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As the summer holiday 
season is coming to an 
end, we hope that you are 
again considering what 
training is required to 
enhance the knowledge 
of your workforce and 
allow for the apparent 
increase in projects 
being undertaken and 
resulting need for more 
skilled, knowledgeable and 
experienced personnel.

It is certainly our 
experience that 
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adequately qualified and 
experienced personnel 
are getting increasingly 
difficult to find due to 
the shortage of these 
people, so it makes sense 
to enhance the skills, 
knowledge and experience 
of our existing workforce, 
e.g. recruiting from within.

Positions Vacant
We are still seeking one 
more experienced Principal 
Designer/CDM Advisor 
based in the Leeds area, 

one of the positions having 
been filled.

Best wishes

Dave Carr Director
Callsafe Services



THE online magazine, 
pbctoday, on 6th August 2018, 
reported on the publishing 
of The Construction Industry 
Council (CIC) response 
to Dame Judith Hackitt’s 
‘Building a Safer Future’ report, 
commissioned by government 
following the Grenfell Tower 
fire.

The CIC’s response seeks 
to address the ambition of 
‘Building a Safer Future’ for 
changes to the regulatory, 
compliance and enforcement 
provisions for the construction 
sector.

Its members agree there is 
an urgent need to rebuild 
public confidence in building 

safety, reassure investors and 
ensure the continued support 
of underwriters for the UK 
construction industry.

The report states: ‘Our 
members also agree that the 
reforms which are needed 
must deliver all aspects of life 
safety in buildings and thus be 
wider than those specifically 
recommended in Building a 
Safer Future, as Dame Judith 
herself advocates.

‘It is also our view that the 
necessary change in industry 
culture will only be successful 
if that change is driven 
through at all levels and scales 
of work. The public sector as 
a major client has a key role to 

play in driving and supporting 
cultural change.’

This response also seeks to 
offer a development of Dame 
Judith’s initial ideas for a Joint 
Competent Authority (JCA) 
and her recommendations 
relating to the governance 
of building regulations and 
associated guidance, as well 
as changes to the current 
building control system and 
profession.

Whilst the response from 
CIC showcases widespread 
support on the need for 
reform, not all members agreed 
on the different mechanisms 
to achieve this.

The report states: ‘The Royal 
Institute of British Architects 
(RIBA)’ would prefer to see a 
more prescriptive approach 
and argues that clear baseline 
standards would provide 
better protection for the 
public, such as installation 
of sprinklers and a ban on 
combustible materials in 
external cladding on high 
rise and other higher risk 
buildings. Others point to 
the widespread use of 
ACM [Aluminium Composite 
Material] cladding in spite of 
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CALLSAFE Services 
Limited have a requirement 
for a full-time employee 
to join our team of 
Principal Designer and 
CDM Advisors on multiple 
projects for one of our 
clients. This position is 
home-based, working 
within commuting distance 
of Leeds. This positions 
may also involve training 
in construction health and 
safety and CDM.

Candidates will be
expected to have:
• IMaPS/CMaPS/FMaPS, 
or working towards CMaPS
• CMIOSH or MIIRSM/
FIIRSM, or working towards 
• 10 years’ experience as a 
CDM Coordinator/Principal 
Designer 
• Experience in design and 
construction health and 
safety 
• An appropriate technical 

qualification (minimum 
HNC or equivalent) 
• Hold the NEBOSH 
Construction Certificate 
• An appropriate CSCS 
card 
• Five years’ experience 
as a trainer, providing 
vocational training of 
courses of up to 5 days 
duration (preferred)
• Qualified to at least AET 
or equivalent standard 
(preferred)

Competitive salary, plus 
car, pension, health care.

To apply:
If you wish to be 
considered for either of 
these positions, please 
forward your CV and 
copies of qualification 
certificates to Duncan 
Cooper (Director) at: 
duncan.cooper@callsafe-
services.co.uk.

PRINCIPAL DESIGNER
& CDM ADVISOR

it apparently not satisfying 
requirement B4 of the Building 
Regulations as evidence that 
prescription is not the answer. 
An approach based on 
outcomes leaves more scope 
for innovation, for example, in 
offsite manufacture.’

‘The CIC view is that the 
services of both approved 
inspectors and local authority 
building control (to be 
renamed Building Standards 
under proposals by Dame 
Judith) will be necessary to 
deliver the improvement in 
building safety that is required.

