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After a brief respite from 
winter, we appear to have 
returned to the cold!

Included in this edition 
are a number of news 
articles describing further 
developments from the 
Grenfell Tower disaster 
and an interesting article 
on health and safety 
standards in the UAE.
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Also included is a report 
on the interview of Kevin 
Myers, the President of the 
International Association 
of Labour Inspection 
(IALI), and the former HSE 
Deputy Chief Executive. 
Kevin Myers provides an 
insight into the workings 
and function of the IALI, 
and some of his thoughts 

on the health and safety 
regime and performance 
within the UK.
 
Best wishes

Dave Carr Director
Callsafe Services
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BT prosecuted by TfL
for unsafe streetworks
On 4th April 2018 Elaine Knutt 
of Health + Safety at Work 
magazine reported that British 
Telecom (BT) has been ordered 
to pay £90,000 for putting the 
public at risk through badly 
managed streetworks, the 
highest fine for a streetworks 
offence ever prosecuted by 
Transport for London (TfL).

TfL prosecuted BT over works 

at Bishopsgate in the City of 
London, in August 2017.

TfL took action after BT failed 
to properly sign and guard the 
work area and also used the 
wrong traffic management 
methods.

Despite repeated demands by 
TfL to rectify the situation, BT 
also failed to take actions to 

improve the situation, leading 
to unsafe conditions for road 
users, pedestrians and cyclists.

On 28th March, BT pleaded 
guilty to the unsafe execution of 
streetworks with significant risk 
to public safety at Westminster 
Magistrates Court, in 
contravention of the New Roads 
and Streets Works Act, 1991, 
Section 65 and Section 60.

It was fined £90,000 plus 
£3,394 in court costs.

The prosecution is the second 
in 12 months for BT, following 
unsafe work carried out on 
Streatham Hill, Lambeth on 1 
March 2017.

BT failed to properly sign and 
guard the working area, which 
meant that pedestrians were 
able to walk dangerously close 
to heavy plant and machinery.

In passing sentence, the district 
judge said: "There is clearly a 
disconnect between BT and 
its contractors, consistently 
resulting in a number of these 
breaches, which must be fixed 
by BT to avoid future offences.

“It took over a day for BT to 
rectify these faults despite the 
works taking place in a busy 
part of the City of London 
with substantial impact on 
traffic. The response was 
unacceptably slow in my view 
and I hope that is reflected in 
my sentence.”

Since 2010, TfL has issued BT 
1066 fixed penalty notices 
and has prosecuted the 
telecommunications company 
47 times for streetworks 
offences, including those for 
dangerous and disruptive work.
 
Glynn Barton, TfL’s Director of 
network management, said: 
“The safety of the public and 
workers should be top priority 

when undertaking roadworks. 
We have prosecuted BT for 
streetworks offences 47 times 
since 2010 and [it] still continues 
to breach the rules.

“It is absolutely vital that 
companies such as BT ensure 
safety on site and we will 
always push for the strongest 
possible action against those 
that put the public at risk. 
We are working with utility 
companies, including BT, to 
ensure that roadworks are 
carried out safely in the future, 
with minimal disruption to road 
users.”



LOUIS Wustemann, editor of 
IOSH Magazine reported on 
his interview of Kevin Myers, 
IALI, within the IOSH Magazine 
of 18th April 2018. The former 
HSE deputy chief executive 
now represents labour 
inspectors around the world 
and has robust views on OSH 
overprovision.

Kevin Myers has a unique 
perspective on the UK’s safety 
and health regulator. He served 
in increasingly central roles in 
the Health and Safety Executive 
(HSE) from soon after its 
foundation in 1975, culminating in 
a year as acting chief executive 
in 2013.

The intervening decades fuel 
much of my discussion with 

Myers but we start with his 
reflections on a wider stage. 
Two years ago he left the British 
national regulator to concentrate 
on his elected role as president 
of the International Association 
of Labour Inspection (IALI), the 
global umbrella body for labour 
standards regulators (see "In the 
scheme of things" below).

Given the breadth of IALI’s 
membership, representing 
regulators from Albania 
and Australia to the UK and 
Zimbabwe, countries with 
widely differing settlements 
between governments and 
their citizenry, I ask whether he 
believes there is a single, ideal 
model for labour inspectorates.

“The regulatory model for any 

country doesn’t operate in 
isolation from the cultures, the 
norms, the modus vivendi of 
that country,” he says. “So you 
need to develop a model that 
fits into the particular culture. 
That creates lots of interesting 
challenges in trying to advise 
countries that can’t necessarily 
see that they may not be able 
to do what they say they want 
to do because it goes against 
the grain of how the country 
operates.”

He gives the example of 
Singapore, which adopted the 
UK’s principles of OSH regulation 
in which the duty to manage the 
risk lies with the enterprise that 
creates it.

“They’ve driven significant 

improvements on the back of 
that,” he says. “But the culture 
in Singapore is very different 
from the culture in the UK.” The 
city state is renowned for its 
paternalistic ethos and Myers 
says that poses challenges to 
a government trying to deliver 
a goal-setting and risk-based 
OSH system that relies on 
dutyholders for a degree of self-
regulation.

MEANS AND WAYS
On the IALI website, Myers’ 
presidential statement refers 
to the fact that many labour 
inspectorates are coping 
with reduced resources. I 
ask whether he sees that as 
something a representative 
body should try to discourage. 
Not necessarily, he says. “I 

know of no labour inspectorate 
in any country, at any time, 
that is adequately resourced. 
I’m not saying resources aren’t 
important, but a much more 
constructive question is to ask 
are we using the resources at 
our disposal as efficiently and 
effectively as we can?

“The ILO [International Labour 
Organization] has prescriptive 
norms of ratios of inspectors 
to workplaces or numbers of 
employees but I don’t think they 
are particularly helpful.”

Myers argues that the approach 
of cutting your coat according 
to your cloth creates a strong 
argument for more funding 
rather than less: “If you can 
show you are effective and can 

add value to society because 
you are good at what you do 
it does help make the case for 
extra resources.”

He endorses the approach 
set out by previous leader 
interviewee Nancy Leppink (bit.
ly/2reWWHm) – whose job 
includes running the labour 
administration section of the 
ILO – that labour inspectors 
can influence good practice 
only to a limited degree 
through sanctions for individual 
infringements alone.

Myers uses a diagram with 
concentric rings of “influence 
network domains” to explain 
his approach. At the centre is 
human and technical systems, 
surrounded by organisation and 

6 7



management systems, then 
corporate policy and finally 
social and market context. 
Hazardous activities such 
as people climbing unfooted 
ladders to remove asbestos 
with inadequate precautions are 
naturally located in the central 
area of human and technical 
systems, he says. “But they do 
not do this in some vacuum; it 
happens as a consequence of 
the management system. That 
system isn’t in a vacuum either, 
because it is influenced by 
corporate policy [the next ring], 
which is then also influenced 
by wider considerations of 
the market, reputation, the 
regulatory system and so on.”

Traditional activity by labour 
inspectors tries to influence 
from the centre outwards to 
society, “whereas the reality is 
the influence in society flows 
inwards. So it is self-evident 
to me that the more you can 
operate in the outer circles the 
wider influence you have.”

He offers the hypothetical 
example of a country called 
Ruritania, which has a young 
manufacturing sector: “Ruritania 
has started to develop a small 
labour inspectorate that is trying 
to get its manufacturers to take 
OSH seriously and have higher 
standards. So that’s one way 
of trying to exercise influence. 
Another way is to say that most 
of those companies are part of 

global supply chains. The people 
in those supply chains have 
checks and balances to ensure 
the quality of their products. 
Why can’t they also be 
pressurised to have the same 
approach to OSH standards in 
the factories that supply them?

“The labour inspectorate in 
Ruritania can’t drive that. The 
ILO, the G20, consumer and 
corporate social responsibility 
pressure can do it. Think of 
the response of consumers to 
the Rana Plaza [Bangladesh 
garment factory] incident. Why 
can’t we be mobilising that 
sort of commitment at a global 
level proactively as opposed to 
reactively?”

He says this sort of 
supranational pressure from 
the groupings of the biggest 
economies such as the G7 
or the G20 to assure OSH 
standards in remote suppliers 
would create a standard among 
exporters that would in turn 
give the labour inspectorates 
in countries such as Ruritania 
models against which to 
hold manufacturers for their 
domestic markets.

“That’s a more effective way 
of improving the inspectors’ 
competence and standards 
than just trying from first 
principles to go over there and 
train Ruritanian inspectors how 
to carry out investigations.”

This is the sort of message he is 
delivering on IALI’s behalf in the 
nascent discussions on how 
to implement the G20 labour 
and employment ministers’ 2017 
statement on decent work in 
supply chains, as described 
below.

In the scheme of things
Kevin Myers CBE is president 
of the International Association 
of Labour Inspection (IALI). He 
has served in elected posts 
in the association since 2005, 
initially – while working for the 
Health and Safety Executive 
(HSE) – as vice-president, then 
secretary general and since 
2013 as president. He was 
recently elected to a second 
three-year term.

IALI has around 100 member 
organisations and represents 
inspectorates that, in many 
countries, regulate not just 
occupational safety and health 
but matters such as working 
hours and wages as well.

His role is “providing leadership 
for an organisation that is 
dispersed across the world, 
representational functions on 
behalf of labour inspectors, 
and trying to deliver what the 
members ask its executive to 
do”.

