxins, one of the most toxic substances men has ever released into the environment. It was caused by the burning of cables coming from the electrical systems in ships. A Greenpeace investigation of the Turkish shipyards found that ship-breaking practises are comparable to the ones in India, China and Pakistan. 

· Samples from several breaking yards around the world show that the breaking of ships have polluted the environment with mineral oil, heavy metals, PAHs, PCBs and organotin compounds. The levels of many of the pollutants found are high enough to warrant clean-up action according to western standards. The findings are documented in the various reports we have made over the last years. 

The poisons contained within the ships’ structures had already exacted a severe toll on the environment and the workers at the Asian ship-breaking yards. At all these yards, the extent of damage to the environment, to the livelihoods of the fisher folk and peasants that shared the environment, and to the lives and health of the workers is not known to this day. But absence of data does not mean the absence of a problem. It just means that neither these communities, nor workers, nor the environment are serious enough priorities to feature in the economic scheme of things as they stood.

The way forward 

Greenpeace demands the decontamination of the ships prior to export to Asia. Existing ships should be made progressively cleaner by systematically replacing hazardous substances during repair and the building of new clean ships. This is not merely Greenpeace’s word. The prevention of hazardous waste and the prevention of export of hazardous waste, from rich to poor countries, are universal principles of the Basel Convention/BAN. 

At the ship-recycling summit last year in Rotterdam Mr. Nagarsheth from the Iron Steel Scrap & Ship-breakers Association of India, said that the responsibility of ship owners in the short term was to ensure that all hazardous items not required for the final voyage are removed. He also believed that in the long term all ships built after 1980 should replace tin based paint, asbestos, freon and other hazardous materials for which replacements are available, to avoid handling of such materials at the ship breaking yard.

At the ship-recycling conference in Philadelphia in September 2001, Mr. Huang Zhao-Li - Secretary General of China National Ship-scrapping Association said the following and I quote: “We are of the opinion that at the full cycle of a ship, ship-owners’ should derive their main income from the “shipping life”. At the end of the shipping life and at the beginning of the recycling life of each vessel, ship-owners should consider the issue of clean recycling as a very top priority over a few more dollars in the book. A proper and safe disposal of toxic materials on board shall be arranged prior to the sale and export of these ships”. 

In India several court decisions, guidelines and rules order that no imports of hazardous wastes be allowed into India. And that a ship before it arrives in port, should have proper consent from the concerned authority or the State Maritime Board, stating that it does not contain any hazardous wastes or radioactive substances.” 

But these dictates have been noticeable in their violation. Unfortunately, for Asia, orders such as those of the Indian Supreme Court are meaningless because they are unilateral and the shipping industry is global. Enforcement of such rules would only mean the death of an industry in one country that supplies much-valued steel, and employs several thousands. Even worse, such rules only mean that the industry will be driven to less-regulated countries.

We brought the issue of ship-breaking to the international forum and asked for immediate action and to move forward with a greater sense of urgency. During this exercise a simple question was posed to the international community: What should be done? 

We have seen that ship-breakers, governments and other stakeholders involved, agree and show willingness to change this sad reality and move forward to the protection of the workers and environment. A number of actions have taken place (and more is needed). 

· The UNEP answer for example was to engage in the development of guidelines for the environmentally sound management of ship-dismantling. 

· In India for example, we see ship-breakers and Government, notably the Gujarat Maritime Board, taking steps to improve conditions. Also in China ship-breakers and government show great willingness to continue improving conditions. 

We are pleased with these and other initiatives but this is not enough to really change the situation at the Asian beaches. The reality is that everyday ships containing asbestos, PCBs and oil residues sail towards the beaches and yards in Asia to be scrapped under miserable conditions. The scrap market will increase and with this the environmental and health problems. A fast and structural approach to ship-breaking by the shipping community, the oil tanker industry in particular and by the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) is needed. The shipping industry, under co-ordination of ICS and with participation of Intertanko, developed a Code of Practise on the recycling of ships. The code was published in 2001. IMO has decided one month ago that it will work towards guidelines on ship-recycling to be adopted at the end of 2003. 