‘Local authority building 
standards officers would 
enforce compliance and 
approved inspectors should 
be part of the regulatory 
regime verifying and enforcing 
compliance so long as they 
are working for the JCA. The 
new regulatory system should 
avoid all conflicts of interest, 
including local authority 
building control departments 
having a regulatory role in 
relation to the buildings owned 
by that local authority,’ CIC’s 
response says.

The full response can be 
viewed here.
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On 3rd August 2018 Designing 
Buildings Wiki, published an 
article written on the fire door 
investigation instigated by the 
Grenfell Tower disaster.

Overview
On 16th May 2018, Housing 
Secretary James Brokenshire 
updated Parliament on the fire 
door investigation undertaken 
following the Metropolitan 
Police discovery that a fire 
door installed at Grenfell Tower, 
which was designed to resist 
fire for up to 30 minutes, failed 
after just 15.

The Grenfell Tower 
independent expert advisory 
panel concluded that 
there was a performance 
issue with these fire doors 
(manufactured by Manse 
Masterdor), which do not 
consistently meet the 
30 minute fire resistance 
standard required by the 
building regulations.

The National Fire Chiefs 
Council advise that the risk 
to public safety is low as the 
fire protection of buildings 
involves a range of measures 

and that the failure of one 
should not significantly 
change the overall safety of 
residents. In addition, all doors 
provide essential protection 
in a fire if they are properly 
closed. 

However, the panel advise that 
owners of buildings with this 
type of door should review 
their fire risk assessment and 
consider how quickly these 
doors should be replaced. 
They have published guidance 
to assist building owners 
in making this decision, 

GRENFELL FIRE DOOR 
INVESTIGATION
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available at: https://www.gov.
uk/government/publications/
advice-for-building-owners-
on-assurance-and-replacing-
of-flat-entrance-fire-doors 

The Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local 
Government is writing 
to customers of Manse 
Masterdor. It is also looking at 
the wider fire door market and 
intends to test fire doors from 
other door suppliers. 

James Brokenshire said; 
“Based on the results of these 
investigations to date, the 
expert panel advise the risk 
to public safety remains low. 
However, they advise there is a 
performance issue with Manse 
Masterdor which is why we 
are taking the responsible step 
of writing to relevant building 
owners setting out clear advice 
on what they should do. Fire 
service advice to residents 
remains the same. Regularly 
test your smoke alarms, ensure 
your front door is properly 
closed and in the event of a fire 
follow existing fire procedures 
for the building.” 

(Ref. https://www.gov.uk/
government/news/update-
on-fire-doors-investigation-
risk-to-public-safety-
remains-low)

On 30 May 2018, Kensington 
and Chelsea council 
announced that they are to 

spend £3.5 million to replace 
all 4,000 fire doors in the 
borough's social housing. 

The council had been 
heavily criticised in a report 
commissioned by voluntary 
sector organisations that led 
the response to the Grenfell 
fire, and said that they 
'believe that the replacement 
programme must be started as 
a matter of urgency'. However, 
it is expected that it could take 
up to two years to complete. 

Updates
In July 2018, Housing 
Secretary James Brokenshire 
MP reported that fire doors 
from five suppliers had failed 
to meet fire performance 
standards, and suggested this 
highlighted broader potential 
failings within the industry. 
He instructed major fire door 
suppliers to meet and agree a 
clear plan of action to tackle 
these failings. He also asked 
National Trading Standards to 
oversee local investigations. 

Brokenshire said; "While the 
department’s investigations 
are on-going, I now have 
enough evidence to suggest 
that there is a broader issue 
across the fire door market. 
That is why I am calling on 
suppliers to meet this week 
and provide reassurance 
that they are gripping this 
issue properly. I want to 

see a clear plan of action to 
rectify existing problems and 
ensure such failures are not 
repeated in the future. Whilst 
our Expert Panel assures 
me the risk remains low I 
want to assure the public 
that the government is doing 
everything it can to ensure 
construction products are of 
the highest safety standards 
and accurately tested and 
marketed." 

The products that failed 
tests were both glazed and 
unglazed doors supplied 
by Manse Masterdor and 
Masterdor Limited and glazed 
composite doors supplied by 
Specialist Building Products 
Limited, trading as Permadoor; 
Solar Windows Limited; 
and Birtley Group Limited, 
trading as Bowater by Birtley. 
They have been now been 
withdrawn from the market. 