He is asked to participate in 
and speak at gatherings of 
regional alliances of labour 

inspectorates and at OSH 
conferences worldwide about 
the role of labour inspectors. 
In recent years IALI has drawn 
up a code of integrity for 
inspectors, common principles 
for establishing an inspectorate, 
a handbook for measuring 
performance and, most 
recently, an assessment tool 
for inspectors to evaluate their 
effectiveness.

“It’s not a large, well-funded 
organisation,” says Myers. 
With no full-time, permanent 
secretariat, he says he 
sometimes feels a bit like the 
Wizard of Oz where, for all the 
activity, “when you pull the 
curtain aside there’s a little man 
standing on a soapbox trying 
to do it all. And that’s me – and 
a handful of colleagues on the 
executive committee.”

In the years after its formation 
in 1972, Myers says IALI was 
mostly Eurocentric, “but if you 
think what’s happened to the 
global economy since then, 
there are many countries with 
a range of industries they 
never had before”. That is also 
reflected in the membership 
of the executive committee 
currently comprising people 
from China, Germany, Spain, 
France, Russia, Singapore, 
Switzerland, ARLAC (African 
Regional Labour Administration 
Centre – an umbrella 
organisation which supports 
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English-speaking African 
countries) as well as the UK.

Myers says economic 
development in such countries 
follows a predictable path where 
the first flush of industrialisation 
is accompanied by little 
regulation and then pressure 
builds to set and enforce 
minimum labour standards.

“The seed of the HSE was 
in 1833 and we have quite a 
sophisticated, well-developed 
system but it has taken nearly 
200 years,” he says. “Part of the 
role of IALI is to share experience 
and learning so we can support 
developing economies to 
establish effective labour 
inspectorates – but quicker than 
150 years.”

In a previous leader 
interview Nancy Leppink 
of the International Labour 
Organization (ILO) talked about 
a global OSH coalition of labour 
ministries and institutes to raise 
standards. Myers has attended 
early meetings of G20 country 
representatives but says it is 
early days and the countries 
and the ILO have yet to set 
out a path to “operationalise” 
the good intentions. “We stand 
ready to help them deliver it,” he 
says.

HERE BE MONSTERS
The conversation moves on 
to Myers’ career with one of 

IALI’s founding members, the 
HSE, spanning most of the 
organisation’s first 48 years 
from just after its genesis in 
the 1974 Health and Safety at 
Work Act which itself stemmed 
directly from Lord Alfred Robens’ 
committee’s report on safety 
and health regulation. How 
would he summarise the HSE’s 
development?

“I think HSE has been a very 
successful organisation in that 
time,” he says. “It inherited an 
excellent design philosophy 
for OSH matters. The principles 
in the Health and Safety at 
Work Act are eternal truths: 
that the primary responsibility 
for managing risks lies with the 
people that create the risks, and 
they should manage the risks 
in consultation with the people 
who are exposed to them. 
What you should be aiming for 
is what Robens characterised 
as self-regulation – which is an 
articulation of people owning 
their risks and managing them 
effectively. In this approach 
the role of the regulator is to 
encourage and stimulate that 
self-regulation and to hold 
people to account when it isn’t 
working.”

He believes that one reason 
for its success is that the 
organisation has historically 
understood its primary role is 
as a regulator. It has innovated 
in approaches to regulation 

and developed a varied toolkit, 
and responded to pressures 
for economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness while keeping its 
eye on that ball.

The fitness of the regime was 
proven in the fire of multiple 
regulatory reviews under the 
Conservative government of 
Margaret Thatcher, the Blair 
Labour administration and again 
under the Conservative/Liberal 
Democrat coalition.

The latter saw public attacks 
from politicians right up to prime 
minister David Cameron, who 
characterised safety and health 
requirements as an “albatross” 
hanging from the neck of UK 
business.

“Working under the coalition 
was interesting,” Myers says 
diplomatically. “The rhetoric was 
much noisier than what actually 
happened.”

What was it like managing 
the HSE through that period? 
“Challenging. But we live in a 
democracy and the role of the 
civil service, including senior 
managers in the HSE, is to 
advise the elected government 
on how to deliver its policy 
objectives. In doing so it can 
sometimes be necessary to 
tease out what the policy 
actually is and provide evidence 
to support or question its 
wisdom or necessity.
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“We wanted to understand 
what the government wanted 
and what the problem was as 
they saw it.”

Though it put the HSE on the 
back foot in having to justify 
its work to some sceptical 
ministers, he says he was not 
personally confounded by the 
government’s “monstering” 
of OSH provision “because I 
believed there was a health and 
safety monster, or dragon or 
whatever it was. The challenge 
was to get the government to 
understand where some of the 
problems came from.”

Where did they come from? 
“Over the past 40 years a 
health and safety system has 
developed in our country in a 
way that I haven’t seen in any 
other country,” he says.

The growth of an OSH 
profession “has undoubtedly 
helped to make self-regulation 
work, but there is a downside to 
it. There is an economic theory 
that says if you put more and 

more resources into dealing with 
something, there comes a point 
where you don’t get any more 
return on investment. In the late 
1990s I think we went over that 
peak in respect of OSH in some 
parts of the economy.”

Other people have pinned 
the blame for unnecessary 
restrictions in the name of 
safety and health at the door of 
the insurance industry or even 
over-zealous local authority 
officials but, like his former 
colleague ex-HSE chair Dame 
Judith Hackitt, Myers lays some 
responsibility at the door of 
OSH practitioners, particularly 
consultants.

“Consultants advising a 
company [can make] the 
company dependent on 
them instead of teaching the 
company how to manage 
risk. There is undoubtedly an 
element of that.”

Part of the problem also 
comes from over-prescriptive 
prequalification of suppliers in 

the UK, he suggests, the other 
side of the coin of his earlier 
point about the need for global 
businesses to set higher OSH 
standards for their procurement 
overseas: “There are quite a lot 
of prescriptive (back-covering) 
rules set out in contracts 
through supply chains, so it’s 
business-on-business stuff that 
goes over the top sometimes.”

He believes the HSE could and 
should have reacted earlier to 
the “myths” reported widely 
in some sections of the press 
about everyday activities being 
banned on safety grounds: “We 
did eventually start to tackle this 
head on. I can’t re-live history 
so I don’t know if we could have 
nipped it in the bud, but it’s one 
of my regrets that we didn’t try 
to do so sooner.”

Overall, he says, though it was 
a “difficult and tricky time”, the 
three reviews of the HSE and 
OSH regulation between 2010 
and 2015 did not weaken the 
UK’s safety and health system 
significantly.



FEE EARNING
Another significant development 
during Myers’ last years in the 
HSE’s senior management was 
the introduction of the fee for 
intervention (FFI) scheme, under 
which inspectors are obliged 
to recoup the costs of visiting 
businesses whenever they find 
material breaches of regulations.

The HSE has always defended 
the programme as the OSH 
equivalent of the “polluter 
pays” principle in environmental 
regulation; under which the 
enforcing agency should be 
able to recoup the costs of its 
efforts from those that are in 
breach. But some ex-inspectors 
have complained about the 
erosion of their discretion over 
enforcement action and about 
the alteration in their relationship 
with dutyholders. Does he see 
any damage to the relationship 
between inspectors and 
inspected?

 “I think that the introduction 
of FFI inevitably had the 
potential to cause some 
damage because it changed 
the dynamic,” he says. “It 

does constrain inspectors 
and change the nature of the 
relationship. But I think it’s 
overplayed. As HSE’s resources 
are contracting, it needs to 
get better at ensuring it goes 
to the places that are not 
self-regulating, that are not 
managing their risks effectively.

“The job of the inspector is not to 
inspect every nook and cranny 
and check they are complying 
with every regulation that is 
relevant to the business but 
is to make an assessment as 
to whether they are managing 
risks effectively. Rather like an 
auditor, you follow that through 
on one or two key risks. What we 
say to the inspectors is if you 
get so far and they seem to be 
doing [things well], dip out and 
go somewhere else where they 
need you.

“Is the change to the system 
worth it for the money that it 
saved the public purse? No. Is 
it better that HSE has got that 
money than not having it? Yes.”

I ask his view of former HSE 
chief executive Geoffrey 
Podger’s characterisation of a 

cycle of tighter regulation after 
a disaster to be followed by 
gradual erosion of controls until 
the next major event. “People 
tend to get complacent, that’s 
human nature and they forget 
why things are done, sometimes 
quicker than others. The best 
example I have is [former 
national rail infrastructure 
company] Railtrack, which was 
privatised and within a few 
years there was no one on 
the board who had experience 
of the rail industry and they 
didn’t understand why they 
needed to spend all that money 
inspecting the points.” (Railtrack 
was dissolved for reasons 
that included poor safety 
management after the Southall 
and Ladbroke Grove rail crashes 
in the late 1990s.)\

Building consensus
The first third of Myers’ time at 
the HSE was spent in the field 
inspectorate. Once he moved 
to the centre, subsequent 
posts included a three-year 
secondment to the European 
Commission working on the 
1996 Seveso directive on major 
accident hazards, then helping 
to establish the HSE’s chemicals 

and hazardous installations 
directorate to help implement 
the directive.

From 2000 to 2005 he 
served as chief inspector 
of construction, one of the 
agency’s most publicly visible 
posts. His start coincided with 
a spike in the sector’s annual 
fatal accident rate by more than 
25% from 4.7 to 6 per 100,000 
workers – actual fatalities rose 
from 81 to 105, partly the result 
of a new government having 
invested in major infrastructure 
projects that fuelled rapid 
expansion of the industry after 
a recession, with an influx of 
less experienced and less risk-
conscious labour. But whatever 
the reason for the leap it was an 
unhappy inheritance for Myers.