Greenpeace considers the Industry Code on Ship-recycling as a good first step. However, a voluntary industry code on recycling of ships or IMO guidelines are yet not enough as it would not create legal obligations and it would not establish a “best practise” requirement as a matter of law. It is not a contract but merely a code of conduct, which might be revoked at will. We can live with a code of practise provided that it exist as an interim stage while the necessary international legal instruments are drawn up and endorsed and provided the code is further developed (as proposed in the Code itself). 

With the absence of a level playing field (same rules to every country and stakeholder) a ship-breaking country can hardly afford to improve conditions drastically. They will lose business and the business will move to other even less regulated countries. We believe that due to the international nature of shipping and the need to avoid distortion in the global shipping and ship scrapping market, actions to control scrapping of ships are most effectively accomplished through a global, legally binding instrument. As we will not have such a instrument soon we have to tide over the problems from today and tomorrow with all the means available, in order to save lives and to prevent a further degradation of the environment. 

Conclusion

Greenpeace holds the shipping industry, in particular the owners and operators of ships, responsible for the safe and non-polluting dismantling of their old ships. Therefore ship-owners and operators should in general:

· Decontaminate the ships before exporting to Asia

· Disclose information on the hazardous substances on board of the ships

· Provide information on the fate/destination of the ship to the public, NGO's and governments

Greenpeace has put these demands forward to the international forum. But Greenpeace has also addressed the shipping companies directly. Every shipowner has his own responsibility for the end of life ships. Since the beginning of this year Greenpeace has asked shipping companies to engage in the solution of the ship-breaking problems by signing a declaration. This declaration can be found on our website: http://www.greenpeaceweb.org/shipbreak/. We have also brought it with us today. So please feel free to approach us and sign the declaration. At the website you will also find a list of 50 owners of old ships. Greenpeace has addressed these owners individually to take action and engage in the solution of the problem. 

Today we want to ask your attention for this again. But we want to propose also some specific steps to be taken by Intertanko and its members. We hope you will discuss our proposal over the coming days and agree that Intertanko can take a positive step to protect the workers and the environment in the short term as well. We hope to get your commitment to:

· Ensure that every tanker from members of Intertanko will be delivered gas-free for hot-works (not only on paper but also in real life). This is necessary to prevent any further victims. In addition to this, we urge Intertanko and its members during the next MEPC meeting, to ask for immediate international legislation on the need to make vessels gas-free for hot-works prior to breaking. 

· Making the Industry Code on Recycling of Ships mono-interpretable and clear with regard to what exactly is expected from shipping companies. This is not only in the interest of control by society and ship-breakers but more important the shipping companies themselves. Greenpeace has contact with several shipping companies. We notice that if company A says to comply with the Industry Code the company has a totally different interpretation from the code compared to company B who also says to have adopted the Industry Code. The Code contains most elements needed to address the issue properly. It is now a matter of skipping the number of considerations given (one should consider to do this and that when preparing a ship for scrap). Make clear, guiding and measurable requirements so that a company knows what to do.

· Defining clear responsibilities. It is not acceptable that a company can hide behind brokers, cash buyers and other middlemen thereby denying its responsibility for the ship. It is the shipping company who has sailed the ship for years and is therefore responsible for the toxics material inside, for the way the ship is delivered for scrap, the choice of the ship-breaking yard (and how the dismantling takes place). In this respect, it is our view that the legal responsibility for compliance with the requirements set in the Industry Code should rest with the ship-owners and operators. 


Ship-breaking can be the issue in which you show that the tanker industry is looking to the future and start working in a transparent and responsible way.

Thank you. 

Marietta Harjono, Campaigner Toxic Trade

Eco Matser, Head of Toxics Department
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