(Ref. https://www.gov.uk/
government/news/action-
to-address-recent-fire-door-
issues)
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On 6th August 2018 Keeley 
Downey, assistant editor of 
IOSH Magazine, reported on 
a parliamentary committee’s 
call for the UK government 
to consult on introducing 
a maximum workplace 
temperature, especially for 
work that involves significant 
physical effort, to tackle lower 
employee productivity during 
heatwaves.

The Environmental Audit 
Committee has published 
a new report, Heatwaves: 
adapting to climate change, 
in which it makes a series 
of recommendations to help 
workers cope in overheating 
work environments.

These include a review of 
the building regulations for 
a new standard to prevent 
overheating in new buildings, 
as well as formal guidance 
from Public Health England to 
employers to relax dress codes 
and allow flexible working 
during heatwave alerts.

Regulation 7 of the Workplace 
(Health, Safety and Welfare) 
Regulations requires employers 
to maintain a “reasonable” 

MPS RECOMMEND STATUTORY 
MAXIMUM WORKPLACE TEMPERATURE



temperature in the workplace. 
The minimum temperature is 
16°C, or 13°C if work involves 
physical activity, however the 
regulations do not specify a 
maximum temperature.

The Health and Safety 
Executive’s (HSE) website 
says: “A meaningful figure 
cannot be given at the 
upper end of the scale due 
to the high temperatures 
found in, for example, glass 
works or foundries. In such 
environments it is still possible 
to work safely provided 
appropriate controls are 
present.”

In its Approved Code of 
Practice, the HSE recommends 
employers “take all reasonable 
steps to achieve a reasonably 
comfortable temperature” and 
advocates the use of fans 
and increased ventilation in 
extremely hot weather.

Overheating work 
environments can lead to 
heat stress, particularly for 
workers engaged in heavy 
outdoor manual labour and for 
employees working in offices 
built in the 1960s and 1970s 

as these tend to have poor 
ventilation systems, the report 
notes.

It says: “The risk of overheating 
is not adequately addressed 
in the building regulations and 
the wider regulatory framework. 
The health of occupants 
should be a key priority of the 
building regulations, especially 
as severe heat events 
have become increasingly 
common since 1950 and are 
set to become more frequent. 
The Committee on Climate 
Change has repeatedly 
recommended a standard or 
building regulation to prevent 
overheating in new buildings, 
however thermal comfort is still 
not addressed in the building 
regulations.”

According to the Chartered 
Institute of Building Services 
Engineers, indoor temperatures 
that exceed 28°C for long 
periods are likely to result in 
reduced productivity.

Mary Creagh MP, chair of 
the Environmental Audit 
Committee, said: “Heatwaves 
cause premature deaths, from 
cardiac, kidney and respiratory 
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disease. There will be 7,000 
heat-related deaths every year 
in the UK by 2050 in the UK in 
the government does not take 
action.”

TUC general secretary 
Frances O’Grady said: “The 
law only gives minimum 
working temperatures, but 
the hot summer we’re having 
has shown the need for a 
maximum limit too. It’s great to 
have support for MPs for this 
commonsense policy, and we 
hope the government will take 
quick action.

“Meanwhile we encourage 
employers to keep on being 
sensible while the hot weather 
goes on. Relaxing dress codes 
and being flexible on working 
times to avoid the hottest part 
of the day can make things 
much easier.”

MPS RECOMMEND STATUTORY 
MAXIMUM WORKPLACE TEMPERATURE
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ON 3rd August 2018 the 
Safety & Health Practitioner 
magazine, published an article 
written by Dr Simon Joyston-
Bechal, as shown below.

Although the highest 
sentences are going to apply 
to individuals whose disregard 
of safety was motivated by 
cost saving and where there 
is a “blatant disregard for a 
very high risk of death”, for 
medium culpability cases 
the sentencing will still rise. 
Dr Simon Joyston-Bechal, 
Director at Turnstone Law, 
goes into detail as to what the 
changes could mean for you.