“All of a sudden it looked like 
the industry was getting out of 
control,” he recalls. “That was 
one of the busiest and most 
challenging times in my career.”

Of all the buttons the HSE 
pressed to try to bring the 
rate back to a virtuous trend 
he believes one of the most 
significant was persuading 

deputy prime minister John 
Prescott to convene a summit 
involving the trade unions 
and chief executives of the 
representative bodies and major 
contractors.

“[We said] you are the deputy 
prime minister of this country. 
Your department actually 
sponsors the construction 
industry and 60% of 
construction spend is procured 
through government. You have 
all the levers you need. If you 
call a summit of the movers and 
shakers we can get the industry 
to agree its targets under your 
Revitalising Health and Safety 
strategy and come forward with 
plans to deliver them.”

After his appointment he also 
questioned why the HSE had no 
dedicated division for the sector 
that was responsible for most 
fatalities and serious injuries.

“[I said] ‘I’m chief inspector of 
construction but I don’t manage 
the construction inspectors. 
We are getting the industry 
to change, we ought to ask 
ourselves whether we should 
also be changing’.”

His then boss, Adrian Ellis, the 
chief inspector of the field 

operations directorate, took him 
at his word and the construction 
inspectorate was established 
with around 100 frontline staff.

He also persuaded the director 
general to move away from 
the annual target of 100,000 
inspections as a performance 
indicator since it encouraged 
inspectors to focus on the 
quantity of visits – “every 
contractor spoken to during 
a site visit counted as an 
inspection” – rather than the 
quality.

“From memory, over five years 
we reduced the number of 
inspections of construction sites 
by 50% and the fatal accident 
rate went down 50%,” he says. 
(The rate dropped immediately 
back to 4.3 after the initial spike 
and was at 3 by the time he 
handed over the reins of the 
construction division in 2005.)

“All the problems of the 
construction industry aren’t 
solved,” he reflects, “but the 
problems at the top of the 
construction industry are 
incomparably fewer. That 
change in culture fed into the 
success the sector delivered 
in the [2012 London] Olympic 
build.”
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I say that the level of attention 
they received from the regulator 
played a powerful part in the 
major contractors upping 
their game. He agrees “up to a 
point”. He believes the senior 
managers in many contractors 
began to see the business 
benefits of better controls on 
processes, knowing who was 
on their sites and that they were 
competent for the tasks they 
were given.

The removal of inspection 
targets gave inspectors 
more time to start looking 
for the underlying causes of 
patterns of infractions by the 
same companies, and issue 
improvement notices to try to fix 

those causes. This switched the 
focus from just trying to fix the 
human and technical system 
failures in his model but also the 
managerial systems and even 
corporate policy. In the same 
spirit he encouraged senior 
inspectors to arrange meetings 
with the chief executives of the 
major contractors and arranged 
training to support them. That 
higher-level engagement led to 
improved integration of safety 
into projects earlier.

Soon after he took over as 
construction head he met 
the chief executive of a major 
company which had recently 
had two fatalities on its sites. 
“He made a pitch about how 

they were taking safety very 
seriously and told me what they 
were going to do to ensure they 
were in compliance. I said I’m 
glad you are taking it seriously 
but can we forget about health 
and safety for a minute? When 
you go and pitch for contracts 
do you say to prospective 
clients: ‘Give us the job, we will 
do just about enough’? Or do 
you say: ‘Give us the job; we 
are into innovation, continuous 
improvement, driving quality and 
delighting the customer’?”

When the chief executive 
agreed he would pitch all those 
aspirational values Myers says 
he asked, “‘Well why are you 
coming in to me and telling me 

that in health and safety you 
are going to do just enough to 
ensure compliance?’ To be fair 
to him he conceded it was a 
valid point and he drove forward 
improvements.

“That’s what I think is at 
the heart of the Health and 
Safety at Work Act,” he adds. 
“Managing health and safety 
risks is an enabler of business. 
I’ve seen many people who 
have sought to raise their game 
for altruistic reasons, then 
realise it pays – and then they 
are completely converted.”
Floating boats
I ask what prompted him to join 
the HSE in the first place. He 
recalls a long coach journey 

with his then girlfriend’s 
brother in the early 1970s, 
just before he finished his 
biochemistry degree, in which 
the conversation turned to 
what he wanted to do when 
he graduated. After Myers set 
out his preferences for a job 
that allowed him to broaden 
his knowledge rather than 
deepening it in a single area, 
was not office-bound and had 
a social purpose, his future 
brother in law suggested 
he investigate what was 
then known as the factory 
inspectorate.

“I looked into it and it seemed to 
tick all those boxes, so I applied 
and joined.”

In his first years as an inspector 
in east London he recalls visiting 
a couple of, then, household 
name manufacturers and 
talked to them about safety 
provisions. “And I was thinking 
‘they are never going to get 
this right because their whole 
business model is wrong and 
I can’t imagine how they can 
manage the health and safety 
risks if they are not managing 
the productivity risks, the cost 
risks and so on’. Very early 
on I identified the connection 
between those factors and 
that stayed with me though my 
whole career. I always tried to 
get people to manage health 
and safety as they would 
manage other business risks.”

He recalls another encounter 
with two partners in an 
engineering firm who were 
milling, grinding and machining 
parts with “awful standards, 
there was no guarding on the 
machines, but it was only 
themselves who would have 
been injured”. He says he told 
them the correct levels of 
protection and steered them 
towards the relevant guidance 
but did not press the point 
as they had no employees. 
Some years later he visited 
another works in a different 
part of London with the same 
name over the door. “It was a 
much bigger factory and it was 
one of the best factories I had 
ever inspected. They said that 
because they had expanded 
they had taken the advice 
previously given. I really got a 
buzz from the fact that they had 
stored [the advice] up for when 
they grew.”

He says that one of the reasons 
he stayed with the regulator 
was that the subsequent 
decades continued to 
provide that sort of sense of 
achievement.

“Forty years later it continued to 
tick all those boxes for me it had 
at the beginning. I continued 
to learn and grow throughout 
my career. I think I thrive on 
change.”
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ELAINE Knutt reported 
in the Health + Safety at 
Work magazine on 19th April 
2018 on the Grenfell Tower 
refurbishment.

A report into the Grenfell Tower 
fire on behalf of the Metropolitan 
Police has revealed extensive 
failures of workmanship, and 
that only 17% of the automatic 
door closers on the flats were 
working properly, contributing to 
the spread of flame within the 
building.

It’s thought that the poor 
workmanship at Grenfell Tower 
- which extends far beyond 
the choice of cladding and 
insulation - puts the project 
in breach of Regulation 7 of 
the Building Regulations, a 
prosecutable offence.

The report, dated 31st January 
and originally leaked to the 
Evening Standard, highlighted 
problems with the cavity 
barriers, which should expand 
and seal the gap between the 
concrete surface of the building 
and the insulation.

These were either the wrong 

size or so badly installed that 
they failed to perform their 
function. This left a chimney-
like effect in the gap between 
the cladding and the concrete 
surface that “provided a route 
for fire spread”, the report said.   

The reports also revealed large 
spaces between window frames 
and the building’s concrete 
columns, filled with a “rubberised 
membrane” that provided little 
fire resistance, and was probably 
a factor in allowing the fire to 
spread from Flat 16 to the façade 
of the building.

In addition, the research found 
that many of the flats’ door 
closers on the doors to the 
lobby were either missing or 
faulty. Looking at 120 flats, 25% 
had no door closers at all, while 
20% of the flats had door 
closers that were present but 
not in working order. 

Overall, the report confirmed 
widespread suspicions that the 
fire would not have proved so 
deadly if the refurbishment had 
not been carried out.

The Grenfell report for the 

Metropolitan Police was carried 
out by BRE (Building Research 
Establishment), which already 
had a contract in place with 
government to study fire spread 
in buildings before the Grenfell 
disaster.

On behalf of the Department 
for Communities and Local 
Government (now the Ministry 
for Communities, Housing and 
Local Government), a BRE team 
under Dr David Crowder, head 
of fire investigation and expert 
witness services, produced a 
series of three reports on fire 
spread.

The final report looked at a 
number of serious fires where 
the BRE concluded that poor 
workmanship, and/ or the 
initial architectural design, had 
allowed the spread of fire and 
led to an unexpected high level 
of damage.

The DCLG-commissioned report 
– published shortly before 
the Grenfell Tower disaster – 
argued that project teams had 
breached Regulation 7 of the 
Building Regulations. Regulation 
7 states that:

Building work shall be carried 
out –
• with adequate and proper 
materials which: are appropriate 
for the circumstances in which 
they are used; are adequately 
mixed or prepared; and are 
applied, used or fixed so as 
adequately to perform the 
functions for which they are 
designed; and
• in a workmanlike manner.

Regulation 7 also stipulates 
that those responsible for 
building work “must ensure 
that the work complies with all 
applicable requirements of the 
Building Regulations”.

This responsibility extends 
to the agent, builder, sub-
contractor and potentially the 
building owner.

Meanwhile, the RIBA has written 
to Sajid Javid, secretary of state 

for Housing, Communities and 
Local Government, expressing 
its concerns that Dame Judith 
Hackitt’s forthcoming review 
of fire safety and building 
regulations will fail to create 
clear guidance for construction 
professionals to follow.

