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EMERGENCY MEETING  of  LIASA MEMBERSHIP 
8TH JANUARY 2009 

 
New OHSAct Draft Amendment Bill 

 
This meeting was requested by independent RLI’s, as opposed to their LEA-company employed RLI colleagues who 
appear to now have been influenced by their employer companies to take a new approach in the proposed New Draft 
Amendment Bill.  This stems from these colleagues having been an integral part of the Select DoL Advisory 
Committee from Day-One.  The Draft Amendment Bill was published for comment on 27th August 2004, following 
which the Committee updated the Bill for final gazettal.  On the 12th December DoL meeting at Laboria House, 
these colleagues suddenly brought in new requests, so serious that their companies have requested an LEA-Member 
meeting on Friday 9th January. 
 
The LIASA Ombuds-Committee accordingly suggested that this emergency meeting be restricted to the non-LEA 
member company employees, since we are not privy to their meeting for our inputs. The LIASA Chairmen and Exco 
were in full agreement.  
 
Opening Address 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Thank you for taking the time and making the effort to attend this meeting, which has been occasioned by 
the LEA company-employed RLI’s taking a new direction in their inputs to the DoL Select Advisory 
Committee.  Having been members of this Select Committee since 2004 when DoL invited the members to 
form a committee with the view to update the OHSAct No.85 of 1993 by introduction of a New Draft 
Amendment Bill (DAB).  They have undeniably been a regular condescending contributive part of the 
process since the Advisory Committee was constituted.  This DoL committee was therefore deemed to be 
fully representative of the Lift Industry RLI’s, inclusive of the LEA and ILSPA-member companies, as also 
Industry invitees such as SABS, ECSA and Department of Mineral & Energy Affairs. 
 
 
2. PROPOSED  NEW  OHSACT  DRAFT  AMENDMENT  BILL  -  OBJECTIONS  
 
By end 2005 a workable DAB had been produced by the August Committee under the Chairmanship of DoL 
Chief Inspector Mr Jake Malatse, ably assisted by Deputy Chief Hlaks Monyaki.  Due to logistics of 
language and Governmental correctness, the DAB went through several phases of correctivity to its present 
state in September 2008 where it was ready to be gazetted  -  almost 5 years later! 
 
Having recently been advised of the imminent publication for transparency and final acquiescence by DoL, 
the LEA-member RLI’s suddenly did an about-turn, mostly revolving around the definition of a ‘competent 
person’.  Under the 1984 MOSAct this definition was unambiguously defined as a qualified artisan-level 
employee, having qualified under the (then) apprenticeship system.  This was watered down by the 1993 
OHSAct in that it required for this person only to have had 5 years of suitable training under a ‘form of 
trainership’.  Although this was a general OHSAct definition, not meant to apply to the Lift Industry 
Maintenance requirements, it became the practice of the multi-national LEA companies to train and 
certificate ‘Category 2 & 3 Operators’ outside the original parameters laid down by the Metal and 
Engineering Industries of South Africa to carry out certain higher-level service tasks.   
 
 
3. ORIGINAL  CATEGORY  3, 2 &  ‘ATRAMI’  TRAINING / CERTIFICATION  
REQUIREMENTS
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Under the MOSAct it was a specified House Agreement (for the Lift Industry Collective Bargaining) 
requirement that such training could only be undertaken by Metal Industry registered Training Centers, of 
which only Otis (under Dave Bevan’s direction); and Schindler (under Theo Kleinhans) complied at the 
time. A further requirement was for Training Officers to be accredited by the Metal Industries Training 
Department to train selected employees within the scope defined by the House Agreement.  On completion 
of a final performance standard’s test in either of Construction, Repairs or Service, was such a trainee issued 
with a Metal Industries’ Certificate as a ‘Category 3’ service, repair or construction  operator or assistant  -  
not a  qualified artisan!   
 
Where such Cat-3 employees with a minimum of 10 years experience were found to be above average, they 
could be registered under the (former) Metal Industries’ Artisan Training Scheme ‘ATRAMI’, meaning 
artisan training recognition agreement in the metal industries. Theo Kleinhans drew up the training scheme 
of work and the lesson plans under the auspices of the LEA as Chairman of the Education Sub-Committee 
of the LEA. These were accepted as meeting the Lift Industry’s requirements and were gazetted into the 
House Agreement Requirements of that time for general application in the industry. 
 