The Sentencing Council 
published its definitive 
guidance on 31st July 2018 
covering new sentences 
for individuals who commit 

manslaughter. This includes 
a step-by-step guide 
that judges must follow 
in determining sentences 
for gross negligence 
manslaughter, which is the 
most serious offence that can 
be committed by an individual 
for a health and safety breach. 
The new rules come into force 
for sentences imposed from 
1st November 2018, but it is 
retrospective in that it will 
apply to existing cases that 
have not concluded before 
that date.

The message for the 
boardroom is to sit up and take 
note and above all to avoid the 
worst culpability flashpoints of 
cost saving and disregarding a 
very high risk of death.

How does this relate to the 
2016 sentencing guidelines 
for health & safety?
The sentencing guidelines 
introduced in February 2016 for 
health and safety offences and 
corporate manslaughter have 
led to a steady rise in fines 
for companies and a reduced 
threshold for individuals to be 
sent to jail under the two-year 
maximum term for health and 
safety offences.

Gross negligence 
manslaughter is committed 
by an individual whose 
gross breach of a duty of 
care causes or significantly 
contributes to a death. This 
offence was excluded from 
the guidelines in 2016 and 
we can now see that it is the 
Sentencing Council’s intention 
that, for workplace cases, it 

NEW SENTENCING GUIDELINES PROPOSE JAIL TERMS 
OF UP TO 18 YEARS FOR GROSS NEGLIGENCE MANSLAUGHTER
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NEW SENTENCING GUIDELINES PROPOSE JAIL TERMS 
OF UP TO 18 YEARS FOR GROSS NEGLIGENCE MANSLAUGHTER

will also be punished more 
severely than before.

How are the proposed new 
sentences calculated?
There are four levels of 
culpability, from ‘low’ to ‘very 
high’, each of which leads to 
a different starting point jail 
term. The starting points are 12 
years, eight years, four years 
and two years for culpabilities 
of ‘very high’, ‘high’, ‘medium’ 
and ‘lower’, respectively. Other 
factors can then be taken into 
account to move you down 
a little or up a lot within a 
specified range around each 
starting point. For example, 
the ‘very high’ range is 10 to 
18 years and you move up 
the range if, for example, more 
than one person was put at 
risk or you ignored previous 
warnings.

High culpability
A number of factors are 
listed to enable the judge to 
determine the right culpability 
category. In a typical case 
arising in the workplace, 
the most likely factors that 
would put you into the ‘high’ 
culpability category are: cost 
saving as a motivation for the 
breach; and “blatant disregard 
for a very high risk of death”.

In the absence of these two 
factors, a typical workplace 
case would most likely be 
in the medium culpability 
category (starting point four 
years imprisonment, with a 
range from three to seven 
years). At present, sentences 
of this length would be for 
cases at the most serious 
end of the spectrum. So, 
this represents an increase 

for typical cases, as was 
intended.

If cost saving is part of the 
motivation, then that would 
indicate ‘high’ culpability 
(starting point eight years, with 
a range from six to 12 years). 
With hindsight, cost saving 
can quite often be shown by 
the prosecution to have been 
a part of the reasoning for a 
breach in workplace cases.

If there was a “blatant 
disregard for a very high risk 
of death”, that would similarly 
indicate ‘high’ culpability. This 
test requires the disregard 
to be blatant; but I don’t 
see the word ‘blatant’ as 
raising the bar here. If you 
have disregarded a very 
high risk of death, someone 
has died and you have been 
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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.

The BIMsafe package includes linked
spreadsheets for the Designers Risk Register , 
Temporary Works Register,  and Construction Risk 
Register/Method Statements. Together with easy 
access to guidance.

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
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convicted of gross negligence 
manslaughter, won’t that 
always be seen as ‘blatant’? 
If so, the bar set for this factor 
is that there must be a ‘very 
high risk of death’. That will be 
looked at with the hindsight of 
a death having happened, so 
it will apply in many cases but 
not all.

Very high culpability
A case is likely to be 
taken into the ‘very high’ 
culpability category if there 
are a combination of ‘high’ 
culpability features. This would 
apply to workplace cases if 
you were saving costs and 
you (blatantly) disregarded a 
very high risk of death. It leads 
to a starting point of 12 years 
imprisonment with a range 
from 10 to 18 years.