It also warned that the review 
could fail to provide the 
reassurance and clarity on fire 
safety in tall buildings that the 
general public needs.

Written by the RIBA’s own fire 
safety advisory group, the letter 
“raised significant concerns that 
key changes to ban flammable 
cladding, require sprinklers to 
be fitted and ensure there is a 
second means of escape for 
high rise residential buildings 
seem to have been overlooked”.

The RIBA recommends that:
• external walls of buildings over 

18m in height to be constructed 
of non-combustible (European 
class A1) materials only
• new multiple occupancy 
residential buildings over 11 
metres high should be required 
to have more than one means of 
escape, consistent with current 
regulations for commercial 
buildings (which are arguably 
lower risk)
• existing residential buildings 
above 18m from ground level 
in height should be required 
to retro-fit sprinklers or other 
automatic fire suppression 
systems as a “consequential 
improvements” whenever 
“material alterations” are 
planned
• new residential buildings and 
conversions should also be fitted 
with sprinklers or automatic 
fire suppression systems, 
as currently required under 
Regulations 37A and 37B of the 
Building Regulations for Wales.
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Multiple breaches in Grenfell 
refurb ‘fed the flames’, as RIBA 
warns on Hackitt review
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to five years and a fixed 
compensation, known as 
“diya”, or “blood money”, of 
Dh200,000 (about £40,000).

“It used to be the safety guy 
who got the blame for any 
failure, but now the law holds 
directors responsible and 
accountable for breaches,” 
says Alaradi. “In one recent 
case, an inadequate handover 
between an outgoing and an 
incoming director resulted in 
a miscommunication of the 
hazards that workers were 
subject to. Someone was killed 
and, as a result, both directors 
were jailed.”

Construction has the worst 
track record for workplace 
safety in the UAE, where a 
building boom that started in 
the early 2000s saw a major 
influx of unskilled labour. Official 
figures are hard to come by, 
but the Abu Dhabi Statistics 
Centre says that the sector was 
responsible for 47% of total 
workplace fatalities in 2013.

“In contrast to jobs in oil and 
gas, where people tend to be 
well looked after and trained, 
and jobs can last for years, 

construction workers have 
often come from poor countries 
in their thousands and move 
frequently between projects 
and countries,” says Alaradi.

The sector’s track record 
seems to be improving, 
partly as a result of new 
requirements, issued in Dubai 
in 2008 and in Abu Dhabi in 
2009. Authorities have also 
made it mandatory for workers 
to down tools between 12:30pm 
and 3pm, and for employers 
to provide shaded areas to 
prevent sunstroke.

The UAE can also provide 
examples of best practice. The 
Abu Dhabi Occupational Safety 
and Health Center (OSHAD), 
established in 2010, won an 
award at the British Safety 
Council’s International Safety 
Awards 2017.

“If you look at their systematic 
approach it is excellent. You 
cannot provide consultancy 
services in Abu Dhabi unless 
you have been approved 
by them, providing proof of 
relevant training, experience 
and qualifications. Some 
emirates are also launching 
national schemes to develop 
and appoint health and safety 
inspectors, working with 
international bodies to create 
the relevant qualifications and 
competency metrics they 
need,” Alaradi concludes.

Raising standards
by decree in the UAE
ELAINE Knutt of Health + Safety 
at Work magazine reported 
on the 19th March 2018 on the 
improving health and safety 
standards applied in the United 
Arab Emirates (UAE).
 
The federation has avoided 
the negative headlines of 
neighbouring Qatar, but shares 
its challenges of keeping large 
numbers of migrant labourers 
safe. We look at its progress, 
including a new joined up 
safety initiative.

The current health and 
safety regime in the United 
Arab Emirates (UAE) – the 
federation of seven emirates 
including Dubai, Abu Dhabi, 
Ajman, Fujairah, Ras al Khaimah, 
Sharjah and Umm al Quwain – 
is based on the Federal Labour 
Law of 1980, which outlines the 
main roles and responsibilities 
of employers and the labour 
rights of employees. In addition, 
several “Ministerial Decisions”, 
issued in 1981 and 1982, set 
out preventive methods to 
protect employees; standards 
of medical care; precautions 
for hazardous work; and 
precautions for remote areas 
and locations.

“In the late 1970s the federal 

government started to set 
up a framework to regulate 
health and safety, but it was 
not systematic and more 
reactive than proactive, 
evolving in response to major 
accidents that occurred,” 
explains Hasan Alaradi, director 
of training provider RCC 
Middle East, which provides 
training in health, safety and 
environmental management.

In addition, he explains, power 
to develop health and safety 
laws is delegated from the 
federal level to individual 
emirates, while “free zones” 
also have some freedom to 
set local rules. For example, 
Local Order 61 from the 
Dubai Municipality outlines 
environmental protection 
regulation, and Local Order 
11 governs public health and 
community safety.

Regulations are non-
prescriptive and require 
employers to develop a 
strategy to manage risk based 
on analysis of the specific 
work activities and hazards. 
“For example, the oil and gas 
industry is not so concerned 
about trips and falls, but rather 
about major accidents, such 
as a hydrocarbon release that 
could result in an explosion 
or fire, which places an 
emphasis on process safety 
management,” says Alaradi.

Non-compliance with safety 
regulations in the UAE is a 
serious matter. Any breach of 
obligations is punishable by a 
fine of up to Dh10,000 (around 
£2,000) and/or imprisonment 
for up to six months. If there 
is a fatal accident, a finding 
of negligence can result 
in a prison sentence of up 

Population:
9.49 million in 2018 (United 
Nations figures)

Working age population:
6.3 million in 2014 (Ministry of 
Economy)

REGULATOR:
The Ministry of Human 
Resources and Emiratisation 
(MOHRE) is responsible for 
overseeing employer-employee 
relations and maintaining 
labour rights for the private 
sector. It consists of a labour 
sector, inspection sector, 
policies and strategies sector, 
and a supporting service 
sector.

ACCIDENT BLACKSPOT:
The leading cause of non-fatal 
injuries in Abu Dhabi is falling 
from height or being hit by 
a falling object, accounting 
for 40% of all occupational 
fatalities in 2015 (Health 
Authority of Abu Dhabi).

INITIATIVES:
The Abu Dhabi Occupational 
Safety and Health Center 
(OSHAD) “Safety in Heat” 
campaign augments the legal 
requirement to down tools to 
avoid the midday sun for 2.5 
hours.



RIBA warns Hackitt
review does not go far enough
ON 20th April 2018 Jamie 
Hailstone, a freelance journalist 
and author, reported in the 
Safety & Health Practitioner 
magazine on the RIBA 
concerns regarding the Hackitt 
review of building regulations.

The Royal Institute of British 
Architects (RIBA) has warned 
Dame Judith Hackitt’s review 
of building regulations and 
fire safety will not deliver the 
necessary changes in the 
aftermath of the Grenfell Tower 
tragedy.

In a letter to the housing 
secretary, Sajid Javid, RIBA’s 
expert advisory group on fire 
safety claims the review has 
overlooked a ban on flammable 
cladding, requiring sprinklers to 
be fitted and ensuring there is 
a second means of escape for 
tower blocks.

The letter also warns the 
current set of proposals being 
considered by Dame Judith will 
not provide enough clarity for 

professionals or reassure the 
public.

Instead, the advisory group 
has made a number of 
recommendations, which 
it claims will provide the 
necessary clarity and 
reassurance.

These include ensuring there 
is a second means of vertical 
escape from new blocks of flats 
over 11 metres high, consistent 
with current regulations for 
commercial buildings.

The letter also recommends 
Dame Judith consider the 
retro-fitting of sprinklers and 
fire suppression systems to all 
existing tower blocks above 18 
metres high.

“The RIBA has engaged closely 
with Dame Judith and her 
review and we welcome many 
of the suggestions made in her 
interim report to strengthen the 
building control system,” said 
the chair of the advisory group, 
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Jane Duncan.

“However, we fear that the 
current set of proposals under 
consideration overlook simple, 
but critical changes that would 
provide clarity for professionals 
and most importantly, would 
help protect the public.

“Sprinklers, a second 
means of escape and a 
ban on flammable cladding 
for high-rise residential 
buildings are common sense 
recommendations, and a basic 
requirement in many other 
countries.

“We have written to the 
Secretary of State marking clear 
that there must be a thorough 
re-writing of the building 
regulations and guidance on all 
aspects of fire safety, to avoid 
continuation of the regulatory 
failings that lead to the Grenfell 
Tower fire,” she added.

Dame Judith’s final report is 
expected to be published later. BIMSAFE BROUGHT TO YOU BY

Are you aware of the new PAS 1192-6, which requires
you to embed Health and Safety information into your 3D model ?

We have designed a unique package which
gives you all the tools you need to embed
Health and Safety information into your 3D
model.

BIMsafe has been designed with PAS 1192-6
in mind and specifically allows you to fulfil your
Health and Safety requirements in accordance
with the PAS 1192-6 requirements.

BIMsafe is a great new solution giving you
all the tools youneed to embed Health and
Safety information into your 3D model. 

BIMsafe is a collaboration between Callsafe
Services and Cassidy Forsythe, combining over
30 years of experience in the management of
Health and  Safety and 3D modelling. 