In a formal approach at that time (circa 1983) by the LEA to DoL’s Chief Inspector Mr Andre du Plessis, the 
whole scenario as explained above was presented, including the published training programmes, certification 
and accredited training centers. He accepted the system as meeting DoL’s requirements for a ‘competent 
person’ as defined in the MOSAct.  The proviso was that companies such as Mitsubishi, Sabiem (Kone) and 
Thyssen who were not accredited at that stage, could send their selected employees to the Metal Industry’s 
training centers at Chamdor and Germiston.  A further and very important proviso of the Agreement was 
that such Cat-3 Operators were trained on a specific lift company’s product.  They could not then be 
employed by a second and third party without being retrained and certificated on that new company’s 
equipment. 
 
 
4. NEW  OHSACT  DRAFT  AMENEDMENT  BILL  2009
 
Now some five years down the DAB line, DoL invited the Select Advisory Committee Members on 12th 
December 2008, for a final briefing meeting to pass the now perfected DAB for publication.  The 
independent employed RLI’s are of the opinion that our LEA-employed RLI colleagues hijacked the 
meeting with sudden new requirements; objecting against the proposed reversal back to the old definition of 
a ‘competent person’ as being a qualified artisan by way of a formal learnership. A Kone amendment 
proposed by her MD, was in fact tabled at that meeting and very strongly supported by Kone National Field 
Operations Manager Mr Shaun Chetty.  Melco was represented by both Messrs Peter Murray and MD Neil 
Westerman, who likewise explained their interpretation of the competent person issue from their company 
viewpoint.  Mr Murray even raised a current Court Finding on the matter where a Cat-3 had been recognized 
as ‘competent’ by the judge on the case.  Mr Isler likewise raised the European system of lift-industry 
training, possibly as a basis for application in South Africa because of its positive merits.  Please see minutes 
of that meeting for in-depth detail. 
 
It is our independent RLI’s contention that in essence the LEA-member lift companies are now employing 
Cat-3’s to run service sections. They argue inter alia that this complies with the OHSAct’s definition of a 
‘competent person’. It is rumored that qualified lift mechanics may be running between 2 to 5 sections, 
ostensibly with Cat-3’s reporting to them.  What exacerbates the situation is that the Cat-3’s are in effect 
running those individual sections, signing record books and attesting to the OHSAct inspection and 
maintenance requirements.  According to LIASA this is incorrect and not to the spirit originally intended.  
We in fact demand to see the Metal Industry (or similar) certificates where these LEA-member company 
Cat-3’s have been trained and tested; and secondly their ATRAMI (or similar) certificates, attesting them to 
have completed a minimum two/three-year training course qualifying them as ‘lift mechanic artisans’.  We 
are also aware that several of these Cat-3’s have been trained by other member companies compared to the 
company where they are now employed.  Since when did these ‘certificates’ become inter-company 
national? 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is our independent RLI’s opinion that the LEA-member companies are misusing the ‘competent person’  
ambiguity of the OHSAct to employ cheaper labour without having complied to the originally specified 
training and certification requirements.  We believe this to be the major contributor to declining service 
quality and safety standards which we see on our day-to-day inspections. 
 
We re-inforce the above dictum by stating that we are not opposed to formalized training within a frame of 
reference to the Collective bargained House Agreement that Cat-3’s and 2’s be trained up through a 
nationally accepted system to qualify as ‘competent  persons’ as defined by the Act, through Government 
accepted and accredited training schemes. 
 
The outcome of to-day’s LIASA meeting will concur wholly or in part to the above rhetoric, of which a 
formal response will be conveyed to DoL’s Mr Hlaks Monyaki.  The Ombuds-Committee believes that 
the DAB must remain unaltered as proposed!  To now again pay heed to the new socio-political 
requirements will again delay the overdue DAB for at least another year or two.  Let the LEA-member 
companies get their training houses in order to government’s requirements and set up formal training 
systems to meet both the demand of Industry and the Government’s regulatory requirements. 
 
The New DAB reduces comprehensive report compliance inspections from 36 months down to 24 months.  
This will place discernable pressure on the existing RLI inspection system.  With few prospective qualified 
lift technicians remaining in the Industry for training and registration as RLI’s by ECSA, this target 
population will reduce even more drastically if Cat-2’s and 3’s be allowed to perform ‘artisan’s work’ in 
servicing lifts and escalators and being allowed to sign record books.  We are aware that currently lift 
mechanics are coerced into signing record books on service routes that they have in fact not serviced.  Can 
this be allowed to continue and even increase?  
 
In final conclusion, we believe that the safety and quality of lift service cannot be compromised.  It is our 
considered professional opinion that watering down the qualification requirements of the persons who render 
this service, is in fact a compromise, which should not be allowed. 
 
Trusting the above explanation to be of value 
LIASA Ombuds Committee   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 