It seems to me that this very 
much escalated sentence 
will apply to a significant 
proportion of workplace 
cases – clearly the worst 
ones. For example, the owner 
of an Indian restaurant, 
saving money by purchasing 
ground peanuts instead 
of ground almonds, aware 
of a previous incident of a 
peanut allergic reaction and 
nonetheless continuing to 
describe dishes falsely as 
free of peanuts. Or the boss 
of a construction company, 
having been warned that a 
worker had fallen from a roof 

on a project, continuing to get 
the project done to avoid the 
delay and cost of introducing 
safeguards, and then a worker 
falls to his death.

And Grenfell reminds us that 
product related cases could 
come up in future. Imagine if 
you have supplied or used a 
construction product in the 
past (not just cladding panels), 
you have become aware that 
it poses a serious safety risk 
and you decide to avoid the 
costs that would arise from 
warning current owners/
occupiers and them requiring 
the product to be replaced at 
your expense. A fatal accident 
in these circumstances could 
have all the ingredients for the 
longest jail terms – very much 
longer than at present.

What do the changes mean?
The changes mean that not 
just for the worst cases but 
now for typical workplace 
cases of gross negligence 
manslaughter, we can expect 
four year jail terms. But for 
cases that exhibit one or both 
of the new flashpoint features 
(cost saving and disregarding a 
very high risk of death), we can 
expect to see jail terms starting 
at 8 years and 12 years and 
potentially going up higher.

There will be two schools of 
thought as to whether that 
is to be welcomed. But it is 

very much less draconian 
than the original proposals 
by the Sentencing Council. I 
successfully led a lobbying 
exercise in the consultation 
on behalf of the Health and 
Safety Lawyers Association; 
and the Sentencing Council 
accepted my arguments that 
two of the ‘high’ culpability 
features that they previously 
proposed should be dropped. 
The first was that merely being 
aware of a risk of death arising 
from your breach should take 
you to ‘high’ culpability. The 
second was that if the breach 
persisted for weeks or months, 
that should also take you to 
‘high’ culpability.

So those of us defending 
cases should be very 
pleased that these new 
guidelines, although increasing 
sentences, do not do so as 
much or in the unfair way that 
was previously planned.

Message for the boardroom?
The message for the 
boardroom is clear. Senior 
executives need to be aware 
of the behaviours that can 
get them into the worst 
trouble and proactively lead 
an agenda of compliance. 
Furthermore, these guidelines 
can be harnessed as a 
tool to train directors and 
senior executives as to the 
importance of setting the right 
tone at the top.



2018courseschedule

APS MANAGEMENT OF PRE-CONSTRUCTION HEALTH AND SAFETY

25-27 September 2018 Staffordshire MPHS180925  £810.00

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

APS CDM2015 AWARENESS

02 October 2018 Staffordshire CDMA181002  £300.00

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

CDM2015 FOR FACILITIES MANAGERS

11 October 2018 Staffordshire CDMF181011  £290.00

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

APS DESIGN RISK MANAGEMENT AND CDM2015 FOR DESIGNERS

06-07 November 2018 Staffordshire ADRM181106  £620.00

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

UKATA ASBESTOS AWARENESS

08 November 2018 Staffordshire ASBA181108  £55.00

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

THE SYNERGY OF CDM2015 AND BIM

22 November 2018 Staffordshire SBIM181122  £300.00

DISCOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR MULTIPLE BOKKING ON A SINGLE COURSE AND/OR
PAYMENT ONE MONTH BEFORE THE COURSE COMMENCEMENT



2019courseschedule

APS CDM2015 AWARENESS

17 January 2019 Staffordshire CDMA190117  £300.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
APS MANAGEMENT OF PRE-CONSTRUCTION HEALTH AND SAFETY

05-07 February 2019 Staffordshire MPHS190205  £810.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
CDM2015 FOR FACILITIES MANAGERS

14 February 2019 Staffordshire CDMF190214  £290.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
IOSH MANAGING SAFELY IN CONSTRUCTION

19-21,27-28 Feb 2019 Sutton Coldfield IMSC190219  £950.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
APS DESIGN RISK MANAGEMENT AND CDM2015 FOR DESIGNERS

06-07 March 2019 Staffordshire ADRM190306  £620.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
APS CDM2015 AWARENESS

12 March 2019 Staffordshire CDMA190312  £300.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
THE SYNERGY OF CDM2015 AND BIM

21 March 2019 Staffordshire SBIM190321  £300.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
CDM2015 FOR FACILITIES MANAGERS

28 March 2019 Staffordshire CDMF190328  £290.00

DISCOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR MULTIPLE BOKKING ON A SINGLE COURSE AND/OR
PAYMENT ONE MONTH BEFORE THE COURSE COMMENCEMENT
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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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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
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latestprosecutions

NORTH YORKSHIRE COMPANY FINED 
AFTER CONTRACTOR FALLS FROM 
HEIGHT

A company specialising in the installation of 
biomass heating systems and photovoltaic 
solar systems was sentenced on 1st August 
after a worker suffered serious injuries 
following a fall from height.