With this experience at the forefront of our
software, our extensive knowledge enables us
to provide you with a premium Health and
Safety solution at an affordable price.

www.bimsafe.co.ukFOR MORE INFO & TO ARRANGE YOUR DEMONSTRATION VISIT

UPCOMING PRODUCT PRESENTATIONS

NEWCASTLE 24/05/18
The County Hotel, Neville St, Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 5DF,
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On 23rd April 2018 Jamie 
Hailstone, a freelance journalist 
and author, reported in the 
Safety & Health Practitioner 
magazine on the Government’s 
recent announcement 
regarding a potential ban or 
restriction on the use of desk 
top studies for the assessment 
of external cladding systems.

The Government recently 
announced it will consider 
banning or restricting the use 
of desktop studies, but what 
impact could this have on 
fire safety, particularly in the 
aftermath of the Grenfell Tower 
tragedy?

The Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local 
Government is currently holding 
a consultation on the plans, 
which would either restrict 
or ban completely the use of 
desktop studies as a way of 
assessing the performance of 
external cladding systems.

The proposals come 
directly as a result of the 
recommendations made by 
Dame Judith Hackitt in her 
interim report last year, which 
recommended the use of 
desktop studies be restricted.

Dame Judith’s report also 

raised concerns about the 
competence of some of 
the assessment authors. A 
desktop study is a means of 
assessing whether an item is 
safe in lieu of a fire test.

The new consultation will 
consider whether desktop 
studies are appropriate for 
all construction products, 
wall systems or for any 
other purpose. And if they 
are deemed appropriate in 
some cases, the proposed 
changes include improving the 
transparency of assessments, 
proper scrutiny of results and 
ensuring that such studies can 

only be carried out by properly-
accredited bodies that have 
the relevant expertise.
Why banning desktop studies 
is an “overdue first step”
Speaking to SHP Online, the 
managing director of Rockwool 
UK, which manufactures stone 
wool insulation materials, Darryl 
Matthews, says that banning 
desktop studies outright 
would be an “obvious and long 
overdue first step” to improving 
fire safety in the UK.

“A desktop study is based on 
the deeply flawed BS 8414 test, 
which doesn’t reflect real life 
conditions in the first place, 
and speculates from there,” 
adds Mr Matthews.

“There are no official 
qualifications required to carry 
out a desktop study, and no 

standard for the evidence that 
can be used. Adding insult to 
injury, there’s no obligation 
to publish the reports, so 
landlords, councils, building 
owners, developers and the 
public would likely never 
know what’s been tested or 
modelled.

“To protect public safety, 
the government should ban 
desktop studies and require 
non-combustible cladding and 
insulation on high-rise and 
high-risk buildings like schools 
and hospitals,” adds the 
Rockwool UK chief executive.
ABI calls for end of all but 
non-combustible materials in 
construction
Laura Hughes, a senior policy 
adviser for General Insurance 
at the Association of British 
Insurers (ABI), comments: “In 
our submission to Dame Judith 
Hackitt’s review we call for 
an end to the use of all but 
non-combustible materials in 
construction, and a reformed 
testing regime that replicates 
real world conditions to provide 
genuine evidence of how 
materials perform in a fire.

“A reformed system must also 
be able to keep pace with 
building innovation and modern 
design.”

The ABI’s submission to the 
Hackitt review calls for a duty 
on building regulations and 

associated guidance to not 
support construction and 
material combinations that 
are so susceptible to minor 
deviation that they can only 
really be demonstrated to be 
safe and compliant ‘on-plan’.

“A reformed testing regime 
would eliminate the use 
of such construction and 
materials, which only serve to 
create uncertainty about the 
fire performance of a building,” 
the submission states.

“ACM panels are a type of 
flat panel that consists of 
two thin aluminium sheets 
held together with a core 
(often combustible) filler. The 
aluminium sheets should, when 
perfectly installed, protect 
the combustible interior from 
a fire. Insurers are doubtful 
the current testing regime 
accurately reflects how ACM 
panels are installed on the 
external envelope of a building 
in reality.

“The tests replicate a ‘perfect 
build’ scenario that do not 
consider any breach of the 
aluminium barrier due to vents, 
ducts, wear and tear or poor 
installation,” the submission 
adds.
Residents’ point of view
And the chief executive of 
the Association of Retained 
Council Housing (ARCH), John 
Bibby, says it is important to 

Will banning desktop studies
lead to improved fire safety?
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APS DESIGN RISK MANAGEMENT AND CDM2015 FOR DESIGNERS

16-17 May 2018  Staffordshire MPHS180417  £290.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

APS CDM2015 AWARENESS

24 May 2018  Staffordshire CDMA180524  £290.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

CDM2015 FOR FACILITIES MANAGERS

19 June 2018  Staffordshire CDMF180619  £290.00

DISCOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR MULTIPLE BOKKING ON A SINGLE COURSE AND/OR
PAYMENT ONE MONTH BEFORE THE COURSE COMMENCEMENT
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look at the question of whether 
desktop studies are safe from 
the point of view of residents, 
who following the Grenfell 
Tower tragedy, will “rightly 
expect absolute assurances 
that their building is safe”.

“Residents find it incredible that 
the systems of construction 
and building regulation in this 
country have failed them to 
the extent that hundreds of 
high rise buildings across the 
country, in different ownership 
and of different tenures, have 
been allowed to be fitted 
with cladding systems that 
have since been proven to 
have failed the large scale 
fire safety tests carried out 
following the Grenfell fire and 
ask the question: why weren’t 
such tests carried out before 
the cladding systems were 
installed?,” says Mr Bibby.

“Residents of older high-rise 
blocks see the benefit of safe 
systems of cladding which 
improve the thermal value of 
high rise buildings and reduce 
often unaffordable heating bills. 

However residents also have a 
reasonable expectation that in 
future no cladding systems (of 
any type) should be installed 
on high rise buildings until and 
unless the particular cladding 
system proposed has been 
subject to the same large scale 
fire safety tests and is proven 
to be safe.

“Following Grenfell I am 
doubtful that residents of older 
high rise buildings would be 
prepared to agree to proposals 
to install cladding systems on 
their blocks unless the type 
of cladding and the cladding 
system proposed has been 
subject to a large scale fire 
safety test and a full copy of 
the fire safety test has been 
made available for public 
inspection,” adds Mr Bibby.

“Equally I can’t see many 
buyers in the private housing 
market being prepared to buy 
an apartment in a high rise 
block unless they receive 
similar assurances that the 
cladding on their home (and 
their investment) is safe – I 

certainly wouldn’t.”
Government is urged to hold 
firm against industry pressure
And the chairman of the Local 
Government Association, Lord 
Porter says it explained to the 
Government several months 
ago that Approved Document 
B needed revising in order 
to provide clarity for building 
owners seeking to replace 
flammable cladding.

“Currently, if no fire test data 
exists for a particular cladding 
system, a desktop study can 
be submitted,’ says Lord Porter.

“We have consistently said 
that desktop studies cannot 
substitute for real-world 
tests of cladding systems – 
including in our evidence to 
the Hackitt Review. We urge 
the Government to hold firm 
against industry pressure that 
seeks to allow their continued 
use.”

The government consultation 
on desktop studies closes on 
25th May. For more information, 
see here.
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TRAINING & EVENTS
THE SYNERGY OF CDM2015 AND BIM
1 DAY COURSE
This non-accredited course is designed 
for clients, designers, principal designers, 
contractors and principal contractors 
performing duties under the CDM Regulations 
2015 and are likely to perform these duties 
on projects that will comply with the Building 
Information Modelling (BIM) requirements. This 
course would also be useful to facilities and 
asset managers who may be considering the 
benefits of BIM in managing assets. 

ASBESTOS AWARENESS 1/2 DAY COURSE
This UKATA accredited course provides 
supervisors and trades personnel employees 
whose work could foreseeably disturb the 
fabric of a building and 
expose them to asbestos 
containing materials with 
the knowledge necessary 

to recognise where these materials may 
occur and the precautions/actions necessary. 
The course satisfies the requirements for 
training as contained in the HSE document, 
L143, for personnel who may disturb asbestos 
containing material, but does not qualify them 
to work with asbestos. Construction industry 
designers will also benefit from this course.

IN-HOUSE COURSES
The above public courses, and many other 
CDM and other health and safety courses 
are offered as ‘in-house’ courses, where 
the trainer presents the course at a venue 
provided by the delegates’ employer, and are 
priced at a daily rate.

Details of all courses offered can be found at:
www.callsafe-services.co.uk, most of which 
can be customised to a particular customer’s 
needs.    
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TRAINING & EVENTS

Further details of these, and other, courses can be found on our website:
www.callsafe-services.co.uk, or by contacting Gemma Esprey at:

gemma.esprey@callsafe-services.co.uk or by phone on: 01889 577701

TRAINING & EVENTS
CALLSAFE PUBLIC COURSES
We have programmed a number of public 
courses as follows. The detailed programme of 
courses is shown on the previous page.

MANAGEMENT OF PRE-
CONSTRUCTION HEALTH AND 
SAFETY 3 DAY COURSE
This APS accredited course is aimed 
at those persons who will be performing the 
duties of the Principal Designer on behalf of 
their employer, who has been appointed to 
this role by the Client.

It provides knowledge on the requirements, 
methods that could be used to achieve these 
requirements and the personal qualities 
necessary. The course also provides for the 
additional services that could be offered 
by the Principal Designer, or as a separate 
commission, for advising and assisting the 
Client with the Client’s duties. 

DESIGN RISK MANAGEMENT AND 
CDM2015 FOR DESIGNERS 2 DAY 
COURSE
This APS accredited course is aimed at 
Designers and Design Risk Managers, 
providing a full understanding of the 
Designers’ duties under CDM2015 and the 
options that are available for achieving these 
obligations.

The course could also be suitable for Principal 
Designers if they are experienced in the 
design requirements of CDM2007. Discussions 
and debates are encouraged throughout this 
course.

CDM2015 AWARENESS
1 DAY COURSE
This APS accredited course is 
designed to provide all persons 
involved in construction projects, including 
current and potential clients, project 
managers, principal designers, designers, 
principal contractors and contractors with a 
broad overview on the CDM Regulations 2015.

CDM2015 FOR FACILITIES MANAGERS
1 DAY COURSE
This non-accredited course is designed to 
provide Facilities Managers, and designers 
and contractors working for Facilities 
Managers, with an understanding of their 
duties under the CDM Regulations 2015. Larger 
fit-out and refurbishment projects will be 
discussed as well as planned maintenance 
and reactive repair activities.

MANAGING SAFELY IN CONSTRUCTION
5 DAY COURSE
This IOSH approved course has been 
developed to provide 
managers, designers, etc. 
the knowledge and skills 
necessary to enable them to 
recognise the hazards likely to be present in 
the construction industry and the actions 
needed to control and manage them.

The course is suitable for Principal Designers, 
Designers, Project Managers, Facilities 
Managers and Managers of any construction-
related organisation.

TRAINING & EVENTS

Further details of these, and other, courses can be found on our website:
www.callsafe-services.co.uk, or by contacting Gemma Esprey at:

gemma.esprey@callsafe-services.co.uk or by phone on: 01889 577701
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the operative fell from a height of over three 
metres, sustaining a broken knee cap which 
required surgery.

An investigation by the HSE found the 
company’s system for planning work at 
height was inadequate in that it failed to 
ensure that work was carried out in a safe 
manner. Windows were found to be not 
routinely installed from the inside and ladders 
were used in a way that constituted serious 
risk. Additionally, there was no system 
of monitoring or supervision in place and 
operatives were left to their own devices.

H.P.A.S. Limited, trading as Safestyle UK, 
pleaded guilty to breaching Regulation 4(1) of 
The Work at Height Regulations 2005 and was 
fined £850,000 with £1,083 in costs.

Speaking after the hearing, HSE inspector Stuart 
Whitesmith said: “This incident could easily have 
been prevented had the company implemented 
reasonably practicable precautions.

“Such precautions include having effective 
and enforced safe systems of work, whereby 
windows are installed internally where 
possible, or by using suitable access solutions 
which provide edge protection, and having a 
formal system in place to ensure works are 
appropriately supervised.’’

BUILDING CONTRACTOR JAILED AFTER 
HOUSE COLLAPSE IN BRIGHTON
A building contractor was sentenced on 11th 
April 2018 following an incident in February 
2015 in which a house in Brighton partially 
collapsed.

Hove Crown Court heard how builder Glen 
Peters (trading as Brow Builders) undermined 
the structural integrity of the house by 
digging out the basement. He then failed to 
act on the advice of a structural engineer on 
how to remedy the situation, resulting in the 
gable wall partially collapsing and the ground 
floor collapsing into the basement. Adjacent 
properties had to be evacuated and the area 
cordoned off because there were concerns 
that members of the public living nearby and 
passing through the area were at risk.

The HSE investigation found that the property 
had bungeroosh walls, common to buildings in 
the Brighton area which were built in the mid-
18th to 19th century. They are constructed 
with a mixture of rubble, timber, pebbles, 
stones and flint in a lime mix mortar set 
between shuttering. The make-up of these 
walls makes working on this type of building 
more challenging in terms of structural 
stability, meaning that those doing so must 
fully understand what they are dealing with.

The investigation also found that Glen Peters 
failed to report the incident to HSE as a 
dangerous occurrence in accordance with the 
Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous 
Occurrences Regulations (RIDDOR) 2013.

Glen Peters (trading as Brow Builders) pleaded 
guilty to breaching Regulation 25(1) of the 
Construction (Design and Management) 
Regulations 2007 and Regulation 7 of the 
RIDDOR Regulations 2013. The defendant was 
sentenced to five months imprisonment for 
count one and two months imprisonment for 
count two to run concurrently. He was also 

28 29

latestprosecutions

CONSTRUCTION COMPANY WORKER 
SUFFERS LIFE THREATENING INJURIES
A construction company was sentenced 4th 
April 2018 for safety breaches after a worker 
suffered life threatening injuries.

Sheffield Magistrates’ Court heard that, in 
September 2016, a 48-year-old employee of 
K.D.S. Construction Company Ltd (KDS) was 
working in a 2-metre-deep excavation when 
he was struck on the head and pinned down 
by a large segment of concrete. He suffered 
multiple injuries, including fractures to his skull, 
ribs, left arm and vertebrae.

An investigation by the Health and Safety 
Executive (HSE) found that the construction 
company had been contracted by Abbey Forged 
Products Limited to carry out groundworks for 
the installation of a new underground water 
drainage system at the company’s Beeley Wood 
Works site in Sheffield.

The investigation also found that KDS 
employees had dug out a number of 
excavations for the new tanks and pipework. 
After one tank had been installed, work started 
on another excavation for a second tank 
adjacent to the first. While this was being 
dug, one of the groundworkers was asked to 
cover over some pipework which was sticking 
out of the first tank to protect it from being 
damaged by backfill. When he descended 
into the excavation to do this, a section of 
unsupported concrete which was overhanging 
the excavation broke off and fell onto him.

K.D.S. Construction Company Ltd pleaded 
guilty to breaching Section 2(1) of the Health 

and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 and was 
fined £70,000 and ordered to pay costs of 
£4,016.15.

After the hearing, HSE inspector Alison 
Outhwaite commented: “The employee’s 
injuries were life changing and he could have 
easily been killed. This serious incident and 
devastation could have been avoided if basic 
safe guards had been put in place.

“This case highlights the need to be aware of 
the risks of working in and near excavations. 
The groundwork industry need to appreciate 
the risks even where excavations are thought 
to be ‘shallow’ or the ground considered 
to be stable. As HSE guidance states. ‘Any 
unsupported excavation will be safe ONLY if 
its sides are battered back sufficiently or if 
the excavation is in sound rock (HSG150).

“If a suitable safe system of work had been 
in place prior to the incident, the life changing 
injuries sustained by the employee could have 
been prevented.”

COMPANY FINED AFTER WORKER 
FALLS FROM LADDER
On 10th April 2018 Safestyle UK was 
sentenced after a worker fell from a ladder 
sustaining a fracture to his lower leg.

Sheffield Magistrates’ Court heard how, on 
1st March 2017, a window installer working for 
H.P.A.S. Limited, trading as Safestyle UK, was 
attempting to install a first-floor rear bedroom 
window at a property on Cemetery Road, 
Doncaster, when the ladder he was climbing 
slipped. The ladder was not footed or tied and 
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“The standards were particularly inexcusable 
as the company had received clear warnings 
in the past. It speaks volumes that, even after 
being issued with three welfare improvement 
notices at other sites, they provided their 
workers at the new site with a non-flushing 
WC and an outside cold water tap and a 
bucket as washing facilities”.

SURVEYOR FINED AFTER FAILING TO 
DETECT ASBESTOS
On 12th April 2018 a specialist asbestos 
company was fined after failing to detect 
asbestos at a demolition site.

Greater Manchester Magistrates’ Court 
heard how EAS Asbestos Limited were 
commissioned to conduct refurbishment and 
demolition surveys by Mercer Brother Limited, 
a construction company who were contracted 
to demolish garages for Hyndburn Homes. 
EAS Asbestos stated in their surveys that 
asbestos was only present in the cement roof 
sheets, there were no areas that could not be 
accessed, and that there was no asbestos 
insulation board present in the garages.

On Wednesday, 1st February 2017, the 
demolition of the garages went ahead but 
work was immediately stopped when suspect 
material was found. Another surveying 
company was brought in and confirmed 
the presence of large amounts of asbestos 
insulation board in the demolition rubble.

An investigation by the HSE found that the 
survey carried out by EAS Asbestos Limited 
was incorrect and misleading.

EAS Asbestos Limited pleaded guilty to 
breaching Section 3(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work Act 1974. The company was 
fined £6,700 and ordered to pay costs of 
£1,000 and a victim surcharge of £170.

ASBESTOS REMOVAL COMPANY 
AND MANAGERS SENTENCED AFTER 
FORGING DOCUMENTS
An asbestos removal company, and two of its 
managers, were prosecuted on 12th April 2018 
after forging documents in order to obtain an 
asbestos licence from the HSE.

Greater Manchester Magistrates’ Court heard 
how, between 16th March 2012 and 10th 
March 2016, Excavation and Contracting (UK) 
Ltd used both forged medical certificates and 
forged asbestos training certificates for their 
asbestos removal operatives. These forged 
documents had been made by their asbestos 
operations manager, David Lloyd, and included 
medicals in the name of the company 
operations manager, Lee Cooper, and forged 
training certificates for Lee Cooper and 
the managing director, Brendan O’Halloran. 
The doctor who had allegedly issued these 
medical certificates had retired sometime 
earlier to live outside the UK.

The HSE investigation found the defendants 
had used forged documents to obtain an 
asbestos licence from HSE in order to trade. 
The investigation also found the company 
could not show that they had properly trained 
or adequately monitored their workers who 
were exposed to asbestos.