Beverley Magistrates court heard how, on 
27th March 2015, an operative was installing a 
flue system for a biomass heating system at 
a farm in North Yorkshire. He had attempted 
to work from a ladder at the side of the 
outbuilding but when this proved ineffectual, 
he resorted to climbing onto the roof to 
complete the works. Whilst working on the 
roof, the operative fell a distance of around 
2 metres through the fragile cement sheet, 
suffering injuries including broken bones in the 
left ankle.

An investigation by the Health and Safety 
Executive (HSE) found the company had 
failed to adequately plan the installation of 
the heating system and the necessary work 
at height. Furthermore, the investigation found 
the company failed to provide suitable work at 
height equipment such as a mobile elevated 
work platform, edge protection, crawl boards, 
a roof ladder or scaffolding.

Duncan Plumbing Heating and Electrics Ltd 
pleaded guilty to breaching Section 2(1) of the 
Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 and 
has been fined £32,000 and ordered to pay 
£2,424.60 in costs.

CONSTRUCTION FIRM AND DIRECTOR 
FINED FOR REPEATED SAFETY 
BREACHES

It was reported on 2nd August that a London 
based company and its director were found 
guilty of failing to comply with a prohibition 
and improvement notice.

Southwark Crown Court heard how, on 31st 
March 2016, Awad (UK) Ltd, under the control 
of its director Andrzej Wilk, was issued with a 
prohibition notice on site where it was found 
that persons were at serious risk of fall and 
injury from the unprotected edges at the site. 
The court also heard that the company was 
issued with an improvement notice on 4th 
April 2016 for failure to provide adequate and 
suitable welfare facilities at the site.

The investigation by the HSE found Awad (UK) 
Ltd and Andrzej Wilk had not taken steps to 
comply with the prohibition notice preventing 
any work near the open edges where there 
was a risk of fall and injury to persons. The 
investigation also found that Awad (UK) Ltd 
and Andrzej Wilk had not complied with the 
improvement notice requiring the provision of 
adequate and sufficient welfare facilities.
Awad (UK) Ltd pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulation 6(3) of the Work at Height 
Regulations 2005 and Sections 21 and 22 of 
the Health & Safety at Work etc Act 1974. The 
company has been fined £37,500 and ordered 
to pay costs of £10,000.

Andrzej Wilk pleaded guilty to breaching 
Section 37 of the Health and Safety at Work 
etc. Act 1974 and was fined £7,500 and 
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ordered to pay costs of £10,000.
Speaking after the case, HSE inspector Saif 
Deen said: “The risks associated with working 
at height and the requirement to provide 
adequate welfare facilities are well-known 
throughout the construction industry.
In this case, the company and its director 
failed to comply with HSE’s enforcement 
action and continued to put persons at risk of 
serious injury.”

FAILURE TO UNDERTAKE AN ASBESTOS 
ASSESSMENT RESULTS IN FINE FOR A 
PROPERTY MANAGEMENT COMPANY

A property management company was 
sentenced on 2nd August after failing to carry 
out an asbestos survey prior to undertaking 
extensive refurbishment works.

Huntingdon Magistrates’ Court heard how, 
between April and May 2017, Thistlemoor 
Healthcare and Management Ltd undertook 
construction work at two properties, one 
of which was part of a medical centre in 
Peterborough. In this time, the company failed 
to carry out an asbestos survey for either 
property, both of which were likely to contain 
asbestos.

The HSE investigation found the company 
undertook and carried out construction which 
was likely to disturb asbestos containing 
materials during the strip out and part 
demolition of the two properties. Despite this, 
the company failed in its duty to carry out an 
asbestos survey for either property.

Thistlemoor Healthcare and Management Ltd 
pleaded guilty to breaching Regulation 5 of 

Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012 and has 
been fined £15,000 and ordered to pay costs 
of £1,805.60.

COMPANY FINED AFTER WORKERS 
EXPOSED TO HAND ARM VIBRATION 
SYNDROME

On the 8th August, it was reported that a 
Cardiff based company have been fined after 
workers were exposed to Hand Arm Vibration 
Syndrome (HAVS).

Cardiff Crown Court heard how around 100 
employees of the company, which maintains 
and repairs aircraft components, were 
exposed to Hand Arm Vibration (HAV) and 
developed Hand Arm Vibration Syndrome 
(HAVS) over 22 years. At least 30 employees 
were exposed to risk of significant harm.

An investigation by the HSE found that 
employees used a range of hand-held 
vibrating tools including orbital sanders, rivet 
guns, grinders and drills. The company should 
have carried out a suitable assessment of 
work activities which exposed employees 
to vibration and should have implemented 
additional controls to reduce exposure so far 
as was reasonably practicable.

The investigation found that the company 
failed in their duty to implement a safe 
system of work in order to control exposure 
to vibration. In addition, employees should 
have undergone suitable health surveillance 
to identify symptoms at an early stage of the 
disease. This would have prevented it from 
progressing to a disabling condition.
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Nordam Europe Limited pleaded guilty to 
breaching Section 2(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc. Act 1974, and has been 
fined £400,000 and ordered to pay costs of 
£39,620.92.

Speaking after the hearing HSE inspector 
Janet Hensey said: “This was a case of the 
company completely failing to grasp the 
importance of HAVS health surveillance.

“If they had understood why health 
surveillance was necessary, it would have 
ensured that it had the right systems in place 
to monitor worker’s health and the employee’s 
condition would not have been allowed to 
develop to a severe and life altering stage”.

WOOD PROCESSING COMPANY FINED 
FOLLOWING ASBESTOS EXPOSURE 
DURING MAINTENANCE WORK

On 22nd of August, the HSE reported the 
successful prosecution of a wood processing 
company after serious failings in the 
management of asbestos on site.

Manchester and Salford Magistrates’ Court 
heard how, on 20th October 2016, in the 
aftermath of a large explosion at the Bosley 
site, Wood Treatment Ltd was directed by the 
HSE to fit new explosion relief panels to an 
asbestos cement-clad warehouse.  During an 
inspection by two HSE inspectors to assess 
progress, it was noticed that asbestos cement 
panels of the warehouse had been removed, 
cut to shape with power tools and replaced, 
breaching the Control of Asbestos Regulations 
2012.

The HSE investigation into the incident found 
that while an external company had been 
contracted to fit the explosion relief panels, 
they did not work with asbestos containing 
materials, instead employees of Wood 
Treatment Limited removed the cladding. 
Following installation of the panels, some 
remedial work was necessary to repair holes 
left in the wall. The old asbestos sheets were 
cut to size and refitted.

Although the company was fully aware of the 
presence of asbestos and had an Asbestos 
Survey and Action Plan, this information was 
not shared with employees and measures 
were not put in place to contain the risks 
involved.

Wood Treatment Ltd pleaded guilty to a breach 
of Section 2(1) of the Health and Safety at 
Work etc. Act 1974 and was fined £2,000 and 
ordered to pay costs of £3,000 and a victim 
surcharge of £170.

COMPANY FINED AFTER EMPLOYEE 
LOSES THREE FINGERS

It was reported on 22nd August that a 
decorative panel manufacturing company 
was fined after a worker was injured when 
using an industrial saw.

Leeds Magistrates’ Court heard how, on 
29th March 2016, an employee of Laminated 
Products Limited was working alongside 
colleagues using a beam saw to cut sheets 
of MDF. When he reached into a hole in 
the fixed guarding, which he believed was 
a viewing hole, to clear waste offcuts, his 
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fingers became trapped under a drive chain 
and sprocket. As he pulled his hand out, three 
fingers were severed.

The investigation by the HSE found that, while 
suitable guarding was in place on other areas 
of the machine, the company had failed to 
identify the hazard posed by the open hole 
where access to the dangerous moving parts 
was possible.

Laminated Products Limited was found guilty 
of breaching Regulation 11(1) of The Provision 
and Use of Work Equipment Regulations 1998 
and was fined £45,225 and ordered to pay 
costs of £1,612.
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