David Lloyd pleaded guilty to breaching 
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ordered to pay costs of £7,000.

HSE principal inspector Emma Stiles said 
“Basement work must be properly planned to 
ensure the structural integrity of the building 
throughout the construction work. When 
this type of work is done badly, workers and 
members of public are at significant risk of 
serious injury or death. In addition, we cannot 
underestimate the impact on the homeowners 
when their properties are extensively 
damaged.”

CONTRACTOR FINED AFTER A SERIES 
OF FAILURES TO CARRY OUT WORK 
SAFELY AND PROVIDE ADEQUATE 
WELFARE FACILITIES
A contractor carrying out refurbishment and 
basement extension work was prosecuted on 
11th April 2018 after the HSE identified a series 
of serious safety breaches during inspections.

Westminster Magistrates’ Court heard that 
PVAD Limited was the contractor controlling 
work at a construction site at on Montholme 
Road, London, SW11, when it was inspected 
by the HSE in March 2017. The inspection 
found that numerous areas of the site had 
no edge protection to prevent falls, including 
where workers could fall four metres into the 
basement from the site entrance area. Unsafe 
‘homemade’ ramps were being used to allow 
access to some parts of the site.

It was also found that the welfare facilities fell 
far below the legally required standard, with 
the WC having no cistern to allow flushing and 
the washing arrangements on site consisting 
of a cold water outdoor tap and bucket, with 
no soap or towel.

A prohibition notice was served on PVAD 
Limited, but further inspections in April and 
May 2017 found new work at height issues 
that were so serious that all work had to be 
halted on both occasions until the site was 
made safe. An improvement notice was also 
served requiring PVAD Limited concerning the 
inadequate welfare facilities. The company 
breached the notice as the improvements 
made were insufficient.

The HSE had previously inspected other PVAD 
Limited sites several times in 2015 and 2016. As 
a result, the company had been served with 
three improvement notices relating to welfare 
facilities and two formal letters highlighting 
work at height risks and giving advice.

PVAD Limited pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulation 6(3) of the Work at Height 
Regulations 2005, Regulation 15(11) of the 
Construction (Design and Management) 
Regulations 2015 (CDM) and Section 33(1)(g) 
of the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 1974. 
The company was fined £51,334 and ordered 
to pay £1,525.50 in costs.

HSE inspector Adam Thompson commented 
after the hearing: “After the March 2017 
inspection PVAD Limited were provided with 
clear written advice to help them make 
improvements. They failed to take note of this 
and continued to rely on a site manager with 
no formal health and safety training.
“On the three occasions the site was visited 
the workers were at such risk of falling that all 
work had to halt. It was just good fortune that 
no one was killed or seriously injured at the 
site”.
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Regulations 10(1)(a) and 22(1)(c) of the 
Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012. He was 
sentenced to 12 weeks in prison suspended 
for two years and was ordered to carry out 
200 hours of community service. He was also 
ordered to pay costs of £1,000.

Lee Cooper pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulations 10(1)(a) and 22(1)(c) of the Control 
of Asbestos Regulations 2012 and was 
ordered to undertake 80 hours of community 
service and pay costs of £1,000.

Excavation and Contracting (UK) Ltd pleaded 
guilty to breaching Regulations 10(1)(a) and 
22(1)(c) of the Control of Asbestos Regulations 
2012 and was fined £13,000 and ordered to 
pay costs of £10,000.

CORNWALL BASED TREE SURGEON 
SENTENCED AFTER TREE FELLING 
INCIDENT
On 18th April 2018 a tree surgeon from 
Cornwall was sentenced after a tree that was 
being worked on, fell into a public area and hit 
a parked car.

Truro Magistrates’ Court heard how Tobias 
Arthur Robert Smith, trading as Truro Tree 
Services, undertook the tree removal work for 
a private residence in Truro during March 2017. 
Chainsaw cuts were made to the 5ft wide 
trunk and ropes were attached to pull the 
tree down into a designated safe area. When 
it failed to fall, Mr Smith decided to pull the 
tree stem down using his work truck. A tow 
rope was attached to the top of the stem and 
connected to a tow hitch on his work truck. 
He drove his truck down Carvoza Road away 

from the junction of Mitchell Hill pulling the 
stem down, but it did not fall in the intended 
direction. The stem toppled off course by 
approximately 70 degrees, smashing through 
the boundary wall of the property coming to 
rest across a public pavement and onto the 
roof of a parked car on Carvoza Road.

The investigation by the HSE found that Toby 
Smith and the contractors used for this felling 
were not sufficiently trained or qualified and 
therefore were not considered competent to 
undertake this work. Toby Smith and his team 
that day, failed to identify the obvious hazards 
exposing his contractors and the public to 
risks to their health or safety.

Tobias Arthur Robert Smith pleaded guilty to 
breaching Regulation 3(2) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc Act 1974. He has been 
fined £615 and ordered to pay costs of £1000.

CIVIL ENGINEERING FIRM AND 
DISTRICT HEATING FIRM FINED AFTER 
WORKER SUFFERED FATAL INJURIES
A civil engineering firm and a district heating 
firm were sentenced on 18th April 2018 for 
safety breaches after a worker suffered fatal 
crush injuries.

Sheffield Crown Court heard how on 10th 
December 2015 36-year-old David Beresford 
was employed by R K Civil Engineers Ltd 
working at the EON Renewable Energy Plant, 
Blackburn Meadows, Alsing Road, Sheffield. 
He was one of two workers unloading large 
heating pipes (12 metres long and weighing 
approx. 840kg) from a trailer to place them into 
stillage containers at the site. The pipes were 
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being lifted and moved using an excavator 
and were incorrectly stacked above the top 
edge of the stillages. During the positioning of 
the pipes, two of the pipes rolled off and fell 
into a gap between two stillages. Mr Beresford 
was standing within this gap and the second 
pipe fell onto him.

R K Civil Engineers Ltd of The Chancery, 
Spring Gardens, Manchester was found 
guilty of breaching Section 2(1) of the Health 
and Safety at Work Act 1974 and was fined 
£1,000,000.

R K District Heating Ltd was found guilty of 
breaching Section 3(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work Act 1974 and was fined 
£1,000,000.

The Judge also ordered that costs of £15,847 
are to be repaid. The arrangements will need 
to be agreed between the two defendants.

COMPANY FINED AFTER CONTRACTOR 
FALLS FROM SCAFFOLD
Beaudecor Ltd pleaded guilty on 18th April 
2018 and has been fined after a worker fell 
from scaffolding.

Westminster Magistrates Court heard how, 
on 4th October 2016, a contractor fell from 
the third level of a scaffold whilst undertaking 
work on the front of low rise block of flats 
located in the borough of Hammersmith 
and Fulham. The contractor was put into an 
induced coma for three days having suffered 
a broken vertebra, several broken ribs, 
collapsed lung and damage to his liver.

The HSE investigation found that Beaudecor 
Ltd had allowed its contractor to use a 
scaffold without effective edge protection, no 
mid rails on the scaffold sides, to prevent a 
person falling from either side of the scaffold 
on the first three levels of said scaffold.

Beaudecor Ltd pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulation 6(3) of Work at Height Regulations 
2005 and has been fined £3,000 and ordered 
to pay costs of £2,900.

Speaking after the case, HSE Inspector 
Ian Shearring said: “The risk associated 
with working at height is well-known and 
Beaudecor Ltd failed in its duty to address 
this. Their failure was compounded by the fact 
that the required protective measures, mid 
rails, were in place on the very top level of the 
scaffold but not the others. Beaudecor Ltd has 
today been held to account for failing to take 
adequate action to protect the health and 
safety of persons working on their site.”

COMPANY & COMPANY OWNER FINED 
AFTER WORKER FALLS THROUGH 
ROOF
On 19th April 2018 Southern Solar Ltd and 
Sonya French were fined after a worker fell 
through a fragile barn roof, suffering life-
changing injuries.

Brighton Crown Court heard how a farmer 
had contacted Southern Solar Ltd to fit 100 
solar panels. The company subcontracted 
the fitting of the panels to a rope access 
company, Sky High Rope Access Ltd, run by 
Sonya French. During the installation, two 
operatives went onto the roof intending to 
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run a rope along the ridge of the barn and 
attach it to a large tree, but the roof gave 
way. One of the operatives, David Mattison, 
23, fell approximately 8m through the roof. He 
spent six months in hospital and is now in a 
wheelchair, unable to walk.

The investigation by the HSE found the person 
put in charge of planning and supervising the 
work had never previously worked on a fragile 
roof. The investigation also found the method 
statement prepared was totally inadequate 
as rope access is generally not suitable to be 
used on fragile roofs.

Southern Solar Ltd, was found guilty of 
breaching Regulation 4(1)(a) of the Work at 
Height Regulations 2005. The company, who 
have gone into administration, were fined £1.

Sonya French was found guilty of breaching 
Section 37(1) of the Health and Safety at Work 
Act 1974. She was given a 20-month custodial 
sentence suspended for two years and 
ordered to carry out 240hrs unpaid work. She 
was also ordered to pay costs of £5000.

PRINCIPAL CONTRACTOR FINED AFTER 
WORKER SUFFERS BRAIN INJURY IN 
FALL FROM HEIGHT
The principal contractor involved in the 
construction of a dormer extension has, on 
19th April 2018, been sentenced for safety 
breaches after a self-employed worker 
suffered life threatening injuries.

Leeds Crown Court heard how, on 29th 
October 2015, the operative was working 
on the roof at the side of the dormer when 

he fell approximately eight metres on to a 
paved floor. Adverse weather meant there 
was a need to make the dormer extension 
water tight which involved working in the 
unprotected area of the roof.

His fall was broken by a plastic children’s 
playhouse. The worker suffered a traumatic brain 
injury, bruising, and damage to his left arm.

An investigation by the HSE found the 
scaffolding erected on the site did not extend 
fully across the intended area of works and 
did not provide a protective area along the 
edge under where the operative was working. 
Mr Riley, the principal contractor, failed to 
ensure suitable and sufficient measures were 
in place to prevent persons falling a distance 
liable to cause personal injury.

James D Riley, trading as JD Riley, pleaded 
guilty to breaching Section 3(2) of the Health 
and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 and has 
received an eight-month sentence suspended 
for 2 years along with a compensation order 
for £5000 and ordered to pay £2000 in costs.

CONSTRUCTION WORKER SUFFERS 
SEVERE INJURIES AFTER FALL FROM 
HEIGHT
On 23rd April 2018 a construction company 
was sentenced after an employee fell from 
the first floor of Sandal Endowed Primary 
School in Wakefield.

Leeds Crown Court heard how, on 26th August 
2014, the 61-year-old worker was asked to 
remove fall bags from the first floor. The bags 
were too bulky to fit safely down the stairs. 
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He took the bags to the roof and proceeded 
to throw them over the edge. One of the 
bags became caught on the edge protection, 
dislodging it and taking both him and the 
edge protection over the edge. The employee 
fell and landed on the unprotected end of a 
scaffolding pole resulting in broken ribs and 
internal injuries and later removal of part of his 
bowel due to infection

The HSE investigation found that George Hurst 
& Sons Ltd failed to implement the British 
Standard for edge protection.

George Hurst & Sons Limited pleaded guilty to 
breaching Section 2(1) of the Health and Safety 
at Work Act 1974 and as the company have 
gone into administration has been fined £1.

COMPANY FINED AFTER WORKER 
INJURED BY DUMPER
Chalmers and Co (Sussex) Limited has, on 
25th April 2018, been sentenced after an 
untrained operator was injured when a six-
tonne dumper fell on top of him.

Brighton Magistrates’ Court heard how, on 
16th June 2017, operator Daniel Robbins 
was operating a dumper at Great Bainden 
Farm, tipping material from excavation 
work alongside a barn at the top of an 
embankment. As the operator came around 
the corner of the barn to tip a load, the 
dumper became stuck. When he backed up 
slightly to gain traction, the dumper tipped 
over the edge of the embankment. Daniel 
Robbins tried to jump clear, but the dumper 
landed upside down on top of him at the 
bottom of the embankment, trapping him and 

causing fractures to his right thigh, hip socket 
and vertebrae.

The investigation by the HSE found the 
company had failed to provide the operator 
with appropriate training for operating a dumper. 
The investigation also found the site manager 
had not been provided with suitable training 
for managing a site and to ensure that those 
operating under him, were doing so safely. 
Furthermore, no measures had been put into 
place to prevent dumpers from approaching or 
overrunning the edge of the embankment.

Chalmers and Co (Sussex) Limited pleaded 
guilty to breaching Section 2(1) of the Health 
and Safety at Work Act 1974 and was fined 
£26,667 with costs of £3,659.

COMPANY FINED AFTER WORKER 
FALLS FROM ROOF
On 26th April 2018 a home improvements 
company was fined after a worker fell from a 
garage roof sustaining significant injuries.

Greater Manchester Magistrates’ Court heard 
how, on 11th May 2015, an employee of Rock 
Home Improvements Limited was working on 
a garage roof when he fell 3.4 metres onto 
the driveway of an adjacent property. The 
employee suffered a fractured cheek bone, 
eye socket, ribs, left arm and a collapsed lung 
as a result.

The HSE investigation found that the company 
did not report the incident within the required 
timeframe, as it is legally obliged to do, and 
instead waited nine months which prevented 
a proper investigation.
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Rock Home Improvements Limited pleaded guilty 
to breaching Regulation 4(1)(a) of the Reporting of 
Injuries, Diseases, and Dangerous Occurrences 
Regulations (RIDDOR) and has been fined £2,700 
and ordered to pay costs of £1,000.

COMPANIES FINED AFTER WORKER 
INJURED IN FALL FROM HEIGHT
Stuart Barnes Limited and its client, Aster 
Property Limited, were both sentenced on 
26th April 2018after an employee fell through a 
fragile roof whilst at work.

Weymouth Magistrates’ Court heard that on 
5th January 2016, 27-year-old Luke Maslen 
was working to replace the roofing on garages 
owned by the client. He fell almost two metres 
through the garage roof onto flooring below. 
Mr Maslen suffered a serious fracture to the 
upper spine as a result of the fall.

The investigation by the HSE found the work 
was not properly planned, appropriately 
supervised or carried out in a safe manner 
when the incident occurred. The investigation 
also found Aster Property Limited, as the 
client, had failed in its duty to control how 
the work was carried out and to ensure any 
contractors they hired would carry out the 
work safely. The work was done under the 
control of Stuart Barnes Limited who failed to 
plan the work properly and in a safe manner. It 
was found that some of the employees were 
trained in window fitting not roof work.

Aster Property Limited pleaded guilty to 
breaching Section 3(1) of the Health and Safety 
at Work etc Act 1974, and has been fined 
£14,600 and ordered to pay costs of £5,015.75.

Stuart Barnes Limited pleaded guilty to 
breaching Regulation 4(1)(a) of the Work at 
Height Regulations 2005, and has been fined 
£8,000 and ordered to pay costs of £5,015.75.

THREE COMPANIES FINED AFTER 
BUILDING COLLAPSE IN KILMACOLM
On 27th April 2018 a client, principal contractor, 
and demolition contractor were fined following 
the uncontrolled collapse of part of a building 
that was being demolished in Kilmacolm, 
Inverclyde in 2015.

Paisley Sheriff Court heard how Taylor Grange 
Developments Limted were the client for the 
demolition and new build project at the former 
Kilmacolm Institute. They engaged Glasgow-
based Allied Contracts Limited to act as 
principal contractor and they in turn appointed 
Altan Plant Hire Limited of Glasgow to carry out 
the demolition of the three-storey building.

The court heard how, on 2nd June 2015, 
workers with no demolition training were inside 
the building hand demolishing internal walls 
when a wall and ceiling collapsed onto one of 
them. One worker, Richard O’Hagen, was taken 
to hospital suffering fractures to his neck, 
back and ankle.

The investigation by the HSE found that, 
as the client, Taylor Grange Developments 
Limited, had failed to make suitable 
arrangements for managing the demolition 
project, failed to make suitable arrangements 
to ensure that demolition work could be 
carried out without risks, failed to take 
reasonable steps to ensure that the principal 
contractor they appointed complied with their 
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legal duties and failed to ensure that adequate 
welfare facilities were provided.

The investigation also found that, as principal 
contractor, Allied Contracts Ltd failed to plan, 
manage and monitor the construction phase 
to ensure that the demolition work was 
carried out without risk to health and safety. 
They failed to appoint a demolition contractor 
who had the necessary skills, knowledge, 
experience and organisational capability to 
carry out the work safely, failed to regularly 
check standards of health and safety on site 
and failed to ensure that adequate welfare 
facilities were provided on site during the 
demolition work.

Furthermore, the investigation found that, 
as the contractor, Altan Plant Hire Ltd failed 
to plan the demolition safely and failed to 
take into account the risks to workers from 
structural collapse. The contractor failed to 
provide a safe system of work as they chose 
to use hand demolition methods rather than 
remote demolition by machine, they failed 
to ensure the electrical supply was isolated, 
failed to plan work for the safe removal of 
asbestos cement sheets, failed to provide 
edge protection around holes in the floor and 
failed to provide adequate welfare facilities 
during the demolition work.

Taylor Grange Developments Limited pleaded 
guilty to breaching Regulations 4(1), 4(2)(a) 
and 4(2)(b) of the Construction (Design and 
Management) Regulations 2015. The company 
was fined £4,500.

Allied Contracts Limited pleaded guilty to breaching 

Regulations 13(1) and 13 (4) of the Construction 
(Design and Management) Regulations 2015. The 
company was fined £6,000.

Altan Plant Hire Limited pleaded guilty to 
breaching Regulations 15(7) and 20(1) of the 
Construction (Design and Management) 
Regulations 2015. The company was fined 
£20,000.

Speaking after the hearing HSE principal 
inspector Graeme McMinn said: “This serious 
incident could have led to multiple fatalities 
and was caused by three separate duty 
holders not complying with their legal duties.

“Altan Pant Hire used inexperienced and 
untrained workers to demolish the three-
storey building. They wrongly decided to use 
hand methods to demolish the building when 
remote demolition by machine was a much 
safer option. Allied Contracts Ltd failed to 
appoint a competent contractor to who could 
carry out the work safely and then failed 
to make any checks on how the work was 
done. Taylor Grange Developments Limited, as 
client, set the tone for the project by failing 
to make suitable arrangements to ensure 
the demolition work would be carried out 
safely and failing to ensure that the principal 
contractor they appointed was complying 
with their legal duties.

“In addition, none of these duty holders ensured 
that the workers on site had access to toilets, 
washing and canteen facilities. This incident is a 
stark reminder of what can happen when clients, 
principal contractors and contractors fail to 
comply with their legal duties.”
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